TWO

COSMOS AND TAXIS

The man of system . . . seems to imagine that he can arrange
the different members of a great society with as much ease
as the hand arranges the different pieces upon a chessboard.
He does not consider that the pieces upon the chessboard have
no other principle of motion besides that which the hand
impresses upon them; but that, in the great chessboard of human
society, every single piece has a principle of motion of its own,
altogether different from that which the legislature might choose
to impress upon it. If those two principles coincide and act in the
same direction, the game of human society will go on easily and
harmoniously, and is very likely to be happy and successful. If
they are opposite or different, the game will go on miserably and
human society must be at all times in the highest degree of disorder.
Adam Smith*

The concept of order

The central concept around which the discussion of this book will
turn is that of order, and particularly the distinction between two
kinds of order which we will provisionally call ‘made’ and ‘grown’
orders. Qrder is an indispensable concept for the discussion of all
complex phenomena, in which it must largely play the role the
concept of law plays in the analysis of simpler phenomena.! There
is no adequate term other than ‘order’ by which we can describe it,
although ‘system’, ‘structure’ or ‘pattern’ may occasionally serve
instead. The term ‘order’ has, of course, a long history in the social
sciences, 2 but in recent times it has generally been avoided, largely
because of the ambiguity of its meaning and its frequent association
with authoritarian views. We cannot do without it, however, and
shall have to guard against misinterpretation by sharply defining
the general sense in which we shall employ it and then clearly
distinguishing between the two different ways in which such order
can originate.
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By ‘order’ we shall thoughout describe a state of affairs in which_

a multiplicity of elements of various kinds are so velated to each other
that we may learn from our acquaintance with some spatml or temporal
part of the whole to form correct expectations concerning the rest, or
at least expectations which have a good chance of proving correct.®
It is clear that every society must in this sense possess an order
and that such an order will often exist without having been deliber-
ately created. As has been said by a distinguished social anthropolo-
gist, ‘that there is some order, consistency and constancy in social
life, is obvious. If there were not, none of us would be able to go
about our affairs or satisfy our most elementary needs.’ 4

Living as members of society and dependent for the satisfaction
of most of our needs on various forms of co-operation with others,
we depend for the effective pursuit of our aims clearly on the cor-
respondence of the expectations concerning the actions of others on
which our plans are based with what they will really do. This match-
ing of the intentions and expecta’uons that determine the actions of
different individuals is the form in which order manifests itself in
social life; and it will be the questign.of how such an order does
come about that will be our immediate concern. The first answer to
which our anthropomorphic habits of thought almost inevitably
lead us is that it must be due to the design of some thinking mind. 5
And because order has been generally interpreted as such a deliber-
ate arrangement by somebody, the concept has become unpopular
among most friends of liberty and has been favoured mainly by
authoritarians. According to this interpretation order in society
must rest on a relation of command and obedience, or a hierarchical
structure of the whole of society in which the will of superiors, and
ultimately of some single supreme authority, determines what each
individual must do.

This authoritarian connotation of the concept of order derives,
however, entirely from the belief that order can be created only by
forces outside the system (or ‘exogenously’). It does not apply to an
equilibrium set up from within® (or ‘endogenously’) such as that
which the general theory of the market endeavours to explain. A
spontaneous order of this kind has in many respects properties
different from those of a made order.

The two sources of order
The study of spontaneous orders has long been the peculiar task of
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economic theory, although, of course, biology has from its begin-
ning been concerned with that special kind of spontaneous order
which we call an organism. Only recently has there arisen within the
physical sciences under the name of cybernetics a special discipline
which is also concerned with what are called self-organizing or self-
generating systems. 7

The distinction of this kind of order from one which has been
made by somebody putting the elements of a set in their places or
directing their movements is indispensable for any understanding
of the processes of society as well as for all social policy. There are
several terms available for describing each kind of order. The
made_order which we have already referred to as an exogenous
order or an arrangement may again be described as a construction,
an artificial order or, especially where we have to deal with a direc-
ted social order, as an organization. The grown order, on the other
hand, which we have referred to as a self-generating or endogenous
order, is in English most conveniently described as a spontaneous
order. Classical Greek was more fortunate in possessing distinct
single words for the two kinds of order, namely texis for a made
order, such as, for example, an order of battle,8 and kosmos for a
grown order, meaning originally ‘a right order in a state or a
community’.? We shall occasionally avail ourselves of these Greek
words as technical terms to describe the two kinds of order.

It would be no exaggeration to say that social theory begins
with-—and has an object only because of—the discovery that there
exist orderly structures which are the product of the action of
many men but are not the result of human design. In some fields
this is now universally accepted. Although there was a time when
men believed that even language and morals had been ‘invented’ by
some genius of the past, everybody recognizes now that they are
the outcome of a process of evolution whose results nobody fore-
saw or designed. But in other fields many people still treat with
suspicion the claim that the patterns of interaction of many men
can show an order that is of nobody’s deliberate making; in the
economic sphere, in particular, critics still pour uncomprehending
ridicule on Adam Smith’s expression of the ‘invisible hand’ by
which, in the language of his time, he described how man is led ‘to
promote an end which was no part of his intentions’. 10 If indignant
reformers still complain of the chaos of economic affairs, insinuat-
ing a complete absence of order, this is partly because they cannot
conceive of an order which is not deliberately made, and partly

37



COSMOS AND TAXIS

because to them an order means something aiming at concrete
purposes which is, as we shall see, what a spontaneous order cannot
do.

We shall examine later (see volume 2, chapter 10) how that coinci-
dence of expectations and plans is produced which characterizes
the market order and the nature of the benefits we derive from it.
For the moment we are concerned only with the fact that an order
not made by man does exist and with the reasons why this is not
more readily recognized. The main reason is that such orders as
that of the market do not obtrude themselves on our senses but
have to be traced by our intellect. We cannot see, or otherwise
intuitively perceive, this order of meaningful actions, but are only
able mentally to reconstruct it by tracing the relations that exist
between the elements. We shall describe this feature by saying that
it is an abstract and not a concrete order.

The distinguishing properties of spontaneous orders

One effect of our habitually identifying order with a made order or
taxis is indeed that we tend to ascribe to all order certain properties
which deliberate arrangements regularly, and with respect to some
of these properties necessarily, possess. Such orders are relatively
simple or at least necessarily confined to such moderate degrees of
complexity as the maker can still survey; they are usually concrete
in the sense just mentioned that their existence can be intuitively
perceived by inspection; and, finally, having been made deliber-
ately, they invariably do (or at one time did) serve a purpose of the
maker. None of these characteristics necessarily belong to a
spontaneous order or kosmos. Its degree of complexity is not limited
to what a human mind can master. Its existence need not manifest
itself to our senses but may be based on purely abstract relations
which we can only mentally reconstruct. And not having been made
it cannot legitimately be said to have a particular purpose, although
our awareness of its existence may be extremely important for our
successful pursuit of a great variety of different purposes.
Spontaneous orders are not necessarily complex,. but unlike
deliberate human arrangements, they may achieve any degree of
k complexity. One of our main contentions will be that very complex
orders, comprising more particular facts than any brain could
ascertain or manipulate, can be brought about only through forces
inducing the formation of spontaneous orders.
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Spontaneous orders need not be what we have called abstract,
but they will often consist of a system of abstract relations between
elements which are also defined only by abstract properties, and for
this reason will not be intuitively perceivable and not recognizable
except on the basis of a theory accounting for their character. The
significance of the abstract character of such orders rests on the fact
that they may persist while all the particular elements they comprise,
and even the number of such elements, change. All that is neces-
sary to preserve such an abstract order is that a certain structure of
relationships be maintained, or that elements of a certain kind (but
variable in number) continue to be related in a certain manner.

Most important, however, is the relation of a spontaneous order
to the conception of purpose. Since such an order has not been
created by an outside agency, ths order as such also can have no 3
purpose, although its existence may be very serviceable to the indi-
yiduals which move within such order. But in a different sense it
may well be said that the order rests on purposive action of its
elements, when ‘purpose’ would, of course, mean nothing more than
that their actions tend to secure the preservation or restoration of
that order. The use of ‘purposive’ in this sense as a sort of ‘tele-
ological shorthand’, as it has been called by biologists, is unobjec-
tionable so long as we do not imply an awareness of purpose of the
part of the elements, but mean merely that the elements have
acquired regularities of conduct conducive to the maintenance of
the order—presumably because those who did act in certain ways
had within the resulting order a better chance of survival than those
who did not. In general, however, it is preferable to avoid in this
connection the term ‘purpose’ and to speak instead of ‘function’.

Spontaneous orders in nature

It will be instructive to consider briefly the character of some
spontaneous orders which we find in nature, since here some of
their characteristic properties stand out most clearly. There are in
the physical world many instances of complex orders which we
could bring about only by availing ourselves of the known forces
which tend to lead to their formation, and never by deliberately
placing each element in the appropriate position. We can never
produce a crystal or a complex organic compound by placing the
individual atoms in such a position that they will form the lattice of
a crystal or the system based on benzol rings which make up an
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organic compound. But we can create the conditions in which they
will arrange themselves in such a manner.

What does in these instances determine not only the general
character of the crystal or compound that will be formed but also
the particular position of any one element in them? The important
point is that the regularity of the conduct of the elements will
determine the general character of the resulting order but not all the
detail of its particular manifestation. The particular manner in
which the resulting abstract order will manifest itself will depend,
in addition to the rules which govern the actions of the elements, on
their initial position and on all the particular circumstances of the
immediate environment to which each of them will react in the
course of the formation of that order. The order, in other words, will
always be an adaptation to a large number of particular facts which
will not be known in their totality to anyone.

We should note that a regular pattern will thus form itself not
only if the elements all obey the same rules and their different
actions are determined only by the different positions of the several
individuals relatively to each other, but also, as is true in the case of
the chemical compound, if there are different kinds of elements
which act in part according to different rules. Whichever is the
case, we shall be able to predict only the general character of
the order that will form itself, and not the particular position
which any particular element will occupy relatively to any other
element.

Another example from physics is in some respects even more in-
structive. In the familiar school experiment in which iron filings on
a sheet of paper are made to arrange themselves along some of the
lines of force of a magnet placed below, we can predict the general
shape of the chains that will be formed by the filings hooking them-
selves together; but we cannot predict along which ones of the
family of an infinite number of such curves that define the magnetic
field these chains will place themselves. This will depend on the
position, direction, weight, roughness or smoothness of each of the
iron filings and on all the irregularities of the surface of the paper.
The forces emanating from the magnet and from each of the iron
filings will thus interact with the environment to produce a unique
instance of a general pattern, the general character of which will
be determined by known laws, but the concrete appearance of
which will depend on particular circumstances we cannot fully
ascertain.
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In society, reliance on spontaneous order both extends and
Limits our powers of control

Since a spontaneous order results from the individual elements
adapting themselves to circumstances which directly affect only
some of them, and which in their totality need not be known to
anyone, it may extend to circumstances so complex that no mind
can comprehend them all. Consequently, the concept becomes par-
ticularly important when we turn from mechanical to such ‘more
highly organized’ or essentially complex phenomena as we encoun-
ter in the realms of life, mind and society. Here we have to deal with
‘erown’ structures with a degree of complexity which they have
assumed and could assume only because they were produced by
spontaneous ordering forces. They in consequence present us
with peculiar difficulties in our effort to explain them as well as in
any attempt to influence their character. Since we can know at most
the rules observed by the elements of various kinds of which the
structures are made up, but not all the individual elements and
never all the particular circumstances in which each of them is
placed, our knowledge will be restricted to the general character of
the order which will form itself. And even where, as is true of a
society of human beings, we may be in a position to alter at least
some of the rules of conduct which the elements obey, we shall
thereby be able to influence only the general character and not the
detail of the resulting order.

This means that, though the use of spontaneous ordering forces
enables us to induce the formation of an order of such a degree of
complexity (namely comprising elements of such numbers, di-
versity and variety of conditions) as we could never master intellec-
tually, or deliberately arrange, we will have less power over the de-
tails of such an order than we would of one which we produce by
arrangement. In the case of spontaenous orders we may, by de-
termining some of the factors which shape them, determine their
abstract features, but we will have to leave the particulars to cir-
cumstances which we do not know. Thus, by relying on the spon-
taneously ordering forces, we can extend the scope or range of the
order which we may induce to form, precisely because its particular
manifestation will depend on many more circumstances than can
be known to us—and in the case of a social order, because such an
order will utilize the separate knowledge of all its several mem-

bers, without this knowledge ever being concentrated in a single .
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mind, or being subject to those processes of deliberate coordina-
tion and adaptation which a mind performs.

In consequence, the degree of power of control over the exten-
ded and more complex order will be much smaller than that which
we could exercise over a made order or taxis. There will be many
aspects of it over which we will possess no control at all, or which at
least we shall not be able to alter without interfering with—and to
that extent impeding—the forces producing the spontaneous order.
Any desire we may have concerning the particular position of
individual elements, or the relation between particular individuals
or groups, could not be satisfied without upsetting the overall
order. The kind of power which in this respect we would possess
over a concrete arrangement or faxis we would not have over a
spontaneous order where we would know, and be able to influence,
only the abstract aspects.

It is important to note here that there are two different respects
in which order may be a matter of degree. How well ordered a set of
objects or events is depends on how many of the attributes of (or
the relations between) the elements we can learn to predict. Differ-
ent orders may in this respect differ from each other in either or
both of two ways: the orderliness may concern only very few re-
lations between the elements, or a great many; and, second, the
regularity thus defined may be great in the sense that it will be
confirmed by all or nearly all instances, or it may be found to pre-
vail only in a majority of the instances and thus allow us to predict
its occurrence only with a certain degree of probability. In the first
Instance we may predict only a few of the features of the resulting
structure, but do so with great confidence; such an order would be
limited but may still be perfect. In the second instance we shall be
able to predict much more, but with only a fair degree of certainty.
The knowledge of the existence of an order will however still be
useful even if this order is restricted in either or both these res-
pects; and the reliance on spontaneously ordering forces may be
preferable or even indispensable, although the order towards which
a system tends will in fact be only more or less imperfectly approa-
ched. The market order in particular will regularly secure only a
certain probability that the expected relations will prevail, but it is,
nevertheless, the only way in which so many activities depending on
dizpersed knowledge can be effectively integrated into a single
order. :
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Spontancous orders result from thetr elements obeying certain
rules of conduct

We have already indicated that the formation of spontaneous orders
is the result of their elements following certain rules in their re-
sponses to their immediate environment. The nature of these rules
still needs fuller examination, partly because the word ‘rule’ is apt
to suggest some erroneous ideas, and partly because the rules which
determine a spontaneous order differ in important respects from
another kind of rules which are needed in regulating an organiza-
tion or taxis.

On the first point, the instances of spontaneous orders which we
have given from physics are instructive because they clearly show
that the rules which govern the actions of the elements of such
spontaneous orders need not be rules which are known’ to these
elements; it is suflicient that the elements actually behave in a
manner which can be described by such rules. The concept of rules
as we use it in this context therefore does not imply that such rules
exist in articulated (‘verbalized’) forms, but only that it is possible
to discover rules which the actions of the individuals in fact follow.
To emphasize this we have occasionally spoken of ‘regularity’
rather than of rules, but regularity, of course, means simply that
the elements behave according to rules.

That rules in this sense exist and operate without being explic-
itly known to those who obey them applies also to many of the rules
which govern the actions of men and thereby determine a spon-
taneous social order. Man certainly does not know all the rules
which guide his actions in the sense that he is able to state them in
words. At least in primitive human society, scarcely less than in
animal societies, the structure of social life is determined by rules
of conduct which manifest themselves only by being in fact
observed. Only when individual intellects begin to differ to a signifi-
cant degree will it become necessary to express these rules in a form
in which they can be communicated and explicitly taught, deviant
behaviour corrected, and differences of opinion about appropriate
behaviour decided. Although man never existed without laws that
he obeyed, he did, of course, exist for hundreds of thousands of
years without laws he ‘knew’ in the sense that he was able to articu-
late them.

What is of still greater importance in this connection, however,
is that not every regularity in the behaviour of the elements does
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secure an overall order. Some rules governing individual behaviour
might clearly make altogether impossible the formation of an over-
all order. Our problemis whatkind of rulesof conduct willproducean
order of society and what kind of order particular rules will produce.

The classical instance of rules of the behaviour of the elements
which will not produce order comes from the physical sciences: it
is the second law of thermodynamics or the law of enthropy,
according to which the tendency of the molecules of a gas to move
at constant speeds in straight lines produces a state for which the
term ‘perfect disorder’ has been coined. Similarly, it is evident
that in society some perfectly regular behaviour of the individuals
could produce only disorder: if the rule were that any individual
should try to kill any other he encountered, or flee as soon as he saw
another, the result would clearly be the complete impossibility of
an order in which the activities of the individuals were based on
collaboration with others.

Society can thus exist only if by a process of selection rules have
evolved which lead individuals to behave in a manner which makes
social life possible. It should be remembered that for this purpose
selection will operate as between societies of different types, that is,
be guided by the properties of their respective orders, but that the
properties supporting this order will be properties of the individu-
als, namely their propensity to obey certain rules of conduct on
which the order of action of the group as a whole rests.

To put this differently: in a social order the particular circum-
stances to which each individual will react will be those known to
him. But the individual responses to particular circumstances will
result in an overall order only if the individuals obey such rules as
will produce an order. Even a very limited similarity in their be-
haviour may be sufficient if the rules which they all obey are such as
to produce an order. Such an order will always constitute an
adaptation to the multitude of circumstances which are known to
all the members of that society taken together but which are not
known as a whole to any one person. This need not mean that the
different persons will in similar circumstances do precisely the same
thing; but merely that for the formation of such an overall order it
is necessary that in some respects all individuals follow definite
rules, or that their actions are limited to a certain range. In other
words, the responses of the individuals to the events in their
environment need be similar only in certain abstract aspects to
ensure that a determinate overall order will result.
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The question which is of central importance as much for social
theory as for social policy is thus what properties the rules must
possess so that the separate actions of the individuals will produce
an overall order. Some such rules all individuals of a society will
obey because of the similar manner in which their environment rep-
resents itself to their minds. Others they will follow spontaneously
because they will be part of their common cultural tradition. But
there will be still others which they may have to be made to obey,
since, although it would be in the interest of each to disregard them,
the overall order on which the success of their actions depends will
arise only if these rules are generally followed.

In a modern society based on exchange, one of the chief regu-
larities in individual behaviour will result from the similarity of
situations in which most individuals find themselves in working to
earn an income; which means that they will normally prefer a
larger return from their efforts to a smaller one, and often that they
will increase their efforts in a particular direction if the prospects of
return improve. This is a rule that will be followed at least with
sufficient frequency to impress upon such a society an order of a
certain kind. But the fact that most people will follow this rule will
still leave the character of the resulting order very indeterminate,
and by itself certainly would not be sufficient to give it a beneficial
character. For the resulting order to be beneficial people must also
observe some conventional rules, that is, rules which do not simply
follow from their desires and their insight into relations of cause and
effect, but which are normative and tell them what they ought to or
ought not to do.

We shall later have to consider more fully the precise relation
between the various kinds of rules which the people in fact obey and
the resulting order of actions. Our main interest will then be those
rules which, because we can deliberately alter them, become the
chief instrument whereby we can affect the resulting order, namely
the rules of law. At the moment our concern must be to make clear
that while the rules on which a spontaneous order rests, may also be
of spontaneous origin, this need not always be the case. Although
undoubtedly an order originally formed itself spontaneously
because the individuals followed rules which had not been deliber-
ately made but had arisen spontaneously, people gradually learned
to improve those rules; and it is at least conceivable that the forma-
tion of a spontaneous order relies entirely on rules that were de-
liberately made. The spontaneous character of the resulting order
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must therefore be distinguished from the spontaneous origin of the
rules on which it rests, and it is possible that an order which would
still have to be described as spontaneous rests on rules which are
entirely the result of deliberate design. In the kind of society with
which we are familiar, of course, only some of the rules which
people in fact observe, namely some of the rules of law (but never
all, even of these) will be the product of deliberate design, while
most of the rules of morals and custom will be spontaneous growths.

That even an order which rests on made rules may be spon-
taneous in character is shown by the fact that its particular mani-
festation will always depend on many circumstances which the
designer of these rules did not and could not know. The particular
content of the order will depend on the concrete circumstances
known only to the individuals who obey the rules and apply them
to facts known only to them. It will be through the knowledge
of these individuals both of the rules and of the particular facts
that both will determine the resulting order.

The spontaneous order of society is made up of individuals
and organizations

In any group of men of more than the smallest size, collaboration
will always rgst both on spontaneous order as well as on deliberate
organization. There is no doubt that for many limited tasks organi-
zation is the most powerful method of effective co-ordination
because it enables us to adapt the resulting order much more fully
to our wishes, while where, because of the complexity of the cir-
cumstances to be taken into account, we must rely on the forces
making for a spontaneous order, our power over the particular con-
tents of this order is necessarily restricted.

- That the two kinds of order will regularly coexist in every society
of any degree of complexity does not mean, however, that we can
combine them in any manner we like. What in fact we find in all
free societies is that, although groups of men will join in organiza-
tions for the achievement of some particular ends, the co-ordina-
tion of the activities of all these separate organizations, as well as of
the separate individuals, is brought about by the forces making for
a spontaneous order. The family, the farm, the plant, the firm, the
corporation and the various associations, and all the public institu-
tions including government, are organizations which in turn are
integrated into a more comprehensive spontaneous order. It is
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advisable to reserve the term ‘society’ for this spontaneous overall
order so that we may distinguish it from all the organized smaller
groups which will exist within it, as well as from such smaller and
more or less isolated groups as the horde, the tribe, or the clan,
whose members will at least in some respects act under a central
direction for common purposes. In some instances it will be the
same group which at times, as when engaged in most of its daily
routine, will operate as a spontaneous order maintained by the
observation of conventional rules without the necessity of com-
mands, while at other times, as when hunting, migrating, or fight-
ing, it will be acting as an organization under the directing will of a
chief.

The spontaneous order which we call a society also need not
have such sharp boundaries as an organization will usually possess.
There will often be a nucleus, or several nuclei, of more closely
related individuals occupying a central position in a more loosely
connected but more extensive order. Such particular societies
within the Great Society may arise as the result of spatial proximity,
or of some other special circumstances which produce closer rela-
tions among their members. And different partial societies of this
sort will often overlap and every individual may, in addition to
being a member of the Great Society, be a member of numerous
other spontaneous sub-orders or partial societies of this sort as well
as of various organizations existing within the comprehensive
Great Socicty.

Of the organizations existing within the Great Society one
which regularly occupies a very special position will be that which
we call government. Although it is conceivable that the spontaneous
order which we call society may exist without government, if the
minimum of rules required for the formation of such an order is
observed without an organized apparatus for their enforcement, in
most circumstances the organization which we call government
becomes indispensable in order to assure that those rules are obeyed.

This particular function of government is somewhat like that of
a maintenance squad of a factory, its object being not to produce
any particular services or products to be consumed by the citizens,
but rather to see that the mechanism which regulates the produc-
tion of those goods and services is kept in working order. The pur-
poses for which this machinery is currently being used will be
determined by those who operate its parts and in the last resort by
those who buy its products.
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The same organization that is charged with keeping in order an
operating structure which the individuals will use for their own
purposes, will, however, in addition to the task of enforcing the
rules on which that order rests, usually be expected also to render
other services which the spontaneous order cannot produce ade-
quately.\These two distinct functions of government are usually
not clearly separated; yet, as we shall see, the distinction between
the coercive functions in which government enforces rules of con-
duct, and its service functions in which it need merely administer
resources placed at its disposal, is of fundamental importance. In
the second it is one organization among many and like the others
part of a spontaneous overall order, while in the first it provides an
essential condition for the preservation of that overall order.

In English it is possible, and has long been usual, to discuss these
two types of order in terms of the distinction between ‘society’ and
‘government’. There is no need in the discussion of these prob-
lems, so long as only one country is concerned, to bring in the
metaphysically charged term ‘state’. It is largely under the influ-
ence of continental and particularly Hegelian thought that in the
course of the last hundred years the practice of speaking of the
‘state’ (preferably with a capital ‘S’), where ‘government’ is more
appropriate and precise, has come to be widely adopted. That which
acts, or pursues a policy, is however always the organization of
government; and it does not make for clarity to drag in the term
‘state’ where ‘government’ is quite sufficient. It becomes particu-
larly misleading when ‘the state’ rather than ‘government’ is con-
trasted with ‘society’ to indicate that the first is an organization and
the second a spontaneous order.

The rules of spontaneous orders and the rules of organization

One of our chief contentions will be that, though spontaneous order
and organization will always coexist, it is still not possible to mix
these two principles of order in any manner we like. If this is not
more generally understood it is due to the fact that for the determi-
nation of both kinds of order we have to rely on rules, and that the
important differences between the kinds of rules which the two
different kinds of order require are generally not recognized.

To some extent every organization must rely also on rules and
not only on specific commands. The reason here is the same as that
which makes it necessary for a spontaneous order to rely solely on
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rules: namely that by guiding the actions of individuals by rules
rather than specific commands it is possible to make use of know-
ledge which nobody possesses as a whole. Every organization in
which the members are not mere tools of the organizer will de-
termine by commands only the function to be performed by each
member, the purposes to be achieved, and certain general aspects
of the methods to be employed, and will leave the detail to be
decided by the individuals on the basis of their respective know-
ledge and skills.

Organization encounters here the problem which any attempt to
bring order into complex human activities meets: the organizer
must wish the individuals who are to co-operate to make use of
knowledge that he himself does not possess. In none but the most
simple kind of organization is it conceivable that all the details of
all activities are governed by a single mind. Certainly nobody has
yet succeeded in deliberately arranging all the activities that go on
in a complex society. If anyone did ever succeed in fully organizing
such a society, it would no longer make use of many minds but
would be altogether dependent on one mind; it would certainly not
be very complex but extremely primitive—and so would soon be
the mind whose knowledge and will determined everything. The
facts which could enter into the design of such an order could be
only those which were known and digested by this mind; and as
only he could decide on action and thus gain experience, there would
be none of that interplay of many minds in which alone mind
can grow.

What distinguishes the rules which will govern action within an
organization is that they must be rules for the performance of
assigned tasks. They presuppose that the place of each individual
in a fixed structure is determined by command and that the rules
each individual must obey depend on the place which he has been
assigned and on the particular ends which have been indicated for
him by the commanding authority. The rules will thus regulate
merely the detail of the action of appointed functionaries or agencies
of government.

Rules of organization are thus necessarily subsidiary to com-
mands, filling in the gaps left by the commands. Such rules will be
different for the different members of the organization according to
the different roles which have been assigned to them, and they will
have to be interpreted in the light of the purposes determined by
the commands. Without the assignment of a function and the
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determination of the ends to be pursued by particular commands,
the bare abstract rule would not be sufficient to tell each individ-
ual what he must do.

By contrast, the rules governing a spontaneous order must be
independent of purpose and be the same, if not necessarily for all
members, at least for whole classes of members not individually
designated by name. They must, as we shall see, be rules applic-
able to an unknown and indeterminable number of persons and
instances. They will have to be applied by the individuals in the
light of their respective knowledge and purposes; and their appli-
cation will be independent of any common purpose, which the
individual need not even know.

In the terms we have adopted this means that the general rules
of law that a spontaneous order rests on aim at an abstract order,
the particular or concrete content of which is not known or fore-
seen by anyone; while the commands as well as the rules which
govern an organization serve particular results aimed at by those
who are in command of the organization. The more complex the
order aimed at, the greater will be that part of the separate actions
which will have to be determined by circumstances not known to
those who direct the whole, and the more dependent control will
be on rules rather than on specific commands. In the most com-
plex types of organizations, indeed, little more than the assignment
of particular functions and the general aim will be determined by
command of the supreme authority, while the performance of these
functions will be regulated only by rules—yet by rules which at
least to some degree are specific to the functions assigned to particu-
lar persons. Only when we pass from the biggest kind of organiza-
tion, government, which as organization must still be dedicated to a
circumscribed and determined set of specific purposes, to the over-
all order of the whole of society, do we find an order which relies
solely on rules and is entirely spontaneous in character.

It is because it was not dependent on organization but grew up
as a spontaneous order that the structure of modern society has
attained that degree of complexity which it possesses and which
far exceeds any that could have been achieved by deliberate organi-
zation. In fact, of course, the rules which made the growth of this
complex order possible were initially not designed in expectation of
that result; but those people who happened to adopt suitable rules
developed a complex civilization which then often spread to others.
To maintain that we must deliberately plan modern society because
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it has become so complex is therefore paradoxical, and the result
of a complete misunderstanding of these circumstances. The fact
is, rather, that we can preserve an order of such complexity not by
the method of directing the members, but only indirectly by en-
forcing and improving the rules conducive to the formation of a
spontaneous order.

We shall see that it is impossible, not only to replace the spon-
taneous order by organization and at the same time to utilize as
much of the dispersed knowledge of all its members as possible,
but also to improve or correct this order by interfering in it by
direct commands. Such a combination of spontaneous order and
organization it can never be rational to adopt. While it is sensible to
supplement the commands determining an organization by sub-
sidiary rules, and to use organizations as elements of a spontaneous
order, it can never be advantageous to supplement the rules govern-
ing a spontaneous order by isolated and subsidiary commands con-
cerning those activities where the actions are guided by the general
rules of conduct. This is the gist of the argument against ‘inter-
ference’ or ‘intervention’ in the market order. The reason why such
isolated commands requiring specific actions by members of the
spontaneous order can never improve but must disrupt that order
is that they will refer to a part of a system of interdependent actions
determined by information and guided by purposes known only to
the several acting persons but not to the directing authority. The
spontaneous order arises from each element balancing all the
various factors operating on it and by adjusting all its various
actions to each other, a balance which will be destroyed if some of
the actions are determined by another agency on the basis of different
knowledge and in the service of different ends.

What the general argument against ‘interference’ thus amounts
to is that, although we can endeavour to improve a spontaneous
order by revising the general rules on which it rests, and can supple-
ment its results by the efforts of various organizations, we cannot
improve the results by specific commands that deprive its members
of the possibility of using their knowledge for their purposes.

We will have to consider throughout this book how these two
kinds of rules have provided the model for two altogether different
conceptions of law and how this has brought it about that authors
using the same word ‘law’ have in fact been speaking about differ-
ent things. This comes out most clearly in the contrast we find
throughout history between those to whom law and liberty were
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inseparable 1! and those to whom the two were irreconcilable. We
find one great tradition extending from the ancient Greeks and
Cicero!2 through the Middle Ages!3 to the classical liberals like
John Locke, David Hume, Immanuel Kant!4 and the Scottish
moral philosophers, down to various American statesmen !5 of the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries, for whom law and liberty
could not exist apart from each other; while to Thomas Hobbes,
Jeremy Bentham 6 and many French thinkers'? and the modern
legal positivists law of necessity means an encroachment on free-
dom. This apparent conflict between long lines of great thinkers
does not mean that they arrived at opposite conclusions, but merely
that they were using the word ‘law’ in different senses.

The terms ‘organism’ and ‘organization’

A few comments should be added on the terms in which the dis-
tinction examined in this chapter has most commonly been dis-
cussed in the past. Since the beginning of the nineteenth century
the terms ‘organism’ and ‘organization’ have been frequently used
to contrast the two types of order. As we have found it advisable
to avoid the former term and to adopt the latter in a specific sense,
some comments on their history may be appropriate.

It was natural that the organismal analogy should have been used
since ancient times to describe the spontaneous order of society,
since organisms were the only kinds of spontaneous order with
which everybody was familiar. Organisms are indeed a kind of
spontaneous order and as such show many of the characteristics of
other spontaneous orders. It was therefore tempting to borrow
such terms as ‘growth’, ‘adaptation’, and ‘function’ from them.
They are, however, spontaneous orders of a very special kind,
possessing also properties which by no means necessarily belong to
all spontaneous orders; the analogy in consequence soon becomes
more misleading than helpful.18

The chief peculiarity of organisms which distinguishes them
from the spontaneous orders of society is that in an organism
most of the individual elements occupy fixed places which, at least
once the organism is mature, they retain once and for all. They also,
as a rule, are more or less constant systems consisting of a fixed
number of elements which, although some may be replaced by
equivalent new ones, retain an order in space readily perceivable
with the senses. They are, in consequence, in the terms we have
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used, orders of a more concrete kind than the spontaneous orders
of society, which may be preserved although the total number of
elements changes and the individual elements change their places.
This relatively concrete character of the order of organisms shows
itself in the fact that their existence as distinct wholes can be per-
ceived intuitively by the senses, while the abstract spontaneous
order of social structures usually can only be reconstructed by the
mind.

The interpretation of society as an organism has almost
invariably been used in support of hierarchic and authoritarian
views to which the more general conception of the spontaneous
order gives no support. Indeed, since Menenius Agrippa, on the
occasion of the first secession of the Roman plebs, used the organ-
ismal metaphor to justify the privileges of a particular group, it
must have been used innumerable times for similar purposes. The
suggestion of fixed places assigned to particular elements according
to their distinct ‘functions’, and the much more concrete determi-
nation of the biological structures as compared with the abstract
character of the spontaneous structures of society, have indeed
made the organismal conception of very questionable value for
social theory. It has been abused even more than the term ‘order’
itself when interpreted as a made order or taxis, and has frequently
been used to defend a hierarchical order, the necessity of ‘degree’,
the relation of command and obedience, or the preservation of
established positions of particular individuals, and for this reason
has rightly become suspect.

The term ‘organization’, on the other hand, which in the nine-
teenth century was frequently used in contrast to ‘organism’ to
express the distinction we have discussed,® and which we shall
retain to describe a made order or faxis, is of comparatively recent
origin. It seems to have come into general use at the time of the
French Revolution, with reference to which Kant once observed
that ‘in a recently undertaken reconstruction of a great people into
a great state the word organization has been frequently and appro-
priately used for the institution of the magistracies and even the
whole state.”20 The word became characteristic of the spirit of
the Napoleonic period 2! and became the central conception in the
plans for the ‘reconstruction of society’ of the chief founders of
modern socialism, the Saint Simonians, and of Auguste Comte. 22
Until the term ‘socialism’ came into general use ‘the organization
of society as a whole’ was in fact the accepted way of referring to
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what we now describe as socialism. 23 Its central role, particularly
for French thinking during the early part of the nineteenth cen-
tury, was clearly seen by the young Ernest Renan, who in 1849
could speak of the ideal of a ‘scientific organization of mankind as
the last word of modern science and its daring but legitimate
ambition’. 24

In English, the word appears to have come into general use
around 1790 as a technical term for a ‘systematic arrangement for a
definite purpose’. 25 But it was the Germans who adopted it with
particular enthusiasm and to whom it soon appeared to express a
peculiar capacity in which they believed themselves to excel
other people. This even led to a curious rivalry between French and
German scholars, who during the First World War conducted a
slightly comic literary dispute across the fighting lines as to which
of the two nations had the stronger claim to possessing the secret
of organization. 26

In confining the term here to a made order or taxis we follow
what seems to have become the general use in sociology and
especially in what is known as ‘organization theory’.2? The idea of
organization in this sense is a natural consequence of the discovery
of the powers of the human intellect and especially of the general
attitude of constructivist rationalism. It appeared for a long time as
the only procedure by which an order serviceable to human pur-
poses could be deliberately achieved, and it is indeed the intelli-
gent and powerful method of achieving certain known and forseeable
results. But as its development is one of the great achievements
of constructivism, so is the disregard of its limits one of its
most serious defects. What it overlooks is that the growth of that
mind which can direct an organization, and of the more compre-
hensive order within which organizations function, rests on adap-
tations to the unforeseeable, and that the only possibility of
transcending the capacity of individual minds is to rely on those
super-personal ‘self-organizing’ forces which create spontaneous
orders.
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