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The Belgian-born French economist Gustave de Molinari (1819-1912) and the English philosopher and sociologist Herbert Spencer (1820-1903) were two of the 19th century’s most prominent libertarian thinkers.  Molinari was the editor of the prestigious Journal des Économistes and an important influence on Vilfredo Pareto; in his day Molinari’s international reputation was great enough that his books were reviewed by such figures as Lord Acton, Thorstein Veblen, and Henry James.  (The latter described him as a “well-known political and economical writer,” praising him as “disinterested,” “liberal,” and “extremely observant” – Nation, 22 Feb. 1877.)  Herbert Spencer’s star shone still brighter; indeed, he was widely regarded as one of the leading thinkers of the age.  In more recent years their reputations have slid rather drastically; Molinari has been virtually forgotten, while Spencer has been transformed into an unrecognisable caricature, a bogey of Social Darwinism.  But interest in their work is now beginning to revive.
Molinari’s and Spencer’s ideas are perhaps best understood against the background of the French radical movement known as industrialism.  By the early 19th century it had already become common among French social theorists, thanks in part to the work of classical liberals like Jean-Baptiste Say and Benjamin Constant, to view history as a struggle between the productive or “industrious” classes, who made their living by production and trade, and the parasitic and plundering classes, who constituted the ruling classes and made their living by exploiting the industrious producers.  Early advocates of an “industrial” society advocated overturning this state of affairs, replacing the “government of men” with the “administration of things.”  Unlike the later Marxian theory of class struggle, which pitted capitalists per se against proletarians per se, this view cut across such division, assigning capitalists and proletarians alike to the industrious group, so long as they came by their living honestly and by voluntary exchange.  By contrast, capitalists who owed their position primarily to government favouritism – e.g., to subsidies, protectionist tariffs, monopoly privileges, or anti-union legislation – were consigned to the parasitic class along with royalty, aristocracy, and the established church.  
But the early 19th century’s nascent industrial movement soon split into a libertarian, individualist wing and an authoritarian, collectivist wing.  The libertarian wing was associated primarily with the radical anti-Bourbon, anti-Bonaparte journal Le Censeur (later Le Censeur Européen) and its editors Charles Comte, Charles Dunoyer, and Augustin Thierry.  (Constant was a largely sympathetic fellow traveler, but felt that the industrials’ theory of history unduly stressed material explanations over spiritual ones.)  The chief representatives of the authoritarian wing were Henri de Saint-Simon and Auguste Comte.  (The two Comtes do not appear to have been related; at least John Stuart Mill, in a letter to Auguste Comte, refers to Charles Comte as “your homonym” rather than, e.g., “your cousin.”  Incidentally, so marginalised has the libertarian wing since become that the Library of Congress lists Charles Comte’s Traité de la Propriété under the subject heading of “Positivism,” evidently confusing him with Auguste.) 
The two groups did not recognise a mutual antagonism immediately; on the contrary, they wrote for each other’s journals and regarded one another as comrades in a common struggle. Dunoyer and Auguste Comte were close friends, while Thierry signed himself “Saint-Simon’s adopted son.” In time, however, it became clear that the authoritarian wing saw the triumph of industrial society as a matter of replacing the existing idle ruling class with a new ruling class composed of producers – capitalists, bankers, and workers – who would organize and direct society according to a rational plan. The libertarian wing, by contrast, wished to replace all class oppression (not just a particular class’s oppression) by a system of voluntary relationships. In short, the libertarian industrials sought to do away with coercive hierarchy, while the authoritarian industrials merely sought to change the personnel.  
Indeed, in their bolder moments the Censeur group bordered on anarchism. Dunoyer, for example, described states as “monstrous aggregations ... formed and made necessary by the spirit of domination,” and prophesied that the “spirit of industry will dissolve them” and thereby “municipalize the world,” as “centers of actions ... multiply” until the entire human race constitutes “a single people composed of an infinite number of homogeneous groups bound together without confusion and without violence by ... the most peaceful and the most profitable of relationships.”  (Industry and Morals pp. 366-67)  Such predictions were part of Dunoyer’s theory of social change, essentially a libertarian, pre-Marxian version of historical materialism in which economic forces and class struggle are gradually breaking down institutions of oppression and exploitation, leading humankind toward a society without privilege, a stateless free-market utopia.  Indeed, one contemporary thinker working in the Censeur tradition has said of “the theses that constitute the hard core of the Marxist theory of history” – class struggle, exploitation, the coming classless society, etc., – that from a libertarian standpoint “all of them are essentially correct,” albeit embedded in an incompatible theoretical framework.  (Hans-Hermann Hoppe, “Marxist and Austrian Class Analysis,” JLS 9.2, 1990; cf. Walter Grinder and John Hagel, “Toward a Theory of State Capitalism,” JLS 1.1, 1977)  But where Marx would define the ruling class in terms of its relation to the means of production, the libertarian industrials defined it in terms of its relation to the means of governmental compulsion.  (It should be noted, however, that when Marx turns from abstract theory to the explanation of particular historical events – as, e.g., in Class Struggles in France and the Eighteenth Brumaire – his mode of analysis bears a closer resemblance to the libertarian industrial approach, with its emphasis on the ruling class’s access to state power, than it does to textbook Marxism.)
The Censeur group’s radical decentralism, needless to say, was not the managerial technocracy that Saint-Simon and Auguste Comte had in mind.  So the libertarian and authoritarian wings of the industrial movement broke with one another and went their separate ways, the libertarian wing ultimately producing figures as diverse as the crusading libertarian capitalist Frédéric Bastiat (who credited the Censeur  with determining  “the direction of [his] studies and of [his] mind”: Letter to Dunoyer, 7 March 1845) and the crusading libertarian socialist Pierre-Joseph Proudhon.  (Marx expressed impatience with what he considered Proudhon’s excessive respect for Dunoyer: Der Social-Demokrat 18, 5 Feb. 1865).  The authoritarian wing, for its part, gave rise to various forms of fascism, syndicalism, and state socialism, depending on whether preeminence in the proposed ruling élite was assigned to capitalists or to workers.  
Molinari, a protégé of Bastiat, was influenced directly by the libertarian industrials, and writes glowingly of both Dunoyer and Charles Comte in his entry on the latter in the Dictionnaire de l’Économie Politique.  The industrials’ influence on Spencer seems by contrast to have been largely indirect, via Mill, who was friendly with both camps of French industrials; their influence on Spencer also seems to have merged with a native stream of influence from the legal historian Henry Sumner Maine (with his theory of the historical movement of societies from relations of status to those of contract) and the so-called “Ricardian socialist” Thomas Hodgskin (with his theory of a class struggle between the “legislative” and “industrious” classes).  It was Spencer’s use of the contrast between “industrial” and “militant” modes of social organisation that was to have the greatest impact in spreading these ideas across the Atlantic.  (It was also from Mill that Spencer picked up the Auguste-Comtean phrase “social statics,” which has misled many readers into assuming greater influence by Auguste Comte on Spencer than was actually the case.)  Spencer in turn exercised a significant influence on Molinari’s later work, which takes an evolutionary turn less prominent in his earlier writings; whether Spencer knew of Molinari is unclear, though he does favourably cite Molinari’s own protégé Yves Guyot.  Spencer knew little French and Molinari little English, so each was heavily dependent on translations; but Spencer’s works were far more readily available in French translations than Molinari’s were in English ones.  (Molinari is buried, congenially, next to Constant in Père Lachaise, while Spencer, rather less congenially, is buried across from Marx in Highgate.)
Spencer and Molinari on War
Molinari’s and Spencer’s opposition to war was part of a broader opposition to state violence, rooted in a common commitment to an ethic of non-aggression.  In Molinari’s early writings (e.g., his 1849 Soirées de la Rue Saint-Lazare – the title an ironic reference to arch-conservative and militarist Joseph de Maistre’s Soirées de Saint-Pétersbourg), he had held that justice and utility are distinct but coinciding principles; our natural instinct of justice assures us that every man “is the master of his person and ... can dispose as he pleases of all the powers which comprise his being.”  Considerations of social utility support the same conclusion, though by different arguments: “to oblige an active and free being to undertake labour which he would not undertake of himself, or to forbid him certain branches of labour, and thus to divert his faculties away from their natural destination, is to decrease the productive power of man,” while to “seize a portion of these products is likewise to discourage their formation.”  (Soirées, ch. 1)  Hence justice and utility alike forbid all forcible imposition on the person or property of another except in defensive response to the other’s aggression – a principle equally applicable to the conduct of individuals and to that of governments.  In later works (e.g., his 1888 Economic Morality), Molinari, perhaps as a result of Spencer’s influence, abandons the idea of justice and utility as distinct but coinciding principles, and instead bases justice squarely on the foundation of utility; but the libertarian content remains essentially the same.
Spencer had based justice on utility from the start, though a theological underpinning for the value of human happiness in his 1851 Social Statics drops away in his later writings in favour of an axiomatic status for happiness – “as much a necessary form of moral intuition as space is a necessary form of intellectual intuition.”  (Principles of Ethics I.3)  For Spencer, “[m]an’s happiness can only be produced by the exercise of his faculties,” and “to exercise his faculties he must have liberty to do all that his faculties naturally impel him to do.”  Considerations of utility, both individual and social, thus ground a right to liberty.
This, however, is not the right of one but of all. All are endowed with faculties. ... All therefore must be free to do those things in which the exercise of them consists. That is, all must have rights to liberty of action. ... And hence there necessarily arises a limitation. For if men have like claims to that freedom which is needful for the exercise of their faculties, then must the freedom of each be bounded by the similar freedom of all.  (Social Statics, ch. 4)
Hence Spencer derives his Law of Equal Freedom:  “Every man has freedom to do all that he wills, provided he infringes not the equal freedom of any other man.”  As with Molinari, this principle forbids all non-defensive use of force, whether on the part of individuals or of governments, and so at a stroke renders illegitimate all laws regulating speech, peaceful action, and commercial exchange.  Allowing individual freedom maximum scope will also produce social order more readily than central direction could hope to achieve; the economic organisation of society, without which “a great proportion of us would be dead before another week ended,” is not to be attributed to “the devising of any one” (Man vs. the State, p. 437) but rather emerges spontaneously, “not simply without legislative guidance” but “in spite of legislative hindrances,” through the “individual efforts of citizens to satisfy their own wants.”  (Universal Progress, p. 320) 

Thus Spencer champions the industrial over the militant mode of social organisation, where these are defined as “the system of voluntary cooperation” and “the system of compulsory cooperation” respectively.  The “typical structure” of militant society may be seen 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”; that of industrial society, by contrast, is represented by “a body of producers or distributors, who severally agree to specified payments in return for specified services, and may at will, after due notice, leave the organization if they do not like it.”  (“The New Toryism”)

Both Molinari and Spencer were sharp critics of militarism and imperialism; Molinari indeed campaigned to establish a “League of Neutrals” to restrain aggressor nations, penned a biography of the celebrated 18th-century antimilitarist Abbé de Saint-Pierre, and worked closely with fellow peace activist, fellow libertarian economist, and sometime co-author Frédéric Passy, who would become the co-recipient of the first Nobel Peace Prize in 1901.  For Molinari, opposition to war represented a straightforward application of the social utility of productive over destructive labour:

Whether moral or material, the gains of war have always been practically monopolised by the proprietary and governing element within the victorious State. ... But, besides winning profits for the victor, every war occasions loss and injury to the masses who are engaged in the productive industries, and these evils are felt by the subjects of neutral States no less than the subjects of actual belligerents. .... Markets are curtailed, the bulk of exchanges is diminished, the demand for capital and labour is arrested. In fact, while expenditure is suddenly increased, a check is put upon the action of those agencies which supply the means, nor are these losses and damages counterbalanced by any corresponding augmentation of the general security. ... [W]orst burden of all, the persistency of war obliges every nation to maintain a vast permanent machinery of destruction, and every progress in the art or science of war now augments the cost of this establishment.  (Society of Tomorrow I.4)
It was common for defenders of imperialism and colonialism to appeal to the alleged civilising effects of more advanced cultures on native peoples.  Molinari found such claims laughable:
Those Indians of Peru and Mexico who survived the massacres of the early periods of invasion have been reduced to a moral and material condition inferior to that which they had previously attained, and the same has been true of the tribes of hunters and warriors who occupied the greater part of the two Americas.  In Africa the discoveries and conquests by Europeans have been still less advantageous to the indigenous population than in America.  For three centuries slaves were the principal if not the sole article that Europeans demanded from Africa .... In Asia the governments established by Europeans were still more burdensome than those they replaced.  To the existing taxes they added the taxes of the colonial system .... It is thus only too evident that the European invasion and occupation of the other regions of the globe by means of robbery and forced exchange have been a cause of the destruction or the retrogression of the conquered and subjected races.  (Problems of the 20th Century, ch. 6)

Molinari traced the prevalence of war to two main factors, one cultural and one economic.  The cultural factor is skepticism about universal principles, both moral and economic.  If there are no universally valid principles, then “[w[hat is just for one may not be just for another,” and “[w]hat is advantageous for this one may be harmful for that.” 
But what is the necessary result of this antagonism of principles and interests? War. If it is true that the world is in no way governed by universal and permanent laws, if it is true that each nation has its own separate principles and interests, interests and principles essentially variable according to circumstance and time, isn’t war in the nature of things?  (Soirées, ch. 1)
The economic factor is the state’s monopoly over the provision of security:

It is in the monopoly of security that lies the principal cause of wars which have laid waste humanity. ... What is the tendency of all producers, privileged or not? It is to increase the number of their clients in order to increase their profit. Now, under a monopoly regime, what means can the producers of security use to increase their clientele? ... The sovereigns are thus obliged ... to conquer by force the domains of their neighbors.  (Soirées, ch. 11)
Nor has the transition from monarchical to republican government remedied this situation; for republicanism is no less monopolistic than monarchy, and offers dissenters no way to opt out.  If “the majority, driven by political intrigues or by religious fanaticism, declares war on a foreign people,” then the minority, however opposed it may be to the war, “is forced to contribute its own blood and money.”  (ch. 11)  
In any case, it is not truly the majority that rules in republics, but rather special interests; for Molinari, republican government amounts to communistic social control of the security industry, which cannot be expected to work any better than communistic social control  of any other industry.  (Production of Security)  Since no vast collectivity can effectively exercise direct supervision over the entire security industry, such superintendence necessarily falls into the hands of a few, whose immediate interests are by no means the same as those of their constituents.  (Society of Tomorrow I.5)  Moreover, the economic liberalisation inaugurated by the transition from monarchism to republicanism has actually made war easier to pay for and therefore more likely:  “During last century industrial activity increased by leaps and bounds, and the continual advance in the wealth of nations enabled them to support charges which would have crushed any other age.”  ( I.5)
Spencer shares Molinari’s opposition to war, denouncing European imperialism as a succession of “deeds of blood and rapine” inflicted on “subjugated races” by “so-called Christian nations.”  (Social Statics, 328-29) But imperialist policies are harmful to the colonizers as well as to the colonized, he holds; war diverts capital from productive to destructive uses, thus squandering “the accumulated labor of generations” – and because it gives the domestic economy an illusory “appearance of increased strength,” a state of war encourages politicians to impose higher taxes which the economy cannot in reality sustain. (Man vs. the State, p. 211)
Wars are ultimately waged, however, not to promote the economic welfare of the common people, but instead to benefit powerful special interests, “rich owners” – the beneficiaries of government-granted privileges and monopolies – at the expense of “the poor, starved, overburdened people.”  (Proper Sphere of Government §6)  While allowing that warfare is permissible in self-defense, Spencer believed that few wars described as “defensive” really are such, and denounced any nation that “gives to its soldiers the euphemistic title ‘defenders of their country,’ and then exclusively uses them as invaders of other countries.”  (Principles of Ethics, v. 2, p. 67)  Spencer thus opposed his own nation’s military adventures in Afghanistan, India, South Africa (the Boer War), and elsewhere, and condemned Western imperialism for its “very repulsive likeness to the doings of buccaneers” (Social Statics III. 27); indeed Spencer denied having any “patriotic feeling,” remarking of his country’s troops in Afghanistan that “[w]hen men hire themselves out to shoot other men to order, asking nothing about the justice of their cause, I don’t care if they are shot themselves.” (Facts and Comments, ch. 20)
Spencer saw an intimate connection between aggressive warfare abroad and political oppression at home; a society’s “internal and external policies are ... bound together.”  (Man vs. the State, p. 21)    Foreign expansionism, he taught, brings domestic tyranny in its wake:  “Everywhere, and at all times, chronic war generates a militant type of structure, not in the body of soldiers only but throughout the community at large.”  (“From Freedom to Bondage”)  Given that “the nations of Europe are partitioning among themselves parts of the earth inhabited by inferior peoples, with cynical indifference to the claims of these peoples,” the governments of these nations can hardly be expected to “have so tender a regard” for the rights of their own citizens. (Principles of Ethics, v. 2, pp. 239-240)  Indeed, “the exercise of mastery entails on the master himself some form of slavery,” since “unless he means to let his captive escape, he must continue to be fastened by keeping hold of the cord.”  (Facts and Comments, Ch. 24)  Hence the need to maintain the subjugation of foreign peoples requires an ever greater imposition of constraints on the conquering state’s domestic citizens as well, until “the army is simply the mobilized society and the society is the quiescent army.”  (Man vs. the State, p. 74)  There is thus a tendency for aggressive foreign policy to transform a nation domestically into a regimented hierarchy on the model of an army, with all direction and distribution emanating from a central command; this is why the militant society is also the society of status.  
Moreover, inasmuch as “exchange of commodities can go on to but a small extent between those who are continually fighting,” a militant society must seek to “provide internally the supplies of all articles needful for carrying on the lives of its members.”  The “constant danger that the supplies of needful things derived from other countries will be cut off by the breaking out of hostilities” creates an impulse toward autarky; whence “it follows that the desire ‘not to be dependent on foreigners’ is one appropriate to the militant type of society,” so that “there is a manifest direct relation between militant activities and a protectionist policy.”  (Principles of Sociology V.27)
Spencer further agreed with Molinari that the transition from monarchy to republicanism, though inspired by industrial sentiments, has brought no real relief from militarism and regimentation, as the myth of the divine right of kings has simply been replaced by that of the divine right of parliaments and majorities, to the detriment of the rights of individuals.  (“The Great Political Superstition”)
War and Evolution
Despite their antipathy to war, Molinari and Spencer both regarded the militant mode of social organisation as having formerly been necessary for the advance of civilisation; but they agreed that with the advance of social progress, war in the modern age has outlived its social usefulness.  Proudhon put forward similar views; indeed Proudhon’s 1861 War and Peace and Molinari’s 1898 Greatness and Decline of War are similarly organised into a first half devoted to war’s former necessity and a second half devoted to its present obsolescence.  Not all the industrials agreed, however, in thinking that militancy had formerly been justified; Bastiat, for example, insisted that the principles of morality, like those of mathematics, had been “true ever since the creation” and would “remain true until the day of judgment and afterwards”; thus he rejected the “cruel fatalism which consists in justifying all abuses on the ground that they were once aids to civilization.” (Gratuity of Credit, Letter 8)   Molinari himself had been of Bastiat’s opinion in his 1849 Soirées, rejecting the idea that “Justice and Utility depend on places, times, and circumstances.”  (ch. 1)  But in his later writings he went over to the Proudhon-Spencer view, evidently as a result of Spencer’s influence.
Spencer’s and Molinari’s present-day libertarian admirers have largely jettisoned those thinkers’ theories of inevitable phases of historical evolution (though see Phil Jacobson’s essays at <LibertarianNation.org/a>).  But why did Spencer and Molinari themselves think warfare had formerly been necessary?  And why did they think the course of social evolution was finally rendering it obsolete?
For Spencer, the slogan “survival of the fittest” applies not just to organisms or to species but to social institutions and practices; thus the average incidence of social conflict can be expected to decrease over time, inasmuch as such conflict represents maladaptation to the social state, and maladaptations are being progressively winnowed out by the process of evolution (both biological and cultural).  (Social Statics, ch. 2)   The fact that we no longer delight in gladiatorial combats and public executions, that we have grown increasingly averse to cruelty to prisoners and animals, that we have given up dueling, that commerce has begun to displace war as the default mode of human interaction, that slavery and patriarchy are coming under increasing censure – all of this shows, Spencer believes, that we are growing better adapted to the requirements of social living.  Since “a society in which life, liberty, and property, are secure, and all interests justly regarded, must prosper more than one in which they do not”  (Principles of Sociology, v. 2, p. 608), selective pressure must inevitably favour the gradual displacement of militant by industrial modes of social organisation.
Admittedly the process is far from complete; while we have largely “emerged from the militant social type,” we are not yet at the stage of full industrialism, but are rather passing through a transitional phase “which may be distinguished as militant industrialism – an industrialism which, though carried on under the system of contract, instead of under the system of status, is in considerable measure carried on in the old militant spirit.”  (Principles of Ethics VI.2)  Nonetheless it is reasonable to expect our social and sympathetic instincts to keep growing stronger, until “unceasing social discipline will so mold human nature” that “likeness between the feelings of the sympathizer and those of the sympathized with” will come “near to identity,” with the result that “ministration to others’ happiness will become a daily need” and “sympathetic pleasures will be spontaneously pursued to the fullest extent advantageous to each and all.”  (Principles of Ethics I. 14)  At this point the institution of government itself, though “natural to a particular phase of human development,” will outlive its usefulness and “become extinct.”  (Social Statics, Introduction)  The power of rulers over subjects, of men over women, of employers over labourers, and of landlords over tenants – indeed, all hierarchical and coercive relationships generally – will wither away; and warfare will obviously perish also.
Progress toward this utopian ideal is not without reversals and retrogressions, however; and Spencer believed that the western world in his era was headed for a temporary regressive period of “regimentation” and “re-barbarization.”  Spencer saw signs of the cultural revival of militancy in everything from the bloodthirsty hymns of the Salvation Army and the exaltation of physical prowess in professional athletics (Facts and Comments, ch. 25) to the popularity of deckled edges in books (ch. 35), and predicted that the 20th century would be a century of authoritarian collectivism and mass warfare. Still, while occasional reverses may come, with relatively militant and relatively industrial forms alternating throughout history, the inevitable longterm tendency is toward the industrial utopia of libertarian altruism.
But the benevolent psychological and cultural mindset toward which we are evolving is not one with which we could profitably have started, Spencer thinks.  He says of primitive humankind:

To the end that he may prepare the earth for its future inhabitants – his descendants, he must possess a character fitting him to clear it of races endangering his life, and races occupying the space required by mankind. Hence he must have a desire to kill .... He must further be devoid of sympathy, or must have but the germ of it, for he would otherwise be incapacitated for his destructive office ....  (Social Statics, ch. 30)
Since the conquest of humanity over nature required a violent, unsympathetic mindset, it was impossible that the human race could have begun fully adapted to the social state without swiftly perishing.  Hence our ancestors’ aggressiveness, together with the militant institutions and practices it spawned, was unavoidable and, for its day, beneficial.  Spencer nonetheless regarded militancy as inherently “evanescent” and looked forward to its eventual demise; but he was pessimistic about any possibility of hastening the day of deliverance. 
Molinari’s theory of historical evolution was broadly similar to (and influenced by) Spencer’s; but characteristically Molinari, whose contemporaries described him as “the law of supply and demand made into man” (Nordisk Familjebok: Konversationslexikon och Realencyklopedi), relies more heavily than does Spencer on specifically economic mechanisms.  (He also streamlines the account, discarding Spencer’s wealth of ethnographic detail and carefully qualified generalisations.)  For Molinari, war was inevitable during the primitive phase of history because the low level of economic production rendered subsistence a zero-sum game.  Economic progress altered this state of affairs, making positive-sum interactions possible and enabling economic competition to replace literal combat; but more primitive peoples left outside the influence of this progress continued to be a source of raiding parties and barbarian invasions, and so the need for more civilised societies to beat down less civilised ones meant that war at that time “answered to the general and permanent interest of the species.”  (Greatness and Decline of War, ch. 1)
Raiding a civilised community became less and less profitable as the art and matériel of war came to require a moral force, an amount of knowledge and capital, which only civilisation can command. Expeditions, undertaken for the sake of pure pillage, therefore ceased to return those enormous profits which had made them the favourite occupation of barbarian hordes. Tribal incursions tend to bring no profit, or to secure such hazardous and unsatisfactory returns that what was hitherto a rule becomes increasingly rare, occurs only on the most distant and least guarded frontiers, and is finally abandoned. Then the old order is reversed, for the civilised State becomes the aggressor, subdues the barbarian, and occupies his place.  (Society of Tomorrow I.4)
But precisely as the aggressive civilised state triumphs, it becomes obsolete.  The perfection of the instrumentality of security means that warfare is no longer needed to protect the productive against the plunderer; but the empowered protectors continue to act as plunderers themselves, both against their subject populations and against other states.  Moreover, the expansion of productive forces that war, through the protection it once offered, has made possible, now renders warfare far more destructive and dangerous than ever before.  Thus war, once a necessary evil, is now a menace to civilisation.
Why does war continue to outlive its usefulness?  Because the providers of security are unwilling to relinquish their monopoly.  Rather than degrees of adaptation to the social state à la Spencer, then, Molinari stresses economic motivation:
War has ceased to be productive of security, but the masses, whose existence depends upon the industries of production, are compelled to pay its costs and suffer its losses without either receiving compensation or possessing means to end the contradiction. ... Governments are enterprises – in commercial language, “concerns” – which produce certain services, the chief of which are internal and external security. The directors of these enterprises – the civil and military chiefs and their staffs – are naturally interested in their aggrandizement on account of the material and moral benefits which such aggrandizement secures to themselves.  (Society of Tomorrow I.5)
Why are the directors of security enterprises able to maintain their exploitation of their customers?  Because the “relation of government and nation, as producer and consumer, is not a free market,” since “[g]overnment imposes its services, and the nation has no choice but acceptance.”  Even those nations that “possess constitutional governments,” and so in theory “have a right of assent and of arranging the price,” are unable to restrain governmental bellicosity in practice, since the monopolistic structure of all states, even republican ones, gives special interests undue influence at the expense of ordinary people.  While elected “representatives are nominally chosen by the nation,” Molinari contends that “in point of fact they are no more than the nominees of associations, or parties, who contend for the position of ‘State-conductors’ on account of the material and moral benefits which accompany the position.”  Such “political parties ... are actual armies which have been trained to pursue power,” and electoral politics is simply a continuation of the old wars of conquest.  (Society of Tomorrow I.5)  
Molinari’s short-term solution to international wars, as we’ve seen, is for the more pacific states to form a League of Neutrals to restrain the more aggressive ones.  But this “collective-security” arrangement, even if workable, does little to address domestic conflict among political factions.  As long as there exists within society a central command post, a monopoly state, special interests will wage war in one form or another to capture it, and the general population’s influence will be marginal.  Molinari’s long-term solution to both foreign and domestic warfare, then, is to abolish the monopoly state – or, as he prefers to describe his view, not the abolition of the state but “the diffusion of the state within society.”  (Political Evolution and the Revolution, p. 393; compare Proudhon’s similar phrase “the dissolution of the state within the economic organism.”)
Spencer had thought the demise of the state would have to await the moral perfection of humanity, since he assumed that states would be needed so long as defensive force was needed.  For Molinari, by contrast, the provision of defensive force can survive the dissolution of the state, so that no such utopian transformation of human nature is needed; all that is required is to deprive the existing security providers, or governments, of their monopoly, thus throwing the field of security open to free competition as other fields have been so opened.  “One day societies will be established to agitate for the freedom of government,” Molinari writes, “as they have already been established on behalf of the freedom of commerce.”  (Production of Security)  The progress of liberalisation has challenged the principle of monopoly in every field from salt to religion; the monopolisation of security services known as the state will be the last to fall.  
Molinari’s proposed reform would allow customers to switch security providers as one nowadays switches long-distance providers, without switching physical location – thus in effect decoupling political jurisdiction from geographical territory.  This change would effect a transfer of power from special interests to ordinary people. As David Friedman, himself a more recent proponent of Molinari-style free-market anarchism,
 has put it:

You can compare 1968 Fords, Chryslers, and Volkswagens, but nobody will ever be able to compare the Nixon administration of 1968 with the Humphrey and Wallace administrations of the same year. It is as if we had only Fords from 1920 to 1928, Chryslers from 1928 to 1936, and then had to decide what firm would make a better car for the next four years…. Imagine buying cars the way we buy governments. Ten thousand people would get together and agree to vote, each for the car he preferred. Whichever car won, each of the ten thousand would have to buy it. It would not pay any of us to make any serious effort to find out which car was best; whatever I decide, my car is being picked for me by the other members of the group.  (David Friedman, Machinery of Freedom, 2nd ed., pp. 131-32.)

By contrast, under Molinari’s system dissatisfied customers would be able to make their displeasure felt immediately and directly, by switching to a competitor, rather than having to wait four or six years to pull a lever in a voting booth and hoping 51% of their fellow-citizens will follow suit.
Moreover, without a captive customer base, “governments” – as Molinari continues to call them – would be unable to engage in wars any longer than their customers were willing to pay for them.  Molinari writes:
[J]ust as war is inevitable under a regime of monopoly, peace is inevitable under a regime of free government. Under this regime, governments can win nothing by war, they can, on the contrary, lose everything. What interest would they have in undertaking a war? Would it be to increase the number of their clientele? But since the consumers of security are free to govern themselves as they wish, they would get away from the conquerors. If the latter wanted to impose their rule on them, after having destroyed the existing government, the oppressed would immediately call for the help of all people.... The wars of company against company, moreover, would occur only as long as the shareholders wished to advance the costs. As war is now no longer able to bring anyone an increase in clientele since the consumers would no longer allow themselves to be conquered, the costs of war would obviously no longer be covered. Then who would want to advance them? (Soirées, ch. 11)

Imagine the current Iraq war as it would be under Molinari’s “régime of total liberty,” if the U.S. government were simply one service provider among others.  Nobody who opposes the war would have to pay “taxes” (i.e., user fees) to support it, since they could simply cancel their premium service or switch to a different provider.  (The U.S. government would be deterred from attempting to collect the fees by force by the knowledge that it has no monopoly status and that rival service providers would have an interest in shutting it down if it went rogue.)  Hence as popular support for the war fell, revenue would fall too, ultimately rendering the war unfundable without the need to get a weak-kneed Congress to do anything and likewise without the need to go through the lengthy process of electing new representatives or a new president.  Moreover, other victims of the war effort, from Guantanamo inmates and Iraqi civilians to U.S. troops conscripted via stop-loss would be able to sue the U.S government in genuinely neutral peer judicial venues – courts neither part of the U.S. government apparatus itself nor powerless with respect to it.  
As of this writing, 62% of the American people believe that the Iraq war was a mistake. (CBS News/New York Times Poll, March 28-April 2, 2008) If 62% of Starbucks’ customers were to become convinced that caffè latte was a mistake, Starbucks’ revenue would take a sharp decline; but the U.S. government is able to continue funding the Iraq war because its customers are not free to withdraw their custom (except via the prohibitively costly means of leaving the country and abandoning their right to return).  In what sense, then does the U.S government represent the will of the people?  For Molinari, the idea that democratic representation amounts to any real accountability is a myth; genuine accountability requires competition rather than monopoly.
To quote Friedman once again:
Consider our world as it would be if the costs of moving from one country to another were zero. Everyone lives in a housetrailer and speaks the same language. One day, the president of France announces that because of troubles with neighboring countries, new military taxes are being levied and conscription will begin shortly. The next morning the president of France finds himself ruling a peaceful but empty landscape, the population having been reduced to himself, three generals, and twenty-seven war correspondents. 
We cannot all live in housetrailers. But, if we buy our protection from a private firm instead of a government, we can buy it from a different firm as soon as we think we can get a better deal. We can change protectors without changing countries. (Machinery, p. 123.)
Molinari set out his theory of competitive security provision in his Production of Security (1849), Soirées (1849), and Political Evolution (1884), and in severely moderated form in his Society of Tomorrow (1899).  As the watered-down version in the latter work indicates, Molinari retreated from full-fledged anarchism in his later years – as to varying degrees did Dunoyer, Thierry, Spencer, and even Proudhon.  (Spencer, for example, deleted his chapter on “The Right to Ignore the State” from later editions of Social Statics, while Dunoyer, dismayed by six decades of political upheaval in France, became a grudging advocate of a third Bourbon restoration.  Charles Comte died too young to test the generalisation.)  But Molinari remains the first theorist to have offered a definite proposal for the complete substitution of market for state provision of all public services.
Spencer and Molinari: Their Legacy
Despite his relative prominence in his own day, Molinari’s antistatism had little subsequent impact, as most of the thinkers he influenced (e,g., Guyot, Pareto) were generally less radical than he was.  The only reasonably clear exception is Molinari’s fellow Belgian, the radical botanist Paul-Émile de Puydt, world expert on orchids and originator of the form of anarchism known as “panarchy.”  Another possible exception is the American Proudhonian anarchist Benjamin Tucker, whose proposal for a competitive market in security provision bears a striking similarity to Molinari’s; it was via Tucker that the idea entered the American anarchist scene.  But while Tucker knew of Molinari, and was in touch with developments in French political thought generally, he never cites him as an influence and may have developed the idea independently.  (The germ of the idea can be found in Proudhon in any case:  Brad Spangler, “Proudhon and Market Anarchism.”)  Unless Tucker counts, then Molinari’s subsequent influence has been scanty indeed.  (The founder of free-market anarchism doesn’t even merit a mention in Nozick’s footnote (Anarchy, State, and Utopia, pp. 335-6, n. 4) listing the chief historical contributors to the free-market anarchist tradition – although the at-least-as-obscure Francis Dashwood Tandy makes it onto the list.)
Spencer fared better, at least initially; unlike Molinari, he tended to attract followers more radical than he was (including, in certain respects, Molinari himself), and Spencer’s Law of Equal Freedom and his theory of the transition from militant to industrial society soon became common coin for such Spencerian and quasi-Spencerian individualist anarchists as Auberon Herbert and Wordsworth Donisthorpe in England and Victor Yarros, Dyer Lum, and the aforementioned Francis Tandy in the United States.  Even William Graham Sumner, one of Spencer’s more conservative American followers, said that in the coming struggle between anarchism and state socialism he intended to stand with the anarchists. (quoted in Irving Norton Fisher, My Father Irving Fisher (New York: Comet Press, 1956), pp. 43-44)  But while Spencer’s reputation loomed large in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, by the 1930s Crane Brinton and Talcott Parsons could ask “Who now reads Spencer?” – confident that the answer would be “nobody.”  Grant Allen’s feverish prediction, in 1894, that posterity would rank Spencer “high above Aristotle, Bacon, Newton, [and] Kant” (“Personal Reminiscences of Herbert Spencer”) has not been confirmed – to put it mildly.
But where Molinari has been merely been decently forgotten, Spencer has suffered what is perhaps a still nastier fate; while he is seldom read, he remains enormously well-known – but nearly everything that is “known” about him is false.  Intellectual historians who have apparently never taken the time to read a word Spencer wrote continue to perpetuate the bizarre distortion (first concocted in Spencer’s lifetime by his political enemies, against whose calumnies he protested in vain) that casts Spencer as a Social Darwinist and champion of cutthroat capitalism who advocated letting the poor and weak die off to improve the species.  In reality, of course, Spencer published the main outlines of his system in the 1850s, prior to Darwin’s Origin of Species; moreover, he championed the weak against the strong (“Evolutionary Ethics”); condemned prevailing business practices as a “gigantic system of dishonesty, branching out into every conceivable form of fraud” (“Morals of Trade”);  favoured replacing the “harsh and cruel ... slave-system” of capitalistic wage labour with workers’ cooperatives (Principles of Sociology VIII.20); and regarded assistance to the unfortunate as a moral duty, albeit one to be weighed against the risk of encouraging dependence (Principles of Ethics VI.1-10).  Yet the myth persists.  
The memory of the actual Spencer was kept alive, however, within libertarian circles; throught most of the 20th century the true answer to the question “who now reads Spencer?” was “libertarians.”  H. L. Mencken, for example, generally cited Spencer with respect – and did his best, in his 1908 Philosophy of Friedrich Nietzsche, to turn Nietzsche into Spencer.  In his introduction to a 1939 reprint of Spencer’s Man versus the State, the anarcho-Georgist libertarian Albert Jay Nock wrote that Spencer’s Social Statics “is to the philosophy of individualism what ... Das Kapital is to Statist economic theory, or what the Pauline Epistles are to the theology of Protestantism.”  Four years later, libertarian literary critic Isabel Paterson would cite Spencer’s analysis of “re-barbarization” favourably in her political treatise God of the Machine, and employ Maine’s distinction, popularised by Spencer, between the society of status and the society of contract.  The Austrian economist Ludwig von Mises invoked Spencer’s contrast between militant and industrial society numerous times (Liberalism III.11; Socialism, 15.3, 18.7; Human Action 10.2), and his own distinction between planned and grown orders – “organisation” versus “organism” (Socialism 18.3) – is clearly Spencerian in influence.  Rose Wilder Lane likewise cited Spencer as an influence (William Holtz, Ghost in the Little House, pp. 47, 72, 192), while Henry Hazlitt wrote that “we are deeply indebted to Herbert Spencer for recognizing with a sharper eye than any of his contemporaries, and warning them against, ‘the coming slavery’ toward which the State of their own time was drifting, and toward which we are more swiftly drifting today.”  (“From Spencer’s 1884 to Orwell’s 1984”)  And while Friedrich Hayek cited Spencer relatively seldom, it is difficult not to see Spencer’s influence in Hayek’s theories of spontaneous order, incomplete adaptation, and a version of utilitarianism driven by epistemic constraints on the direct calculation of utility.  (For the ethical parallel specifically, see John Gray, Hayek on Liberty, pp. 103-110)  More recent years have seen a flurry of libertarian scholarship on Spencer,
 and of late there has even been something of a mini-renaissance in Spencer outside libertarian circles.
  
The revival of interest in Molinari, and likewise in his predecessors in the Censeur group, has been slower, not really getting started until the 1970s, and is still confined mostly to libertarian circles.
  One contemporary thinker who has developed a specifically Molinari-style approach on numerous questions is Hans-Hermann Hoppe, who follows Molinari in analysing monarchical and democratic government as monopolistic and communistic enterprises respectively (Democracy: The God That Failed); in advocating a competitive market in security services (Myth of National Defense, incidentally dedicated to Molinari); and in conceiving of class struggle in terms of access to political power (“Marxist and Austrian Class Analysis,” JLS 9.2, 1990).  
In particular, Hoppe generalises Molinari’s insight that economic liberalisation paradoxically makes war, the antithesis of liberalisation, more likely.  For Hoppe, “the lower the tax and regulation burden imposed on the domestic economy,” the more prosperous the society will become, with the result that “the amount of domestically produced wealth on which the state can draw in its conflicts with neighboring competitors” will be larger.  Consequently, “states which tax and regulate their economies comparatively little – liberal states – tend to defeat and expand their territories or their range of hegemonic control at the expense of less-liberal ones.”  This Molinarian insight helps to render intelligible what from a purely Spencerian point of view might seem anomalous – the external bellicosity of domestically liberal states.  In particular, it addresses the puzzle of “why the United States, internally one of the most liberal states, has conducted the most aggressive foreign policy,” while during the Cold War the Soviet Union, massively illiberal domestically, “engaged in a comparatively peaceful and cautious foreign policy.”   (Comparison with the historical case of Athens and Sparta might also be instructive.)  For Hoppe, the fact that a less regulated population will tend to be more productive, and so to generate more wealth for its government to expropriate, explains “why Western Europe came to dominate the rest of the world,” and more specifically “why it was first the Dutch, then the British and finally, in the 20th century, the United States, that became the dominant imperial power.”  The United States has been externally aggressive because, thanks to its domestic liberality and resulting wealth, it “knew that it could militarily beat any other state,” while the Soviet Union was all too aware that, thanks to its internal regimentation and consequent poverty, it “was bound to lose a military confrontation with any state of substantial size unless it could win within a few days or weeks.”  (“The Paradox of Imperialism”)
What, then, can we learn from Spencer and Molinari today?  Perhaps this much, at least:  When we combine the Molinarian insight that domestically liberal states are more likely to be externally aggressive with the Spencerian insight that external aggression tends to make states less domestically liberal – insights dramatically reinforced by the belligerent foreign and repressive domestic policies of the United States since 9/11 – we reach the conclusion that domestically liberal states are inherently unstable, bearing within them the seeds of their own subversion as their militant and monopolistic aspect grows in virtue of, and at the expense of, the industrial and competitive aspect on which it feeds.  If that is so, the only long-term way to secure the liberal values of peace abroad and freedom at home may be, as Spencer and Molinari advised us, to abolish the state apparatus entirely.
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