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PUBLISHER’S NOTE

'111e Man Versus The State by Herbert Spencer was orig-
inally published in 1884 by Williams and Norgate,
London and Edinburgh. The book consisted of four ar-
ticles which had been published in Contemporary Review
for February, April, May, June, and July of 1884. For col-
lection in book form, Spencer added a Preface and a
Postscript. In 1892 the book was reissued with the ad-
dition of a few notes in reply to criticism of the first
edition.

This LibertyClassics edition contains the entire text of
the 1892 edition.

The Man Versus The State was maintained in print for
many years in various editions. In 1892 an edition was
issued in the United States by D. Appleton and Com-
pany. In 1940 one was issued in Great Britain as part of
The Thinker’s Library.

Two editions have circulated in the United States in
the last forty years. In 1940 Caxton Printers, Ltd., of

1X



X The Man Versus The State

Caldwell, Idaho, issued an edition with an Introduction
by Albert Jay Nock. In this edition, two more essays,
““Over-Legislation” and “From Freedom to Bondage,”
were added to the original four.

In 1969 Penguin Books issued an edition with an In-
troduction by Donald Macrae. In this edition, “From
Freedom to Bondage” was also included along with
three other essays, “The Social Organism,” “Represent-
ative Government—What is it Good For?,” and ““Spec-
ialized Administration.”

For this LibertyClassics edition we have included the
Introduction by Nock. In addition, we have printed in
a separate section the five essays included in either the
Caxton or Penguin editions. Following in the tradition
of these earlier publishers we have also added an essay,
““The Proper Sphere of Government,” which has not, to
our knowledge, been reprinted in any book for over one
hundred years. Data on original publication are pro-
vided at the beginning of each essay.
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FOREWORD

erbert Spencer produced four major works in po-
litical philosophy plus numerous additional and
important essays. The first of these works, The Proper
Sphere of Government (1842) is the least well-known. The
second is Spencer’s most famous systemic treatise in this
area, Social Statics, (1851). The Man Versus The State (1884),
which is the centerpiece of this volume, is the third
major political work. This is a more polemical and quasi-
sociological work than either the first two or Spencer’s
fourth major political study, “Justice,” Part IV of The
Principles of Ethics (1891).

In addition to presenting the first and third of these
studies, the present volume makes available two of
Spencer’s relatively early political essays, ““Over-
Legislation” (1853) and ““Representative Government”
(1857); two of his important essays in political sociology,
“The Social Organism” (1860) and ““Specialized Admin-
istration” (1871); and “From Freedom to Bondage”

xi
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(1891), which extends the polemical and analytic themes
of The Man Versus The State.

Herbert Spencer was born in Derby, England on April
27, 1820." He entered a family of dissenting clergymen
and teachers in which a long opposition to State-Church
ties and solid identification with the rising commercial
classes had bred a strong anti-statist individualism. Both
his father, George Spencer, and his uncle, the Rev.
Thomas Spencer, were supporters of Church disestab-
lishment, the anti-Corn Law Movement and the exten-
tion of the franchise. As autodidacts and teachers,
Spencer’s father and uncles looked to the sciences and
their practical applications rather than to the classical
tradition. Their anti-statist individualism and their
scientifically oriented rationalism were passed on to Her-
bert Spencer. Spencer himself points to the possible
Hussite and Hugenot origins of family as a partial ex-
planation of his own individualism and disregard for
authority. And he often recounts how his belief in a
universe entirely governed by natural causal law grew
out of his father’s scientific interests and curiosity about
the causes of natural phenomena.

Spencer’s education was almost entirely in the hands
of his father and, later, his uncles William and Thomas.

"Two remarkably dry and impersonal accounts of Spencer’s life are: An
Autobiography of Herbert Spencer 2 volumes (New York: D. Appleton and
Co., 1904); and D. Duncan’s Life and Letters of Herbert Spencer 2 volumes
(New York: D. Appleton and Co., 1908). D. Wiltshire’s The Social and
Political Thought of Herbert Spencer (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1978)
is the most systematic on the topic. It is personally sympathetic, highly
informative, but too conventional in its own theoretical perspective and
evaluation.
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The focus was on the natural and biological sciences. He
gathered plants and insects, performed experiments,
sketched and worked out problems in mathematics and
attended lectures at the Derby Philosophical Society.
When Spencer was in his teens his uncle Thomas sought
to broaden his education with classics, languages and
history. But his rebellious nephew proved to be relatively
immune to such useless and dogmatic pastimes.

In November 1837, just after Victoria ascended to the
throne, Spencer joined the engineering staff of the
London and Birmingham Railway. Until 1841 and again
from 1845 through 1848, working for a number of differ-
ent firms, Spencer participated in the great expansive
phase of railway construction. He appears to have been
highly competent and successful at all the engineering
tasks undertaken; during these years, and later, Spencer
produced a variety of mechanical inventions, and be-
tween 1839 and 1842 he published seven articles in the
Civil Engineer’s and Architect’s Journal. Only his greater
interest in a literary career and, perhaps, the difficulty
that this sober and intense young man had in forming
warm relations with his colleagues precluded a full-term
career in civil engineering. In later years this spectacular
growth of the British rail system was continually to serve
Spencer as an example of progressive, non-governmen-
tal social co-ordination. And just as continually, he used
the failure of municipal governments to restrict the noise
of trains as an example of the failure of governments to
carry out their proper negative functions.

In the Spring of 1842 Spencer began a series of letters
to the radical dissenting journal, the Nonconformist. Re-
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printed in pamphlet form The Proper Sphere of Government
is in some respects his most radical political essay. Spen-
cer maintains that justice construed as respect for natural
rights and not any direct pursuit of the “general good”
should be the guide for determining the sphere of gov-
ernmental action. This standard requires of individuals
only that they not engage in positive acts of oppression
while it requires that the government act only to inter-
vene against such positively oppressive actions.

The publication of The Proper Sphere of Government co-
incided with Spencer’s only intense and sustained pe-
riod of practical political involvement. He served as the
secretary of the Derby branch of the Complete Suffrage
Union and wrote numerous short tracts for this group
as well as for the Anti-State-Church Association. The
non-remunerative character of his literary activities dur-
ing this period explains his return to railway engineering
in 1845. In 1848, however, Spencer secured a post as a
sub-editor of The Economist. At this time The Economist
was the premier organ for free trade and laissez-faire,
and Spencer’s submission of a copy of The Proper Sphere
of Government can hardly have prejudiced his appli-
cation.

Spencer’s five years at The Economist were spent at
essentially non-ideological ordering of news items, but
in Social Statics published during the third year, he deep-
ened and systematized the doctrine of The Proper Sphere
of Government.

The decade following the publication and moderate
success of Social Statics was devoted to the composition
of a number of crucial papers developing Spencer’s
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Lamarkian-oriented evolutionary perspective and also
of a series of imported political and sociological essays.
Though Spencer’s health and finances continued to be
in precarious condition, during this period he entered
into friendships with many of England’s most notable
intellectual figures, including George Elliot, Thomas
Huxley, George Lewes and John Stuart Mill. Spencer’s
status as a political heretic during this and succeeding
decades should not obscure his broader role as a valued
member of the scientific secularist intellectual commu-
nity. In 1858 Spencer formulated the ambitious outline
for his Synthetic Philosophy, on which he was to work,
in the face of competing projects and recurring ill-health,
for the next thirty-eight years. This scheme included his
First Principles plus multi-volume works in the Principles
of Biology, Psychology, Sociology and Ethics. To fund
this project Spencer at first sought the income of some
undemanding governmental post in the India adminis-
tration, as a prison governor, as a postal official or even
as a member of the consular service. No suitable posts
were available; and, instead, Spencer developed a sub-
scription arrangement to finance his great project. Cru-
cial to this arrangement, as it developed, were the
American subscriptions gathered by Spencer’s greatest
promoter, Edward L. Youmans. When in the mid-sixties
this financial construction collapsed due to subscriber’s
non-payments and Spencer’s delays in issuing sections
of the Synthetic Philosophy, Mill offered to cover Spen-
cer’s immediate losses and to organize a subvention for
Spencer’s continued work. Spencer refused this chari-
table aid. However, when Youmans organized a fund
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among American admirers which would either be paid
to Spencer or revert to his American publishers, Spencer
“who detested publishers more than he disliked charity,
could not refuse.”’?

The political essays of this decade following the pub-
lication of Social Statics which are reprinted here, “Over-
Legislation” and “Representative Government,” can
easily be read as elaborations upon the doctrine of Social
Statics. We find a thoroughly general attack on the effi-
cacy of governmental action and a faith that progress
will bring the demise of superstitious belief in govern-
ment omnipotence—albeit, this belief will ““die hard.”
We find a continued expectation that only general suf-
frage will block class legislation—"‘only in a general dif-
fusion of political power, is there a safeguard for the
general welfare.” But effective voter vigilance is possible
only when representative government is confined to en-
forcing the simple and permanent “principles of equity”
and not when that government attempts ““the complex
business of regulating the entire national life.”

The two sociological essays reprinted here, “The
Social Organism” and “Specialized Administration”
represent another, and not entirely compatible, side of
Spencer’s thought. The relationship between Spencer’s
political thought and both his general evolutionism and
his evolutionary sociology are too intricate and confused
to be untangled here—or perhaps anywhere. But a few
points can be made with special regard to these two es-
says. The foremost is that the main purpose of the social

*Wiltshire, p. 76.
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organism metaphor is to emphasize the non-mechanical,
non-intentional, yet mutually co-ordinated, character of
the processes which give rise to and sustain any given
society and its institutions and the pervasiveness, in any
complex society, of social orders and structures which
are, in Hayek’s recent language, the result of human
action but not of human design. The metaphor also
serves to highlight further parallels between, e.g., the
physiological and the economic divisions of labor. It was
no part of Spencer’s intention to advocate any form of
moral or methodological organicism. Thus he asserts
that in contrast to biological organisms, “The corporate
life [of society] must be subservient to the lives of the
parts instead of the lives of the parts being subservient
to the corporate life.” Yet here too intention and result
part company. For, within “The Social Organism,” we
find Spencer proclaiming that “our Houses of Parlia-
ment discharge, in the social economy, functions which
are in sundry respects comparable to those discharged
by the cerebral masses in a vertebrate animal.” Such as-
sertions clearly paved the way for T. H. Huxley to claim
in “Administrative Nihilism” that an implication of the
organism metaphor was that the economy can and oc-
casionally should be the subject of Parliament’s inten-
tional control and manipulation just as a biological
organism’s body can and usually should be controlled
and manipulated by that individual’s central nervous
system.

Spencer’s response in “Specialized Administration”
is, unfortunately, both implausible and doctrinally cor-
rosive. He maintains that both the higher biological or-
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ganism and the higher social organism display systems
of passive, negatively regulative, control over inner or-
gans and their interrelations and systems of active, pos-
itively regulative, control over outer organs and the
relationship of these organs to the external environment.
But, in order to maintain the parallelism with respect to
inner organs, Spencer must implausibly hold that func-
tional inner parts of biological organisms are merely neg-
atively regulated in accord with something like the
principle of equal freedom and the enforcement of con-
tracts. And, in order to maintain the parallelism with
respect to outer organs, Spencer must hold that in for-
eign affairs the state is to go beyond the administration
of justice into the realm of positive action. This appears
to be inconsistent with Spencer’s rejection of offensive
war, colonialism and government control of foreign
trade. Spencer fails to see the implications of granting
the government a positive regulatory function in exter-
nal affairs because he confuses this significant conces-
sion with the truism (applicable to both internal and
external affairs) that the government must have positive
control over its own apparatus.

Spencer’s growing fame and financial security
through the 1870s and 1880s was matched neither by
happiness nor good health. At least in part the personal
tragedy of the second half of Spencer’s life was due to
his perception of an evolutionary regression after 1850
back toward a mercantilistic and warlike social or-
der of the sort he labeled “militant.”” Although in one
letter he described The Man Versus The State as the “fin-
ished form” toward which he had been working for
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forty-two years and as “a positive creed for an advanced
party in politics,” for the most part he was deeply pes-
simistic about stopping the drift to “Communism.” By
the time this work was composed Spencer no longer saw
his task to be charting the course of progress which man-
kind would be following. Rather it was his duty to op-
pose the process of “re-barbarization.” The essays of The
Man Versus The State are Spencer’s most sustained, bril-
liant and bitter act of resistance.

“The New Toryism” seeks to define true liberalism
and to explain how the Liberal Party had come to ad-
vocate a new system of state power. “The Coming Slav-
ery” offers a rich explanation of how increments to state
power set in play a dynamic, the ultimate consequences
of which are despotism and enslavement. “The Sins of
Legislators” attacks legislators’ ignorance both of eco-
nomic laws which co-ordinate people’s desires and ef-
forts and evolutionary law which requires that in the
course of progress “‘sufferings must be endured.” Here
we find an invocation of “the survival of the fittest”
though it must be remembered that for Spencer the fit-
test are those well-adapted to cooperative social life and
even those in whom spontaneous sympathy engenders
aid to “the unfortunate worthy.” “The Great Political
Superstition” attacks the doctrine of unlimited govern-
mental sovereignty, whether monarchical or parliamen-
try, and the associated doctrine that rights are created by
the state and may, with equal ease, be abolished by the
state. The latter portion of this essay stands as an

*Duncan, i p. 324.
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impressive summary of Spencer’s political worldview.
The present volume closes with “From Freedom to
Bondage,” one of Spencer’s best expositions of his con-
trast between voluntary, industrial society, the society of
contract and compulsory, militant society, the society of
status. We find here prophesies as vivid as Bakunin’s
about the plight of actual workers subordinated to an
“army of officials, united by interests common to
officialism.”

Two of the issues that appear in these later essays
operated to further Spencer’s defensiveness and isola-
tion. Spencer vehemently attacked Henry George and
land-nationalizers and was, in turn, attacked for having
abandoned his own belief in the societal ownership of
land. George in particular criticized Spencer’s alleged
apostasy, which seemed to be epitomized by the disap-
pearance of the chapter on “The Right to the Use of the
Earth” from the 1892 edition of Social Statics. Spencer’s
angry response was that, in principle, his views had
never changed. He continued to believe in the societal
ownership of land and in just compensation to current
landholders—at least for the costs of improvements.
Since, however, he had come to realize (on the basis of
reasoning that can only be classified as suspect) that so-
ciety could not afford to pay this just compensation and
since the current rampant officialism would translate so-
cial ownership into socialism, he rejected explicit social
reappropriation under the existing circumstances. And
further he declared that the whole issue was moot be-
cause everyone, including the author of ““The Great Po-
litical Superstition,” acknowledged Parliament’s ultimate
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sovereignty over the land. The land question contro-
versy has become one of the test cases for all theories
about Spencer’s purported drift to conservatism. Satis-
fying answers to questions about whether or in what
sense there was such a drift and about how such a drift
might be explained are crucial to a full understanding of
Spencer and are yet to be provided.

In contrast, with the significant exception of Spencer’s
sometime acceptance of conscription in defensive war,*
Spencer remained clearly and adamantly non-conserv-
ative in his opposition to militarism and imperialism. In
the early 1880s Spencer returned to active politics in
an unsuccessful attempt to build an influential Anti-
Aggression League. It was to these futile efforts plus the
demands of his American tour in the Summer and Fall
of 1882 that Spencer ascribed a further breakdown in
his health. Nevertheless, throughout the 1880s and
1890s Spencer attacked and tried to organize public
opinion against aggressive British involvement abroad.
In “The Sins of Legislators” his greatest ire is directed at
those alleged liberal imperialists who, “though they can-
not bear to think of the evils accompanying the struggle
for existence as it is carried on without violence among
individuals in their own society, contemplate with
equanimity such evils in their intense and wholesale
forms, when inflicted by fire and sword on entire com-
munities.” For Spencer it was the growth of explicit mil-

* Cf., The Principles of Ethics (Indianapolis: LibertyClassics, 1978) ii p. 87.
Yet in 1888 Spencer was still attacking conscription as the natural product
of militarism and as an unjust imposition on the “working classes’” Dun-
can, i pp. 380-391.
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itarism which, through numerous channels, was the
underlying cause of the social regression of the last dec-
ades of the nineteenth century. As he concludes in
“From Freedom to Bondage,” ““Everywhere, and at all
times, chronic war generates the militant type of struc-
ture, not in the body of soldiers only but throughout the
community at large.” The vision of a nation which had
forfeited its historical opportunity and had thereby de-
feated Spencer’s youthful hopes and prophesies domi-
nated Spencer’s declining years. The bitterness and the
sadness of this vision show through in Spencer’s final
acts of resistance—his essays on “Regimentation,”” “‘Re-
Barbarization,” and “Imperialism and Slavery” pub-
lished in 1902. When Herbert Spencer died on December
8, 1903 it was with the conviction that, at least as a po-
litical thinker and writer, his life had been in vain.

Eric Mack
Tulane University



INTRODUCTION

I

In 1851 Herbert Spencer published a treatise called So-
cial Statics; or, The Conditions Essential to Human Happi-
ness Specified. Among other specifications, this work es-
tablished and made clear the fundamental principle that
society should be organised on the basis of voluntary
cooperation, not on the basis of compulsory cooperation,
or under the threat of it. In a word, it established the
principle of individualism as against Statism—against
the principle underlying all the collectivist doctrines
which are everywhere dominant at the present time. It
contemplated the reduction of State power over the in-
dividual to an absolute minimum, and the raising of so-
cial power to its maximum; as against the principle of
Statism, which contemplates the precise opposite. Spen-
cer maintained that the State’s interventions upon the
individual should be confined to punishing those crimes

xxiii
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against person or property which are recognised as such
by what the Scots philosophers called “the common
sense of mankind”*; enforcing the obligations of con-
tract; and making justice costless and easily accessible.
Beyond this the State should not go; it should put no
further coercive restraint upon the individual. All that
the State can do for the best interests of society—all it
can do to promote a permanent and stable well-being of
society—is by way of these purely negative interven-
tions. Let it go beyond them and attempt the promotion
of society’s well-being by positive coercive interventions
upon the citizen, and whatever apparent and temporary
social good may be effected will be greatly at the cost of
real and permanent social good.

Spencer’s work of 1851 is long out of print and out of
currency; a copy of it is extremely hard to find.! It should
be republished, for it is to the philosophy of individu-
alism what the work of the German idealist philosophers
is to the doctrine of Statism, what Das Kapital is to Statist
economic theory, or what the Pauline Epistles are to the
theology of Protestantism." It had no effect, or very little,

* These are what the law classifies as malum in se, as distinguished from
malum prohibitum. Thus, murder, arson, robbery, assault, for example,
are so classified; the “sense” or judgment of mankind is practically unan-
imous in regarding them as crimes. On the other hand, selling whiskey,
possessing gold, and the planting of certain crops, are examples of the
malum prohibitum, concerning which there is no such general agreement.
' Social Statics is now in print again. [Pub.]

'In 1892 Spencer published a revision of Social Statics, in which he made
some minor changes, and for reasons of his own—reasons which have
never been made clear or satisfactorily accounted for—he vacated one
position which he held in 1851, and one which is most important to his
general doctrine of individualism. Itis needless to say that in abandoning
a posiiton, for any reason or for no reason, one is quite within one’s
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on checking the riotous progress of Statism in England;
still less in staying the calamitous consequences of that
progress. From 1851 down to his death at the end of the
century, Spencer wrote occasional essays, partly as run-
ning comment on the acceleration of Statism’s progress;
partly as exposition, by force of illustration and example;
and partly as remarkably accurate prophecy of what has
since come to pass in consequence of the wholesale sub-
stitution of the principle of compulsory cotperation—
the Statist principle—for the individualist principle of
voluntary cooperation. He reissued four of these essays
in 1884, under the title, The Man Versus The State; and
these four essays, together with two others, called Over-
legislation and From Freedom to Bondage, are now reprinted
here under the same general title.?

I

The first essay, The New Toryism, is of primary impor-
tance just now, because it shows the contrast between
the aims and methods of early Liberalism and those of
modern Liberalism. In these days we hear a great deal

rights; but it must also be observed that the abandonment of a position
does not in itself affect the position’s validity. It serves merely to raise
the previous question whether the position is or is not valid. Galileo’s
disavowal of Copernican astronomy, for example, does no more, at most,
than send one back to a reexamination of the Copernican system. To an
unprejudiced mind, Spencer’s action in 1892 suggests no more than that
the reader should examine afresh the position taken in 1851, and make
his own decision about its validity, or lack of validity, on the strength of
the evidence offered.

* This refers to the Caxton edition for which this Introduction was writ-
ten. [Pub.]
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about Liberalism, Liberal principles and policies, in the
conduct of our public life. All sorts and conditions of
men put themselves forward on the public stage as Lib-
erals; they call those who oppose them Tories, and get
credit with the public thereby. In the public mind, Lib-
eralism is a term of honour, while Toryism—especially
““economic Toryism’—is a term of reproach. Needless to
say, these terms are never examined; the self-styled Lib-
eral is taken popularly at the face value of his preten-
sions, and policies which are put forth as Liberal are
accepted in the same unreflecting way. This being so, it
is useful to see what the historic sense of the term is,
and to see how far the aims and methods of latter-day
Liberalism can be brought into correspondence with it;
and how far, therefore, the latter-day Liberal is entitled
to bear that name.

Spencer shows that the early Liberal was consistently
for cutting down the State’s coercive power over the cit-
izen, wherever this was possible. He was for reducing
to a minimum the number of points at which the State
might make coercive interventions upon the individual.
He was for steadily enlarging the margin of existence
within which the citizen might pursue and regulate his
own activities as he saw fit, free of State control or State
supervision. Liberal policies and measures, as originally
conceived, were such as reflected these aims. The Tory,
on the other hand, was opposed to these aims, and his
policies reflected this opposition. In general terms, the
Liberal was consistently inclined towards the individu-
alist philosophy of society, while the Tory was consist-
ently inclined towards the Statist philosophy.
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Spencer shows moreover that as a matter of practical
policy, the early Liberal proceeded towards the realiza-
tion of his aims by the method of repeal. He was not for
making new laws, but for repealing old ones. It is most
important to remember this. Wherever the Liberal saw
a law which enhanced the State’s coercive power over
the citizen, he was for repealing it and leaving its place
blank. There were many such laws on the British statute-
books, and when Liberalism came into power it repealed
an immense grist of them.

Spencer must be left to describe in his own words, as
he does in the course of this essay, how in the latter half
of the last century British Liberalism went over bodily to
the philosophy of Statism, and abjuring the political
method of repealing existent coercive measures, pro-
ceeded to outdo the Tories in constructing new coercive
measures of ever-increasing particularity. This piece of
British political history has great value for American
readers, because it enables them to see how closely
American Liberalism has followed the same course. It
enables them to interpret correctly the significance of
Liberalism’s influence upon the direction of our public
life in the last half-century, and to perceive just what it
is to which that influence has led, just what the conse-
quences are which that influence has tended to bring
about, and just what are the further consequences which
may be expected to ensue.

For example, Statism postulates the doctrine that the
citizen has no rights which the State is bound to respect;
the only rights he has are those which the State grants
him, and which the State may attenuate or revoke at its
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own pleasure. This doctrine is fundamental; without its
support, all the various nominal modes or forms of Stat-
ism which we see at large in Europe and America—such
as are called Socialism, Communism, Naziism, Fascism,
etc.,—would collapse at once. The individualism which
was professed by the early Liberals, maintained the con-
trary; it maintained that the citizen has rights which are
inviolable by the State or by any other agency. This was
fundamental doctrine; without its support, obviously,
every formulation of individualism becomes so much
waste paper. Moreover, early Liberalism accepted it as
not only fundamental, but also as axiomatic, self-evi-
dent. We may remember, for example, that our great
charter, the Declaration of Independence, takes as its
foundation the self-evident truth of this doctrine, as-
serting that man, in virtue of his birth, is endowed with
certain rights which are “unalienable”; and asserting
further that it is ““to secure these rights” that govern-
ments are instituted among men. Political literature will
nowhere furnish a more explicit disavowal of the Statist
philosophy than is to be found in the primary postulate
of the Declaration.

But now, in which direction has latter-day American
Liberalism tended? Has it tended towards an expanding
régime of voluntary cooperation, or one of enforced
cooperation? Have its efforts been directed consistently
towards repealing existent measures of State coercion,
or towards the devising and promotion of new ones?
Has it tended steadily to enlarge or to reduce the margin
of existence within which the individual may act as he
pleases? Has it contemplated State intervention upon
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the citizen at an ever-increasing number of points, or at
an ever-decreasing number? In short, has it consistently
exhibited the philosophy of individualism or the philos-
ophy of Statism?

There can be but one answer, and the facts supporting
it are so notorious that multiplying examples would be
a waste of space. To take but a single one from among
the most conspicuous, Liberals worked hard—and suc-
cessfully—to inject the principle of absolutism into the
Constitution by means of the Income-tax Amendment.
Under that Amendment it is competent for Congress not
only to confiscate the citizen’s last penny, but also to
levy punitive taxation, discriminatory taxation, taxation
for “the equalization of wealth,” or for any other pur-
pose it sees fit to promote. Hardly could a single measure
be devised which would do more to clear the way for a
purely Statist régime, than this which puts so formidable
a mechanism in the hands of the State, and gives the
State carte blanche for its employment against the citizen.
Again, the present Administration is made up of self-
styled Liberals, and its course has been a continuous
triumphal advance of Statism. In a preface to these es-
says, written in 1884, Spencer has a paragraph which
sums up with remarkable completeness the political his-
tory of the United States during the last six years:

Dictatorial measures, rapidly multiplied, have tended con-
tinually to narrow the liberties of individuals; and have done
this in a double way. Regulations have been made in yearly-
growing numbers, restraining the citizen in directions where
his actions were previously unchecked, and compelling actions
which previously he might perform or not as he liked; and at
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the same time heavier public burdens, chiefly local, have fur-
ther restricted his freedom, by lessening that portion of his
earnings which he can spend as he pleases, and augmenting
the portion taken from him to be spent as public agents please.

Thus closely has the course of American Statism, from
1932 to 1939, followed the course of British Statism from
1860 to 1884. Considering their professions of Liberal-
ism, it would be quite appropriate and by no means in-
urbane, to ask Mr. Roosevelt and his entourage whether
they believe that the citizen has any rights which the
State is bound to respect. Would they be willing—ex an-
imo, that is, and not for electioneering purposes—to sub-
scribe to the fundamental doctrine of the Declaration?
One would be unfeignedly surprised if they were. Yet
such an affirmation might go some way to clarify the
distinction, if there actually be any, between the “total-
itarian’’ Statism of certain European countries and the
““democratic”’ Statism of Great Britain, France and the
United States. It is commonly taken for granted that
there is such a distinction, but those who assume this do
not trouble themselves to show wherein the distinction
consists; and to the disinterested observer the fact of its
existence is, to say the least, not obvious.

Spencer ends The New Toryism with a prediction which
American readers today will find most interesting, if
they bear in mind that it was written fifty-five years ago
in England and primarily for English readers. He says:

The laws made by Liberals are so greatly increasing the com-
pulsions and restraints exercised over citizens, that among
Conservatives who suffer from this aggressiveness there is
growing up a tendency to resist it. Proof is furnished by the fact
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that the “Liberty and Property Defense League” largely con-
sisting of Conservatives, has taken for its motto, “Individual-
ism versus Socialism.” So that if the present drift of things
continues, it may by-and-by really happen that the Tories will
be defenders of liberties which the Liberals, in pursuit of what
they think popular welfare, trample under foot.

This prophecy has already been fulfilled in the United
States.

11

These essays following The New Toryism seem to re-
quire no special introduction or explanation. They are
largely occupied with the various reasons why rapid so-
cial deterioration has ensued upon the progress of Sta-
tism, and why, unless that progress be checked, there
must ensue a further steady deterioration ending in dis-
integration. All the American reader need do as he goes
through these essays is to draw a continuous parallel
with Statism’s progress in the United States, and to re-
mark at every page the force and accuracy of Spencer’s
forecast, as borne out by the unbroken sequence of
events since his essays were written. The reader can see
plainly what that sequence has run up to in England—
a condition in which social power has been so far con-
fiscated and converted into State power that there is now
not enough of it left to pay the State’s bills; and in which,
by necessary consequence, the citizen is on a footing of
complete and abject State-slavery. The reader will also
perceive what he has no doubt already suspected, that
this condition now existing in England is one for which
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there is apparently no help. Even a successful revolu-
tion, if such a thing were conceivable, against the mili-
tary tyranny which is Statism’s last expedient, would
accomplish nothing. The people would be as thoroughly
indoctrinated with Statism after the revolution as they
were before, and therefore the revolution would be no
revolution, but a coup d’Etat, by which the citizen would
gain nothing but a mere change of oppressors. There
have been many revolutions in the last twenty-five
years, and this has been the sum of their history. They
amount to no more than an impressive testimony to the
great truth that there can be no right action except there
be right thinking behind it. As long as the easy, attrac-
tive, superficial philosophy of Statism remains in control
of the citizen’s mind, no beneficent social change can be
effected, whether by revolution or by any other means.
The reader may be left to construct for himself what-
ever conclusions he sees fit concerning conditions now
prevailing in the United States, and to make what infer-
ences he thinks reasonable concerning those to which
they would naturally be leading. It seems highly prob-
able that these essays will be of great help to him; greater
help, perhaps, than any other single work that could be

put before him.
ALBERT Jay Nock

Narragansett, R. 1.
25 October, 1939.
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PREFACE

The Westminster Review for April, 1860, contained an
article entitled “Parliamentary Reform: the Dangers
and the Safeguards.” In that article I ventured to predict
some results of political changes then proposed.
Reduced to its simplest expression, the thesis main-
tained was that, unless due precautions were taken, in-
crease of freedom in form would be followed by decrease
of freedom in fact. Nothing has occurred to alter the
belief I then expressed. The drift of legislation since that
time has been of the kind anticipated. Dictatorial mea-
sures, rapidly multiplied, have tended continually to
narrow the liberties of individuals; and have done this
in a double way. Regulations have been made in yearly-
growing numbers, restraining the citizen in directions
where his actions were previously unchecked, and com-
pelling actions which previously he might perform or
not as he liked; and at the same time heavier public bur-
dens, chiefly local, have further restricted his freedom,
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by lessening that portion of his earnings which he can
spend as he pleases, and augmenting the portion taken
from him to be spent as public agents please.

The causes of these foretold effects, then in operation,
continue in operation—are, indeed, likely to be strength-
ened, and finding that the conclusions drawn respecting
these causes and effects have proved true, I have been
prompted to set forth and emphasize kindred conclu-
sions respecting the future, and do what little may be
done towards awakening attention to the threatened
evils.

For this purpose were written the four following arti-
cles, originally published in the Contemporary Review for
February, April, May, June and July of this year. To meet
certain criticisms and to remove some of the objections
likely to be raised, I have now added a postscript.
Bayswater, July, 1884

Note—The foregoing preface to the original edition of
this work, issued more than seven years ago, serves
equally well for the present edition. I have to add only
that beyond appending in a note one important illustra-
tion, enforcing my argument, I have done nothing to
this edition save making various verbal improvements,
and a small correction of fact.

Avenue Road, Regent’s Park, January, 1892



THE NEW TORYISM

Most of those who now pass as Liberals, are Tories
of a new type. This is a paradox which I propose
to justify. That I may justify it, I must first point out what
the two political parties originally were; and I must then
ask the reader to bear with me while I remind him of
facts he is familiar with, that I may impress on him the
intrinsic natures of Toryism and Liberalism properly so
called.

Dating back to an earlier period than their names, the
two political parties at first stood respectively for two
opposed types of social organization, broadly distin-
guishable as the militant and the industrial—types
which are characterized, the one by the régime of status,
almost universal in ancient days, and the other by the
régime of contract, which has become general in modern
days, chiefly among the Western nations, and especially
among ourselves and the Americans. If, instead of using
the word “cooperation” in a limited sense, we use it in

5
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its widest sense, as signifying the combined activities of
citizens under whatever system of regulation; then these
two are definable as the system of compulsory cooper-
ation and the system of voluntary cooperation. The typ-
ical structure of the one we see in an army formed of
conscripts, in which the units in their several grades
have to fulfil commands under pain of death, and receive
food and clothing and pay, arbitrarily apportioned; while
the typical structure of the other we see in a body of
producers or distributors, who severally agree to speci-
fied payments in return for specified services, and may
at will, after due notice, leave the organization if they do
not like it.

During social evolution in England, the distinction
between these two fundamentally-opposed forms of co-
operation, made its appearance gradually; but long be-
fore the names Tory and Whig came into use, the parties
were becoming traceable, and their connexions with
militancy and industrialism respectively, were vaguely
shown. The truth is familiar that, here as elsewhere, it
was habitually by town-populations, formed of workers
and traders accustomed to cooperate under contract,
that resistances were made to that coercive rule which
characterizes cooperation under status. While, con-
versely, cooperation under status, arising from, and ad-
justed to, chronic warfare, was supported in rural
districts, originally peopled by military chiefs and their
dependents, where the primitive ideas and traditions
survived. Moreover, this contrast in political leanings,
shown before Whig and Tory principles became clearly
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distinguished, continued to be shown afterwards. At the
period of the Revolution, “while the villages and smaller
towns were monopolized by Tories, the larger cities, the
manufacturing districts, and the ports of commerce,
formed the strongholds of the Whigs.” And that, spite
of exceptions, the like general relation still exists, needs
no proving.

Such were the natures of the two parties as indicated
by their origins. Observe, now, how their natures were
indicated by their early doctrines and deeds. Whiggism
began with resistance to Charles Il and his cabal, in their
efforts to re-establish unchecked monarchical power.
The Whigs ““regarded the monarchy as a civil institution,
established by the nation for the benefit of all its mem-
bers”’; while with the Tories ““the monarch was the del-
egate of heaven.” And these doctrines involved the
beliefs, the one that subjection of citizen to ruler was
conditional, and the other that it was unconditional.
Describing Whig and Tory as conceived at the end of the
seventeenth century, some fifty years before he wrote
his Dissertation on Parties, Bolingbroke says:

The power and majesty of the people, and original contract,
the authority and independency of Parliaments, liberty, resist-
ance, exclusion, abdication, deposition; these were ideas as-
sociated, at that time, to the idea of a Whig, and supposed by
every Whig to be incommunicable, and inconsistent with the
idea of a Tory.

Divine, hereditary, indefeasible right, lineal succession, pas-
sive obedience, prerogative, non-resistance, slavery, nay, and
sometimes popery too, were associated in many minds to the
idea of a Tory, and deemed incommunicable and inconsistent,
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in the same manner, with the idea of Whig.—Dissertation on
Parties, p. 5.

And if we compare these descriptions, we see that in the
one party there was a desire to resist and decrease the
coercive power of the ruler over the subject, and in the
other party to maintain or increase his coercive power.
This distinction in their aims—a distinction which tran-
scends in meaning and importance all other political dis-
tinctions—was displayed in their early doings. Whig
principles were exemplified in the Habeas Corpus Act,
and in the measure by which judges were made inde-
pendent of the Crown; in defeat of the Non-Resisting
Test Bill, which proposed for legislators and officials a
compulsory oath that they would in no case resist the
king by arms; and, later, they were exemplified in the
Bill of Rights, framed to secure subjects against monar-
chical aggressions. These Acts had the same intrinsic
nature. The principle of compulsory cooperation
throughout social life was weakened by them, and the
principle of voluntary cooperation strengthened. That at
a subsequent period the policy of the party had the same
general tendency, is well shown by a remark of Mr.
Green concerning the period of Whig power after the
death of Anne:

Before the fifty years of their rule had passed, Englishmen
had forgotten that it was possible to persecute for differences
of religion or to put down the liberty of the press, or to tamper
with the administration of justice, or to rule without a Parlia-
ment.—Short History, p. 705.

And now, passing over the war-period which closed
the last century and began this, during which that ex-
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tension of individual freedom previously gained was
lost, and the retrograde movement towards the social
type proper to militancy was shown by all kinds of coer-
cive measures, from those which took by force the per-
sons and property of citizens for war-purposes to those
which suppressed public meetings and sought to gag
the press, let us recall the general characters of those
changes effected by Whigs or Liberals after the re-estab-
lishment of peace permitted revival of the industrial
régime and return to its appropriate type of structure.
Under growing Whig influence there came repeal of the
laws forbidding combinations among artisans as well as
of those which interfered with their freedom of travel-
ling. There was the measure by which, under Whig pres-
sure, Dissenters were allowed to believe as they pleased
without suffering certain civil penalties; and there was
the Whig measure, carried by Tories under compulsion,
which enabled Catholics to profess their religion without
losing part of their freedom. The area of liberty was ex-
tended by Acts which forbade the buying of negroes and
the holding of them in bondage. The East India Com-
pany’s monopoly was abolished, and trade with the East
made open to all. The political serfdom of the unrepre-
sented was narrowed in areas, both by the Reform Bill
and the Municipal Reform Bill; so that alike generally
and locally, the many were less under the coercion of the
few. Dissenters, no longer obliged to submit to the ec-
clesiastical form of marriage, were made free to wed by
a purely civil rite. Later came diminution and removal
of restraints on the buying of foreign commodities and
the employment of foreign vessels and foreign sailors;
and later still the removal of those burdens on the press,
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which were originally imposed to hinder the diffusion
of opinion. And of all these changes it is unquestionable
that, whether made or not by Liberals themselves, they
were made in conformity with principles professed and
urged by Liberals.

But why do I enumerate facts so well known to all?
Simply because, as intimated at the outset, it seems
needful to remind everybody what Liberalism was in the
past, that they may perceive its unlikeness to the so-
called Liberalism of the present. It would be inexcusable
to name these various measures for the purpose of point-
ing out the character common to them, were it not that
in our day men have forgotten their common character.
They do not remember that, in one or other way, all
these truly Liberal changes diminished compulsory co-
operation throughout social life and increased voluntary
cooperation. They have forgotten that, in one direction
or other, they diminished the range of governmental au-
thority, and increased the area within which each citizen
may act unchecked. They have lost sight of the truth that
in past times Liberalism habitually stood for individual
freedom versus State-coercion.

And now comes the inquiry—How is it that Liberals
have lost sight of this? How is it that Liberalism, getting
more and more into power, has grown more and more
coercive in its legislation? How is it that, either directly
through its own majorities or indirectly through aid
given in such cases to the majorities of its opponents,
Liberalism has to an increasing extent adopted the policy
of dictating the actions of citizens, and, by consequence,
diminishing the range throughout which their actions
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remain free? How are we to explain this spreading con-
fusion of thought which has led it, in pursuit of what
appears to be public good, to invert the method by which
in earlier days it achieved public good?

Unaccountable as at first sight this unconscious
change of policy seems, we shall find that it has arisen
quite naturally. Given the unanalytical thought ordinar-
ily brought to bear on political matters, and, under ex-
isting conditions, nothing else was to be expected. To
make this clear some parenthetic explanations are
needful.

From the lowest to the highest creatures, intelligence
progresses by acts of discrimination; and it continues so
to progress among men, from the most ignorant to the
most cultured. To class rightly—to put in the same group
things which are of essentially the same natures, and in
other groups things of natures essentially different—is
the fundamental condition to right guidance of actions.
Beginning with rudimentary vision, which gives warn-
ing that some large opaque body is passing near (just as
closed eyes turned to the window, perceiving the shade
caused by a hand put before them, tell us of something
moving in front), the advance is to developed vision,
which, by exactly-appreciated combinations of forms,
colours, and motions, identifies objects at great dis-
tances as prey or enemies, and so makes it possible to
improve the adjustments of conduct for securing food or
evading death. That progressing perception of differ-
ences and consequent greater correctness of classing,
constitutes, under one of its chief aspects, the growth of
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intelligence, is equally seen when we pass from the rel-
atively simple physical vision to the relatively complex
intellectual vision—the vision through the agency of
which, things previously grouped by certain external re-
semblances or by certain extrinsic circumstances, come
to be more truly grouped in conformity with their intrin-
sic structures or natures. Undeveloped intellectual vi-
sion is just as indiscriminating and erroneous in its
classings as undeveloped physical vision. Instance the
early arrangement of plants into the groups, trees,
shrubs, and herbs: size, the most conspicuous trait,
being the ground of distinction; and the assemblages
formed being such as united many plants extremely un-
like in their natures, and separated others that are near
akin. Or still better, take the popular classification which
puts together under the same general name, fish and
shell-fish, and under the sub-name, shell-fish, puts to-
gether crustaceans and molluscs; nay, which goes fur-
ther, and regards as fish the cetacean mammals. Partly
because of the likeness in their modes of life as inhabiting
the water, and partly because of some general resem-
blance in their flavours, creatures that are in their essen-
tial natures far more widely separated than a fish is from
a bird, are associated in the same class and in the same
sub-class.

Now the general truth thus exemplified, holds
throughout those higher ranges of intellectual vision
concerned with things not presentable to the senses,
and, among others, such things as political institutions
and political measures. For when thinking of these, too,
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the results of inadequate intellectual faculty, or inade-
quate culture of it, or both, are erroneous classings and
consequent erroneous conclusions. Indeed, the liability
to error is here much greater; since the things with which
the intellect is concerned do not admit of examination in
the same easy way. You cannot touch or see a political
institution: it can be known only by an effort of construc-
tive imagination. Neither can you apprehend by physi-
cal perception a political measure: this no less requires
a process of mental representation by which its elements
are put together in thought, and the essential nature of
the combination conceived. Here, therefore, still more
than in the cases above named, defective intellectual vi-
sion is shown in grouping by external characters, or ex-
trinsic circumstances. How institutions are wrongly
classed from this cause, we see in the common notion
that the Roman Republic was a popular form of govern-
ment. Look into the early ideas of the French revolu-
tionists who aimed at an ideal state of freedom, and you
find that the political forms and deeds of the Romans
were their models; and even now a historian might be
named who instances the corruptions of the Roman Re-
public as showing us what popular government leads
to. Yet the resemblance between the institutions of the
Romans and free institutions properly so-called, was less
than that between a shark and a porpoise—a resem-
blance of general external form accompanying widely
different internal structures. For the Roman Government
was that of a small oligarchy within a larger oligarchy:
the members of each being unchecked autocrats. A so-
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ciety in which the relatively few men who had political
power, and were in a qualified sense free, were so many
petty despots, holding not only slaves and dependents
but even children in a bondage no less absolute than that
in which they held their cattle, was, by its intrinsic na-
ture, more nearly allied to an ordinary despotism than
to a society of citizens politically equal.

Passing now to our special question, we may under-
stand the kind of confusion in which Liberalism has lost
itself: and the origin of those mistaken classings of po-
litical measures which have misled it—classings, as we
shall see, by conspicuous external traits instead of by
internal natures. For what, in the popular apprehension
and in the apprehension of those who effected them,
were the changes made by Liberals in the past? They
were abolitions of grievances suffered by the people, or
by portions of them: this was the common trait they had
which most impressed itself on men’s minds. They were
mitigations of evils which had directly or indirectly been
felt by large classes of citizens, as causes to misery or as
hindrances to happiness. And since, in the minds of
most, a rectified evil is equivalent to an achieved good,
these measures came to be thought of as so many posi-
tive benefits; and the welfare of the many came to be
conceived alike by Liberal statesmen and Liberal voters
as the aim of Liberalism. Hence the confusion. The gain-
ing of a popular good, being the external conspicuous
trait common to Liberal measures in earlier days (then
in each case gained by a relaxation of restraints), it has
happened that popular good has come to be sought by
Liberals, not as an end to be indirectly gained by relax-
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ations of restraints, but as the end to be directly gained.
And seeking to gain it directly, they have used methods
intrinsically opposed to those originally used.

And now, having seen how this reversal of policy has
arisen (or partial reversal, I should say, for the recent
Burials Act and the efforts to remove all remaining reli-
gious inequalities, show continuance of the original pol-
icy in certain directions), let us proceed to contemplate
the extent to which it has been carried during recent
times, and the still greater extent to which the future will
see it carried if current ideas and feelings continue to
predominate.

Before proceeding, it may be well to say that no re-
flections are intended on the motives which prompted
one after another of these various restraints and dicta-
tions. These motives were doubtless in nearly all cases
good. It must be admitted that the restrictions placed by
an Act of 1870, on the employment of women and chil-
dren in Turkey-red dyeing works, were, in intention, no
less philanthropic than those of Edward VI, which pre-
scribed the minimum time for which a journeyman
should be retained. Without question, the Seed Supply
(Ireland) Act of 1880, which empowered guardians to
buy seed for poor tenants, and then to see it properly
planted, was moved by a desire for public welfare no
less great than that which in 1533 prescribed the number
of sheep a tenant might keep, or that of 1597, which
commanded that decayed houses of husbandry should
be rebuilt. Nobody will dispute that the various mea-
sures of late years taken for restricting the sale of intox-
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icating liquors, have been taken as much with a view to
public morals as were the measures taken of old for
checking the evils of luxury; as, for instance, in the four-
teenth century, when diet as well as dress was restricted.
Everyone must see that the edicts issued by Henry VIII
to prevent the lower classes from playing dice, cards,
bowls, etc., were not more prompted by desire for pop-
ular welfare than were the acts passed of late to check
gambling.

Further, I do not intend here to question the wisdom
of these modern interferences, which Conservatives and
Liberals vie with one and other in multiplying, any more
than to question the wisdom of those ancient ones which
they in many cases resemble. We will not now consider
whether the plans of late adopted for preserving the lives
of sailors, are or are not more judicious than that sweep-
ing Scotch measure which, in the middle of the fifteenth
century. prohibited captains from leaving harbour dur-
ing the winter. For the present, it shall remain undebated
whether there is a better warrant for giving sanitary of-
ficers powers to search certain premises for unfit food,
than there was for the law of Edward III, under which
innkeepers at seaports were sworn to search their guests
to prevent the exportation of money or plate. We will
assume that there is no less sense in that clause of the
Canal-boat Act, which forbids an owner to board gra-
tuitously the children of the boatmen, than there was in
the Spitalfields Acts, which, up to 1824, for the benefit
of the artisans, forbade the manufacturers to fix their
factories more than ten miles from the Royal Exchange.

We exclude, then, these questions of philanthropic
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motive and wise judgment, taking both of them for
granted; and have here to concern ourselves solely with
the compulsory nature of the measures which, for good
or evil as the case may be, have been put in force during
periods of Liberal ascendency.

To bring the illustrations within compass, let us com-
mence with 1860, under the second administration of
Lord Palmerston. In that year, the restrictions of the Fac-
tories Act were extended to bleaching and dyeing works;
authority was given to provide analysts of food and
drink, to be paid out of local rates; there was an Act
providing for inspection of gas-works, as well as for fix-
ing quality of gas and limiting price; there was the Act
which, in addition to further mine-inspection, made it
penal to employ boys under twelve not attending school
and unable to read and write. In 1861 occurred an exten-
sion of the compulsory provisions of the Factories Act to
lace-works; power was given to poor-law guardians,
etc., to enforce vaccination; local boards were authorized
to fix rates of hire for horses, ponies, mules, asses, and
boats; and certain locally-formed bodies had given to
them powers of taxing the locality for rural drainage and
irrigation works, and for supplying water to cattle. In
1862 an Act was passed for restricting the employment
of women and children in open-air bleaching; and an
Act for making illegal a coal-mine with a single shaft, or
with shafts separated by less than a specified space; as
well as an Act giving the Council of Medical Education
the exclusive right to publish a Pharmacopoeia, the price
of which is to be fixed by the Treasury. In 1863 came the
extension of compulsory vaccination to Scotland, and
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also to Ireland; there came the empowering of certain
boards to borrow money repayable from the local rates,
to employ and pay those out of work; there came the
authorizing of town-authorities to take possession of
neglected ornamental spaces, and rate the inhabitants
for their support; there came the Bakehouses Regulation
Act, which, besides specifying minimum age of em-
ployés occupied between certain hours, prescribed pe-
riodical lime-washing, three coats of paint when
painted, and cleaning with hot water and soap at least
once in six months; and there came also an Act giving a
magistrate authority to decide on the wholesomeness or
unwholesomeness of food brought before him by an in-
spector. Of compulsory legislation dating from 1864,
may be named an extension of the Factories Act to var-
ious additional trades, including regulations for cleans-
ing and ventilation, and specifying of certain employés
in match-works, that they might not take meals on the
premises except in the wood-cutting places. Also there
were passed a Chimney-Sweepers Act, an Act for further
regulating the sale of beer in Ireland, an Act for com-
pulsory testing of cables and anchors, an Act extending
the Public Works Act of 1863, and the Contagious Dis-
eases Act: which last gave the police, in specified places,
powers which, in respect of certain classes of women,
abolished sundry of those safeguards to individual free-
dom established in past times. The year 1865 witnessed
further provision for the reception and temporary relief
of wanderers at the cost of ratepayers; another public-
house closing Act; and an Act making compulsory reg-
ulations for extinguishing fires in London. Then, under






