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Abstract
There is an unresolved but fundamental ‘anthropological’ tension in the liberal emancipatory promise. It is emblematically embodied in two, almost contradictory, statements by James Buchanan: “Man wants freedom to become the man he wants to become” (Buchanan 1979), but man is “afraid to be free” (Buchanan 2005). Buchanan was aware that there was a need for a renewed and rekindled “soul of classical liberalism” (2000), but he had to equally and bitterly admit that reflection on the problem of fear of freedom was still a real “lacuna in classical liberalism”, if not a true “failure” of liberal thought. This paper offers three proposals for a critical-constructive reinterpretation of the tensions in Buchanan's thought. First, if the emancipatory promise of liberalism aspires to be potentially ‘universal,’ and if liberalism is also a form of “adultism” (McCloskey 2020), a renewed liberalism that lives up to that promise will have to be attractive especially to those who do not want to become adults, otherwise liberalism risks being nothing more than a preachy or elitist, paternalistic or compassionate discourse toward them. Second, in order to avoid these possible drifts, we need to better specify the meanings and relationship between ‘fear’ and ‘freedom,’ if only to understand the nature of that anthropological tension and whether and how it can be ‘loosened’. Third, it provides some insights into a better understanding of whether and how we can move from fear of freedom to freedom from fear.
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1. Introduction 
“Man wants freedom to become the man he wants to become” (Buchanan 1979/1999: 259), but man is “afraid to be free” (Buchanan 2005). These two statements by James Buchanan emblematically represent an unresolved, but fundamental, anthropological tension in the liberal emancipatory promise.
I will first specify the meaning of this last statement, and, therefore, the perspective from which I will try to critically reread some of Buchanan’s reflections. 
That those two statements by Buchanan – contained respectively in the two articles “Natural and Artifactual man” (1979/1999) and “Afraid to be free. Dependancy as desideratum” (2005) – emblematically represent a tension in the liberal emancipatory promise does not mean that he developed a specific reflection on the issue of emancipation. Nevertheless, as the liberal thinker that he was, the theme and problem of freedom was often at the center of his reflections, as the titles of several of his books and articles attest. It is also true, however, that different discourses on man and freedom coexisted, not always peacefully, in Buchanan’s thought.[footnoteRef:2] The attention of scholars, especially economists, has long, and rightly, focused on “Natural and artifactual man,”[footnoteRef:3] while “Afraid to be free. Dependancy as desideratum,” as well as the relationship or tension between the assumptions and claims of these two writings have been rather neglected. This seems to me important since Buchanan’s thought is notoriously full of ‘tensions’ which, as such, are often fruitful and instructive. And this is also, and especially for our purposes, true of his reflection on man and freedom.[footnoteRef:4] [2:  See, for example, Gray (XXX) and Sugden (XXX).]  [3:  On which much has been written: Meadowcroft (xxx), Lewis, Dold (xxx), Aligica (xxx), Congleton (XXX).]  [4:  See the essays collected in Boettke&Stein (XXX) and the editors’ preface Boettke&Stein (XXX).] 

By ‘anthropological’ tension I therefore mean a tension between different, divergent, if not conflicting ‘discourses about man’ and his freedom(s) present in Buchanan’s reflection, and which can help shed light on some of the limitations and potentialities of some aspects of liberal emancipatory discourse. Moreover, the reference to the human also explains why this tension is ‘fundamental’: both in the sense of ‘foundational,’ as is any discourse about man in the social sciences or ‘humanities,’ and in the sense of ‘important’.
It should also be pointed out that there are different notions, ideals, historical forms and movements of emancipation: from the emancipation of slaves to the emancipation of women, and much more. In the broadest sense of the term, ‘emancipation’ refers to all those actions that enable a person (or a group of people) to access a state of autonomy through the cessation of dependence on or subjection to some authority or power. The type of emancipation that I will consider is very close to this general meaning and, in a sense, across the various historical forms of emancipation.   
The emancipation I will try to focus on concerns the aspiration and, at the same time, the difficulty of “becoming an adult” in the sense of autonomous and responsible. 
Finally, the rest of the paper will attempt to explain how this anthropological tension should be understood in the liberal emancipatory promise, and in what sense it is ‘unresolved’. 
For the moment it is sufficient to note how the ‘last’ Buchanan, namely the Buchanan of “Why I, too, am not a conservative” (2005) was aware that there was a need for a renewed and rekindled “soul of classical liberalism” (2000/2005), but he had to equally and bitterly admit that reflection on the problem of fear of freedom was still a real “lacuna in classical liberalism,” if not a true “failure” (2005: 27). Since then, attempts to fill this lacuna have been rare (see Boettke 2021). 
At this point, I can enunciate the dual challenge that I believe can be derived from the tension enunciated in the incipit “Man wants freedom to become the man he wants to become,” but man is “afraid to be free” – and from a critical and constructive reading of Buchanan’s thought. 
First of all, if the emancipatory promise of liberalism aspires to be potentially ‘universal,’ and if liberalism is also a form of “adultism” (McCloskey 2020), a renewed liberalism that lives up to that promise will have to be attractive especially to those who do not want to become adults, otherwise liberalism risks being nothing more than a preachy or elitist, paternalistic or compassionate discourse toward them. 
Second, in order to avoid these possible drifts, I believe we need to better specify the meanings and relationship between the two key terms of the aforementioned anthropological tension, namely ‘fear’ and ‘freedom,’ if only to understand the nature of that tension itself and whether and how it can be ‘loosened’. 
The paper is structured as follows. Sections 2 and 3 reconstruct Buchanan’s reflection on man and freedom by dwelling on the tension that arises between “Natural and artifactual man” and “Afraid to be free,” passing through his important reflection on “The perfectibility of man,” and explicating the key notion of “parentalism” and the “lacuna of liberalism.” Sections 4 and 5 develop, respectively, the critical and (re)constructive reading of Buchanan’s thought. In particular, Section 4 enucleates some ambiguities, weaknesses and tensions in Buchanan’s discourse of which one needs to be aware in order to proceed further. Section 5 tries to sketch some insights into freedom and responsibility, becoming adult and the problem of education, which may be useful for a future research project or monograph work, “From fear of freedom to freedom from fear.”
2. Freedom, “Artifactual man” and human perfectibility
2.1. “Artifactual man”‘s freedom
Let us start from the beginning or, rather, from the (now famous) conclusion of “Natural and Artifactual man.”
Man wants liberty to become the man he wants to become. He does so precisely because he does not know what man he will want to become in time. Let us remove once and for all the instrumental defense of liberty, the only one that can possibly be derived directly from orthodox economic analysis. Man does not want liberty in order to maximize his utility, or that of the society of which he is a part. He wants liberty to become the man he wants to become. (1979/1999: 259; both italics in original) 
The essay is a very powerful critique not only of the homo oeconomicus model and rational maximization choices subject to constraints, but also of other naturalistic-behavioral conceptions of human action, as they end up, implicitly or explicitly, excluding or erasing human freedom. This is also why Buchanan presents it as “a strong defense of individual liberty that cannot readily be advanced by the modern economist” (xxx). 
For our purposes, it is important to highlight both Buchanan’s anthropology, that is, his discourse on man, and the connection between it and Constitutional economics. 
Man is “artifactual”[footnoteRef:5] and, as such, is distinguished from the animal by his “sense of ‘becoming’ as a central part, indeed probably the most important part, of life itself.” And this becoming implies above all the ability to change, to imagine ourselves different from what we are – different from what we have inherited from nature or culture, or culture that has become second nature – and thus the ability to shape, within certain limits, what we would like to be. [5:  Buchanan borrows the term ‘artifactual’ from Vincent Ostrom (XXX: 255), but extends its meaning by making it a true discourse on man and his freedom.] 

On the other hand, the entire research program of Contitutional economics and Buchanan’s liberal constitutionalism would not make sense without the anthropological foundation based on freedom and responsibility, where freedom is understood as the capacity for choice and autonomy or “self-governance” and, therefore, as the ability to give oneself rules, which also means the ability to shape the society in which one lives and, in particular, its founding rules such as the constitution.  
If individual man is to be free, he is to be held accountable, he is to be held responsible for his actions. But at the same time he is allowed to take credit for his achievement. Who can claim credit for results that could have been predicted from nature? From a knowledge of his genetic endowment or his social environment, or both? But once man is conceived in the image of an artifact, who constructs himself through his own choices, he sheds the animalistically determined path of existence laid out for him by the orthodox economists’ model. A determined and programmed existence is replaced by the uncertain and exciting quest that life must be. 
If man can envisage himself as a product of his own making, as embodying prospects for changing himself into one of the imagined possibilities that he might be, it becomes relatively easy for him to envisage changing the basic rules of social order in the direction of imagined good societies (XXX).
Throughout the essay, therefore, runs the analogy between private and public, ‘man’s constitution’ and ‘social constitution,’ and, therefore, the importance of the former for the latter:
By implicitly refusing to consider man as artifactual, we neglect the ‘constitution of private man’ which roughly translates as ‘character’ as well as the ‘constitution of public men’ which translates into the necessary underpinning of a free society, the ‘character’ of society, if you will. (Buchanan 1979/1999: 252)
On the other hand, one cannot fail to notice how, in Buchanan’s discourse, this reflection on freedom as autonomy and responsibility, and as essential and functional to both “becoming” and the good society, easily ends up slipping from the descriptive to the normative plane, introducing considerations of the good life in relation to the good society, and of the fact that man ought to want freedom: “Individually, persons must recapture an ability to imagine themselves as ‘better’ persons than they are” (Buchanan 1979/1999: 254).
Whether and to what extent this normative view of freedom as autonomy is in tension or contradiction with his contractarianism we shall see better in the following (see Sec. XXX).
2.2. Perfectibility of man
One may reasonably think, however, that Buchanan felt this tension many years later, at least in the sense of having to admit that contractarianism rests on unavoidable ethical and anthropological assumptions, among which freedom as autonomy has a prominent place. This implies that classical liberalism, which he reinterpreted and revived to sustain its ‘soul’, “does belong in the perfectionist set of political philosophies”, as he wrote in the chapter “Classical liberalism and the perfectibility of man” (Buchanan 2005xxx), which follows the introduction to Why I, too, am not a conservative, and written in 2001. 
Anticipating some of the questions that four years later will be explicitly taken up in “Afraid to be free,” Buchanan asks: 
Are persons capable of governing themselves? Or are persons, like children, incapable of making decisions in their own interest? And, separate from capacities, do persons prefer independence? Or do they, instead, prefer to be dependent on other persons, institutions and myths? (Buchanan 2005: 12)
For Buchanan, a distinction must be made between the empirical and normative approach. 
Empirically speaking, “persons are not homogeneous,” so “some persons will place a value on individual liberty, on personal autonomy, and, further, will possess the self-confidence that should accompany such a stance” (12), while others may place no value on liberty and may even prefer dependence.
However, from the normative point of view, the hypothesis of man’s perfectibility implies that 
a sufficient number of persons must be willing to be left alone, to trust in their own abilities to determine their own destinies. It is a tragic mistake to assume that these attitudes are instinctively present in man’s makeup. But just as surely it is not utopian to suggest that a sufficient number of persons may become or remain free of dependency status, provided the institutions that can facilitate independence are in place. (14, italics added)
Distinguishing the normative from the empirical in this discourse on man also means having the awareness necessary to avoid exchanging the ideal for the real: this is the “tragic error” inherent in attempts to introduce the institutions of liberal society into post-communist societies:
There was no accompanying message conveyed either directly or through common understandings to the effect that persons were, in one fell swoop, freed from dependence, but at the same time, left to struggle for themselves. Persons were simply thrown into the new post-socialist institutional order before they had developed any confidence at all in their independence – the minimal confidence necessary for any effective participation in self-governance. (13)
Therefore, the human perfectibility hypothesis has remarkable implications not only on the anthropological and practical level but also on the methodological and ethical level. As Buchanan writes in the conclusion:
To argue that the classical liberal does postulate the perfectibility of man is only to argue that we cannot, willy-nilly, take ‘man as he is’ and expect idealized institutional structures alone to create the social order that we imagine to be possible. To me, it is naïve to think that somehow, man, as a product of combined biological and cultural evolution, is necessarily qualified for membership in the liberal society. Man must be educated, both in ethics and in political economy, if he is to meet the standards. (PM, 20, italics added)
I cannot say to what extent Buchanan really took the implications of this strong and important conclusion seriously, for at least three reasons. First, it implies an abandonment of the overconfident belief in the power of institutions as “rules of the game” that can be ‘manipulated’ to achieve certain social outcomes regardless of its “players,” a confidence that Buchanan seems never to have entirely abandoned (Buchanan 2008). Second, because it also implies having to take seriously into account the issue of education in liberal thought, an issue that Buchanan certainly deserves credit for pointing out here but not addressing (and to which we should return: see sec. XXX). Finally, because the reflections developed a few years later in “Afraid to be free” seem to cast a much darker and more pessimistic shadow over the very perfectibility of man.
3. “Afraid to be free. Dependency as desideratum”
The editors in chief of the Journal Public Choice, planning a Special Issue on the future of Public Choice in the new century, to be published in 2005, asked Buchanan to write the opening article, encouraging him “to think in grandiose terms,” and suggesting that he submit an essay under the general title “Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy in the Twenty-First Century.” 
Buchanan took up the challenge, but relaunched it in a less optimistic direction than perhaps the Editors had expected. He sent out an article entitled “Afraid to be free. Dependency as desideratum,” whose incipit, in the Abstract, sounds like a prophecy or “gloomy prospect”: “although collectivist ideas have everywhere fallen into disrepute,” “socialism nevertheless will survive and be extended in the new century.” And this is because collectivist-socialist tendencies depend fundamentally on the attitudes of the governed: “ceding control over their actions to others allows individuals to escape, evade and even deny personal responsibilities. People are afraid to be free; the state stands in loco parentis” (2005x: XXX).
The main thesis of “Afraid to be free” is first of all enunciated as a problem or challenge to liberal thought, whose serious “lacuna” is precisely its failure to adequately think about and address this problem: the desire for freedom and responsibility is not universal; the society of men is divided between the few who want it and the many who do not want it or who desire dependence. 
3.1. “Parentalism” and “parental socialism”
Socialist ideology, though defeated by history, will survive in the forms of “parental socialism,” well embodied by the welfare state, which stands and expands by virtue of a peculiar human ‘foundation’ or attitude: the fear of freedom-responsibility, according to Buchanan shared by many men. 
Buchanan does not fail to note the novelty of both his perspective and the phenomenon he intends to illuminate, for which he feels the need to coin a new category, namely “parentalism.” It “is paternalism flipped over.” ‘Paternalism’ indicates “the attitudes of elitists who seek to impose their own preferred values on others.” Parentalism, on the other hand, indicates “the attitudes of persons who seek to have values imposed upon them by other persons, by the state or by transcendental forces” (23, italics in the original).
With the category of parentalism, Buchanan carries out a wide-ranging and multi-pronged analysis, with the aim of: understanding the twenty-first century trend through an important reversal of perspective, that is, grasping it from the point of view of the attitudes of individuals and not of institutions or the ruling class or elite; providing a genealogy or reconstruction of the process of secularization on which to base his prediction of the unfolding of that trend; pointing out the naive and erroneous “assumption” about man by many “scientists-scholars-academicians,” namely, believing that people really want to be free. Let us start with this last point. 
Many “scientists-scholars-academicians” have believed that 
persons want to be at liberty to make their own choices, to be free from coercion by others, including indirect coercion through means of persuasion. They have failed to emphasize sufficiently, and to examine the implications of, the fact that liberty carries with it responsibility. And it seems evident that many persons do not want to shoulder the ultimate responsibility for their own actions. Many persons are, indeed, afraid to be free (23, italics in the original).
Hence, the problem:
The thirst or desire for freedom, and responsibility, is perhaps not nearly so universal as so many post-Enlightenment philosophers have assumed. What share of persons in varying degrees of bondage, from slavery to ordinary wage wage contracts, really want to be free, with the accompanying responsibility for their own choices? (24)
To substantiate and support his thesis, Buchanan provides two important examples:
The disastrous failure of ‘forty acres and a mule’ was followed by the lapse into renewed dependency status for emancipated former slaves in the American south. And the surprising strength of Communist parties in the politics of post-Cold War central and eastern Europe attests to the thirst on the part of many persons ‘to be controlled’” (24).
It is worth noting right now that Buchanan does not seem very interested in explaining why these attitudes exist, or plumbing in depth the reasons for individuals’ fear and whether and how it can or should be understood, addressed, overcome, etc. Instead, he seems content with a certain sociological or typological stylization of society between the few who want freedom and the many who do not. 
This is evident precisely in a paragraph where he again dwells on “parentalism” and the related problem of becoming adult. The term “parental” points to an attitude “akin to that of the child who seeks the cocoon-like protection of its parents.” Here Buchanan does not question how and why the ‘maturation’ process of moving from “child” to responsible “adult” can go wrong, or come to a halt and leave men in a state of childhood, nor does he question why this happens only to some and not to others. He merely makes a sociological observation that “relatively few persons are sufficiently strong, as individuals, to take on the full range of liberties and their accompanying responsibilities without seeking some substitute or replacement of the parental shelter” (24, italics added).
3.2. Lacunae and failures of classical liberalism, and an “exit” strategy
Buchanan is more interested in the historical explanation or description of the way in which individuals have operated and will continue to operate the “replacement” of paternal or maternal protective figures with other figures of collectivity or authority. Hence, his analysis of the process of secularization, in the section effectively entitled, “God Is Dead; Long Live the State.” 
For Buchanan, it is “Religion, or God as the transcendent force that exemplifies fatherhood or motherhood” that serves this purpose, and, after the Enlightenment, the “nation state” or “nationhood,” as well as the “organized community,” which is “less satisfactory but nonetheless partial parental replacement for some persons,” but above all it is the “collectivity” embodied by the “state” that “relieves the individual of his responsibility as an independently choosing and acting adult.” This is accomplished through a process of “exchange,” between individual and state, between giving up freedom and obtaining security, which “for many persons” might be “well worth the sacrifice in liberty” (24).
One must therefore take very seriously the death of God proclaimed by Nietzsche, but at the same time understand that God’s place is by no means left empty, but rather subject to various attempts at replacement and occupation by new ‘gods’: “The death of God and the birth of the national state, and especially in its latter-day welfare state form, are the two sides of the coin of history in this respect.” (25)
Hence, the “gap” in “classical liberalism” in general, and the failures of economists in particular, for not doing what they should and could have done: “classical liberalism singularly failed to offer persons any psychological security coincident with the loss of religious faith.” (26)
The lacuna in classical liberalism lies in its failure to offer a satisfactory alternative to the socialist-collectivist thrust that reflects the pervasive desire for the parental role of the state. For persons who seek, even if unconsciously, dependence on the collectivity, the classical liberal argument for independence amounts to negation (27, italics added).
The solution or “lesson” Buchanan offers to liberals and economists, that is, what should be the main thrust of his argument, is as follows: 
There is a widespread failure to understand that the independence offered by the entry and exit options of the market offsets the dependence on others when markets are closed or displaced. And such dependence, importantly, includes dependence on the state, and on its bureaucratic agents. The individual can readily walk away from a market relationship. He cannot walk away from the taxing authority. [...] Classical liberalism, and especially economists, have not been sufficiently concerned with preaching the gospel of independence. Classical liberalism, properly understood, demonstrates that persons can stand alone, that they need neither God nor the state to serve as surrogate parents. But this lesson has not been learned (27, italics added).
4. Interlude: ambiguities, weaknesses and tensions
The “lesson” given by Buchanan is rather puzzling, both because it raises more problems than it claims to solve and because it is not at all clear whether he includes himself among the “scientists-scholars-academicians” guilty of “assuming” that “men want freedom ...” Let us try to shed light on some of the ambiguities, weaknesses and tensions present in Buchanan’s reflections. 
4.1. Ambiguities of ‘parentalism’
‘Parentalism’, first of all, has some defining ambiguities that have several practical implications. The attentive reader will have already noticed how after the general definition (1), Buchanan introduces at least three other ‘variations on the theme’, as indicated below (2-4). Parentalism is:
1. “attitudes of persons who seek to have values imposed upon them by other persons, by the state or by transcendental forces.”
2. “thirst [...] ‘to be controlled’”;
3. “pervasive desire for the parental role of the state.” 
4. (sometimes “unconscious”) search for “dependence on the collectivity.”
It should first be noted that “other persons,” the “state,” the “community,” the “collectivity,” or the “transcendental forces” are very different individuals, entities, aggregates, and forms of power and, more importantly, with different ‘coercive’ power at their disposal. 
 Furthermore, the parentalism identified in the general definition (1) is different from (2). I may, for example, have the attitude of seeking out people to be my guide for certain values (e.g., because I am going through a very difficult or lost time in my life) and also let those values be imposed on me, but that does not mean that I have a “thirst [...] ‘to be controlled.’” 
Again, the desire for protection and security conveyed by parentalism of types (3) and (4) does not necessarily coincide with an “attitude of seeking values imposed by others” (1).
From this perspective, and paradoxically, it is precisely the general definition of parentalism that is the most problematic since the “attitude of seeking values imposed by others” is not necessarily connected with the ‘fear’ of liberty-responsibility.
What is, among other things, puzzling (to say the least) is Buchanan’s interpretation of the two examples – “The disastrous failure of ‘forty acres and a mule’” and “the surprising strength of Communist parties in the politics of post-Cold War central and eastern Europe” – that he uses to show that “many people” have the “thirst [...] ‘to be controlled’”. Not only are these two examples misleading, but they give no substance to Buchanan’s thesis. The “many people” of whom he speaks, or at least a large proportion of them, were simply born under an extreme form of totalitarian collectivism and/or did not “choose” to live there, and/or were forced to do so. An identical objection could also be made for all those born into slavery (but see also sec. XXX). Buchanan seems almost oblivious to what he had written a few years earlier in the “Perfectibility of man,” advancing a more ‘charitable’ (or less crude) interpretation and explanation of the success of socialism: 
the dependency was coercively extended well beyond earlier quasi-voluntaristic limits, both in the overtly socialist and welfarist polities. Throughout the world of the twentieth century, persons were born, nurtured and educated to place reliance upon, and hence be subservient to, the collective (2005 (PM): XXX). 
To be born and to grow up in these worlds, to be shaped by the constant threat of coercion and severe punishment, to be educated into submission, is to be born into a state of (outer) fear that inevitably feeds (inner) fear as well (we note incidentally that Buchanan neglects the relationship between these two fears: see sec. XXX). 
So, the two examples given by Buchanan do not “attest” at all “to the thirst on the part of many persons ‘to be controlled,’” but at most that those born into these worlds have not been educated to imagine that another world is (still and always) possible. It is a point that leads, once again, to the fundamental problem of education (see sec. XXX).
4.2. Weaknesses of a preachings
The solutions, or the “lessons” Buchanan offers to liberals and economists, which should be the strong point of his argument, also appear particularly weak: both in terms of the entry/exit options offered by the market understood as forms of freedom-independence to be contrasted with the state, and the “preaching the gospel of independence” to “prove” to individuals that they can “stand alone.” This, moreover, generates some confusion about the idea of freedom favored by Buchanan.
In “Afraid to be free,” although he recalls the existence of a “full range of liberties,” he reduces freedom to a very particular or one-dimensional type of “independence,” i.e., the entry/exit option allowed by the market, or “standing alone,” merely as opposed to “dependency.” This is probably due to his twofold effort to combat the post-communist-collectivist enemy – i.e. “welfare dependency” and “dependency as desideratum” – and, at the same time, to revitalize the verb of classical liberalism.
It would seem that the verb Buchanan intends to revive and spread is that of Adam Smith and, in particular Book III of Wealth of Nations, which has been renamed the “locus classicus of commerce, liberty and good government” (Silvestri, Walraevens 2023: xxx). Indeed, it is here that we find one of the most famous eulogies of the market and freedom as “independence.” 
Each tradesman or artificer derives his subsistence from the employment, not of one, but of a hundred or a thousand different customers. Though in some measure obliged to them all, therefore, he is not absolutely dependent upon any one of them. (Smith, WN, III, 420)
But Smith’s praise was directly proportional to the sense of exhilarating promise that commercial society carried – “Commerce and manufactures gradually introduced order and good government, and with them, the liberty and security of individuals” – to the extent that it emerged from the violence, the “continual state of war” and the state of “servile dependency” typical of medieval society, showing the possibility of a new and unprecedented good society (Smith, WN, III.iv.4: 412).
It remains difficult to see how this form of freedom as independence, reductively understood as an ‘entry/exit’ option offered by the market, can be such a strong and attractive argument in today’s market societies of the Western world, where there is certainly no shortage of entry/exit opportunities and freedoms.
Above all, if it is true, as Buchanan himself argued, that “for persons who seek, even if unconsciously, dependence on the collectivity, the classical liberal argument for independence amounts to negation,” why should this preaching not also “amount to negation”? 
Moreover, one wonders: can the “preaching” of such a “gospel” and the related demonstration “that persons can stand alone” be enough to convince people of the goodness of the liberal vision? Is it not demanding too much of liberalism to “offer persons any psychological security coincident with the loss of religious faith”? Assuming even that liberalism can succeed in this huge task, why should it? Again, and not least, why does Buchanan continue to use the language of “security”? Doesn’t a liberalism that occupies the empty place of God risk being “parentalism” and “paternalism” at the same time? On the one hand, it would enter into that same logic of “substitution” denounced by Buchanan, that is, it would be a new form of “parentalism,” all the more so if it is to offer “psychological security.” On the other, it would be a new form of paternalism inherent in Buchanan’s own discourse, telling men how they should behave or what values they should follow.
In other words, precisely insofar as it ‘preaches,’ that is, insofar as it preaches the typical values of anti-paternalism to those who have the attitude of parentalism, it is in danger of looking very much like the “attitudes of elitists who seek to impose their own preferred values on others” (to use Buchanan’s own definition of paternalism (see sec. XXX)), or it is at least in danger of being a paternalistic preaching. In short, one would say that we are facing a form of paternalism of anti-paternalism.
More generally, even assuming and not conceding (as the latest Buchanan argues: see next sec.) that one must preach the values of liberalism, one should also ask whether and to what extent the preaching is really effective. It is well known that if a person is afraid of becoming independent, responsible, or, more generally adult, continuing to preach statements such as “have courage,” or “you must be independent,” “be responsible,” “be strong,” etc., has no effect, or the opposite effect.
4.3. Anthropological tensions
Complicating the picture is the fact that in the above passages from “Afraid to be free,” Buchanan adopts several notions of freedom, without too much care to specify them or clarify in what relationship they stand to each other: from negative freedom to positive freedom,[footnoteRef:6] from freedom from “coercion” to freedom as “autonomy,” autonomy of “choice” and “responsibility,” to a notion of freedom as “independence,” but restricted and limited to the entry/exit option of the market, on which he instead particularly insists as a “lesson” to be learned and a solution to parental socialism.  [6:  Berlin] 

A clarification of terminology by Buchanan would certainly have benefited the reader, if only because some ambiguity is already present in the title “Afraid to be free.” Indeed, the ‘fear’ pointed out by Buchanan is not so much fear ‘of being free’ or fear ‘of freedom,’ but fear ‘of responsibility.’ Buchanan might object that this is obvious since, as he wrote, “liberty carries with it responsibility.” But it is not true that liberty and responsibility are always connected. In some earlier writings, Buchanan seems to favor a notion of negative liberty, which he finds effectively summarized in the motto “Don’t tread on me” on the rattlesnake banner flown in the American War of Independence (Buchanan 1986: 5). Yet negative freedom, understood as the absence of coercion or interference, does not imply any “choice” or “action” that necessarily “carries with it responsibility,” much less a heavy burden of responsibility, but only a prohibition against interference. I can, for example, choose to spend my entire ‘adult’ life sitting on the couch watching television, demanding that the state not interfere with my private property and recreational and entertainment choices, but what responsibility would result from such choices? And even assuming that I am responsible for such choices anyway, why should they ever cause me to “escape, evade and even deny [my] personal responsibilities”?
If, however, we were to graduate the importance Buchanan attaches to the various forms of freedom, there is no doubt that both freedom as autonomy or self-governance, that is, the ability to give oneself rules, and the related emphasis on individual choice and responsibility since “Artifactual man,” have a crucial place in all his speculation, given the centrality of his constitutional economics research program.
But even this conception of freedom as autonomy is not without its problems and tensions. In this regard, Sugden (XXX) noted a “tension between Buchanan’s treatment of autonomy and his contractarianism,” and how the shift to the normative plane, already present in “Natural and Artifactual Man,” is a “wrong move for a contractarian who values liberty,” if only because the “contractarian justification of liberty needs to show each and every individual that liberty is in his or her own interests, as he or she understands them.” Hence the problem: “If the true reason for wanting liberty is to act as an ‘artifactual man,’ a person who does not think of his future self as his own artifact is left without a reason for wanting to be free” (Sugden XXX). More, Sugden fears potentially illiberal consequences: 
From the idea that liberty has value precisely because it allows individuals to engage in self-creation, it is a short step to the idea that liberty has no value to individuals who make no effort to improve themselves. Dual-self models of self-constraint, in which a person’s ‘planning’ self imposes constraints on his ‘impulsive’ self – the model that is implicit in the story of Odysseus and the Sirens – encourage would-be social planners to assume that their fellow-citizens have latent desires for restrictions to be imposed on their choice sets. (Sugden XXX)
It may also be recalled how such concerns regarding the potential (but unnecessary) illiberal effects arising from the normative view of freedom as autonomy had been identified by Isaiah Berlin (1969) quite some time ago.
One suspects, however, that the potentially illiberal outcome may depend on Buchanan’s conception of freedom as autonomy in a particularly “strong” sense. This is what, for example, we have already seen in the statement that “relatively few persons are sufficiently strong, as individuals, to take on the full range of liberties and their accompanying responsibilities without seeking some substitute or replacement of the parental shelter” (24, italics added).
This statement reveals Buchanan’s anthropology, namely, a conception of the strong, masculine, virile or “muscular” (Wagner XXX) individual,[footnoteRef:7] of a self-made-man whose strength lies precisely in being ‘self-made’ and being capable of “standing alone,” “not dependent” on anyone but himself. And this is despite his important insight into the fear of freedom-responsibility, a fear that indicates a weakness or fragility that should first and foremost be understood and not judged and criticized, let alone despised. But this issue is not adequately addressed by Buchanan except by ranking the few who would want freedom against the many who would not. [7:  Richard Wagner (XXX) noted an unresolved tension between a “sentimental” and “muscular” version in Buchanan’s liberalism. ] 

Anthropologically, Buchanan remains substantially and to the end inspired by the values of the Enlightenment.[footnoteRef:8] This is all the more true when one considers how much his discourse on man still sounds like an echo of the celebrated epochal definition of ‘enlightenment’ provided by Immanuel Kant (xxx/xxx), which contains one of modernity’s earliest discourses on emancipation: “Enlightenment is man’s emergence from his self-imposed immaturity.” This state of immaturity, in which “a great proportion of man” finds himself, is only to be blamed on themselves, that is, on their “lack of resolve and courage” or “laziness and cowardice.” [8:  On this see also Lemieux (XXX).] 

Buchanan is not as uncharitable as Kant, nor does he issue an unappealing condemnation of those who lack “courage” or are “idle” or “cowardly.” Nonetheless, a certain “preachy” tone lingers and, indeed, is reinforced in the later Buchanan, creating further tensions in his thinking. 
Of course, I could concede that some of these tensions “are not evidence of fatal contradictions but are instead reflections of the very ‘crooked timber of humanity’ out of which nothing straight can ever be made” (Boettke and Lemke (xxx: XXX)), but only on the condition of also admitting that for Kant and Buchanan some timbers are more crooked than others (i.e., only “a few persons are sufficiently strong...”).  
Hence what Buchanan considers to be “the more difficult question,” as explained in the introduction to Why I, too, am not a conservative, an introduction that has the same title as the book (2005b), and which implicitly echoes the questions in “Afraid to be Free”:
What if some persons simply prefer to remain as slaves to the dictates of others, or in its modern dross, to remain in dependency status? What if some persons simply do not place much value, if any at all, on individual liberty - the value that must remain central to the whole vision of the classical liberal? (2005b: 4)
Buchanan cannot deny a certain sense of “continuing frustration with the apparent failure of members of the body politic to understand what seems genuinely to be in their own enlightened self-interest” (ibid.). To prevent this frustration from taking conservative or elitist turns, there is no other solution, in his view, than to continue “preaching” the values of classical liberalism. Buchanan had realized that liberalism, which for him includes his constitutional project, rests on a “minimal ethic,” in which the ethic of freedom as autonomy plays a central role, and which, however, liberalism, let alone democratic-liberal institutions, cannot ‘produce,’ let alone produce on command. However, he believes that 
the minimal ethics of classical liberalism can be ‘produced,’ even if through a slow process, by effective ‘preaching,’ which concentrates in an inculcation of the basic Puritan values and virtues. [...] Yes indeed, we do need the ‘gospel’ of liberalism, along with the dream of societies peopled by free, responsible and prosperous beings. (xxx) 
5. From Fear of Freedom to Freedom from Fear
The theme of fear of freedom-responsibility, as developed in “Afraid to be free,” could be seen as a missed opportunity for liberal thought, but, at the same time as an opportunity that can still be seized to breathe new life into some aspects of the liberal emancipatory promise. In this section I try to put forward some insights for what could be a real research project, summarized in the title. But with an important caveat: ‘freedom from fear’ does not mean that one should, nor that one can ‘free’ oneself from fear. The first and most important task of a reflection on fear is precisely to remind us of our fragility, and, by this route, to help us not to fight or overcome it, but to understand and live with it. It is on this important ground that we can meet and share our common and fragile humanity. 
I begin first by analyzing Peter Boettke’s response to the challenge posed by Buchanan’s “Afraid to be free.” I will then try to broaden the look at fear and freedom, first by specifying why the question of fear (and fears) is important to liberal emancipatory discourse, and then by trying to thematize the question of freedom in relation to the problem of education and becoming adult.
5.1. “Caring communities” On Boettke’s vision
Prominent among the few attempts to come to terms with the challenges emerging from “Afraid to be free” is that of Peter Boettke in “Fearing Freedom: The Intellectual and Spiritual Challenge to Liberalism” (XXX/XXX), where he tries to advance his own “vision of a society of free and responsible individuals.” 
For Bottke, the way out of the fear of freedom, but also his critique of Buchanan’s radically individualistic anthropological assumptions, lies in a revitalization not so much and not only of the role and value of a market society and “laissez-faire principles,” but also of the role and value of community for the individual. The two sides of Boettke’s argument can be summarized as follows: 1) let’s stop preaching the “leave me alone” doctrine; 2) let’s regain a “strong sense of caring community.” The main intellectual heroes of this vision of civil society capable of self-government and, at the limit, “orderly anarchy,” are Alexis de Tocqueville and Richard Cornuelle. 
Boettke argues that “a free society [...] is a good society, and a self-governing citizenry must be willing to embrace the ‘cares of thinking’ and ‘troubles of living,’ as Alexis de Tocqueville ([1835-1840] 2003) stressed so many years ago” (XXX). And until citizens are willing to embrace both, “any hope for widespread acceptance of a visionary renewal of the laissez-faire principle will remain beyond our grasp” (XXX).
The classical liberal need not limit his or her vision to “leave me alone” and can extend to a strong sense of community and even, dare I say, collective purpose. The classical liberal ideal is not just a society of free and responsible individuals who have the opportunity to prosper through participation in a market economy based on profit and loss but also envisions those same individuals as living in and actively engaged with caring communities. It is these caring communities, as Richard Cornuelle ([1965] 1993) repeatedly argued, that allow a society of free individuals to give concrete meaning to the idea that the state can be starved of responsibility because private members of society individually and collectively can work to fill the gap. In other words, we don’t need to fear freedom, but rather to embrace freedom, including the freedom of association to join communities of varying degrees of civic engagement. (XXX, italics added)
From Boettke’s discourse, it is not entirely clear how and why citizens, or at least a sufficient number of them, should embrace the “troubles of living,” or “embrace freedom,” especially if they do not want to face those “troubles” or are afraid of freedom. Boettke, however, seems to point the way out in the community – if I understand him correctly – at least in the sense that it can provide an effective network of “care” and “civic engagement,” where certainly the individual does not lie “alone” or is not “left alone,” and where perhaps the community can also serve as a safety net. Incidentally, it is worth noting that Erich Fromm (XXX) had identified among the causes of the contemporary individual’s “escape from freedom” precisely the fear of being left alone that follows the abandonment of the original community.  
Moreover, the idea of community pointed to by Boettke reopens new and old questions for liberal thought: how does this community manage to avoid the dangers feared by Buchanan, that is, that it might satisfy the very desire for “protection” in loco parentis that lies at the root of the fear of freedom-responsibility? In what sense does this community approach or differ from the critiques that communitarians have long pointed to of liberal thought?[footnoteRef:9] Above all, how could the community coexist with the “Great society” without, that is, projecting onto it those forms of tribalism so much feared by liberal thought, at least from Hayek (1988) onward, and repeated by Buchanan (2005xxx) himself? [9:  Buchanan, by the way, had tried to address them (particularly those of Gray XXX and Sandel XXX) but only to try to show that there is a sense of community even in the market (Buchanan 2005).] 

The insistence on the value and role of the community as opposed to the state is also understandable if and to the extent that the greatest danger is posed by the state, since the former, as opposed to the latter, is a non-coercive entity. Yet, one should not overlook the fact that communities can sometimes be even more oppressive (through customs, common opinion, or morality) than the state in restricting freedom, free individual initiative, and innovation.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  As rightly noted by Mikayla Novak in an exchange of mails in which she comments on what was originally only the extended abstract of this paper: community risks “frustrating the free exercise of explorative or experimental individual agency.” This is what Joel Mokyr (XXX) noted about “how innovation is sociologically influenced by the opinions and mores of one’s societal compatriots. I tend to think that societies don’t see any greater innovation rates than what they do partly because other people [of that society] tend to have a lowly opinion of innovation [which] can manifest itself in numerous ways, including a resentment of the disruption potentially caused by innovation, envy with respect to public attention and profit attained by the innovator, and so on.” In this case, it may be fear of community opinion that threatens freedom. ] 

Moreover, communities can create dependency situations no less critical and demeaning than welfare dependency. It is no coincidence that welfare state advocates have often insisted on the value of the impersonality of the welfare state’s redistributive justice, as opposed to charitable giving systems that are more personal and, for that reason, potentially capable of generating forms of subservience and dependency in those who receive such aid or gifts (as indeed Buchanan highlighted in the dilemma of the Good Samaritan (XXX).
There are, however, several insights that can be drawn from Boettke’s proposal, if and insofar as it seems to me to point to the possibility of a rethinking of the ways (“care”) and the places (family and “community”) through which freedom can be properly nurtured and educated so that, that is, we are not afraid of it. But we will return to this in the last section.
5.2. Fear and fears
In liberal thought (but not only) the process of emancipation has always been conceived as a liberation of the individual from limitations, constraints or sources of oppression and dependence external to the person. For example, in the famous ‘Four Freedom Speeches’ (1941) by U.S. President Franklin D. Roosevelt, where “freedom from fear” is explicitly mentioned, the fear in question is external as it relates to war and armaments (Roosevelt hoped they would diminish) as threats and causes of “physical aggression.” So it is also in the tradition of liberal thought that Judith Shklar (1989) has effectively called the “liberalism of fear”: that is, liberalism that is concerned with (and for her should be concerned only with) freeing us from the fear of the various forms of “cruelty” – such as unnecessary suffering and brutal punishment – often caused by the very powers that be.
The issue of fear, however, is important because it reminds us that the limits and/or sources of fear are also internal, that is, mental or psychological. I emphasize ‘also’ because the external dimension of fear should certainly not be forgotten, but should be thought of together with and in relation to the internal one (as among other things pointed out earlier with reference to the climate of oppression and coercion of communist regimes: see sec. XXX). This internal dimension of fear, should also not be confused with the discourse of those who have identified “psychological freedom” as “the last frontier” of the “history of freedom” (Schmidtz, Brennan 2010: 247ff.). This is because the “chains” to “psychological freedom” that Schmidtz and Brennan discuss are not caused by fear, but by “social pressure,” “self-deceipt,” “discontent,” etc.
Recalibrating the focus of attention from external to internal sources of fear, and rethinking their nexus, has several advantages. 
The first is that the focus on the theme of fear allows us to address a recurring critique of liberal anthropology, which we alluded to in the previous section, namely that liberalism would be based on a conception of the individual as self-made-man, strong and virile, highly rational and psychologically well-formed, that is, without fractures and restlessness, devoid of the unconscious and, in fact, without fear.[footnoteRef:11] In this regard, it is likely that Ayn Rand had “a bad effect, with her masculinist doctrine of selfishness, and her uniformly male, reckless, and self-absorbed heroes in her illiberal-posing-as-liberal novels, ever popular with college freshmen. Especially fresh-men” McCloskey 2019: 68). Of course, Buchanan does not claim that the individual is fearless, indeed he intuits how fear of responsibility is indeed a problem for a liberal society, but he does not fully investigate the reasons for this fear, as he reduces it to a sociological typology: the few (“strong”) individuals who want freedom and the many (weak) who are afraid to be free. Liberalism would do well to get rid of this Promethean myth of the individual once and for all. [11:  See, for example, Žižek ([2001] 2005).] 

We must also keep well in mind the always potentially perverse nexus between fear and freedom, especially when that nexus is mediated by state-guaranteed security. We have seen how Buchanan’s language betrays more than once the appeal to the primarily “psychological” “security” that liberalism is supposed to offer. This is not surprising, and it is perfectly consistent with a certain liberal tradition that since Locke, Montesquieu and Smith has placed in “security” the sine qua non of the very concrete exercise of various freedoms (economic, political, etc.). It is no coincidence, for example, that in Smith’s already encountered passages on commerce, liberty and good government, “liberty and security” often appear together. Buchanan himself, in The Limits of Liberty. Between Anarchy and Leviathan ([1975] 2000: 95-97), develops his notion of a “protective state,” which, harnessed by constitutional rules, would have as its main purpose to protect the fundamental rights of citizens through internal security, protection of private property, enforcement of contracts and defense against external threats. In theory, the protective state is a purely freedom-reinforcing apparatus. In practice, however, the activities of the protective state, while remaining within a constitutional framework, “can generate anti-liberty outcomes” in several indirect ways (Coyne XXX). 
Here it is important to note how the language of “protection” and “security” is intrinsic to a certain liberal discourse focused on the absolute value of “negative liberty” as a guarantee and defense of the individual and his property from threats that may come from the community and institutions. Liberal thought should question whether and how much its emphasis on the value of negative liberty – the already encountered “Don’t tread on me” – does not end up feeding, if not “dependancy as desideratum,” at least those desires or fears that may underlie the surrender of liberty or the exchange of liberty for security, protection, defense or insurance from risks.
It should also not be forgotten that in our age the great challenge that fear and fears pose to liberalism come precisely from the interchange and feed-back loop between internal and external dimensions of fear, especially when they are both fomented and reinforced by populisms of the right or left. As Martha Nussbaum recently reminded us in The monarchy of fear (XXX), fear has so many facets and is linked to, and sometimes toxicly reinforces, other passions, such as envy, hatred, and disgust, which are often behind widespread sentiments such as sexism and misogyny.
Finally, the focus on fear and fears allows us to understand whether and in what sense the issue of fear of freedom-responsibility is new, as Buchanan believes, or whether it is instead a much more “anthropological” issue rooted in human nature, not only in the sense that fear is a truly universal and ubiquitous passion. Certainly, in the landscape of liberal thought Buchanan was the first to point to the problem of fear of freedom as a serious lacuna in that same tradition of thought. But if liberalism widened its gaze beyond its borders it might discover new territories, all to be explored.  
Well before Buchanan, for example, the question of fear of freedom-responsibility had been addressed, with different nuances and accents (both on the subject of fear and freedom), in different fields and by different authors. I am thinking of Étienne de La Boétie’s Discourse on Voluntary Servitude, written in the mid-1500s, and published posthumously and clandestinely in 1577 (XXX). I also think of psychology and the aforementioned book by Eric Fromm published in the United States as Escape from freedom (1941) (and the following year in the UK as The Fear of Freedom). I think of great literature, from which a ‘humane’ and ‘humanistic’ liberalism would have much to learn: from Franz Kafka, with his last and unfinished short story “The Burrow” (written a few months before his death (1924) and published posthumously), to Fyodor Dostoevsky and the legend or poem “The Grand Inquisitor”, contained within his novel The Brothers Karamazov (XXX) (a source of inspiration for Fromm’s book), to the Italian writer-painter Carlo Levi, with the book Paura della libertà [Fear of freedom] (XXX). 
As an example, I limit myself to the field of literature and Kafka’s short story “The Burrow” alone, for the following reason. In an attempt to rekindle “the soul of classical liberalism,” Buchanan specifies that by “soul” he means “an aesthetic-ethical-ideological potential attractor, one that stands independent of ordinary science, both below the latter’s rigor and above its antiseptic neutrality.” (2000/2005: 55) On the “aesthetic-ethical” level, there is no doubt that great literature can excellently fulfill this function of rekindling the soul not so much and not only of classical liberalism but of each of us. And this is because the focus of great literature is human experience, including the always problematic experience of freedom (by the way, great literature does not ‘preach’).
In Kafka’s short story “The Burrow,” the protagonist is an anthropomorphic animal who oscillates between the need for absolute protection offered to him by his burrow, and the desire to go outdoors and live in the world, which, however, is full of dangers and threats (often only imagined). This ‘human animal’ works incessantly and obsessively on building his burrow and burrows to make it safer and safer, only to discover a strange hissing sound inside the same burrow, from which further anxieties and fears arise. His ‘home’ or ‘fortress’ will become his prison, paying for his safety by giving up a fuller and more satisfying life and regretting the possibilities not experienced. 
The moral of the fable? 
First, the source of fears is also internal, and this ‘inside’ can disproportionately amplify both external and internal threats, with a potential feed-back loop between the two. 
Second, living under the banner of absolute security is impossible because it is impossible to ‘get rid’ of fear altogether; the problem, if anything, is learning to understand and ‘live with’ it. 
Third, the desire for security undermines the possibility of experiencing a full and worthwhile life. 
Fourth, and most importantly, the experience of freedom is also the experience of divided will, that is, of standing on the threshold of the burrow, perplexed and uncertain about what to do: when we are outside, we would like to go back inside, when we are inside we would like to go outside. So that, one can certainly want freedom to become who one wants to become, but one can at the same time also be afraid. This seems to me a relevant way to transform the discourse from a sociological one (the freedom of the few and the slavery/dependence of the many) to a genuinely anthropological one (the freedom and fears of all of us), and to understand that the frailties and fears of that animal-man are also our own.
5.3. Liberty, responsibility, becoming adult, and the issue of education 
Whether and to what extent freedom can be considered ‘universal,’ at least in the Western world, seems to me an open question, which nevertheless needs to be dislocated on different levels. In this regard, Buchanan’s intuition, in “Classical liberalism and the perfectibility of man,” of distinguishing the empirical and the normative seems fruitful to me, but it requires several clarifications, which, however, could be condensed into the following formula: “one is born capable of freedom, but becomes concretely free over time” (Biancu 2020: 27-28). Or, inverting Rousseau’s famous claim – “Man is born free and everywhere he is in chains” – one could say, “Man is born in chains and everywhere he is called to become free.”
This formula tells us first of all that the ‘normative’ or ideal plane of freedom discourse is the ‘legal’ and, at the same time, ‘axiological’ plane of (Western) freedom rights, in the sense that law seeks to guard, protect and promote individual and collective freedoms. The empirical plane, on the other hand, is that of the ethical and anthropological: it is the plane of the concrete experience of freedom, fraught with obstacles and difficulties, internal and external, that must be overcome. Becoming adult and responsible implies a passage that is always problematic, and whose outcome is never a foregone conclusion, from heteronomy to autonomy, from total dependence to partial independence. Moreover, the experience of freedom and becoming adult is never done alone, as it needs a ‘guide’ or ‘authority’ (which is not necessarily a bad thing), that is, instituted ‘mediations’ to accompany us along this difficult path: family, community, language and culture, and, last but not least, ‘love’ and ‘care’. And this brings us back to the question of caring communities advanced by Boettke.
But let’s take it one step at a time, beginning again with the issues raised by Buchanan regarding the problematic universality of freedom and the problematic examples he used to substantiate his thesis: “What share of persons in varying degrees of bondage, from slavery to ordinary wage contracts, really want to be free, with the accompanying responsibility for their own choices?” (2005: 24).
A first step is to get rid of the “strong” meaning of freedom-autonomy-responsibility presupposed by Buchanan. That meaning is presupposed in that very question which, on closer inspection, is a rhetorical question, the only answer to which, given those premises, is that only some people want freedom or, rather, only some people want that kind of freedom-autonomy-responsibility. If, however, we adopted a weaker meaning of freedom perhaps the discourse might change. For example, there is no reason to believe that the wage laborer is not responsible and adult. And, on closer inspection, even the wage laborer who ‘simply’ carries out received orders has her own freedom as autonomy, and even a certain amount of “courage,” just to interpret these orders and adapt them to the concrete situation. As has been argued:
Living labor [...] and intelligence at work – which the organization of labor cannot do without – feeds not only on the freedom of those very people who offer their contributions, but almost always demands the courage to break prescriptions, to ‘cheat’ ... precisely in order to do one’s job well! [...] If everyone were strictly disciplined and obedient, the system would break down (Dejours 2019: 27, transl. mine)
One should also learn to distinguish between different forms of dependence/independence. Generally speaking, not every form of dependence is bad for freedom, and not every form of independence is good for freedom, all the more so if such independence preaches the doctrine of “leave me alone” or conveys a certain doctrine of self-fulfillment at all costs and at the expense of others who, from this perspective, are merely obstacles to be removed along the way. 
Likewise, we should learn to distinguish between good and bad forms of emancipation: between an emancipation that frees us from unnecessary and demeaning dependence (and also remember how much part fear can play in this process), and one that instead risks encouraging separation between individuals and a negative conception of human bonds.  
In this regard, the freedom implied in the process of ‘becoming’ intuited by Buchanan – “Man wants freedom to become the man he wants to become” – may have relevance precisely as instrumental to the process of becoming. That is, one should try to conceive of freedom not only and not so much as an ‘end’ let alone as an ‘ultimate’ end, but primarily as a ‘means’ (for the sake of accuracy, freedom is as much an ‘end’ as a ‘means,’ depending on where one places oneself in the process). This shift in emphasis has the advantage that freedom does not colonize the whole ‘kingdom of ends,’ so that there is also room in it for other values (which individuals may consider equally important), including good human bonds. That is, freedom can be functional and is partly dependent on these human ties.
We should also ask ourselves whether we can really know who we want to become by looking for this ‘who’ only in ourself, or whether our identity is also in part the result of institutionalized mediations, or in the words of one of the leading exponents of communitarianism, Amitai Etzioni (1990: 9), “The I needs a We to be.” 
Reviving the theme of family and community as institutions that mediate the maturation of freedom also involves addressing the forgotten problem of education in liberal thought.[footnoteRef:12] [12:  Among the few exceptions see Ostrom ([2009] 2016: 237-38) “a core goal of public policy should be to facilitate the development of institutions that bring out the best in humans” (Ostrom [2009] 2016, 237-38), and an interview done with her by Paul Aligica and Peter Boettke (see Aligica and Boettke 2009: 159), where she states, “One of our greatest priorities at the Workshop has been to ensure that our research contributes to the education of future citizens. [...]. Self-governing, democratic systems are always fragile enterprises. Future citizens need to understand that they participate in the constitution and reconstitution of rule-governed polities. And they need to learn the art and science of association. If we fail in this, all of our investigations and theoretical efforts are useless.”] 

 In this regard, the example of emancipation from slavery and the “disastrous failure of ‘forty acres and a mule’” seems to me truly emblematic. We have already seen how Buchanan’s example that “the lapse into renewed dependency status for emancipated former slaves in the American south” does not “attest” at all “to the thirst on the part of many persons ‘to be controlled.’” Buchanan’s judgment seems far too hasty, albeit in line with his idea of “strong” freedom-autonomy-responsibility for the few. What, then, really “attests” to this fundamental historical case of emancipation?
Historical evidence provided by emancipated slaves themselves, such as that of Booker T. Washington (1972), is very clear in this regard. The failure of the emancipation policies and the relapse of many former slaves into a new form of ‘slavery’, such as sharecropping, was mainly due to the absolute insufficiency of the formal guarantees of negative freedom rights. Without adequate education and learning of new skills and competencies (in addition to those already practiced to cultivate the land), and without a minimum of private property to help ensure a minimum of independence, slaves did not have any chance to really participate in the labor market and begin to build an independent life for themselves.[footnoteRef:13] And they could not always count on the help of a civil society that in several states was still hostile to them. [13:  See also Bunch (2012).] 

Finally, why does the experience of maturing freedom also need caring family and/or community? I try to force the meaning of ‘caring’ into the more complex experience of ‘love’. As has been argued, 
While it is indeed true that freedom is a condition of possibility of love (one cannot love except in freedom), it is equally true that love – given and received – is among the conditions of possibility of full and mature freedom: it is the experience of having been loved freely that actually enables the use of that freedom of which one is born potentially capable. Only those who have experienced being loved freely can be truly free to love, that is, can be truly free. Indeed, it is the experience of being loved freely that “liberates” freedom, directing it to its own fulfillment (Biancu 2020: 46).
It seems important to me to close this roundup of scattered reflections by recalling the thought of Deirdre McCloskey, who in recent years has particularly devoted herself to reviving liberal thought, pointing out that "liberalism is adultism" (2020), and that as such, it cannot help but rethink the question of the ethical foundations of a good society, which implies having to reintroduce reflection on the question of education. 
A good society, indeed all societies, need adult citizens. “Childish behavior is dangerous to everybody” (6).
Being an adult, though, is not quite enough. You have to be a real, fully adult man or woman, not a child cowering inside the grown-up clothes [...] you also need to be committed to being an ethical adult. Ethics is fundamental in the economy and in politics, which is what is wrong with the fashionable idea in economics and political science nowadays that “institutions matter.” [...] A full adult needs [...] a full set of virtues. A case can be made that a flourishing human life must show seven principal virtues. (11-12)
From this perspective, even the theological virtues can be given a secular meaning:
The “love” in 1 Corinthians 13 is agape, transcendent love, not desire or even friendship. An adult without some sort of love for the secular transcendent […] is not flourishing. Faith is the virtue of identity and rootedness. It is backward looking: who are you? Hope is forward looking: who do you wish to become? Both sustain humans, and indeed can be viewed, with agape, the virtue of connectedness, as the characteristically human virtues (12).
So, those who want the freedom to become what they want to become must also exercise these virtues. 
And again, learning to live with fear requires “courage and temperance” as “emotion-controlling and will-disciplining, and therefore [...] more characteristically human than prudence and justice” (13). 
To understand why these virtues are necessary and appropriate, at least for establishing a minimal level of citizenship, McCloskey proposes to do the following mental exercise:
You can test their adequacy by imagining a person or a community that notably lacks one of them. A loveless life is terrible; a community without justice is, too. Philippa Foot, one of the rediscovers of virtue ethics (most were women), wrote in 1978 that “no one can get on well if he lacks courage, and does not have some measure of temperance and wisdom [her word for prudence], while communities where justice and charity [the King James Bible’s word for love] are lacking are apt to be wretched places to live, as Russia was under the Stalinist terror, or Sicily under the Mafia. (14)
In short, we need ethics from the very beginning, and well before any hypothetical social contract and institutional construction:
The “start” is called “childhood,” mostly ignored in modern Western political philosophy and emphatically so in non-feminist economics (it is not, by the way, in the Confucian or Hindu traditions, and was never in the ancient Mediterranean). A political/economic philosophy needs to focus on how we get in the first place adults who are prudent, just, loving, etc., and who would therefore care about the capabilities of good health, emotional attachment, affiliation, etc., or about the appropriate constitutional changes to obviate prisoners’ dilemmas, or about the categorical imperative, or about the greatest happiness (15).
6. Conclusion
I have tried to show how a critical-constructive rereading of “Afraid to be free. Dependency as desideratum” by Buchanan can point to new and interesting challenges to the idea of liberal emancipation. To do so, I had to, on the one hand, clear the field of some of the limitations, weaknesses and tensions present in Buchanan’s discourse, and, on the other hand, try to indicate a number of viable paths or stages of a future and possible path of research summarized in the formula “from fear of freedom to freedom from fear.” First and foremost, the theme of fear is important for emancipatory discourse in that it points to an internal (psychological) obstacle to emancipation that is usually overlooked. I have also shown how important it is to break the dry dichotomy between desire for freedom and fear of freedom, reminding us, on the one hand, that both freedoms and fears are many and diverse, and, on the other hand, that they can coexist within each of us, thus avoiding falling into the trap of sociological typecasting that induces us to think of the freedom of the few and the enslavement of the many.
It also seemed important to me to try to think of both freedom and the fear that accompanies it as ‘human’ issues, at least in the sense that they potentially affect all of us, albeit in different ways, intensities, and times. That is, freedom and fear are ‘universal’ issues. That fear is universal is well known. But we need to remember that fear has so many facets and is linked to, and sometimes toxicly reinforces, other passions. Instead, freedom and freedoms can be understood as ‘universal’ only on the ‘normative’ level, either in the legal sense of (Western) freedom rights or in the sense that these point to a value or ideal that is always difficult to achieve, because freedom is always a fragile and precarious achievement, individual and collective. More precisely, one is not born free but becomes free, moving from heteronomy to autonomy, from total dependence (which is not necessarily a bad thing) to relative independence (which is not necessarily a good thing, especially if understood in the sense of “leave me alone”). And this ‘becoming’ requires effort, it is a process fraught with obstacles, and fear is one of them. Finally, we must always remember that for this becoming, that is, to become what one wants to become, we need established mediations, including caring communities and caring families. Freedom also feeds on love as well as courage, and if properly educated, can take the path from fear of freedom to freedom from fear. 
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