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POSTSCRIPT
THE proofs %f this little book had left my hands
before the publication of the volume of essays, called
A Plea for Liberty, for which Mr. Herbert Spencer
has written an “Introduction.” I have, however,
found nothing in that volume which would make
it necessary for me to alter any of my arguments.
Moreover, the various writers themselves do so much
to weaken each other’s positions, that they render

detailed criticism almost superfluous.

D. G. R.
February, 1891.






PREFACE

HF first three essays in this volume were
"publishcd five years ago in Zime, and are
maialy occupied with a criticism of Mr. Herbert
Swencer’s The Man versus the State and of certain
parts of J. S. Mill's Liberty. The fourth essay ap-
peared in the Contemporary Review for June, 1887.
The questions discussed have certainly not declined
in importance since these dates. The first three
essays have, in parts, undergone considerable altera-
tion. But I have retained the original form and
manner of treatment, in the belief that a short and
controversial examination of two very well known
books may, for many purposes, be more profitable
than an elaborate and systematic treatise, for which
in any case I have not found the leisure. Some-
thing may still be said for using the *“dialectical”™

rather than the ‘“apodeictic” method in politicak

v



vi Preface.

philosophy. And what appecars negative criticism
does not necessarily give a negative result, least of
all when it is criticism of negative criticism. The
fourth essay enables me to approach my conclusions
in a different manner from that followed in the
other three. I have added an Appendix dealing
with three questions that seemed to require rather

fuller treatment than was possible in footnotes.

January, 1891.



CONTENTS.

PAGE
PREFACE . . . . . . v
I. MR. HERBERT SPENCLR’S INDIVIDJALISM AND
HIS CONCEPIION OF SOCIETY.
§ 1. Introductory . . . . . 3
§ 2. Are Radicals Tories ? . 4
§ 3. The Social Organism 13
S 4. Individualism 22
§ 5. Natural Rights 3I
§ 6. Does Socicty Grow, or is it Made> 45
II. THE SraTe wersus MR, HERBERT SPENCER.
§ 1. “The Sins of Legislators” . . . . 53
§ 2. Negative Regulation . . . . . 59
§ 3. Sovereignty . . . . . 65
8§ 4. The Right of l\rId_]Ol‘lthS . . . 70
§ 5. The Meaning of History . . . . 75

11I. INDIVIDUAL LIBERTY AND S1ATE INTERFERENCE,
§ 1. An Examination of J. S. Mill’'s Léberzy. . 83

§ 2. What is the End of the State? . . . 98
§ 3. low to Apply our Principles . . . .108
IV.. THeE Povrrrican PHriLosorHy or Trromas HiLL
GREEN,
§ 1. Political Philosophy in England . . 127
§ 2. The Relation between Philosophy and
Politics . . 132
§ 3. Kantand Austotle—The Etluml Lnd . 139
§ 4. Freedomn—Ncgative and Positive . . . 145
APPENDIX.
Note A. The Distinction betwcen Socicty and the
State . . . . . . . 15§

Note B. The Conception of Smcruwm) . . . 161
Note C. Utilitarianism . . . .« . 167

vii






I

MR. HERBERT SPENCER’S
INDIVIDUALISM, AND IIIS CONCEPTION
OF SOCILTY.






§1. INTRODUCTORY.

N R.SPENCER'S little book, 77e Man versus the

State, is the most conspicuous work of recent
years in defence of “individualism” and in oppo-
sition to the growing tendency of State intervention
in matters which the older English economists and
Radical politicians held to be best left to private
enterprisc and unchecked competition. Irom its
very nature it demands and challenges critical exa-
mination. Mr. Spencer's conception of what the State
is appcars to me to involve grave philosophical errors,
and to be inconsistent with principles which he him-
scTl has done more than any onc else to popularisc.
His practical conclusions, coming with the weight of
his authority, seem to require rcfutation on the part
of those who seriously believe that Liberal, or at
least Radical, politicians are now moving. however
slowly, in the right direction. Mr. Spencer is per-
haps the most formidable intellectual foc with whom
the New Radicalism has to reckon.

>

A strong conviction on these points must excuse
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the following pages, which might otherwise appear
unduly disrespectful to an honoured name. No
one who has any interest in philosophy can refuse
admiration to an Englishman who has given the
energies of his lifc.to philosophical studies, who
believes that philosophy must be systematic, and
who, although acting up to this belicf, has made his
countrymen rcad his books. But therc are some
things that demand more respect than distinguished
persons—philosophy itself, and the growing scense of
a common and public responsibility to diminish the
misery of human life.

§2. ARE RADICALS TORIES?

“ Laissez faire” and “ Frecedom of Contract” used
to be Liberal watchwords, but have now been given
up or left to the Torics. Mr. Spencer suggests the
casy cxplanation, that the Liberals have triistak‘culy
adopted the Tory policy. English political parties
have a long history and a very complex significance.
But to our synthetic philosopher, who deals in “ com-
pletely unified knowledge,” this is all very simple.
There are: according to Mr. Spencer, two great types
of society, the militant and the industrial (an idea
which may be found in Comte). To the former
belongs the rdgime of status, to the latter that of
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contract (this comes from Sir Henry Maine). The
former adopts compulsory co-operation, the latter
voluntary co-operation (this, I believe, is Mr. Spen-
cer's own invention). Now the Torics are the party
who hold by the former or worn-out type of society ;
the Liberals, by the latter. So that when a Liberal
is found attacking what is called “the frecdom of
contract,” he must, in order to make Mr. Spencer’s
completely unified knowledge correct, be no longer a
Liberal, but a “New Tory.”! How is it then, that
Liberals and Tories have come to change places
in relation to the question of State interference?
According to Mr. Spencer, the essence of Liberal
efforts has been the struggle for individualism against
Governments—not against bad or despotic Govern-
ments merely, but against Governments as such.
“ The abolition of grievances suffered by the people,”
“tha gaining of a popular good,” has been merely an
“external conspicuous trait.”> Pecople in general have
made a mistake in classification, and taken the ex-
ternal trait for thc important thing. “ The popular
good has come to be sought by Liberals, not as an
cnd to be indirectly gained by relaxation of re-

L The Man versus the State, pp. 1 ff
t Jbid., p. 7.
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straints, but as an end to be directly gained.” There
is a philosophical difficulty herc which needs to be
cleared up. I do not see why, because an end is
somctimes indirectly pursued, it ceases to be an end,
and becomes merely “an external conspicuous trait.”
Least of all do I sec how Mr. Spencer can logically
hold such a position. He considers pleasure to be
the ultimate end of conduct ; and yet I suppose he
would allow, like Mill, that it is an end which can
only be gained by not being directly pursued. 1
should be very rcady to admit that pleasure is “an
external conspicuous trait,” which Mr. Spencer and
others have mistaken for the end—a conclusion which
would scem to follow, if Mr. Spencer’s argument here
is correct. The ultimate cnd of all human cffort may
be indirectly pursued, and the popular, or rather the
common, good is this end, while pleasure is not.

But let us leave this philosophical question for the
present. The unsophisticated mind is certainly a
little surprised to learn that the welfare of the people
is only “an extcrnal trait” I had always thought
that, when men fought for liberty, and checked the
tyranny of kings and potentates, they did it for the
sake of the common weal, and not for the sake of
carrying out Mr. Spencer’s theory about the nega-
tively regulative function of the State. Sometimes
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the common welfare has been promoted by resisting
and restraining bad interference, sometimes by insti-
tuting Government action to check evils that have
grown up through past bad interference or through
long-continued neglect. There is a’time to break
down and a time to build up'; and the same men
may have to do both. If Mr. Spencer came one
day on a company of workmen demolishing a large
building, and some days afterwards found them
erecting something else on the same place, he would
say to them: “ You have mistaken your work. Your
business is to make the way clear for individuals like
myself to walk about in as we choose.” Some one
might perhaps answer him: “ The other day we were
pulling down an old palace and an old prison; to-day
we arc building a school and a library.” There is
no nccessary inconsistency in the same party having
stryggled against protection, monopolies, and privi-
leges, which favoured a few individuals at the cost
of the vast mass of the pcople, and now struggling
to protect individuals who are not wise enough nor
strong cnough to protect themselves against the
selfishness of those whom past legislation, or past
neglect, has allowed to acquire an undue power over
them. At the samec time there docs, on the surface,
appear to be a certain inconsistency; and,this appear-
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ance deters many from lending a helping hand in
the cause which they ‘really have at heart. Those
who abolished the Corn Laws kicked at first vehe-
mently against the Factory Acts. The view that the
main work of Liberalism is to diminish the amount
of Government action is still widely spread in this
country. It is a view which seems to fit in extremely
well with the ideas, or at least with the language,
of the average Lnglishman. Of this we may find
several explanations.

In a country where political freedom has been won,
not by a sudden revolution transferring power from
one class to another, but by a very long and very
gradual series of struggles between the non-privileged
and the privileged, or between the more privileged
and the less privileged classes, this long struggle has
left as an inheritance a permanent jealousy of rulers,
a ready-made disposition to suspect and resent
Government interference. The struggle against the
arbitrary rule of the Stuarts has made an indelible
impression on Iinglish political thinking. This we
may call the Whig tradition, in which we include the
Puritan tradition. The best of the Puritans fought
for the liberty of individual conscience; and nearly
all of them, when they could not have their own way,
wished to be left alone in matters of religion.
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Sccondly, besides this older Whig tradition, there
is the more recent tradition from the struggles of the
present century—the long fight against State inter-
ference, especially with trade, but also with freedom
of the press, of rcligious belief, of association, etc.
The struggle of the scventeenth century was mainly
against unconstitutional and arbitrary kinds of
Government. That of the first half of this century
has been against mischievous kinds of Government
action, The opponents of some particular kind of
bad Government interference often used the un-
necessarily wide premiss, “ All Government inter-
ference is bad.” The advocates of free trade tended
to apply the phrase Laissez faire in all matters. It
became the dogma of the old-fashioned Radical.!

Thirdly, there is the patriotic feeling that we are
not as other men are, the national pride in the
Enclish system of leaving pecople to do things for
themselves, and the prejudice against everything that
any onc can call “continental burcaucracy.” Now
most undoubtedly we have a great gain, not in the

! Cp. an article in ZVWe Times of Feb. 15th, 1883, quoted by
Lord Pembroke in his pamphlet, Liberty and Socialism, p. 29,
according to which “one of the chief notes of instructed
Liberalism was [a gcneration ago] the dogma, that the best
Government is that which interferes least with social affairs.”
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mere absence of Government action, but in the habit
of free association ; many of the advantages however
that we are apt to ascribe to abscnce of Government
interference are really due to the absence of centra-
lisation—a very different thing. A highly differen-
tiated and decentralised Government is not identical
with no Government at all.! French and German
writers often talk with admiration of our “sclf-
government,” and we may feel flattered by the fact
that they have borrowed our word. But we know
in our inmost hearts how defective our local govern-
ment is (cven in spite of recent legislation), how
chaotic its condition, how much more of it we nced,
and how much more controlled it often requires to
be. Many good measures are nearly inoperative
through the remissness of local bodies. On the
other hand, the central Government labours under the
burden of local details ; and much decentralisation is
urgently needed.

! Cp. Sir F, Pollock, Hislory of the Science of Politics (Lon-
don, 1890), p. 123: “The minimisers [of the State’s function]
appcar not to distinguish sufficiently the action of the State in
general from its centralised action. There arc many things
which the State cannot do in the way of central government, or
not effectually, but which can be very well done by the action
of local governing bodies. But this is a question between the
direct and the delegated activity of the State, not between State
action and individual enterprise.”
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Underlying all these traditions and prejudices
there is a particular metaphysical theory—a meta-
physical theory which takes hold of those persons
especially who are fondest of abjuring all meta-
physics ; and the discase is in their case the more
dangerous since they do not know when they have it.
The chief symptom of this metaphysical complaint is
the belief in the abstract individual. The individual
is thought of, at least spoken of, as if he had a mean-
ing and significance apart from his surroundings and
apart from his relations to tlre community of which
he is a member. It may be quite true that the sig-
nificance of the individual is not exhausted by his
relations to any given sct of surroundings; but apart
from all of these he is a merc abstraction—a logical
ghost, a metaphysical spectre, which haunts the habi-
tations of those who have derided metaphysics. The
indjvidual, apart from all relations to a community,
is a negation. You can say nothing about him, or
rather it, except that it is not any other individual.?
Now, along with this negative and abstract view of
the individual there goes, as counterpart, the way of

? Cp. Mr. Montague’s admirable exposure of “ the plump and
solid individual ” of our ordinary phrascology in his Limits o)
Individual Liberty, pp. 55 ff. y
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looking at the State as an opposing element to the
individual. The individual and the State are put
over against one another. Their relation is regarded
as one merely of antithesis, Of course, this is a
point of view which we can take, and quite rightly
for certain purposes; but it is only one point of view.
It expresses only a partial truth; and a partial truth,
if accepted as the whole truth, is always a falsehood.
Such a conception is, in any case, quite inadequate
as a basis for any profitable discussion of the duties
of Government.

It is this theory of the individual which underlies
Mill’s famous book on Liberty. Mill, and all thosc
who take up his attitude toward the State, scem to
assume that all power gained by the State is so much
taken from the individual; and, conversely, that all
power gained by the individual is gained at the
expense of the State. Now this is to trcat the ‘wo
elements, power of the State and power (or liberty)
of the individual, as if they formed the dcbit and
credit sides of an account book ; it is to make them
like two heaps of a fixed number of stones, to neither
of which can you add without taking from the other.
It is to apply a mere quantitative conception in poli-
tics, as if that were an adequate “category” in such
matters. The same thing is done when socicty is
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J

spoken of as mercly “an aggregate of individuals,”
The citizen of a State, the member of a socicty of any
sort, even an artificial or temporary association, does
not stand in the same relation to the.whole that one
number does to a scries of numbers, or that onc
stone does to a heap of stones. Even ordinary lan-
guage shows us this. We feel it to be a more
adcquate expression to say that the citizen is a
member of the body politic, than to call him merely
a unit in a political aggregate. TFor certain purposes
of course he is trcated merely as a unit. In the
voting at an clection we count heads (““to save the
trouble of breaking them”) ; but a citizen's existence
as such is not exhausted by his voting once in several
years. Rousseau, carrying out his abstract indivi-
dualism thoroughly in this respect, said that the
English pcople were only free at a gencral clec-
tiof, and in the short moments of their liberty
they made such a bad usec of it that they deserved
to lose it.!

§3. THE SOoCIAL ORGANISM.

“ But, surely, all this is beside the question. Ilas
not Mr. Spencer told us again and again that society

)

Y Contrat Secial, iii. 15.
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is an organism?”  Yes, Mr. Spencer has told us so.
The phrase “social organism” has come to him
from Comte, in what way Mr. F. Harrison and he
may scttle between them. DBut, if Mr. Spencer had
only given more attention to Comte'’s writings, he
might have come to belicve more in his phrase than
he apparently does. Let us sce what he tells us
about the social organism. So far as I know, he
has not retracted any part of the essay which he
first published in the IWestminster Revicww in 1860,
although, in his Principles of Sociology, he has not
repeated cverything contained in it. In this essay
is to be found the famous parallel betwecen the up
and down lines of the railway which supplies the
circulation of commodities in the social organism, and
the arteries and veins of a well-developed animal,
money being the blood corpuscles, and the telegraph
wires the nerves. If DPlato’s Socrates had told us
a “myth” of this sort, he would have introduced
it by an apology about his not being very good at
the making of images. In almost any other modern
writer we might have thought it a jex d’esprit. But
this supposition is inapplicable in the case of the
author of the system of “ Synthetic Philosophy.”
There arc many difficultics in this conception, of
which we should be very glad to have a solution.
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In the first place, it is distressing to find that when
society is called an organism, it is not to be com-
pared with any noble animal,' such as the lion or
the eagle, under which forms we are accustomed to
figure a nation, but that it belongs to an extremely
low type. We are “bodies dispersed through an
indifferentiated jelly.”? This, we suppose, represents
the British citizen moving in his national fog. But

! Bluntschli is strongly impressed by the organic character
of the State ; but he insists that it is human. Nay, he is even
more precise.  The State is not merely /om0 (common gender)
it is the man; the Church being what Homer and Artemus
Ward would call “the female woman.” See his Z%cory of the
State, English translation, p. 22.

2 Compare Principles of Sociology, p. 475. “ The parts of
a society form a whole that is discrete.” It is obvious that
Mr. Spencer is really thinking only of the spatially separated
individual human dodies; but the individuals who compose a
human society are not merc animal organisms capable of move-
ment through space. The individual person, the citizen with
rights and duties, is a complex of ideas, emotions, and aspira-
tions which are altogether unintelligible except as the product
of ceascless action and reaction in the spiritual (Z.e. intellec-
tual, moral, etc.) environment, which not merely surrounds, but
actually constitutes the individual—z.c. makes him what he is.
The history of the individual cannot be understood apart from
the history of the race, though of course in practice we have to
limit ourselves to a small portion. We never can understand
any individual thing or person fully, just because we cannot
grasp the whole universe How that which is a “complex ”?
and a “product” can yet know itself as a unity, is a problem
that psychology and history cannot solve.
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afterwards we are glad to find that the socml organ-
ism is rather like the vertebrate type, but lower than
human. So therc is some chance for the British
lion after all. Or is our society a leviathan, as
Hobbes thoug;ht, or some quite fabulous beast? Of
course it will be answered, “In some respects the
social organism is of one sort, in some respects of
another.,” But if the description is to be so ambi-
guous and wavering, is it not just possible that, “in
some respects,” the social organism is not like any
animal organism whatever ?

Again, if society is an organism, the more ad-
vanced a community is, the more highly developed
should be the organism to which it corresponds.
But individual independence within the social organ-
ism has to be paralleled by the inferior classes of
animals, The analogy of the animal would suggest
that in the higher types of the social organism there
should be a very great coherence—in fact, a “cor-
porate consciousness”; and this was the conclusion
which Plato drew from his, still unformulated, concep-
tion of the social organism. “Is not the best-ordered
State that which most nearly approaches to the con-
dition of the individual : as in the body, when but
a finger is hurt, the whole frame drawn towards the
soul, and forming one realm under the ruling power
therein, feels the hurt, and sympathises altogether
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with the part affected, and we say that the man
has a pain in his finger 27 (Rep. 462)!

Mr. Spencer, however, holds that, “as there is no
social sensorium, it results that thc welfarc of the
aggregate, considered apart from that of the units,
is not an end to be sought. The society exists for
the bencfit of its members, not its members for
the benefit of the society ” (Principles of Sociology,
p. 479). Is it not his political creed of individualism
which leads Mr. Spencer to deny the existence of a
social sensorium, and to deny to the social organism
the important characteristic of all organisms—the
dependence of the parts upon the whole ?

Again, the more advanced community might be
cxpected to correspond to the more highly differ-
entiated organism. Progress, as Mr. Spencer has
told us morc than once, is from the homogeneous
and indefinite to the heterogeneous and definite.
Now Mr. Spencer, as politician, would undoubtecdly
regard the United States of America as more ad-
vanced than Germany; but an American citizen may
very well be a manufacturer in his industrial aspect,
a “colonel” in his militant, a philosopher of Mr.

Y Mr. Spencer, in his Principles of Sociojogy, p. 611, refers to
Plato’s parallelisms between States and individuals, but does
not notice this passage.

S. L C ’
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Spencer’s school, and a legislator, not quite aftcr
Mr. Spencer’s heart, all at the same time; so that
to Mr. Spencer, as biological philosopher, America
ought to appear one of those rude organisms which
do not make the delicate distinction between
stomachs and mouths. A highly developed social
organism, if it is to be definite as well as hetero-
geneous, would really require a caste system—such
as Plato proposed. But a caste system, I suspect,
would not mecet the approval of Mr. Spencer as
politician, nor would anything Platonic mcet his
approval as philosopher. So here is a difficulty.
The answer again would probably be: that “in some
respects ” the social organism resembles one kind of
animal organism, and “in some respects” another
which again leads us to a suspicion that in some
respects it is not like any animal organism whatever.

The inconsistency between Mr. Spencer’s philo-
sophy and his politics has already been pointed out
by a sympathetic I'rench criticc M. Henri Marion,
whose objections Mr. Spencer secks to answer in a
“Postscript ” added in the cdition of 1877 of the
Principles of Sociology (p. 618, a,0). In the higher
individual organisms it is admitted that the nervous
system is highly developed and centralised, because
of the needs of the animal in its struggle with nature
and witll other animals. In the social organism,
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howcver, Mr. bpcncer argues that a highly developed
and centralised rcgulative system is needed in the
militant stage, but not in the industrial ; the high-
est type of social organism being th?.t which has
“a largely developed sustaining or industrial system
with a feeble regulating or governmental system.”
This reply of Mr. Spencer has, in turn, been com-
pletely answered by another sympathetic French
critic, M. Fouillée, whose criticism has the value
that always belongs to a criticism from within! M.
Fouillée quite approves of Mr. Spencer making the
nervous system the biological cquivalent of govern-
ment in the social organism. But he points out that
in the higher animals a centralised nervous system
does not serve for external actions only, such as the
catching of prey, but for sensibility, thought, will.
And in the social organism it is not true that the
industrial #deime needs only a fceble regulative
system : for industrialism requires “the development
(1) of sympathy, which leads to association and to
the division of labour; (2) of intelligence, which
lcads to the progress of the scicnces and arts; and
(3) of will, which is the liberty of individuals in a
solidarity to which they consent” Does not all

Y La Science Sociale Contemporaine, pp. 162, A,
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this, asks ‘M. Fouillée, imply a very perfect “ nervous
system,” and not mercly an “alimentary ” ?

If Mr. Spencer’s “Postscript” be carefully exa-
mined, it will be found to amount practically to
an abdication of the “Social Organism” theory in
favour of Utilitarianism, with the assumption that
Mr. Spencer knows what the highest type of society
is, quite apart from any help to be derived from
biology. “Social organisation,” he says, “is to be
considered high in proportion as it subserves indi-
vidual welfare, because in a society the units arc
sentient and the aggregate inscntient; and the in-
dustrial type is higher because it subserves individual
welfare better than the militant type.” As to that,
strange as it may seem to Mr. Spencer, there may
possibly be two opinions, The militant type, it may
be urged, at least mitigatcs the struggle for existence
within each united society; the industrial type, in
Mr. Spencer’s extreme form of it, restores that un-
mitigated struggle beween individuals, in which the
unsuccessful perish, not quickly by the sword, but
slowly by starvation.

But—to return to the social organism—we are
delighted to learn from Mr. Spencer that the Houses
of Parliament (not excluding the Ilouse of Peers)
resemble ‘the cercbral masses in a vertebrate animal.
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Now, onc would have thought that a vertebrate
animal with cerebral masses was supcrior to those
individuals that moved about in an indifferentiated
jelly ; but, considering all the uncomplimentary
things Mr. Spencer says about our legislators, we
are led to have dreadful suspicions as to the species
of animal to whose cercbral masses they correspond;
or clse, “in some respzcts,” apparently, they are not
like cerebral masses at all: and we conclude that Mr.
Spencer (like Professor Drummond, who has found
all the dogmas of Calvin in the System of Synthetic
Philosophy) has mistaken an ingenious illustration
for a scientific fact.

It might be said that this last objection is suffi-
ciently met by the answer given in Zssays, vol. iii,
pp. 6, 7, to Professor IHuxley; but we cannot sce
\vm“fllétiﬁe-éul\’ll'. Spencer (except an intelligible
desire to make his theories fit together) in arbitrarily
comparing the ncgatively regulative functions of
Government with thosc of the cerebro-spinal nervous
system, and leaving everything clse for the visceral
nervous system. Apparently the social organism in
Mr. Spencer's idcal State, where Government is no
longer needed, ought to rcsemble an animal drunk
or asleep, with the brain doing as little as possible

(p. 8). 1
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Thus, from the doctrine of thc social organism,
as expounded by Mr, Spencer, we find it difficult
to arrive at any cohcrent theory of politics. In
. fact, the conception of society as an organism seems
to admit of more easy applications to the defence of
just those very views about the State which Mr.
Spencer most dislikes; and, though the conception
of organism has its value in helping political think-
ing out of the confusions of individualism, if it be
taken as the final key to all mysteries, it lcads to
new confusions of its own, for which it would be
absurd to blame Mr. Spencer.

§4. INDIVIDUALISM.

But not only do we find Mr. Spencer’s politics
defective because he takes the idea of organism as
final, but because he does not really get as much out
of the idea as he might. In spite of the constant
