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OR some ‘months now: I have ‘been oonsranﬂy rcxmnd:d by
Y ione wcll-meamng friend or critc after another, of the English
Aenius for compromise.
"mted to certain dangers created by the prescnt trend of economic
licy.- The regularity -with which it has since been intimated to
;m: that, however blameless “my logic, I did not; and presumably

el
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Planmng is the last thmg on whxch we ought to cmbark without

- first thinking it-out-completely ; and the least one must ‘ask of the

planncrs is that they -think their ‘system through beforé they try it on

-But that is exactly what they refuse and. resent if somebody. else

‘-;a':wmpts to do it for them. ~Every piece of planning that is shown
- ~to fit into an otherwise competitive system deserves serious examina-

occa book in which T _ -
Lo P A o "~ refuse responsibility for first showing how he proposes 10 duv all the

gcugd not, apprecxatc the British capacity for muddling through, for .

nciling opposites, and for achieving what by mere- logic should-

t & " .y
4;: Slpeii - SRR e e o e e Socialists. The famous phrase about “the inevitability of gradual-

dyped responses, readily cmploycd as an excuse for closmg the eyes
0. unpleasant facts.

& The pecuhar point about these invocations of the genius for com-

pmrmsc is that they are produced in reply to an argument which, ’

it least by implication, was a dcfcnce of the very institutions which

imve created this trait, and a warning that they are rapidly dis-

appearing. If in the growth of the social and political structure -of
"‘ntam the unforeseen and unintended has so frequently emerged,
%his is of course merely another way of sayving that it has never
seen planned as’ a whole. In the piecemeal process of adaptation

&nd change ‘there has always been opportunity for the people to-

ge institutions into something different from” what they were

&ntcnded to be, to create a society which was.not the result of a

&‘mgle coherent plan, but of innumerable decisions of free men and
vomsan.
inrn out right was largely justified by the fact that in a free society

‘tl c-actions of the Government were of minor importance compared .

The confidence. that in the end things would somehow .

ynm the manner in which the people turned to their own use what--
®ver instruments the Government provided. The trust in muddling -

t'hrough in the capacity for reconciling opposites, is in fact an

mnconscxou- tribute to the. laissez faire age, wholly mappropnatc 0 -

e fully organised society now-widely regarded as an ideal. - ’
##Reliance on such a belief-may indeed prove to be a vcryAdangcrous

- superstition. When one finds this particular argument used in effect
as a defence of central planning of all economic activity, when it is
appealed to as an assurance that none of the consequences need
follow which experience shows to have followed elsewhere, the muddle
has clearly been allowed to persist too long. If there is anyone who
" has no right to argue thar things will not work.out according to
logic, who is not.entitled to put his trust in the genius for compromise
and for muddling through, it is the modern planner. If everything
" is to be ¢ consciously directed according to a single blue-print” as

he wishes, if every detail is to be thought out beforehand and to.be .
made part of an integrated plan, there can be no room for those "

spontaneous ad;uszments by wh1ch a people adapt a systcm to tht:xr-

peculiar genius.
. The. reply of the more sensxble planncrs generally is that they
never wanted a completely planned system, but merely a judicious
admixture of planning to correct the evils of competition. ~But
principles to which one commits. oneself have a way of producmg
_ .»»correspondmg social systems, whether we wish it or not. And where,
- as is true of planning and competition, we have to choose between
- social systems which require a.ltogcthct different legal and institutional
framcworks, if 'we create the conditions suitable for the-one we
: dcstmy at the same time the conditions required by the other. There.
“issucha _thing as the inherent logic of events, which forces us forward

on 'z given path whether we logically think it out beforehand or not.-

The trouble with a partial planmng is precisely that every step forces
us, to further steps if the remaining free forces are not to upset our

plans, and that it thus constantly reduces our freedom of action

' and makes us more and more the servants of the machinery we have
creatéd. - You cannot ‘afford to be illogical in a planned: »sociery,
~-because its success depends on things turning out precisely as you
expect, If they do not, they must be made to, even if, had the neces-
- sity of such further action been foreseen, the plan would never have
-~ been adopted.’ Bezm ersten smd wir jrez, beim zwciten sind wir
TRmechtes AT Ty : '

tion..” But whoever “wants to plan- to supersede competition cannot

necessary -things which used to be brought. about by compcnnon
‘before he can claim to be taken seriously. = -

- It is curious that the pomt which contemporary planncrs are so
anxious to deny, that there is no stopping half-way on the road to
a centrally planned. society, used to be a favourite argument of the

ness ” says precisely what I have been-trying to say; and it has
certainly worked, not only in the sense in which it ‘was meant, of
advancing 1o a given goal step by step, but also in the sense that it
has driven its inventors by its ruthless logic from Fabiznism to out-
and-~out Communism.: The half-way house is as little an intellectual
as a practical resting-place. . Though it is the position now occupied
by the majority of thinking people, and the natural preference of the
judicious mind on first looking at the matter, it is not a view long
held by anyone after closer .study of the -problems.

The difficuity arises because most of the arguments which sound
plausible enough if advanced in support of a particular proposal for
‘State” control do not bear application as general principles. But as
a society which is not to be governed dlctatonally must be governed
.by principles, and once a principle is admitted in a particular instance,
the demand ‘for its general zpplication * cannot. be resisted, the
purely empirical procedure of treating each oase on its merits won't
work, because each decision to act creates a precedzat and provides
irresistible arguments for further action. That practically all planners
deprecate any laying-down of general principles and prefer to judge
each case by itself points to the most fundamental issue of ail: that
adherence to.principles is the only altemauvc to. arbitrary govern-
ment. -
~ Signs are not wanmng that some of those who are argely respon-
sible for the present craze ‘for planmnv are beginning to be uneasy

about the forces they ‘have ‘loosened; and to feel a Jittle. like the
sorcerer’s apprentice who cannot Jlay thc ghosts he has raised. Once
prices’ or incomes are guaranteed to some producers, there is lirtle
ground lefr for refusing the same to any others, If the supplv of
pxg-xron or coal cannot be left to the unregulared forces of competition
there is no reason why that of tobacco should. If you arguc for a
pamcular purpose that “individvals have no machinery for limiting
imports to the level of exports” you must not be surprised if your
disciples insist that the Government should individually. match
each item of imports with a corresponding item of exports. And if
you generally denounce the “ humbug of finance ” you must not
expect the people to respect -the - particular piece of financial
machinery of your own design, -

* All this is of course not meant to say that we are likely ever to
" put info practice either of the two great opposing pr\ncxplcs in all
its purity. We are always on the'move. All I am arguing is that the
gtndm;> principle which we adopr is likely to carry us far beyond
the point at which we at first aim. Even Adam Smith thought that
“10' expect, indeed, that freedom of trade should ever be entirely
restored in,Great Britain is as absurd as to expect that an Oceana or
Utopia should ever be established in it”- Our planners are likely
to be equally mistaken when they think they can stop the movement
long beforc any of the horrors are reached which most of the more
sensible among them admit that a completely planned society would
involve. It takes a long time before such a tendency can be stopped,
once the intéllectual forces dnvmg it on have got well under
way. What I am pleading for is that it is time to stop and. reflect
if the momentum of the movement is not to produce very unpleasant
results.  There is no reason 1o believe that the things the British

people are capable of producing in a fit of absence of mind must
always be of an agreeable character.



