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Freedom from the market mike konczal
A progressive economics writer redefines the national conversation about American freedom. Embed our reviews widget for this book What is this? See All Reviews >> Audio playback is not supported on your browser. Please upgrade. 1x1.25x1.5x1.75x2xNearly everyone agrees that the American system is, in some sense, rigged. If it is, then how did
it get that way. Mike Konczal (@rortybomb), Director of Progressive Thought at the Roosevelt Institute, a left-leaning think tank, argues that America has come to rely too heavily on markets. In his new book, Freedom from the Market: America's Fight to Liberate Itself from the Grip of the Invisible Hand, Konczal pushes back against the idea that
"neo-liberal" market dependency is natural, inevitable, or even especially American. Drawing on the history of American policy from the founding up to now, he argues that markets are inseparable from politics -- that they are, effectively, government programs. But markets don't necessarily give people what they need, can't provide essential goods to
people who can't pay, and can leave us subject to domination from the economically powerful. In a wide-ranging conversation, we touch on the appeal and implications of the republican conception of freedom as non-domination, World War II-era government daycares, the function that Medicare played in desegregating hospitals, the nature of socalled neoliberalism, and a lot more. When Mike sent me his book, he included a note expressing his intention to turn me into a social democrat. I'm not sure that he succeeded, but one thing our chat made clear to me is that once you're willing to accept that markets are essentially political and that market structure is a policy choice, it’s possible to
have a constructive conversation free of dogmatic ideological table-pounding. Mike KonczalFreedom from the Market: America's Fight to Liberate Itself from the Grip of the Invisible Hand by Mike KonczalFrom Slavery to the Cooperative Commonwealth: Labor and Republican Liberty in the Nineteenth Century by Alex GourevitchLand-grab
universities by Robert Lee and Tristan Ahtone, High Country NewsSocial Insurance: With Special Reference to American Conditions by I.M. Rubinow (1918)The Hollow Hope: Can Courts Bring About Social Change? by Gerald RosenbergKludgeocracy in America by Steven Teles, American Affairs“Neoliberalism” isn’t an empty epithet. It’s a real,
powerful set of ideas by Mike Konczal, VoxThe Submerged State: How Invisible Policies Undermine American Democracy by Suzanne MettlerFamily Values: Between Neoliberalism and the New Social Conservatism by Melinda Cooper--© Model Citizen Media, LLC 2021 The New PressThe progressive economics writer redefines the national
conversation about American freedom “Mike Konczal [is] one of our most powerful advocates of financial reform‚ [a] heroic critic of austerity‚ and a huge resource for progressives.”—Paul KrugmanHealth insurance, student loan debt, retirement security, child care, work-life balance, access to home ownership—these are the issues driving America’s
current political debates. And they are all linked, as this brilliant and timely book reveals, by a single question: should we allow the free market to determine our lives? In the tradition of Naomi Klein’s The Shock Doctrine, noted economic commentator Mike Konczal answers this question with a resounding no. Freedom from the Market blends
passionate political argument and a bold new take on American history to reveal that, from the earliest days of the republic, Americans have defined freedom as what we keep free from the control of the market. With chapters on the history of the Homestead Act and land ownership, the eight-hour work day and free time, social insurance and Social
Security, World War II day cares, Medicare and desegregation, free public colleges, intellectual property, and the public corporation, Konczal shows how citizens have fought to ensure that everyone has access to the conditions that make us free. At a time when millions of Americans—and more and more politicians—are questioning the unregulated
free market, Freedom from the Market offers a new narrative, and new intellectual ammunition, for the fight that lies ahead.Mike Konczal is a director at the Roosevelt Institute, where he focuses on economics, inequality, and the role of public power in a democracy. He is a co-author, with Joseph Stiglitz, of Rewriting the Rules of the American
Economy. Described as having “a cult following among progressives” by the New York Times Magazine, his writing has been featured in the Washington Post, Vox, Dissent, and The Nation. He is a sought-after commentator on the U.S. economy and has appeared on CNN, MSNBC, All Things Considered, Planet Money, and Lovett or Leave It. Born and
raised in Chicago, he now lives in Takoma Park, Maryland, with his wife, daughter, and pit bull.Flowing text, Original pagesWeb, Tablet, Phone, eReaderBusiness & Economics / Economic ConditionsBusiness & Economics / Free Enterprise & CapitalismBusiness & Economics / Money & Monetary PolicyPolitical Science / Public Policy / Economic
PolicyPolitical Science / Public Policy / Social PolicySocial Science / Social Classes & Economic DisparityThis content is DRM protected.Available on Android devicesYou can read books purchased on Google Play using your computer's web browser.To read on e-ink devices like the Sony eReader or Barnes & Noble Nook, you'll need to download a file
and transfer it to your device. Please follow the detailed Help center instructions to transfer the files to supported eReaders. GUEST: Mike Konczal is a director at the Roosevelt Institute, where he focuses on economics, inequality, and the role of public power in a democracy. He is a co-author, with Joseph Stiglitz, of Rewriting the Rules of the
American Economy. His new book is called Freedom from the Market: America’s Fight to Liberate Itself from the Grip of the Invisible Hand BACKGROUND: The “free market” we are told by its proponents is the best path to prosperity for all. “Free enterprise” is a right that subsumes other rights. Freedom from regulations will unlock wealth. This is
the myth that America is steeped in. Rarely if ever, do our politicians demand that we center our freedom to live full lives, work reasonable hours, access health care, etc. But American history is filled with the struggle to define freedom as centering on human needs. Telling that story in a new book is my guest. Praise for Freedom from the
Market:“The Roosevelt Institute’s Konczal is one of the warriors in this fight, arguing fiercely for the need to set much narrower limits on what is left to markets than has been the case in recent decades. A powerful polemic.”—Martin Wolf, Financial Times“Freedom from the Market arrives at a moment when, as Konczal observes, millions of
Americans are recovering a legacy of fighting market rule.”—Los Angeles Review of Books“Freedom from the Market has the potential to be a very important book, focusing attention on the contested, messy but crucially important intersection between social movements and the state. It provides a set of ideas that people on both sides of that divide
can learn from, and a lively alternative foundation to the deracinated technocratic notions of politics, in which good policy would somehow, magically, be politically self supporting, that has prevailed up until quite recently. Strongly recommended.”—Crooked Timber“Invaluable, thoughtful and thought-provoking.”—Midwest Book Review“By
identifying an alternative grammar, one that is grounded in the American past, Freedom from the Market provides a way out of the political cul-de-sac created by the failure of the market to deliver on its promises of ‘freedom.’”—Democracy: A Journal of Ideas“With carefully selected examples and lucid prose, Konczal makes a convincing case that the
American project has long depended on rigorous regulation of capitalism. Progressive voters and policy makers will find plenty of ammunition for their arguments in this cogent history.”—Publishers Weekly“An economic manifesto on behalf of the 99% poorly served by the present economy.”—Kirkus Reviews“Providing solid cases where government
regulations helped to give Americans a better life, this will appeal to progressives looking for a history of their movement.”—Library Journal“Markets will set us free—except when they won’t, don’t, can’t. In this deeply researched yet eminently readable book, Mike Konczal tells the powerful forgotten story of how American democracy once tamed
markets to advance our freedom, and shows us how it could do so once again.”—Jacob Hacker, professor of political science, Yale University, and New York Times bestselling author of Winner-Take-All Politics and American Amnesia “Konczal’s analysis brilliantly dismantles the false illusions of market freedom in every sector, including finance, health
care, and labor. This book explains how Americans have been hoodwinked into a coercive economy even as we were promised the opposite.”—Mehrsa Baradaran, professor of law, UC Irvine, and author of The Color of Money and How the Other Half Banks “Mike Konczal is that rare economics commentator who thinks the economy should serve
people, not the other way around. Freedom from the Market reclaims from the dustbin of history the Americans who dreamed of a vastly different kind of freedom than the one we’re now taught to revere.”—Sarah Jaffe, author of Necessary Trouble: Americans in Revolt and Work Won’t Love You Back “Mike Konczal’s powerful historical study links
political struggles over land, time, care, and education around the idea of freedom, reclaiming this familiar watchword and asking readers to think anew about its real meaning.”—Kimberly Philips-Fein, associate professor, New York University, and author of Fear City and Invisible Hands Mike Konczal is a director at the Roosevelt Institute, where he
focuses on economics, inequality, and the role of public power in a democracy. He is a co-author, with Joseph Stiglitz, of Rewriting the Rules of the American Economy. Described as having ”a cult following among progressives“ by the New York Times Magazine, his writing has been featured in the Washington Post, Vox, Dissent, and The Nation. He is
a sought-after commentator on the U.S. economy and has appeared on CNN, MSNBC, All Things Considered, Planet Money, and Lovett or Leave It. Born and raised in Chicago, he now lives in Takoma Park, Maryland, with his wife, daughter, and pit bull. Health insurance, student loan debt, retirement security, child care, work-life balance, access to
home ownership—these are the issues driving America’s current political debates. And they are all linked, as this brilliant and timely book reveals, by a single question: should we allow the free market to determine our lives?In the tradition of Naomi Klein’s Shock Doctrine, noted economic commentator Mike Konczal answers this question with a
resounding no. Freedom from the Market blends passionate political argument and a bold new take on American history to reveal that, from the earliest days of the republic, Americans have defined freedom as what we keep free from the control of the market. With chapters on the history of Homestead Act and land ownership, the eight-hour work
day and free time, social insurance and Social Security, World War II day cares, Medicare and desegregation, free public colleges, intellectual property, and the public corporation, Konczal shows how citizens have fought to ensure that everyone has access to the conditions that make us free.At a time when millions of Americans—and more and more
politicians—are questioning the unregulated free market, Freedom from the Market offers a new narrative, and new intellectual ammunition, for the fight that lies ahead."Markets will set us free - except when they won’t, don’t, and can’t. In this deeply researched yet eminently readable book, Mike Konczal tells the powerful story of how American
democracy once tamed markets to advance our freedom, and shows us how it could do so once again.” - JACOB HACKER, author of Winner-Take-All Politics and American Amnesia  “Konczal’s analysis brilliantly dismantles the false illusions of market freedom in every sector, including finance, health care, and labor. This book explains how Americans
have been hoodwinked into a coercive economy even as we were promised the opposite.” - MEHRSA BARADARAN, author of The Color of Money and How the Other Half Banks  “Mike Konczal is that rare economics commentator who thinks the economy should serve people, not the other way around. Freedom From the Market reclaims from the
dustbin of history the Americans who dreamed of a vastly different kind of freedom than the one we’re now taught to revere.” - SARAH JAFFE, author of Necessary Trouble: Americans in Revolt and Work Won’t Love You Back  "Mike Konczal's powerful historical study links political struggles over land, time, care, and education around the idea of
freedom, reclaiming this familiar watchword and asking readers to think anew about its real meaning." - KIMBERLY PHILLIPS-FEIN, author of Fear City and Invisible Hands"With carefully selected examples and lucid prose, Konczal makes a convincing case that the American project has long depended on rigorous regulation of capitalism.
Progressive voters and policy makers will find plenty of ammunition for their arguments in this cogent history."  - Publisher's Weekly  "An economic manifesto on behalf of the 99% poorly served by the present economy."  - Kirkus Review  "Providing solid cases where government regulations helped to give Americans a better life, this will appeal to
progressives looking for a history of their movement."  - Library Journal FREEDOM FROM THE MARKET FREEDOM FROM THE MARKET America’s Fight to Liberate Itself from the Grip of the Invisible Hand MIKE KONCZAL For Kendra, Vivian, and dreams about spring No man or body of men who require such excessive labor can be friends to the
country or the Rights of Man. […] The God of the Universe has given us time, health, and strength. We utterly deny the right of any man to dictate to us how much of it we shall sell. —Ten-Hour Circular, calling for a maximum ten-hour work day, 1835 It is not till it is discovered that high individual incomes will not purchase the mass of mankind
immunity from cholera, typhus, and ignorance, still less secure them the positive advantages of educational opportunity and economic security, that slowly and reluctantly, amid prophecies of moral degeneration and economic disaster, society begins to make collective provision for needs which no ordinary individual, even if he works overtime all his
life, can provide himself. —R.H. Tawney, Equality (1931) [W]e need to understand the nature of the corporation—to make money—and come to love it, and yet, to keep it in its proper place, just as you can love a tiger, but know that it’s not the sort of thing that should play with your kid. —Lawrence Lessig, 2007 CONTENTS Introduction 1. Free Land
2. Free Time 3. Free Life 4. Free Security 5. Free Care 6. Free Health 7. Free Economy 8. Free Education Conclusion Acknowledgments Notes Bibliography Index INTRODUCTION Over the past several decades, we’ve been fed an idea that free markets—the unregulated flow of goods, services, and labor—are the fundamental form of freedom,
and that freedom itself functions like a market. The freedom of a business owner, the freedom to sell your labor, the freedom to buy the necessities of life like health and education—these are the market opportunities that keep us free and allow us to express ourselves as members of a society. This narrow, limited view has extended into all parts of
our lives, becoming like the air that surrounds us. America’s market-oriented worldview is now breaking down. At a time of political upheaval, insecurity, and pandemics, people are hungry to reclaim a world outside the market. Their desires are animating politics, especially among younger voters, who are demanding that the government directly
provide essential goods while also suppressing aspects of the market that threaten to swallow our lives whole. These political demands are actually old ideas, though they’ve long since been forgotten. For two centuries, Americans have been fighting for freedom from the market. Their stories provide a powerful legacy to draw from and build upon. All
around us, this old fight against the free market rages anew. There was a short-lived social media account that emerged alongside the 2011 Occupy movement, a Tumblr page titled We Are the 99 Percent filled with stories of economic hardship. The number one problem people expressed, the fear that permeated the whole website, stemmed from
student debt and debt from medical bills. What was drawing people into that political moment was the idea of a space beyond the marketplace, one that wasn’t ruled by debt and precarity.¹ Later on, the desire for goods accessible outside the marketplace went crashing into the 2016 and 2020 Democratic primary battles. Suddenly there were debates
everywhere about free college and free, universal, single-payer health care. Old questions about the workplace were being resurrected, including through the grassroots effort to pass a $15 minimum wage in states and cities. Previous gatekeepers, who wanted people’s political imagination to keep to a more market-friendly, incremental approach,
saw the debate simply move past them. That energy expanded even after Donald Trump’s 2016 victory, motivating a whole new generation to run for office and change the political debate. We see this energy reflected in recent polling about the appeal of socialism. Exclusive Poll: Young Americans Are Embracing Socialism reads one such headline.
Gen Z Prefers ‘Socialism’ to ‘Capitalism’ reads another. An early 2019 poll found that nearly 50 percent of millennials and members of Generation Z would prefer living in a socialist country. Sixty-one percent of those between the ages of eighteen and twenty-four have a positive reaction to the word socialism, compared with less than 29 percent for
those over fifty-five years of age. Younger people are more likely to believe that the government should provide universal health care and tuition-free college, though these opinions are broadly popular outside this age bracket as well.² Conservatives respond to this development with a predictable mix of hyperventilation and condescension. Yet it is
easy to miss the motivating force behind this new political energy and the skepticism over capitalism it has unleashed. Central to this stance is the rejection of what the historian Ellen Meiksins Wood calls market dependence, where the market determines our access to all aspects of life. As Wood describes, under capitalism markets have a historically
unprecedented role in organizing human life and social reproduction, where people must go through the market to gain access to the most basic means of self-reproduction. What has changed about our era is how successful capitalism has become in colonizing our everyday lives, and how market dependency has bulldozed through efforts to check it.³
People have used markets for trading and exchange for centuries. What is unique today is how the economy has been restructured to extend and accelerate our reliance on markets into all aspects of society. For all the language about how markets open up opportunities, they also create dependencies as well. As Wood notes, what defines our current
way of dealing with markets is not opportunity or choice but, on the contrary, compulsion. The things we need to lead our lives are forced into markets where we are compelled to obtain them, at the mercy of private, profitseeking actors and our own ability to pay. Many of our needs are left unmet or poorly provided for by the market—from health
care to retirement security to providing for children—and more suffering is the result.⁴ When we understand that people are resisting dependency on markets it helps us see how they are also articulating a different idea of freedom. When citizens declare that health care is a human right, they are making a stand against market dependency. In this
view there are still markets. Doctors and nurses get salaries, MRI machines and bandages are purchased, and so on. But it also holds that individuals should not be dependent on the market as the sole determinant of what care they get. Health care should go to those who are sick, not those who are sick and who also happen to have money. That
market must be suppressed in favor of publicly provided health care.⁵ When workers demand a living wage and control over the hours they work, they are making a statement that they aren’t mere commodities, whose fortunes are determined by their dependency on the marketplace, but individuals who deserve a level of freedom that goes beyond
this. When Franklin Delano Roosevelt called for new freedoms, it was about putting limits on this kind of dependency. It’s a way of harnessing the innovative features of markets, without being servants to them. This book argues that true freedom requires keeping us free from the market. In some places this will require the government to provide key
services directly and universally, rather than requiring citizens to rely on the marketplace. These services include social insurance, education, and health care, among others. Elsewhere it will mean suppressing the extent of the market, such as the number of hours we work or the ability of businesses to discriminate against their customers. The form
this takes will depend on the contingency of everything from technology to the aspect of our life in question. But in all cases market dependency is a profound state of unfreedom, and freedom requires checks and hard boundaries on the ways markets exist in our society and in our lives. Americans have always been aware of the stakes between
markets and freedom. It is only recently that this historical awareness been obscured from our public memory. In our political battles through the centuries over land policy, free college, maximum working hours, public day cares, and more, Americans have understood that market dependency can be a source of unfreedom and is something that
needs to be contained. But in recent years, our historical consciousness has been clouded by glib libertarian fantasies where the government played no role in checking the market before the Progressive Era and the New Deal. In this fairy tale, there was no need for the state, especially the federal state, in creating capitalism itself, and no role it
played in determining who would benefit from this nominally private marketplace. This is wrong, and we need to recover our genuine history of American freedom. We have forgotten that free programs and keeping things free from the market are as American as apple pie. It is important for us to recover this, because what is dysfunctional about our
current economy and politics comes from extreme market dependency. Over the past fifty years, both our personal lives and our economy have been forced ever more deeply into market dependency. Those who have carried out this project aren’t adhering to some vision of limited government. They have been unapologetic about using the state to
make us more dependent on markets. Where markets did not exist, they have been forced and created. Where checks existed, they’ve been attacked. It’s been a strip-mining of society, leaving us and our politics exhausted, depleted, and desperate for fundamental change. Moreover, as writers like Corey Robin and Eric Foner have argued
convincingly, liberals and the left have lost a language of freedom that would help us describe this predicament, conceding the terrain to conservatives and those who see freedom only in the marketplace. But people are now becoming hungry for a new idea of freedom, one that is rooted in public programs that genuinely serve people and checking
market dependency. Recovering this history is essential to moving our politics and our lives toward a better direction.⁶ The idea that freedom requires being free from the market cuts directly against the notion of freedom that is prevalent today. Now economic freedom, the freedom of buying, selling, and existing within markets, is seen as the only
kind of freedom. As the philosopher Wendy Brown told the filmmaker and writer Astra Taylor, Today, there is no meaning of equality and freedom other than the meaning that you see in the market…. But the market itself is a domain of inequality. It’s a domain of winners and losers. And winners and losers are therefore the natural outcome of a fully
marketized democracy.⁷ Today’s idea of market freedom has two origin stories. The first comes from libertarians taking a distinction introduced by the British philosopher Isaiah Berlin to its extreme. In 1958 Berlin popularized the idea of negative and positive freedom, often referred to freedom from interference and freedom to do things. Negative
freedom is defined as a kind of absence, where there are no obstacles preventing your actions. Positive freedom, on the other hand, is the freedom to achieve certain kinds of objectives, usually determined collectively as a group.⁸ One might think these are two sides of the same coin, or different aspects of the debate over how to balance our
competing social goals of freedom and security. However, Berlin unhelpfully describes the two ideas as fundamentally at odds with each other. A new generation of libertarian and neoliberal thinkers would drive this wall between the two further. For them, negative freedom was not just an important goal of the government, it was the only legitimate
one. Any kind of economic interference, be it regulations, taxes, public programs, or social insurance, would necessarily also undermine the idea of freedom.⁹ The other origin story deal coincides with the ascendancy of economists to the forefront of policymaking. Economists, even liberal ones, tend to have a particular view of the proper way to
regulate and structure the marketplace, and that is solely by giving people money. In a 1970 essay, the liberal economist James Tobin contrasted two views of egalitarian thought. The first he called specific egalitarianism, in which access to specific goods like health and education shouldn’t be based on the ability to pay. The other, general
egalitarianism, was the view of most economists. General egalitarians believed that the government shouldn’t change how the market creates goods through regulations, produce goods directly like education, or otherwise interfere with prices like with minimum-wage laws. Instead, if the government cared about equality, it should just give poor
people cash and remain indifferent to how people spend it. As Tobin described this newly influential view, While concerned laymen who observe people with shabby housing or too little to eat instinctively want to provide them with decent housing and adequate food, economists instinctively want to provide them with more cash income. Liberal
theories of justice under capitalism began to mirror this ideal, concentrating on thought experiments of the economy as one giant auction. In these debates the question of justice focused just on how much money each type of individual should get for bidding on these market goods, not the terms under which goods are created or accessed.¹⁰ The
logical endpoint of this worldview is replacing all government programs with the provision of a basic income, such as a negative income tax, as the conservative economist Milton Friedman proposed. In a series of 1978 lectures, the philosopher Michel Foucault saw that this created a certain relationship in the economy. A basic income would be,
according to its advocates, socially effective without being economically disruptive and would mean giving up the idea that society as a whole owes services like health and education to each of its members. Concerns about inequality would only focus on the absolute poverty of the worst-off, a group that could be mentally segregated from the rest of
society.¹¹ For most people, however, this world meant that apart from the very poor, the mechanisms of competition and enterprise would be allowed to function in the rest of society. Market dependency would be the rule for most people, as above the threshold everyone will have to be an enterprise for himself or for his family. (It is precisely this
detachment from a broader egalitarian agenda that makes many people skeptical when basic income proposals are brought up as a fix to all of society’s problems.) In the increasingly dominant view of many economists, the whole point of egalitarianism is to ensure that market dependency can be sustained.¹² This book is a history of people fighting
against market dependency, and a story of how they formed arguments about freedom in order to do so. Over the centuries, Americans have articulated five broad, overlapping arguments for why freedom requires keeping us free from the market. The first is the most straightforward: the distribution of goods in a market economy doesn’t match what
we need to live free lives. Health, education, and time are part of the necessary baseline for exercising our freedom, and as such it is necessary that all of us have access to them in roughly equal measure. These goods should not be distributed on the basis of who can afford to pay for them.¹³ The second argument is that the market is an unreliable
provider of these essential goods. Sometimes companies just don’t produce enough compared with what society needs. People demand free public colleges because it is clear that private higher education institutions would rather increase their prestige instead of provide mass education. Insurance companies want to preemptively discriminate against
those who would most benefit from insurance. Simply subsidizing private businesses to do this work can easily end up in them capturing those resources rather than providing what is needed. Public programs instead do the opposite here, reducing costs and ensuring people get what they need. In addition, while any individual market for a good can
fail to deliver what society needs, the problem is compounded when you look at how all those markets, put together, can fail during recessions and depressions. The problem of insufficient demand creates long periods of high unemployment and depressed output for no reason other than the failure of the market to coordinate all its activities. An
important reason people have demanded protections from the marketplace is to offset the devastation caused by the business cycle, pain no individual causes themselves or can prevent on their own. Markets that can collapse in such ways are not suitable for the core elements of our freedom.¹⁴ A third argument is that freedom requires being free
from arbitrary power and domination by the will of others. Americans have concluded that if others can interfere with your life in a wanton and capricious manner, you are not free. The marketplace is a site of profound domination and arbitrary power. This is obvious in the labor contract. In the abstract worldview of economics, workers simply sell
their labor and bosses buy it, the same way one might sell and buy a pack of gum. But the workplace has always been one of the most important political battlefields for the definition of freedom. Workers put themselves under what the philosopher Elizabeth Anderson describes as the private government of bosses in the workplace, and these
relationships, like any kind of government power, can be predatory and exploitative. While workers may have the choice to leave, many don’t, either because of the lack of viable options in the larger economic environment or the terms of their contracts themselves. Bosses will always have an advantage because, under market dependency, workers
need to work in order to survive, in order to have the resources to continue living.¹⁵ Abusive, arbitrary power extends from the labor contract to markets in general. Consider how Enron manipulated energy prices, or pharmaceutical investors have taken over rare, life-saving drugs and raised their prices beyond what ordinary people can afford.
Consider families that have their equity in their home stripped through a deceptive financial product, an injustice that especially hits families of color. The philosopher Debra Satz describes these kinds of exchanges as noxious markets. Markets like these can create harmful outcomes for individuals themselves or for society as a whole. They are
characterized by instances where one side can take advantage of asymmetric knowledge, agency, power, or the vulnerabilities of a participant. People have always fought to suppress these kinds of markets in order to preserve their freedom.¹⁶ The fourth argument is that the expansion of markets to all of society turns all things into commodities, and
leaves no rewards for things that don’t function as commodities. As the political economist Karl Polanyi described in his book The Great Transformation, things like land, labor, and money aren’t actual commodities. Instead each functions as a fictitious commodity. Land isn’t produced by anyone; it was already there. Money isn’t made from one’s
efforts but comes from banks and states as a mechanism for accounting. As Polanyi writes, Labor is only another name for a human activity which goes with life itself, which in its turn is not produced for sale but for entirely different reasons, nor can that activity be detached from the rest of life, be stored or mobilized. Society resists the
commodification of all of these elements. Throughout the 1800s, a century before Polanyi, Americans made arguments when it came to land and working hours and money, understanding something was being stripped from their freedom when they were all determined solely by the marketplace.¹⁷ Sustaining human life requires resources that the
market can’t guarantee. Those who can’t work, either because they are old, young, or disabled, still need to survive. A society based entirely around the market will not be able to reproduce itself in a healthy manner, because all societies rely on an infrastructure of care to replenish themselves. People aren’t batteries that can be recharged in a
factory. They are human beings who need care, love, and protection in order to function. Society needs resources to raise and care for children, work that doesn’t claim any income from society. This care work of social reproduction is precisely a thing the market doesn’t pay for; it can only borrow against, until the deficit it runs starts to strain all of
us.¹⁸ The last reason people have given for why freedom requires the suppression of the market is that, contrary to the idea of negative freedom, the marketplace is a political project, a form of government that projects state power. Once you think about how a modern, capitalist economy operates, the idea of negative freedom doesn’t carry any
weight. Just as we debate whether or not the actions of the government will help or hinder freedom, the execution of the marketplace by the government needs to be democratically debated as well. There is no neutral way to have a market, and all choices matter, especially when it comes to how free we are. This was understood before the late 1800s,
where the line between the economy and government wasn’t drawn as sharply through law. The idea of economic freedom as an absolute right to contract had to be invented. Money and property are the terms under which we manage relationships among people. Those relationships are backed by the state, which ultimately enforces all contracts.
Consider, for example, owning a house. You own your home because you can prevent other people from living in it or using it without your permission. It’s not a vertical relationship between you and the physical structure—your house remains blissfully unaware of any legal contracts you have over it. Instead, it’s a horizontal relationship between
people. If you were to sleep on the front porch of someone’s house, they could call the police to remove you. This is even more true in a modern economy, where the state structures capital and wealth claims so that they can easily be moved across time and space. From shares in a corporation to intellectual property, much of what constitutes wealth
in our era doesn’t reflect relationships to actual objects, but instead represents claims over profits and incomes, claims the government will ultimately administer. Once we see property in this sense, we understand that there’s no way we can define it as anything other than a form of regulating interference among people.¹⁹ A free society will provide
key goods in some realms and suppress markets in others. Sometimes this can be done with regulations and mandates, while other times it must be through the public directly providing the good itself. A free society also works to suppress domination in the marketplace: by giving workers a say in their workplaces that goes beyond simply being able
to leave, by aggressively checking abuses from sellers, and by ensuring that work done outside the marketplace is compensated and provided for as well. All of these political goals can be done in a way that takes advantage of the innovation and dynamism of markets, while checking our dependency on them. The choice for this freer society is ours to
make. There are many ways to tell the story of freedom and markets. This is a work of history because history gives a flesh-and-blood urgency to what are often presented as abstract, academic fights. When we only understand these problems using the tools of economics and public policy, we end up ascribing a naturalness to the market in a way that
gives too much away. When we focus just on market failures
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