
Responses to the referees

The first referee’s comments:
1. The reviewer’s comment: Major issue 2: Satisfactorily addressed in the response in the memo and in footnote 24. I suggest a slight change in footnote 24: Instead of “playing bridge when it rains or when the sun shines“, it would perhaps be more instructive to mention two options which the agent would have some power over, e.g. “playing bridge in the kitchen or playing bridge in the living room“.
Our response: We remedied the problem by coming up with the circumstances over which an agent has some power; that is, “playing bridge indoors” and “playing bridge outdoors”. 
2. The reviewer’s comment: “Major issue: Footnote 23 (in response to reviewer 2) partially addresses the point and should perhaps be announced earlier (~ on p 15). Having said that, my (and, as I understand it, also reviewer 2’s) worry remains: The authors only consider “an economic actor is free to choose a value scale … note that this […] invokes the notion of choice [and higher order value scales] (p 15)“. Alternatively, instead of a choice between pre-existing value scales one might speak of a creative construction of a value scale or of an “indeterminate process that is not a choice process“ (reviewer 2). Footnote 23 remains in the framework of pre-existing scales and merely considers an indeterministic mode of picking one of them. As mention earlier, I do not think this possibility of “free creation“ of value scales needs to be developed and discussed in the paper but perhaps mentioned. I am not convinced the authors have ruled it out conclusively.”
Our response: We respond to the above objection in the add-on to footnote 23 (marked in yellow). 
3. The reviewer’s suggestion as to announcing our footnote 23 “earlier”; viz., on p. 15.
Our response: On p. 15 we added the following fragment in brackets: “for an interesting objection suggesting a possibility of the free creation of value scales, which would allegedly not involve a choice behavior, see footnote 23”. The fragment is marked in yellow. 
4. The reviewer’s comment: “Minor issue 8: On p5, l 50-51, I suggest inserting „according to Rothbard“ for clarification (or a similar revision). It would then read: „For, according to Rothbard, praxeology is possible …“
Our response: We followed the referee’s advice and changed the mentioned fragment accordingly. 
5. The reviewer’s comment: Formulation: P25, l 7: “this“ –> “the“?
Our response: Indeed. “This” was a slight infelicity. We fixed the problem. 
6. The reviewer’s comment: “Formulation: P25, l 17: “whom“ -> “whom a“ ?
Our response: Granted. The article was missing. We fixed the problem accordingly. 
7. The reviewer’s comment: “P26, l 31-38 is not implausible but – since at first sight it seems to contradict the preceding quote - requires substantiation.”
Our response: We believe that what follows the quote does not contradict it. After all, Mises said that action involves substituting “a more satisfactory states of affairs for a less satisfactory one”, which is not contradicted by our commentary to the effect that “Mises does not say that action might involve substituting a less satisfactory state of affairs for a more satisfactory one.” In other words, for Mises, and we acknowledge it, action is about replacing a less satisfactory state for a more satisfactory one. We resort to a negative statement in order to show that Mises does not subscribe to MLF. For, if he believes in MLF, he would have to allow for the possibility of substituting a less satisfactory state of affairs for a more satisfactory one. In other words, MLF would predict the possibility of the agent replacing a more satisfactory state of affairs with a less satisfactory one. However, if the formulation is still somewhat awkward, we would be happy to change it. 
8. The reviewer’s comment: P29, fn 35: Perhaps the authors would also like to include a reference to Rothbard’s rejection of punishment as a (future-oriented) means for deterring. See e.g. his Ethics of Liberty.
Our response: We did add to fn 35 by including a short exposition of the Rothbardian retributivism as contrasting with the Hayekian forward-looking justification of the institution of punishment. All the changes in the footnote are marked in yellow. 



The second referee’s comments:

1. The reviewer correctly observes that in our footnote 8 we mischaracterize the Rothbardian epistemological stance as “apriorism”. 
Our response: To remedy the problem we added profusely to the footnote 8 as it stood before. We argue in the new add-on that a case can be made for construing Rothbard’s epistemology as aprioristic, while carefully distinguishing his (sort of Aristotelian-Thomistic) apriorism from the Kantian one embraced by Mises. All the changes in the footnote are marked in yellow. 

2. The reviewer’s comment: “The sentence after footnote 11: "And it must be borne in mind that Austrian economics
by virtue of its very praxeological nature strips the human action down to its bare essentials (e.g. Mises [1949] 1998; Rothbard [1962] 2009)" since not all Austrian Economics happens in the tradition of praxeology, this sentence should be modified accordingly. (Maybe: And it must be borne in mind that the praxeological branch of Austrian economics, by virtue of its nature, strips the human action down to its bare essentials. Or Maybe just delete the "praxeological" from the sentence.)”
Our response: We followed the referee’s advice and deleted the phrase “very praxeological”. Now the sentence reads: “And it must be borne in mind that Austrian economics by virtue of its nature strips the human action down to its bare essentials (e.g. Mises [1949] 1998; Rothbard [1962] 2009).”



We are very grateful to the anonymous referees for pressing us yet again on a couple of subtle issues. 
 
