Power, Restraint, and Why Civilizations Draw Lines
On Legitimacy, Housing, and the Conditions of a Free Market

There is a reason phrases like “eat the rich” surface during moments of social strain. Not
because they are wise, humane, or coherent as policy—but because they are what people
reach for when legitimacy collapses. They are not ideology. They are pressure. They emerge
when systems stop feeling voluntary, when exit disappears, and when people sense—
correctly—that power is operating without visible restraint.

“Eat the rich” is not a plan.
Itis not an ethic.
Itis not an aspiration.

Itis a diagnostic signal.

Historically, such language appears when people no longer believe reform is possible
through ordinary means. When that belief takes hold, outcomes become unstable.
Civilizations that endure do not mock this signal, nor do they indulge it. They intervene
before rage becomes the only remaining corrective.

This is why restraint matters.

Power Without Restraint Destroys Legitimacy

Every culture, across time and geography, understands a fundamental truth: unrestrained
power erodes legitimacy. The form of power changes—physical strength, military
dominance, political authority, economic leverage—but the rule does not. When those who
possess power exercise it simply because they can, without visible limits, the social
contract begins to fracture.

We understand this instinctively in physical terms. A strong man who dominates others
because no one can stop him is not admired; he is feared. Societies outlaw violence,
coercion, and physical domination not because strength is immoral, but because strength
without restraint is corrosive. Civilization exists precisely to restrain the logic of “because |
can.”

Economic power is no different.

When actors with greater capital, scale, or leverage can extract from necessities simply
because the market is forced—because people cannot opt out of housing, because
alternatives are illusory, because pricing is optimized against desperation—the behavior
becomes functionally indistinguishable from physical domination. The weapon is not a fist



oragun. Itis inevitability. The outcome is the same: those with power dictate terms, those
without absorb them, and society calls this freedom.

Itisn’t.

Markets survive not because they lack boundaries, but because boundaries preserve
consent. We already accept this logic everywhere else. We restrain fraud. We restrain
monopolies. We restrain environmental destruction. We restrain insider trading and price
fixing. Not because people are evil, but because unchecked optimization destroys
legitimacy.

This logic predates capitalism, socialism, and the modern state.

Stewardship Is Older Than Ideology

Long before formal economic theory, societies understood that extracting everything
simply because you could was illegitimate. Ancient laws governing land, water, and
harvests recognized a distinction between ownership and total extraction. You could own
land. You could profit from land. But you could not take all of it. Margin had to remain—not
equality, not collectivism, but access to survival.

This was not communism. It was stewardship.

Christian ethics, properly understood, do not condemn ownership. They condemn
enclosure without limit. They draw a line between prosperity and domination, between
stewardship and hoarding. When that line disappears, societies do not become freer. They
become brittle.

The lesson is consistent across history: legitimacy depends on restraint in domains people
cannot refuse.

Housing and the Forced Market Problem

Housing occupies a uniquely dangerous position in modern economies for one simple
reason: itis non-optional. You can delay buying a car. You can skip a vacation. You cannot
opt out of shelter. That single fact fundamentally alters the moral and economic rules.

When a market governs something people cannot refuse, and prices are set not by cost,
quality, or productivity but by the maximum burden people can tolerate, the market ceases
to be free. It becomes a forced market.



Forced markets do not reward innovation.
They do not reward contribution.
They reward leverage, timing, and endurance.

They reward whoever can survive losses the longest while extracting from everyone else.

That is not capitalism functioning well. It is capitalism stripped of the guardrails that once
justified it.

The Exponential Fantasy and Intergenerational Harm

At the center of the housing crisis sits an exponential fantasy: the belief that housing—a
largely non-productive asset—can rise in price forever, faster than wages, faster than
productivity, faster than the economy itself.

A house does not become more productive because wages stagnate.
It does not double in value because the next buyer is desperate.

Yet each cycle demands higher leverage, longer amortizations, and greater systemic risk.
Participation requires stretching further, borrowing more, and sacrificing stability. This is
not wealth creation. It is debt escalation. And debt escalation does not end gracefully.

The deepest harm is intergenerational. One generation extracts terminal value. The next
inherits the debt. Parents sell at peak prices. Children absorb lifelong obligations. Foreign
capital acquires assets without civic attachment. Each transaction appears rationalin
isolation. Together, they liquidate the future.

A society cannot remain stable when one generation improves its position by narrowing the
freedom of the next. That is not prosperity. Itis liquidation.

Why Waiting Is Not Neutral

Historically, societies corrected these dynamics through reform, political backlash, or
unrest. Today, many of those pressures are muted. Work is fragmented. Communities are
atomized. Debt discourages risk. Surveillance encourages caution. The absence of revolt
does not signal consent; it signals containment.

Waiting for the market to self-correct under these conditions is not realism. It is abdication.

Skepticism toward intervention is understandable. Poorly designed policies have caused
real harm. Trade-offs are real. Incentives matter. But the terrain has changed. Today’s
housing market is not a simple voluntary exchange system. Itis a hyper-financialized, data-



driven extraction engine operating in a necessity domain. Participation is mandatory. Exit is
impossible.

This is not the market most defenses were written for.

Why Restraint Preserves Markets

Restraint is not the opposite of capitalism. It is the condition that makes capitalism
legitimate. Markets require entry, exit, competition, and proportional pricing. When exit
collapses, prices stop conveying information and start conveying power.

History offers no ambiguity. Feudalism failed because land was enclosed and surplus
flowed upward without limit. Communism failed because it abolished choice and
autonomy, forcing people into shared, low-quality living arrangements with no exit.
Domestic autonomy is a prerequisite for dignity. It is deeply alarming that similar
outcomes—permanent renting, shrinking private space, shared facilities—are now
reintroduced under modern branding and called progress.

Capitalism was meant to end enclosure, not reproduce it.

Where the New Free Market Comes In

All of this leads to a simple conclusion: when housing becomes a forced market,
legitimacy collapses—not because markets fail, but because freedom does.

That is where the New Free Market comes in.

The New Free Market is not a rejection of markets, property, or profit. It is a structural
correction designed to restore what made markets legitimate in the first place: choice,
competition, stewardship, and restraint where restraint is required.

It preserves private ownership.

It rewards builders and responsible investors.

It strengthens property rights.

It realigns housing with productive economic reality rather than desperation-based
extraction.

Within the New Free Market framework are concrete, operational mechanisms—not
slogans:

¢ ownership rules that prevent enclosure without abolishing investment

e rent structures anchored to income and quality rather than tolerance



e incentives for new construction, redevelopment, and regional growth
e transitional mechanisms that expand supply without permanent distortion
¢ enforcement systems based on transparency and incentives, not coercion

This is not central planning.
It is not redistribution.
Itis not an attack on success.

It is market repair.

The Choice Civilizations Always Face

History is consistent on this point. When societies refuse to restrain power in forced
markets, restraint eventually arrives through anger, instability, or violence. When they act
deliberately—with rules, proportionality, and clarity—they preserve both freedom and
prosperity.

This is not ideology.
It is statecraft.

Housing that enables domination fractures nations.
Housing that preserves proportionality builds them.

What matters now is not whether these dynamics can be named, but whether they can be
corrected without collapse.

The New Free Market housing model lays out that correction in full. Its rules, incentives,
trade-offs, and implementation paths are publicly available for examination and debate.

This is not an argument against markets.
Itis an argument for a market worthy of trust.



