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Introduction 
On 13 July 2001, I read my paper on A sealed Influence of Othmar Spann on Hayek's 
dissertation (1923) at the 14th annual HETSA conference held at Tasmania University. At 
that time I tried to introduce Hayek’s second unpublished draft and its importance for a 
better understanding of Hayek’s intellectual development towards one of great thinkers 
beyond an economist, especially dealing with Spann’s universalism supported by Hayek. 
Since then, there has unfortunately seemed to appear few Hayek scholars who tried to 
tackle it just like the time of my foregoing presentation, although it has been available at 
the Hoover Institution Archive.  

Not for a kind of repetition, but since there came up one more fundamental clue for 
us to shed light on the interpretation of Hayek’s formative period, this paper is again 
prepared. It comes from Hayek’s another first unpublished Essay on Consciousness 
“Beiträge zur Entwicklung des Bewusstseins”, which was, finished in September 1920, 
preceding that dissertation. From the contents, far from economics, and from Hayek’s 
understanding of economics surveyed in his 1923 dissertation, we can conclude that 
economics played a role of silencer for Hayek until his preparation of The Sensory Order 
published in 1952.  

In order to establish our conclusion, it would be needed first to confirm the 
chronological order of his Essay on Consciousness and his learning Economics, second to 
sum up what Hayek reached in his Essay, especially his unique conceptualization of the 
emergence of order including human consciousness by way of critical survey of 
psychological textbooks, third to distil the kernel methodology of economics from what 
Hayek surveyed in his dissertation, especially the assumption of givenness of ends or needs. 
It excludes the viewpoint of emergence, and teaches theoretical economists should accept 
the givenness of preference ordering as a microeconomic starting point. Young Hayek was 
so flexible that he could follow the methodology, but never forgot it: later on, as we know, 
he freed himself from the containment field.  

The second point has been reported in my paper “The Origin of Hayek’s 
Spontaneous Order” read at the ESHET annual conference at Rome in 2015. The main 
discussion of this paper in the following will be related to the third point. So the first and 
the third points are the main contents of this paper. The next section will bring a brief look 
at an institutional setting of Vienna University in the beginning of the roaring twenties 
should be described. 
 
Economics after the idea “emergence of order” 
On Page II of his Dissertation, Hayek confessed that he learned Economics for the first time 
(erst) from Wieser (Hayek 1923 II) and that he was a direct student of Wieser, and 
originally had the greatest influence from him. (Hayek on Hayek 57). But Hayek did not 
specify when it took place. Nevertheless, according to the Educational System of the Law 
and State-Science Faculty of Vienna Univeristy, we can specify that it was at least after 
September 1920 when the Essay on Consciousness was finished and before February 1923 
when the Dissertation was finished.  

The former date is given, because the students at that faculty should traditionally 
learn Economics after two-year studies in the subjects related to law, and Hayek enrolled in 
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the winter-term of 1918/19 just after WWI. Even though there existed an allowance for the 
demobilized to have one-year reduction (two semesters) of their university education period, 
only three semesters due to the 1919/20 closure of the University due to the shortage of 
heating oil was too short for Hayek to be institutionally obliged to attend Wieser’s lectures 
of economics. In fact, there is no trace of economics in his first Essay. 

The latter date can be forwarded to Novermber 1921 when Hayek got the title of 
Doctor of Law (Personalacten). It is because it traditionally means his completion of 
undergraduate studies.  

During the winter semester of 1920/21 to the summer semester of 1921, it was 
only from Wieser that Hayek learned the classroom economics, because Hayek recollected 
„I only met [Ludwig von] Mises really after I had taken my degree.“ (Hayek on Hayek 57).  

At that time there are four possibilities of Wieser’s lectures related to economics 
that Hayek attended according to the Course Lists, reproduced by Yagi Kiichiro and 
Yukihiro Ikeda: 

Wieser (1920) SS Theory of National Income (Einkommenslehre) and World 
Economy (Weltwirtschaft) [Yagi, Kiichiro and Ikeda, Yukihiro ed. 
(1988) p. 111] , which was the continuation of the lecture on 
Economics held at the previous Winter Semester (Abschluss der 
Vorlesung des Wintersem, über Volkswirtschaftslehre). [ibid],  

Wieser (1920) SS Seminar on Economics (Volkswirtschaftliche Übungen im 
Seminar) for advanced students with their personal registration 
(für Vorgeschrittene, nur gegen vorherige persönliche Anmeldung). 
[ibid],  

Wieser (1920/21) WW Economics (Volkswirtschaftslehre). [ibid p. 112],  
Wieser (1921) SS Seminar for Economics (Volkswirtschaftliche Übungen im 

Seminar) for advanced students with personal registration (für 
Vorgeschrittene, nur gegen vorherige persönliche Anmeldung). 
[ibid p. 114] 

The first two should be excluded due to the constraint for the advanced students. We can 
conclude, therefore, that it was during the study year 1920 (from October 1920 to 
September 1921) that Hayek received the first initiation to economics by Wieser, although 
we cannot see the concrete contents of its courses. This is the compatible with Hayek’s 
recollection “my closer contacts with him occurred only in my last year at the 
University“ (Hayek on Hayek 54). 

Probably after getting the Doctor degree of Law, Hayek met Mises, in order to 
have some advices from him for the next Doctor of State-Sciences. And also Hayek must 
have asked Wieser to be a superwiser (Betreuer) of his next dissertation, but it must have 
been cancelled by Wieser himself due to his intention to resign the chair of professor by the 
end of the winter semester 1922/23. Wieser’s decision was made at latest before that 
semeseter, because the faculty started to select Wieser’s successor in that semester, and 
resolved in the faculty meeting in December 1922 that Hans Mayer be the successor.2 

                                                   
2 Neue Freie Presse (1922) 12/7 Zur Besetzung der nationalökonomieschen Lehrkanzel an der Wiener 
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The viewpoint of emergence of order 
Cf. my presentation “The Origin of Hayek’s Spontaneous Order” at the ESHET conference 
held in Rome, May 2015. 
 
Economics by Spann 
For the next doctor degree of State-Sciences, Hayek was obliged to select Othomar Spann 
as the supervisor for his dissertation due to Wieser’s resignation. This means that Hayek 
should also learn economics by the man whom Hayek regarded as heterodox (Interview 48) 
due to his criticism of marginal utility school based on universalism. But also Hayek highly 
estimated the impartiality of Spann’s guidance to make an advice to read Menger’s 
principles. (Hayek on Hayek 54)  

Criticism must always be based on a deep understanding of the counterpart. One of 
good example is Spann’s definition of economy as „an embodiment of menas for ends 
(Wirtschaft ist ein Inbegriff von Mitteln für Ziele3).“ We can interpret this definition as a 
trial to extend the old Mengerian framework of needs-goods (Bedürfnisse-Güter) for the 
purpose of evading the question of what goods are? Or do they include intansible things? It 
was an Austrian question raised by Böhm-Bawerk criticizing Menger’s use theory of 
interest, which explains interest as being paid for a temporal use of money. In a civilized 
economy, as Menger asserted, the immaterial thing like use of money could become an 
economic good, to which some economic value is paid. Böhm-Bawerk was against it, 
because interest phenomena could be explained as the intertemporal exchange. In spite of 
the long lasting criticism by his first disciple, Menger did not convert his old fashioned idea 
and keep the framework of the first edition adding a new opening chapter on needs 
(Bedürfnisse) in the draft of the second edition of his Grundsätze der Volkswirtschaftslehre 
posthumously published by the author’s son in 1923. 
 There is no direct evidence for answering the question whether Hayek knew the 
interest controversy in the first generation of the Austrian School, but at least before 1924 
he noticed Böhm-Bawerk’s modern conceptualization of interest phenomena as 
intertemporal exchange in the 1876 draft on interest at the seminar of Karl Knies of 
Heidelberg University, because, when F. X. Weiss prepared to publish the collected works 
of Böhm-Bawerk, Hayek found that draft in the assets left to the widow and recommended 
Weiss to include it in the collection with his endorsement expression: the origin of 
Böhm-Bawerk’s Positive Theory of Capital (Urpositive).4 Unfortunately Weiss did not 
follow Hayek’s recommendation, so his two-volume edition (1924, 1926) does not have 
Böhm-Bawerk’s first draft on interest. 
 Since Mises supported Spann’s means-ends definition of economy as "undoubtedly 
right (unzweifelhaft richtig),"5 it would be easily understandable to see the same attitude in 
Hayek’s acceptance of Spann’s definition of economy as suitable zutreffend (Hayek 1923 

                                                                                                                                                           
juridischen Fakultät 
3 Spann (1921) p. 20 
4 Yagi Kiichiro ed. (1983) 
5 Mises (1922) p. 96, (1932) p. 88 
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14). One could imagine that Mises might teach Hayek the significance of that definition. 
But we have to underline Hayek’s recollection “from his (Spann’s) Fundament der 
Volkswirtschaftslehre I got a few helpful ideas about the significance of the logic of the 
means-ends structure in economics theory. “ (Hayek on Hayek 54) With respect to the logic 
of the means-ends structure, Hayek did not refer to Mises. 
. 
The role of Economics for Hayek  
Hayek referred to one of major premises in economics in section 14 “Formal features of the 
order in ends” of his dissertaion6 (Hayek 1923 33): “the assumption of givenness of aims 
or ends (Voraussetsung der Gegebenheit der Ziele).” The purpose of this reference was not 
to criticise it following the superviser, Spann, but to show his theoretical understanding that 
the assumption is needed to determine the economic processes uniquely (ibid 34).  

One has to see here an intellectual flexibility of Hayek, because Spann had 
criticised it from his viewpoint of universalism, which Hayek supported. Universalism is, 
based on the philosophy of preferment of the whole prior to the part, applied by Spann to 
criticize the mainstream economics as assuming atomistic individuals independent of the 
societies, organizations, or institutions, to which they belong. The part (individuals) can 
exist only in the case where the whole (societies, organizations, or institutions) precedingly 
exists. The behaviours of individuals cannot have any atomistic independece of their 
environments like rules, laws or costum. 

Hayek’s suppor for universalism can be traced in the following explanation where 
the term "universalism" appears in footnote (3) of his dissertation: 

As long as one isolatedly proceeds to conduct his research on the phenomena of 
value and price as the primary objective, instead of pursuing the laws of economy as 
such that can be only understood as whole(3) and of explaining the phenomena of 
value and price on that basis...such a research would be necessarily in vain. (ibid 3)7 

Here Hayek clearly recognizes that Spann's universalist point of view is right. This is 
closely related to Hayek’s selection of the main subject of his dissertation. It dealt with a 
discrepancy between the theories of price determination and distribution in the Austrian 
School economics (ibid 1-2), which was suggested by Spann. After his appointment to full 
professor at Vienna University in 1919, Spann started to do a full-blown critical study on 
the mainstream economics. This is evidenced by two of the most remarkable new additions 
in the later editions of Spann's Haupttheorien are the Böhm-Bawerkian horse-trading model 
as the theory of price determination represented by the marginal utility school and the 
problem of imputation as the theory of distribution by that school.  The former appeared 

                                                   
6 Its part I has 27 sections. 
7 Solange man nämlich die Erscheinungen von Wert und Preis als primäre Gegenstande der 
Untersuchung isoliert in Angriff nahm anstatt zuerst die Gesetze der Wirtschaft als solche, die natürlich 
nur als Ganzes erfassbar ist3), zu erforschen und auf dieser Grundlage die Erscheinungen von Wert und 
Preis zu erklären, solange man nach ihrem Bestimmungsgrunde wie nach einer Substanz, die in den 
Gütern erhalten sein müsse, suchte, waren diese Untersuchungen notwendig erfolglos." In footnote 3: 
"Über die "Einheit der Wirtschaft", über die "Interdependenz" ihrer Erscheinungen bei Schumpeter, 
ihren "Universalimus" bei H. Oswald <sic> (Vortäge über wirtschaftlich Grundbegriffe" Jena 1906 und 
später). 
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first in the 6th edition of Haupttheorien (1920) and the latter in the 9th (1922).8 Hayek was 
placed in the midst of the development of Spann’s universalist criticism of marginalist 
economics. 

But this does not mean Hayek’s complete obedience to Spann’s entire ideas. 
Especially at least Hayek did not support Spann’s criticism of a fundamental assumption in 
economics: that of givenness of aims or ends. According to Spann’s Fundament der 
Volkswirtschaftslehre (2nd ed. 1923 326), the „givenness of aims or ends“ is the assumption 
of individualist economics including not only the Austrian but also the English Classical. 
The adjective „individualist“ is meant by Spann as a contraposition to „universalist.“ It is, 
therefore, clear that Spann classified almost all the past economics as individualist and 
taught its starting assumption of mainstream economics is the ends of economizing 
individuals as given. Hayek also verified through his own intensive reading in some recent 
economic works by Böhm-Bawerk, Kraus, Cuel, Schumpeter, Mises (Hayek 1923 35) that 
the givenness assumption is dominant in economics. 

Hayek did not follow Spann as to the criticism of that assumption. No critical 
comments on it can be found in Hayek’s dissertation. Regardless of whether Spann’s 
criticism is acceptable or not, it was at least largely fruitful for Hayek to understand one of 
major important assumtions in mainstream economics: the givenness of aims or ends. Of 
course, it is not because it is instructive or acceptable, but because it let Hayek to know the 
limitation of economics as to the emergence of order.  

One of major results in his dissertation compared with the previous Essay on 
Consiousness is that Hayek understood that in economics there should be no discussion as 
to the emergence of order in aims or ends. Many ends (Ziele) emerge in human 
consciousness, but economics does not care for the problem of how they emerge. With the 
words of modern microeconomics, one can say that Hayek understood the shape of utility 
function or the preference ordering of economizing individuals as exogenously given. This 
fundamental property of economics might have disappointed Hayek, but did not purge his 
initial couriousity on the emergence of order.  
 
Concluding Remarks 
Hayek’s initial confrontation to the question of how human consciousness emerges as a 
kind of order in his first 1920 Essay on Consciousness explains the high frequency of his 
usage of the key term „order of aims or ends (Zielordnung9, Rangordnung der Ziele10) in 
the next 1923 draft for dissertation. When one reads Hayek’s intensive discussion on the 
order of ends in that draft without understanding of the contents of his first Essay, one 
could not comprehend the reason for it. But now our comparative study in Hayek’s first two 
unpublished drafts helps us to realize that since still in his initiation of learning economics 

                                                   
8 Another supervisor Hans Kelsen underlined the concept of imputation for the basis of his pure theory 
of law. My discussion on its meaning to Hayek’s selection of the theme for his dissertation will be 
presented at the ESHET-JSHET joint conference to be held at Otaru Commerce University in September 
2015. 
9 Hayek, Friedrich von (1923) pp.11, 17, 26, 33, 53, 57, 68 
10 Hayek, Friedrich von (1923) pp.11, 15, 18, 50, 66, 77 
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Hayek surely continued to have a strong interest in the ultimate question of what human 
mind is, and all the ends including the maximization of utility or profit are formed as a kind 
of order in human consciousness, he repeatedly tried to theorize the logic of means-ends 
framework. His initial insistence on consciousness thus confined himself to seeing the 
emergence of order only in the level of an individual. That is why there exits no discussion 
on the emergence of price or market as a kind of order in his dissertation. We had better to 
interpret that in writing his dissertation Hayek did not reach the meaningful linkage of 
spontaneity and order. 

With the assumption of givenness of aims or ends at the starting point of 
theoretical discussion, economics required Hayek to remain silent as to the emergence of 
ends. Probably he felt unsatisfied, but kept his initial spirit to find one of major spontaneous 
orders later on at least in the origin of money in Chapter 8 of Carl Menger’s Grundsätze der 
Volkswirtschaftslehre. When it took place still remains open, but it was not suddenly, and it 
would be explained by Hayek’s flexible understanding of methodological givenness in 
economics that it took time. 
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