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Chapter 1.

HERBERT SPENCER AND EVOLUTIONARY
POLITICS

T H E first chapter of our first volume opens with a consider a-
tion of Malthus and the principle of population, and the
first chapter of our second volume opens with a considera-
tion of Darwin and the principle of evolution. |t is obvious
that Darwin presents us with the generalised form of the
problem elucidated in part by his predecessor in thought
who was in due course to stimulate him in producing his
Origin of Species in 1859. For this date marks an epoch
in political science nearly as much as in biological science.
Before Darwin's crowning discovery men wer e accustomed to
the idea of a fixed form of government around which their
minds might centre: after this discovery such an idea
tended to vanish from political thought. There is scarcely
anything common in subject-matter between More's Utopia,
Bacon's New Atlantis, Campanella's City of the Sun, Morelly's
Basilade, Babeuf's Society of Equals, and Cabet's Voyage to
| caria. What is common is that the authors of these Utopias
contemplate a fixed form of society: their views are as
static as Darwin's are dynamic. They are all seemingly
able to portray the future, and the singular featureisthat it
closely approximates to the present in which they live.
For thinking men Darwinism very definitely ended all
Utopiasin which the conditions were fixed. The stationary
state of Mill except perhaps in a country like China is seen
to be a dream as far-fetched as More's.

Darwin used to say that no one could be a good observer
unless he was an activer theoriser, a circumstance that
explains the failures—as well as the successes—of scientists.
"1 am afirm believer," so he stated, " that without specula-
tion there is no good and original observation." As the
facts accumulated under his never-ceasing industry, Darwin
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2 SOCIAL AND POLITICAL THINKERS OF 19TH CENTURY

in 1838 read his Malthus, and the Essay on, the Principle of
Population performed not the least of its services to mankind
when it enabled Darwin to render the principles Malthus
applied to men applicable to plants and animals as well.
Without this Essay we might not have had the Origin of
Species in 1859. The caution and the self-criticism of
Darwin demanded the clearest evidence, rejecting the most
welcome support if it be not flawless. With accuracy of
statement went his sincerity of opinion. Yet all can seek
truth and show sincerity without necessarily attaining
correctness; for that, a power of logical reasoning, though no
virtue, is a most necessary talent; it was a faculty that
Darwin and his co-discoverer, Wallace, valued highly in
themselves. Love of one's subject comes first of course, and
no one can doubt the love of Darwin for geology and biology.
Only because love must be first do we place truth second.
Perhaps truth indeed is one facet of love; for love's self-
effacement leads to that objective treatment, freed from
sentiment and prejudice, which forms the very foundation
of science. First of the virtues, for the man of science as
for all men else, islove. Love of hisfellow-creatures hasled
many an investigator through suffering and privation, even
to his death. But without a burning love of his subject,
be it the life of men, or of animals, or of stones, no man
of science has achieved greatness. For the true lover the
object of hisaffectionisall, himself nothing: self-suppression
is the hall-mark of the great discoverer. There are
memorialsto Newton and to Darwin in their own Cambridge
Colleges, Trinity and Christ'srespectively. Itisappropriate
that a plaqgue modelled by T. Woolner, made by Josiah
Wedgwood and Sons, is on Darwin's rooms in Christ's
College. A singularly beautiful statue of Newton by
Roubiliac was given to Trinity College by the Master, Dr.
Robert Smith, in 1750, and is now in the ante-chapel.
Wordsworth, in his Prelude, detected in Newton's "silent
face," as depicted in this work of art,
The marble index of a mind for ever
Voyaging through strange seas of thought alone.

The scientist in the front rank requires the power of such
a voyage every whit as real as that of Darwin in the Beagle.
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He must be able to live alonely life with his idea, content
to see men ignore it when it is put before them, content to
believe with Kepler that if God can wait six thousand years
for one to contemplate His works, the discoverer too can
wait. Lonelinessisthe fate of genius.

The solitary is by no means a figure confined to religion:
he is the type of all whose labours endure. Love of one's
subject, the desire of truth, the power to lead alonely life—
these are the qualities of genius. But let us not forget hope,
the hope that tramples on failure, " is baffled to fight better,"
and through mists of doubt presses forward to the goal.
Hope is the virtue of youth; but the truly great man
possesses perpetual youth, inmind if not in body: ever ready
for new ideas, ever looking at the heights. Do we always
realise that Darwin's volumes on evolution were practically
published after he was fifty? "The substance of the things
hoped for" is faith, and this too is a necessary virtue of the
man of science. Faith assures him that what he is doing
is worth while; faith gives him that singleness of purpose
without which no great task was ever accomplished; faith
endows him with that patience and industry which Darwin
claimed as his chief qualities. On faith in the unity and
meaning of creation depends that breadth of view without
which few men make discoveries of fundamental import-
ance; and surely it is "the evidence of things not seen”
which kindles in the natural philosopher thefire of imagina-
tion—that "Phantasie" which the great physiologist
Johannes Miiller acknowledged to be " ein unentbehrliches
Gut."

Darwin's Autobiography contains a vivid history of the
process by which he was able to revivify "the oldest of all
the philosophies—that of evolution." In 1838, thanks to
Malthus, he had grasped the idea of natural selection. In
1842 he first allowed himself to write out its progress in
thirty-five pages. In 1844 he enlarged this sketch into one
of 230 pages. Struggle, selection, sexual selection, and
variation—all were in his mind, though he attached much
more weight to the influence of external conditions and to
the inheritance'of acquired habits than he did later. Must
man be included with other animals in his quest for the
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origin of species? Yes. So far back as 1837 or 1838 he
collected facts on this point, and they convinced him of the
"Descent of Man" from an animal, though the book with
this title was not published till 1871. Early in 1859,
acting on the advice of Sir Charles Lyell, he began to write
out his; views on the origin of species on a scde three or four
times as extensive as he did in 1856. By 1856 he had sent
his friend Hooker his manuscript. Swinging .away from
any sympathy with the theories of Buffon and Lamarck, he
reached an extreme position on the work of natural selection.
In the July of that year he gave a brief sketch of his theory
in a letter to Asa Gray, the distinguished American
naturalist, mentioning the cardinal conceptions of the Origin
of Species. The formation of species he thought amost
wholly due to the selection of "chance" variations. Neither
the "blind fortuity" of Empedocles nor the "progressive
principle" of Aristotle isin his mind. What he means by
"chance" variations is that they occur under unknown
laws. At the very time that Darwin was slowly coming to
his conclusions Wallace was coming to his, and on July 1<,
1858, their two papers were read together. The world of
science, on the publication of the Origin of Species, began to
undergo a profound transformation that has affected every
department of it. The situation reminds one of the cam-
panile of St. Mark's at Venice in July, 1902. The guardian
of the tower wanted a few inches more elbow room in his
little kitchen and took away a sort of lintel in order to
enlarge the passage. Next day there was a crack in the
wall above, and the week after the whole campanile sat
down upon itself. Nothing was changed; the same bricks
and mortar were there; only the situation was different.
Darwin's magnum opus rendered the whole scientific situa-
tion wholly different. The idea of natural selection had
been conceived by Wells in 1813, by Patrick Matthew in
1831, and by Wallace in 1858. It is remarkable that
Wells and Herbert Spencer, as well as Wallace and Darwin,
based their ideas on the Malthusian principle.

There is an infinite variability in wild and domestic
animals. There appears to be hardly any limit to the
amost infinite plasticity and modifiability of domestic
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animals. "It would seem,” said a great sheep-breeder,
speaking of sheep, "as if farmers had chalked upon awall a
form perfect initself, and then proceeded to giveit existence.”
Granting individual variability, then, how do species arise
in nature? And how areall the exquisite adaptations of part
to whole, and of whole to environment, gradually initiated,
improved, and perfected? Herethe book of Malthus comes
to our assistance. For it teaches that here and now the
world is over-populated. It is not going to be over-popu-
lated, but is actually at this moment over-populated.
Species perpetually outruns subsistence.  Linnaeus reckoned
that if the annual plant had two seeds, each of which pro-
duced two seedlings in the succeeding season, and so on
continually, in twenty years their progeny would amount
to a million plants. The roe of a cod contains nearly ten
million eggs. If each of these produced a young fish, which
arrived at maturity, the whole ssa must immediately
become a solid mass of codfish. There is, then, a struggle
for existence between members of the same species—not
between members of different species—and this struggle
is never-ending. This struggle is between cod and cod,
tiger and tiger, snake and snake. Homo homini lupus, so
runs the old proverb.  Lupuslupo lupus, so runs the proverb
Darwin might have coined for his purpose.

The three men Darwin looked to for judgment on hiswork
were Lyell, Hooker, and Huxley. Thatis, from the angle of
geology, botany, and zoology, three men of mark were on the
side of the evolutionary hypothesislaunched upon the world..
All of them had their reservations, but they cordially
accepted the main idea. Hooker did not disguise his
opinion that he thought it had been pressed too far, holding
that Darwin hadignored theview of themutability of species
held by G. Saint-Hilaire and Lamarck. Huxley pointed
out, for instance, that the logical foundation of the Origin
was insecure so long as the experiments in selective breeding
had not produced varieties, which were more or lessinfertile,
and he thought that insecurity remained. In his Romanes
lecture, given in 1892, Huxley held that natural selection
failed to explain the origin of our moral and ethical nature.
Lyell shrank from accepting the Darwinian teaching, for
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he foresaw itsinevitable extension to the descent of man, and
that was repugnant to his feelings. Ultimately, he ceased
to shrink, and Darwin thought this one of the noblest acts
he knew. For Lyell "to have maintained in the position
of a master one side of the question for thirty years, and
then deliberately give it up, is afact to which | much doubt
whether the records of science offer a parallel.”

Sir Richard Owen was a naturalist who occupied such a
foremost position in science that he had been called the
British Cuvier, and he could not se his way to accept
evolution. Darwin's specia doctrine of natural selection he
never appreciated. He attacked it with acerbity in an
anonymous article in the Edinburgh Review for April, 1860.
Darwin believed him to have inspired the hostile notice
given to his book by Samuel Wilberforce, Bishop of Oxford,
in the Quarterly Review of the same date. There is aso
reason to think that Owen proved the source of inspiration
of the speech delivered by-Wilberforce at the meeting of
the British Association at Oxford in 1860.

The 1860 meeting of the British Association has attained
a high degree of notoriety. There was another meeting of
this Association at Oxford in 1894, which is sometimes for-
gotten. The President then was Lord Salisbury, who pro-
ceeded to attack, in the presence of Huxley, conceptions of
the evolution theory. With delicate irony he spoke of the
"comforting word, evolution,” passing to Weismannism.
Lord Salisbury quoted Lord Kelvin against Darwin, implying
that the diametrically opposed views so frequently expressed
nowadays threw the whole process of evolution in doubt.
This of course irritated Huxley, who naturally considered
Lord Kelvin a non-expert witness on a biological question.
When the President had finished his address, Lord Kelvin
proposed a vote of thanks, and he did so with genuine con-
viction. For he saw grave difficulties from a physico-
mathematical point of view in reconciling the Darwinian
hypothesis of evolution in biology with the physical data he
had in his mind. Huxley contented himself with a formal
speech. The triumph of 1860 was not destined to be
repeated, for Lamarckism inter alia was at last coming into
its own. If the shade of Sir Richard Owen or of Samuel
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Wilberforce could have been present, how he would have
chuckled at the retribution falling on hisformer antagonist!

Huxley enjoyed the rare good fortune of reviewing the
Origin of Species for The Times, and a notice in the leading
newspaper of 1860 rendered incalculable service to the new
contribution to thought. Still, writing in 1887, he observes,
"There is not the slightest doubt that, if a Genera Council
of the Church scientific had been held at that time, we
should have been condemned by an overwhelming majority."
The severe criticism passed by the Quarterly Review of July,
1860, rendered a notable disservice to the reception of the
evolution theory. In the Life and Letters of Charles Darwin,
thereisaletter written by Hooker which we quote: " Huxley
has sent me the proof of his contribution to the Life. | do
not think it too severe. The Quarterly then held the
highest place amongst first-class Reviews and was most
bound to be fair and judicious, but proved unjust and
malicious and ignorant. It went indefinitely beyond
'severity’ and into scurrility, and for all Huxley says he
cites abundant proof. It is not for us, who repeat ad
nauseam our contempt for the persecutors of Galileo and the
sneerers of Franklin, to conceal the fact that our own great
discoverers met the same fate at the hands of the highest in
the land of Literature and Science, as represented by its
most exalted organ, the Quarterly Review."

It is one of the ironies of the situation that in their views
Darwin and Wallace did not continue to se eye to eye.
The longer Wallace worked practically, the more he per- -
ceived difficulties in the way. In his World of Life he
states three of the most formidable of these. The first
is that the slight beginnings of new organs would be usdess,
and could not therefore be preserved and increased by
natural selection—to which it is answered that the usual
method of evolution is to make apparent novelties by the
transformation or specialisation of old-established structures.
The second difficulty isthat new adaptationsimply anumber
of concurrent variations—to which it is answered that time
Is long and variability great, and that coincident variations
are demonstrably numerous in connection with both
difficulties. ProfessorsBaldwin, L1oyd Morgan, and Osborn

Il B
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have suggested that adaptive individual modifiability may
serve as alife-saving screen till hereditary germinal variations
in the same direction have grown strong. The third
difficulty is in the excessive development of characters, such
as decorations and weapons beyond the limits of utility,
and the answer, we glean, is found in Weismann's ingenious
hypothesis of germinal selections.

Huxley and Hooker took thefield with enthusiasm when
Darwin extended his theory to the descent of man. From
Wallace he received no support in this matter. Wallace
admitted everything in regard to the morphological descent
of man, yet maintained, in a mystic manner, that something
else, something spiritual, must have been added to that
inherited from his spiritual ancestors. Though he urged
that natural selection accounted for the evolution of man's
bodily frame from the simian stock, yet from this point of
view some extraneous power had inspired him with his
mentality, and with a future purpose in view had provided
the mere savage with a brain disproportionate to his require-
ments, whether compared with civilised man or with the
brutes.

Darwin had plainly discovered laws of evolution in
biological science, but laws are by no means plain to his-
torians in the past. They were pragmatists to a man, and
this pragmatical view of history does not lend itself to the
discovery of laws of any kind. The novel with a purpose
seldom reaches the high standard of the novel written solely
for theinsight into character possessed by the writer, and this
remark applies to history. History written with a purpose
simply hides whatever laws might swim into the ken of the
writer. At the Renaissance the historians read their
Herodotus and their Thucydides, and they read them
‘simply for the better understanding of the politics of their
own time. The seventeenth century begins to witness a
change when it divides history into ancient, mediaeval, and
modern. That isto say, there were real divisions in history
and with the recognition of these divisions there grew up
the idea that the laws of the ancient period were hardly
applicable to the mediaeval, or the laws of the mediaeval
to those of the modern. The eighteenth century man came
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to hold that while history may repeat itself, it doessowith a
difference, and this difference is always sufficient to allow
the observer to see that this repetition is not at all the
simple affair the pragmatical historian had believed. With
the eighteenth century we note the appearance of such
philosophical historians as Vico and Voltaire, Montesquieu
and Gibbon, and they all stand for natural causes as an
explanation of the annals of our race.

The pragmatical historian did not disappear in the
nineteenth century, and indeed it is safe to hazard the
prediction that he never will disappear. He has always
been with us in the past, and it seems likely that he will
continue to abide with us in any future we can discern.
Still, the historians who count in the nineteenth century
profess to be watching for causes, courses, and consequences.
Such is their formal creed, and, despite departures from it,
they practise what they profess to hold. Hegel conceived
the successive periods of history as corresponding to the
ascending phases or ideas in the self-evolution of his Absolute
Being. A philosopher before an historian, yet Hegel
succeeded in impressing the conception of historical develop-
ment on the mind of the thoughtful. He did not shake
himself quite free from the notion of a judgment of value,
atrace of the pragmatism of hisday. He influenced Ranke,
and yet, in spite of this influence, Ranke boldly announced
in 1824 that his sole concern was to show how things actually
happened. It was an announcement fraught with momentous
consequences, for it meant inter alia that history must
secure freedom to proclaim truth, regardiess of consequences.
Savigny made this teaching his own when he founded the
"historical school" of law, the school which discerned the
growth of law out of custom, precedent, and a hundred
other fashions as well as out of judicial decisions and parlia-
mentary statutes. In aword, in the company of Burke and
Coleridge, he insisted that society is an organism and that all
its institutions are as closely interconnected as those of an
organism. It was a great thought greatly developed, and
the works of Ranke and Savigny are of first-rate importance
in the growth of evolutionary politics.

What Ranke and Savigny had been outlining in Germany,
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Condorcet and Comte had been outlining in France. Con-
dorcet's Sketch of a Historical Picture of the Progress of the
Human Mind suggests vistas to its readers. His aim is to
show " the successive changes in human society, the influence
which each instant exerts on the succeeding instant, and
thus, in its successve modifications, the advance of the
human species towards truth or happiness." Obviously,
he writeswith a purpose quite as much as any novelist, and
yet he did suggest to his readers the possibility of a law-
pervaded department of human activity. His key to the
past is progress, and this progress is plainly discernible in
the advance of knowledge. Unlike Savigny, he thrust to the
one side the preponderant part taken by institutions in social
development. Comte's Laws of the Three Stages helped the
diffusion of the idea of this development. He fell back on
the two main ideas of Condorcet. One was that the collec-
tive behaviour of the masses was a more important element
in development than the great man. The other was that,
as in nature, so in history, there are general laws, necessary
and constant, which condition development. In the un-
folding of these two ideas we meet what Comte regarded
as the social-psychological point of view. To determine
the social-psychological laws which control development
constitutes the task of the sociologist and the historian.

It is quite obvious that Darwin determines some of the
laws which control development. True, after the manner
of the Cambridge scientist, he carefully confines himself to
. his own special work. If he refers to anything outside his
sphere, his reference is always cautious and guarded. Will
the higher civilised races eliminate the lower throughout the
world? Yes, thisis the prospect lying before man. In his
Life and Letters he points out how "a struggle for existence
consequent on his rapid multiplication has advanced man
to his present position; and, if he is to advance still higher,
it is to be feared that he must remain subject to a severe
struggle. Otherwise he would sink into indolence, and the
more gifted men would not be more successful in the battl e of
lifethan thelessgifted." Here of course we are face to face
with the old objection Aristotle urged against Plato's
communism, that man needs a stimulus to exertion and
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industry. Nor does Darwin in the least ignore other
factors in the contest. "Important as the struggle for
existence has been,” so he writes, "and even still is, yet as
far as the highest part of man's nature is concerned there are
other agencies more important.  For the moral qualities are
advanced, either directly or indirectly, much more through
the effects of habit, the reasoning powers, instruction,
religion, etc., than through natural selection; though to this
latter agency may be safely attributed the socia instincts
which afforded the basis for the development of the moral

To Darwin there is no connexion between the doctrine of
natural selection and Socialism. The survival of the fittest
means competition of the strictest kind. Nor is it alto-
gether surprising to find that the Origin of Species turned
Hooker into "a jolly old Tory." The mention of Toryism
suggests to Darwin the peerage, and he takes occasion to say
that "primogeniture is dreadfully opposed to selection:
suppose the first-born bull was necessarily made by each
farmer the begetter of his stock!" Still, the peers can
choose "beautiful and charming women out of the lower
ranks,” and so they deviously derive some benefit from the
principle. Accidents like the marriage of a peer to an
actress take place. Despite Condorcet and Comte, then,
we cannot arrive at general laws accounting for historical
development. The great man—and the small man—
persists in altering the destiny of the world. Chance and
coincidence aso play their part. Even in the geological
world it is not strictly true that nature never makes a leap.
On the earth she has her earthquakes as well as her still
slow processes, her Etnas as well as her Jungfraus. In
times when vast forces are called into being, the eruption
of a volcano may accomplish in a week what the silent pro-
cesses of nature may not accomplishin an age.

Ranke and Savigny had outlined historical and legal
development long before Darwin, and, after Darwin, Lam-
precht had followed in their steps and in Marx's. Marx and
Lamprecht turned their attention to economic history where
perhaps the problem set by the appearance of the genius
interferes least in the whole domain of history, though the
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appearance of so many great English inventors from 1760
to 1785 suggests that even in economic history we can never
quite arrive at general laws independent of the accidental
arrival of the inventor. The watcher on the hill, surveying
the past, knows in part the meaning of a change in policy
in the .history of a nation, the value of a treaty; while
from those who at the time plan in the plain is often hidden
the issue of the policy or the treaty or the significance of the
réle men assume.  Conflicting courses lie before the national
leaders, and, so far as we can see, the laws Lamprecht con-
fidently enunciates do not enable us to determine why they
choose this course instead of that. He reduces—or rather
attempts to reduce—history to general concepts. It is a
task eminently well worth trying, but the point is, does
he succeed? He argues that events show a psychical
character, and that these events give rise to a phase of
civilisation. This given phase of civilisation forms "a
collective psychical condition" controlling the period, "a
diapason which penetrates all psychical phenomena and
thereby all historical events of the time." Lamprecht does
not hesitate to work out a series of such phases, "ages of
changing psychical diapason,” and his object is to exhibit
these diapasons in other social developments. Of course if
he can do s0, he establishes his point that these diapasons are
the rule, not the exception. On principles partly Comte's
and partly H. Spencer's, he shows to his own satisfaction
that these ages succeed one another in a definite order, which
he elaborately exhibits. The principle he perceives in these
ages is that collective psychical development begins with the
homogeneity of all the individual members of a society, and,
through heightened psychical activity, advancesin the form
of acontinually increasing differentiation of the individual.
Lamprecht maintains that no idea can disappear without
leaving behind it an effect or effects, and that all psychical
tile, whether in a person or in a society, means change, the
acquisition of new mental contents. The new is commonly
expressed in terms of the old, and must come to terms with
the old, leading to a synthesis which determines the
character of the new age. Accordingly, Lamprecht defines the
iges of civilisation as the "highest concepts for subsuming
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without exception all psychical phenomena of the develop-
ment of human societies, that is, of all historical events."
Granted that such concepts can be determined, it is easy for
the German historian to announce that there is a special
historical science which he calls "historical ethnology,”
andthisissubstantially Comte's social dynamics. But canwe
subsume those highest concepts without exception? Chance,
accident, and the presence of the great man alike forbid
such a calm subsumption? Thetruth is that no matter how
loudly we proclaim that history is a science, and that there
are discoverable laws in it or in political science, we are con-
fronted by all sorts of exceptions, and those exceptions go
far to nullify the operation of laws either in history or in
political science.

The evolutionary beatitude is, Blessed are the strong, for
they shall prey on the weak. To this beatitude there are
such manifest exceptions as that the strong protect the
weak when ill. The mother protects her suffering child,
the husband his delicate wife. What is true of the individual
is aso true of the nation. In the contest for the survival
of the fittest, Sparta succeeded and Athens failed, and yet we
owe immeasurably more to the failure than to the success.
The struggle for existence tends to support the view that
this is on the whole the best of possible worlds. For the fit
appear in all their fitness while the unfit disappear with all
their unfitness. We can if we like add another evolutionary
beatitude, Blessed is the status quo, for all remain in it who
deserve to be in it. Away with all forms of equality, for
does not evolution sanctify inequality? In the biological
world there are organisms of varying values, and why should
there not be organisms of varying values in the political
or the sociological world? Liberty, fraternity, and equality
belong to aworld which knew not what Darwin wasto reveal,
and in the light of the doctrines announced in 1859 this
trinity posseseslittle validity. Socialism denies everlasting
economic competition on which biology bestows its blessing.
Therefore away with Socialism! Herbert Spencer accordingly
tells us of "the beneficent working of the survival of the
fittest" and of " the beneficent private war which makes one
man strive to climb on the shoulders of another." Yet



14  SOCIAL AND POLITICAL THINKERS OF 19TH CENTURY

Tarde, like Brunettere, boldly disputes the application of
evolution to society, holding that the development of species
and the development of society by no means trace growth
to the same plan. He lays considerable stress on the share
taken by inventions, which by virtue of the laws of imita-
tion—to him of paramount place and power—modify
throughindividual to individual, through neighbourhood to
neighbourhood, the psychical diapason.

If the existence of sociological or political laws is dis-
putable, and this is fairly evident, it is at the same time
clear that evolution lends its aid in throwing light on the
past. The work it performs for us is not that of which
Condorcet and Comte and Lamprecht dreamt, but it is
rather that of which Ranke and Savigny dreamt. It
supplements history and political science, and the dreams
of Comte and Lamprecht fall to this modest dimension. It
isopen to aman like Sir Francis Galton, a cousin of Darwin,
to urge that the human race might gain an indefinite
improvement by breeding from the best and restricting the
offspring of the worst.  There is something to be said for
eugenics for a fraction of one per cent. of the population,
but what about the remaining 99 per cent. ? It isno doubt
possible to view the peerage, as Galton does, "asa disastrous
institution owing to its destructive effects on our valuable
races." . For the eldest son of a peer marries a wealthy
heiress in order to maintain his social position, and as such
an heiress is often sterile, the family disappears. As primo-
geniture prevents the younger sons marrying women of their
own rank, the younger sons tend to remain unmarried. Yet
it is possible to look on primogeniture from another angle.
For it may be contended, with much truth, that primo-

-geniture encouraged the younger sons to emigrate, and
thereby to assist in the foundation of our empire. If ever
there is a Parthenon for the founders of our empire, surely
there ought to be a statue erected to the legislator who
passed the law of primogeniture. Nor must we overlook the
point that there are no class divisions in our country such as
marked the history of continental countries, and thisis
largely due to the working of the law of primogeniture.
The younger son of a peer was with us a commoner, and his
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interests lay with the commoners. A peer could not very
well degpise commoners when all his sons save the eldest
belonged to that class. The easy transition from one class
to another served to minimise the distinctions of birth.
Macaulay lays stress on the result of this wise policy. "It
(i.e. the nobility) had none of the invidious character of a
caste we read. "It was constantly receiving members
from the people and constantly sending down members to
mingle with the people. . . The yeoman was not inclined
to murmur at dignities to which his own children might rise.
The grandee was not inclined to insult a class into which his
own children must descend." In France and indeed other
continental countries, the nobility formed a caste regardliess
of any interest or concern for the rest of the nation. Toc-
queville draws an unforgettable picture of how the continu-
ance of the economical privileges of the French nobility
stirred up national hatred for them, and the contrast
with England is poignant.

If it isby no means easy to asess the effects of the peerage
or primogeniture, it is not a whit easier to assess the effects
of such customs as the celibacy of priests or military con-
scription. Galton, Broca, and Vacher de Lapouge con-
demn such customs, showing with a wealth of knowledge
that they assist in the sterilisation or the elimination of the
eminently fit. This inevitably tends towards a condition
of equality which is deplorable. For this equality prevents
the aristocracy of the blond dolichocephales from holding
the position and assuming the rdle which naturally belongs,
toit. Nietzsche sympathised with thisargument. Equality
of this sort gravitated towardsthe increase of panmixia, and
with this panmixia the species and society must inevitably
deteriorate. To Marx, as to Nietzsche, the source of all
progress lies in struggle. The researches of Galton and
Hansen, however, demonstrate that the aristocracy of land
and the aristocracy of business both tend to become effete,
and we thus arrive at the comforting conclusion that the
democratic movement, by breaking down class barriers, helps
—not hinders—the extremely difficult task of human
selection. .

The question of clerical celibacy is by no means easy to
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solve, as Galton supposes. It is of course obvious that as
priests were forbidden to marry—though Lea's Sacerdotal
Celibacy proves how impossible it was to enforce this pro-
hibition,—there was an undoubted elimination of the off-
spring of the fit. None will deny that this elimination
tended to the conseguent coarsening of society. On the
other hand, thefit received remained in the seclusion of their
monastery cut off from the alarms of awarlikeworld. They
were learned themselves, and they preserved the torch of
learning alight in Europe when it seemed in danger of utter
extinction. Can any biologist or sociologist enter on the
creditor side the services of celibacy of the clergy to the
cause of sound learning and then enter on the debtor side the
elimination of their offspring, and, striking a balance, say
where the net gain lies? We, for our part, confess our
total disability in determining such adelicate process.
Ifitisnot at all easy to asessthe merits and the demerits
of clerical celibacy, it is not awhit easier to assess those of
military conscription. It possesses untold disadvantages,
and we should be the very last to deny them. Yet thereis
the moral and educational value of military discipline.
There is truth in Shakespeare's position that war is "the
great correcter of enormous times." De Maistre urged that
"la guerre est divine par ses consequences d'un ordre sur-
naturel ; tant generates, que particular e" In 1880 Moltke
wrote his famous letter to Bluntschli in London: "Eternal
peace is a dream, and not even a beautiful dream, and war
.is part of God's world-order. In war are developed the
noblest virtues of mankind: courage and sacrifice, fidelity
and the willingness to sacrifice life itself. Without war
the world would be swallowed up in materialism."
* A defeat in war has led nation after nation to a clearer
realisation of its duty to some of its members hitherto
neglected. The Crimean War led to the emancipation of
the Russian serfs. The Seven Weeks' War led Austria to
tear up her Concordat and liberalise her government.
The Civil War in America led to the emancipation of the
negro. The Franco-German War led to the removal of the
impurities of the Second Empire. The unification of
Germany and Italy were won on the battlefields. Nor can
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we deny that the World War led to the democratisation of
Germany fraught with consequences hidden in the womb of
time.

There is another side to the picture. The roll of honour
of the World War contains name after name renowned in the
history of our country; and families of proved worth have
perished as though they had never been. War is far from
being the biological necessity that Moltke dreamt. Darwin
regarded war as an insignificant part of natural selection.
He -was too cautious not to state that he used the term
struggle for existence in a "metaphorical sense” and that
the dominant factors in the struggle for existence, as he
understood it, were natural suitability to the organic and
inorganic environment and the capacity for adaptation to
circumstances. One species flourishes while a less efficient
species living alongside it languishes, yet they may never
come into actual contact and there is nothing in the least
approaching human warfare.

The instances of the thylacine or Tasmanian wolf, the
fiercest of the marsupials, and the dingo, a later and higher
animal of the dog family, and of the black and the brown
rat may be cited, for these two instances prove that there is
no foundation for the view that one species exterminates
another. The dingo made no war on the thylacine. The
former was better able to adapt itself to finding food and
in rearing young, and in evincing greater resisting power
to climate and disease, and the outcome was that the dingo
took the place of the thylacine. The black rat wages no.
war on the brown rat. The black rat is smaller, but more
active and a better climber, than the brown, which is larger
but less active, a burrower rather than a climber. The
outcome is that the black rat is the rat of the barn and the
granary, the brown rat the rat of the sewer and the drain.
Each flourishes in the environment suited to him. In fact,
the struggle for existence simply means that one species is
more favoured by circumstances than another species;
but it does not mean that one species wages war on another
after the fashion of the human species.  For this view there
is no fouridation whatsoever in the facts of the biological
world.
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Vacher de Lapouge considers that in modern times,
though wars are fewer in number, the total of victims
remains still about the same, with the result that the stream
of bloodshed throughout the ages remains unaffected. He
attempted to estimate the victims of war for each civilised
country, during half a century, and found that the total
amounted to nine and ahalf millions, while, by including the
Napoleonic and other wars of the beginning of the nineteenth
century, he considered that the total would be doubled.
Put in another grim form, according to Lapouge, the wars
of a century spilt 120,000,000 gallons of blood, enough to
fill three million forty-gallon casks, or to create a perpetual
fountain sending up ajet of 150 gallons per hour, a fountain
which has been flowing unceasingly since the dawn of
history. Lapouge, beit noted, wrote before the World War.
Nor must we ignore the diminished number of births due to
the fact that possible fathers were in the fighting line.

The loss due to war is not one that this generation is likely
to forget. Apart from the sacrifice of human lives military
conscription entails other drawbacks. It certainly breaks
the habits of industrial life at the very age when it is of high
importance that th&y should be formed. Deferred marriage
withtheimmorality that thismeans, theloosening of domestic
ties, the growth of military ideals on the side that leads tc
violence and bloodshed, the fact that human brains spend
much of their efforts in devising more and more deadly
instruments of destruction—these are among the horrors
.war inflicts on the race. Nor can we leave out of our cal-
culations the deeply prejudicial results that conscription
inflicts on the finer and more subtle natures. It debases
them just as it debases less refined natures. Men come to
think that as they are being prepared to fight against the
enemies of their country, perhaps they may turn their
arms against the enemies of their class in their own country.
This is certainly an argument employed by the Syndicalists
who accept M. Georges Sorel as their guide. War to hirr
is asbeneficial apart of theworld's order asit wasto Moltke
For Sorel the strike is a phenomenon of war, and nowadays
the only promising kind of war, provided that it embodies
the proletarian violence of class struggle, "une chose irk
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belle et tres heroique,” capable of saving the world from
barbarism in the same way, so Sorel conceives, as war saved
the world from barbarism in antiquity.

The chief apostle of evolutionary politics is Herbert
Spencer (1820-1903). His family, of whom he gives avery
complete account in his dull Autobiography, were chiefly
notable for strong individualism in thought and action, with
the natural consequence that they were radicals in politics
and dissentersin religion. AsJ. S. Mill's father constantly
stimulated the reasoning powers of his son, so Spencer's
father stimulated those of his son. He persistently asked
Herbert the cause of this and the cause of that, and allowed
the boy to se that he valued the answers he received in
reply to such questions This means that the lad formed
judgments for himself upon everything, that he argued every
point of difference, and that he refused to listen to authority
in any form whatsoever. In the days to come there was to
be a wide general agreement between the ideas of Mill,
Bain, and Spencer, but three more contrasted systems of
education of three boys could not readily be imagined.
Mill's was such that he narrowly escaped being a learned
prig. Bain's father, like Mill's, was a Calvinist, and he
held before his son the prospect that he was travelling along
the road to hell. Bain was nurtured on such books as
M'Gowan's Dialogues of Devils, which contained a fierce
attack upon Priestley and the Unitarians, the imagination
being assisted by a picture of Priestley in hell. A student of
child psychology may meditate on the three systems of.
education of startling diversity which produced men of
such eminence as Mill, Bain, and Spencer. Or are we to
assume the position adopted by Sir Leslie Stephen that
when we say that a school or a system produced an able
man we really mean it failed to extinguish him ?

At an- age when Mill was working at the classics, Spencer
was reading novels in bed, and they are possibly the only
books he ever read from cover to cover. His emotional
nature had never been developed. He deeply enjoyed
music, thoughit isthe exception that provestherule. What
he enjoyed m6st of all was beautiful melody. Beethoven
was his favourite composer, and he was never weary of
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listening to his music. He exhibited little appreciation of
sculpture or painting, and confessed that Ruskin's Sones
of Venice had "disgusted" him. The past appealed to him
as slightly as it did to Bentham. Neither Rome nor
Florence moved him awhit more than his own country. In
truth, the present fascinated him so profoundly that he could
not spare time for the past.

His mind was more active than his body, and thoughts on
evolution were never far from it. The perusal of Lyell's
Principles of Geology had, curiously enough, turned him into
a Lamarckian. In an essay on the theory of population,
written in 1852, he came within sight of one of the great
doctrines of Darwin. "From the beginning/' he lays down,
"pressure of population has been the proximate cause
of progress." He proceeds to point out that "the effect
of pressure of population, in increasing the ability to main-
tain life, and decreasing the ability to multiply, is not a
uniform effect, but an average one. . . . All mankind
in turn subject themselves more or less to the discipline
described; they either may or may not advance under it;
but, in the nature of things, only those who do advance under
it eventually survive. . . . For asthoseprematurely carried
off must, in the average of cases, be those in whom the power
of self-preservation is the least, it unavoidably follows that
those left behind to continue the race are those in whom the
power of self-preservation is the greatest—are the select
of their generation.”

Spencer here recognises the eliminative and selective effect
of the struggle in mankind. Why was he "blind to the
fact," as he afterwards owned, "that here was a universally
operative factor in the development of species'? In his
Autobiography he assigns two reasons for his blindness.  One
was his Lamarckian prepossession that the inheritance of
functionally-produced modifications sufficed to explain the
facts of evolution. The other was that he "knew little or
nothing about the phenomena of variation,” and that he
"had failed to recognise the universal tendency to vary."

Early in his career his interest in evolution had been
awakened, yet his interest in politics had been aroused
earlier. When twenty-two he paid a visit to his uncle,
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the Rev. T. Spencer, who exercised a far-reaching effect on
hismind. Hisunclewas deeply interested in social questions,
and discussions took place which introduced the nephew to a
new region of thought, and introduced him at a time when
the spirit—as well as the face—of politics was undergoing a
grave change. In the forties Benthamism still stood for the
removal of government restrictions on the liberty of the
subject. The Whigs retained a measure of belief in govern-
mental interference, but the Liberals, who were gradually
being differentiated from the Whigs, were resolutely casting
such a belief to the one side. The uncle was a Liberal
thoroughly imbued with the new attitude, and he of course
placed his view before his nephew at an impressionable age
—if ever the nephew was impressionable. He had been
strongly individualistic and self-sufficient, ignorant of the
past and intolerant of the claims of authority in the present,
and was not unprepared for the teaching he received. The
Manchester School, adorned by such determined individualists
as Bright and Cobden, was in the heyday of its power.
Spencer entered heartily into its adoption of laissez-faire.
An individualist by upbringing, he remained one to the end
of his long and influential life.

It is sometimes urged that great men are a product of thelr
times, a position difficult to defend. It is much truer to
adopt the view that men in a low first or a high second
rank are a product of their times. If ever a man was such a
product, it was Spencer. His uncle was aso a product of his
age, and he directed the attention of his nephew to politics
with the result that he wrote a series of letters to The
Nonconformist newspaper, embodying their common views
in 1842. A series of twelve " Letters on the Proper Sphere
of Government" appeared, advocating a thorough-going
individualism. The State is nothing but "a national
institution for preventing one man from infringing upon the
rights of another/' It is merely a police State with no
provision for purposes of war, no restrictions on commerce,
no poor laws, no national Church or national education, no
sanitary administration. Alexander the Great asked
Diogenes what Was his greatest desire on earth, and the
swift reply came that Alexander should step aside out of the
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sunlight. Similarly, Spencer simply desired that the State
should step aside out of the sunlight of private enterprise.

Thesetwelve letters control the whole course of Spencerian
political philosophy. As he was in the beginning of
1842, so he remained to the end of his life in 1903 an un-
compromising individualist. Had these letters never been
written he informs us that Social Satics, which originated
from them, would not even have been thought of. Had
there been no Social Satics, those lines of inquiry which led
to the Principles of Psychology would have remained un-
explored. And without that study of life in general,
initiated by the writing of these works, leading presently to
the study of the relations between its phenomena and those
of the inorganic world, there would have been no System of
Synthetic Philosophy. In Social Satics, which appeared in
1850, the principles of the Spencer family are philosophised
for the benefit of the public. The Corn Laws had been
abolished when the author was reading—in so far as he
read at all—and thinking out this his first book, and who
could doubt that laissez-saire, in this case had wrought
untold good to the people? Joined to this belief in
laissez-faire, there was the naive belief that the laws
of Political Economy were not statements in the indicative
mood but in the imperative. In fact, the young author
drew no distinction between a law of physical science
and one of Political Economy. Ricardo seemingly drew no
such distinction, and why should he? A law of Political
Economy was nothing short of an ordinance of nature which
resembled the laws of the Medes and Persians. Here indeed
he exhibited his undoubted descent in the true Benthamite
lineage. John Locke had embraced the doctrine of natural
right, which travelled to America, making its appearance in
the Declaration of Independence, and then to France, aso
making its appearance in the Declaration of Rights. In
form, Bentham attacked the natural right theory, though in
substance he adopted it. In turn Spencer also adopted it.
He does not hesitate for a moment to declare his adhesion to
the view that all men are naturally equal, that thereis "the
law of equal freedom," that his aim is "the liberty of each,
limited alone by the like liberty of all." The last is the
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first law; and indeed "we may almost say that it is the sole
law" on which scientific morality and the organisation of
society depend. Or, as he states it later in the glory of
italics, "Every man has freedom to do all that he wills,
provided he infringes not the equal freedom of any other
man,” a view to which Mill was to subscribe nine. years
later.

Government is necessary for the present, but it is a
necessary evil, being "essentially immoral." It is necessary
because man, compelled by the increase of population to
live in the socia state, retains the predatory instincts of
hisprimitivelife, and accordingly sometimes tramples on the
rights of others. Government is, according to our optimist,
a passing phase. Progress is tending in all cases to less
government. Take an instance. "As amongst the Bush-
men we find a state antecedent to government, so may there
be one in which it shall have become extinct,” Nothing
can hinder such extinction, because the progress of
civilisation means the adaptation of man to his new con-
ditions. Man possessss indefinite adaptability, and clearly
"humanity must in the end become completely adapted to
its conditions." In his loftiest moments Mill was never
more optimistic, and though Spencer was only thirty when
the Social Satics appeared, yet it is the message to which he
offered his unfaltering adhesion.

Man must press forward, and must continue to press
forward. For progressis a necessity. In spite of Rousseau,
civilisation is not artificial: it is natural. The spirit of
Condorcet comes to our optimist by way of Comte, though
his argument is critical of Comte's teaching. We are
bidden to contrast the houseless savages with the Newtons
and the Shakespeares. Between these extremes there are
countless degrees of differences, rising from the lower to the
higher. Evil, like government, tends to disappear. For
evil results from the non-adaptation of the organism to its
conditions, good from the adaptation. How can evil
persist? Ontrueevolutionary principles, evil must disappear
in time, and this holds good in the mental sphere aswell asin
the physical. The drunkard and the debauchee are as weak
physically asthey are morally, and they are on the high road

n c
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to extinction through their vices. Struma, tubercle, and
nervous disease are all lending a hand towards the pruning
off such rotten branches fromthe tree of life. According to
Spencer, "Always towards perfection is the mighty move-
ment—towards a complete development and a more un-
mixed good." We must "never forget that the law is
adaptation to circumstances, be they what they may. . . .
Inconvenience, suffering, and death are the penalties
attached by nature to ignorance as well as incompetence—
are also the means of remedying these. And whoso thinks
she can mend matters by dissociating ignorance and its
penalties lays claim to more than divine benevolence."
Infact, it almost seems as if laissez-faire is a divine aswell as
a human institution.

There is a certain complacency on the part of the mid-
Victorians which stirs those of a later generation to active
wrath. In the face of the revelation of the atrocities of the
Industrial Revolution, brought home to the novel-reading
public by the Disraelis and the Kingsleys, they ask, How
could anyone assume a complacent tone? It is abundantly
clear that Spencer did, and it is aso clear that he did so in
entire honesty. Evolution was a force which he seemed
somehow to have personally discovered before anyone ese.
Nor did his discovery simply mean that he had found out its
existence. He really ssems to have entertained the belief
that his discovery almost amounted to an act of creation.
He had, as it were, called evolution into being, and by this
call he had hastened the coming of perfectibility. The
economists assisted him in cherishing this belief, for they
indicated that laissez-faire was aso to hasten the coming of
perfectibility—though by another route. Nature was
working by evolution and man was working by laissez-faire.
The one improved the physically strong while the other
killed off the morally weak. Evolution and laissez-faire
were accordingly two of the most important forces working
for the ultimate perfection of the race. We are to picture
them as two invisible hands hovering over the garden of
life and plucking up the weeds.

In the shape of the twelve Letters of 1842 or the Social
Statics of 1850, the main thesis seems far away from the
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thought of our generation. If their author was over
estimated in his own generation, he is certainly under-
estimated in ours. He was atypical product of his age, and
his reputation sank when it passed away. In 1884, in The
Man versus The Sate we meet with the same individualism
we met in 1842 and 1850. Historically and philosophically,
however, the free individual Spencer pictured never
existed in the past. The annals of primitive man record no
pre-social unit with his natural rights. The astonishing
thing is that Spencer himself wrote a special essay on "the
social organism" in 1861, which powerfully assisted in
popularising this phrase, and yet this conception never
gained admittance to the inner cell of his political thought.
Here heisindeed the very reverse of Burke who employedthe
"idea of the social organism though he refused to employ this
phrase, while Spencer employed this phrase and yet refused
to employ the idea lying behind it. All of us may not
assign to the State the position assigned to it by Hegel and
Fichte and the powerful school they founded, but which of
us will admit that it is simply a police State? We stoutly
deny that it is, in Huxley's phrase, anarchy plus the police-
man. Men are essentially social. The State is an organism
composed of such men, and it possesses a genera will,
conceptions Spencer steadfastly refused to countenance. To
read the Social Statics requires an effort on the part of our
generation. It means passing from the corporate notion of
our daysto the atomistic individualism of the Victorian age.
Nor have we overstressed the place of this book in Spencerian
thought. For in 1879, when interrupted in the regular
course of his publications to write The Data of Ethics, he
announces that he had begun to fear that health might not
“permit him to reach The Principles of Ethics, the last part
of his Synthetic Philosophy. He is accordingly anxious to
state that "This last part of the task it is to which | regard
all the preceding parts as subsidiary. Written as far back
as 1842, my first essay, consisting of letters on The Proper
Sphere of Government, vaguely indicated what | conceived
to be certain general principles of right and wrongin political
conduct; and from that time onwards my ultimate purpose,
lying behind all proximate purposes, has been that of
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finding for the principles of right and wrong in conduct at
large a scientific basis"

If the Social Statics proved a centre of its author's
thought, it also proved a centre of his life. 1ts publication
led to his meeting G. H. Lewesand Marian Evans, known to
all the world as George Eliot. Between him and her there
sprang up a warm friendship, and it was at his suggestion
that she commenced to write her novels. Naturally an
indolent man, his indolence was increased because of his
fear of his hereditary tendency to a nervous breakdown.
He liked society; provided that it meant intercourse con-
genial to him, and George Eliot's society was certainly
congenial. He described her in a letter to a friend as
"the most' admirable woman, mentally, | ever met." As
he held marriage to be one of the most desirable consumma- -
tions in life, we ask, Why did he not marry her? For she
undoubtedly liked him. His Autobiography affords a clue,
for in it he calmly states: " Physical beauty is a sine qua non
with me; as was once unhappily proved where the intel-
lectual traits and the emotional traits were of the highest."
That is one explanation, yet there may well be another.
His passion for systematising and his genius for generalising
exacted a price, and part of that price was a loss of spon-
taneity. He loved Beethoven, but did he keenly feel the
passionate cry from the depths of the human heart in the
Seventh Symphony? Did an aspect of life of the deepest
significance yield its inner meaning to a philosopher who
approached it as he approached an experiment with his
foot-rule and his statistical scales? Had his emotional
instincts been stronger he probably would have married
George Eliot. Nor was his loss merely personal. Had his
emotional instincts been stronger, they would have coloured
his thought, impartingto it that quality that might have set
the world aflame. Saint-Simon was surely right when on
his deathbed he laid down, " Souvenezvous, pour faire
quelque chose de grand, il faut etre passione."

Thegrowth of Spencer'sthought was slow, culminating late
in life. Nor did he ever force the solution of a problem.
In his Autobiography he records. " On one occasion George
Eliot expressed her surprise that the author of Social
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Statics had no lines in his forehead, to which he answered,
"| suppose it is because | am never puzzled." This called
forth the exclamation: '" O! that's the most arrogant thing
| ever heard uttered." To which | rejoined: 'Not at all,
when you know what | mean." And then | proceeded to
explain that my mode of thinking did not involve that con-
centrated effort which is commonly accompanied by wrinkhng
the brows." The pedigree of a thought did not interest
him, and this also assisted in the preservation of his un~
wrinkled forehead, Plato and Kant he could scarcely bear
to read. He wrote his First Principles and his Psychology
almost as if he had never had a predecessor in either subject.
He wrote his Education unaware that in Entile Rousseau had
given a great contribution to this subject. When he wrote
his Social Statics he barely knew that Comte was a French
philosophical writer. He was always an independent
thinker, and yet we cannot help thinking that a virtue in
some men turned to a vice in him. His early education
led him tocriticise all and sundry, and thiscritical habit pre-
vented true appreciation of any author with whom he was in
the least likely to disagree. It is easier to criticise than to
construct, and Spencer might have learnt much from the
remark of Comte if he had found time to read him—that
one only destroys when one replaces.

Though he never read the philosophical classics, he pub-
lished in 1855 his Principles of Psychology, which he brought
into line with the plan of his Synthetic Philosophy in his
Psychology, published in a first volume in 1870 and in a
second in 1872. He assumed in his 1855 work the evolu-
tion standpoint, and as it was published four years before
Darwin's Origin of Species it won scanty recognition. Before
he could set himself to discover what could be known, he
had to determine how knowledge originated. He accepted
as his fundamental data personal identity and objective
existence. Then he passed from the conception of the
cosmos as a mere collection of classified particulars to the
conception of the cosmos as a necessary unit, and he effected
this transition by coming to the conclusion that space, time,
matter, and motion are built up or abstracted from experi-
ences of forces. Force persists. This means that the sum
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total of matter and motion, by which force manifests itself
to us, can neither increase nor diminish. If force cameinto
exisence and passed out of existence the universe would be
chaos, not the coamos it is. This persstence of force is also
known as the conservation of energy, the great principle
Joule,had already discovered. In his book Spencer con-
ceives life as a correspondence between co-ordinated inter nal
actions and connected external actions, and from this
angle he shows how mind dowly evolves out of life. He
traces back theintuitions of theindividual to racial experi-
ence, thus widening the old experience philosophy of Hume
and Mill. He attacks idealism and defends realism, in the
course of which he lays down what he calls The Universal
Postulate, insisting that the test of the truth of any pro-
position liesin our inability to conceive its negation.

George Eliot began Romola as a young woman, and
finished it as an old woman. Spencer began his Principles
of Psychology as a healthy man, and he finished it as an
unhealthy man. The continuous strain of thought it en-
tailed shattered his nervous system so completely that he
was never the same man. For eighteen months he was
unable to work, and he was never able after to study more
than three hours a day. After thisterrible breakdown he
never again secured a sound night's rest, and his labours
were henceforth conducted under as severe physical draw-
backsas Darwin's.

After Spencer had recovered to some extent from the
mental prostration induced by writing his Principles of
Psychology, hemet with the formulain which von Baer sums
up the development through which every plant and animal
passss—the change from homogeneity to heterogeneity.
At once he grasped the suggestiveness of this formula, and
proceeded to extend it to cover the development not only
of animals, but of every order of exisence that develops.
At last he reached the famous for mula of the First Principles
that " Evolution is an integration of matter and concomi-
tant dissipation of motion, during which the matter passes
from a relatively indefinite, incoherent homegeneity to a
relatively definite, coher ent heter ogeneity; and during which
theretained motion undergoes a parallel transformation.”
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The First Principles was published in 1862, and from 1860
to 1896 Spencer was engaged in the erection of a gigantic
structure he called his Synthetic Philosophy. For forty
years Spencer, uncheered by popular sympathy and dogged
by ill-health, persisted in his heavy labours. In early man-
hood he set himself the task of constructing a philosophy of
the universe and man. In old age he had the satisfaction
of seeing his labours completed. As he viewed the stately
edifice, now in ruins, he viewed it as his emancipation from
the fulfilment of the deep purpose of his life. Gibbon is
not the only worker to conclude his life's labour in such
cam detachment that he may meditate upon the last
sentence among the acacias in a starlit garden at Lausanne.
Yet we most of us, said Goethe, begin life by conceiving
magnificent buildings which we intend to erect, but we are
satisfied at the close of Ufe if we have cleared away a small
portion of the ground.

The crown of permanent success fell to Gibbon, but has it
fallen to Spencer? His easy fluency, his strong confidence,
and his dogmatic Agnosticism attracted his generation, but
do they not repel ours? His scanty reading and his imper-
fect knowledge of physical facts have revealed wide gaps in
the structure he raised. Nor are we sure of the foundations
thereof. Theman who gathersfactsfor himself isfairly well
acquainted with their limitations. The man who has facts
gathered for him—and this was Spencer's position—is not
likely to be acquainted with their limitations. The lament-
able result is that sometimes he has misunderstood his facts,
and sometimes he has misinterpreted them, and this mis-
understanding and misinterpretation have damaged the
whole building to a serious degree. The generations come
and the generations go, and Plato among the ancient
philosophers and Kant among the moderns are as eagerly
read to-day as they always have been, but who reads
Spencer to-day? His Education is of course read, but it is
simply a bye-product of his philosophy. Is his philosophy
read? No doubt every writer suffers a period of neglect,
specially if, like Spencer, he has been over-estimated. Is it
not that heissuffering from theinevitablereaction ? Itismuch
more that this. Men are dissatisfied with the explanations
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afforded by his Synthetic Philosophy. They say plainly
that they are explanationsthat do not explain. He became
an oracleto his coterie and his answvers are oracular. When
you come to the end of a book and endeavour to put down
what solution to a problem you have discovered from his
pages, you are often quite taken aback to note how little
you have gained from them. It was possble to have the
many-sided Leonardo da Vinci in 1700, the many-sided
Bacon in 1600, the many-sided Leibniz in 1700, the many-
sded Goethe in 1800, and even the many-sided Henri
Poincar—many-sided in stience—in 1900, but was it
really possble from 1860 to 1896 for one man to takein the
whole of ever-expanding nature for his province? Be that
as it may, critics so fair-minded as Professors Ward and
Bowne speak their mind quite freely on the worthlessness of
the Synthetic Philosophy. No onecan read Ward'sNaturalism
and Agnosticism without seeing that he regards the Synthetic
Philosophy as a supendous house of cards. Professor
Bowne deems it " a compound of bad science, bad logic, and
bad metaphysics.”

With his expanson of Von Baer's formula in his mind,
Spencer examined the evolution of phenomena of all sorts,
and found that in every instance it applied. The funda-
mental principle is the persstence of energy. Natural
objects change, adopt new forms, transform themsalves, die
out in word, develop, simply for the reason that energy in
nature never dies. Progress condds in the passage of
natural objects from a homogeneous to a heterogeneous
structure. Thelaw of all progressisthe same—the evolution
of the simple into the complex by successve differentiations.
If we ak why progress should always take this direction—
from the homogeneous to the heterogeneous—the answer
istwo-fold. In thefirst place, if a body isin a homogeneous
condition, it is unstable. It is impossible, for instance, to
keep a pair of stales balanced. One scale will descend and
the other ascend, thus assuming a heterogeneous relation.
In the second place, every active force produces more than
one change, and every cause produces more than one effect.
The multiphcity of resultant effects naturally converts
homogeneity into heterogeneity. A violent collison shatters



HOMOGENEITY TO HETEROGENEITY 31

a homogeneous body into a mass of heterogeneous fragments.
It does more than this, for the homogeneous momentum is
spent in a group of momenta heterogeneous in both amount
anddirection. A processlikethisholdsgood of all existences
whatsoever. For our own convenience we may divide
phenomenainto biological, astronomical, physical, psycholo-
gical, sociological, what we will, but the process is one and
the law is one. Evolution of the parts goes along with
evolution of the whole. Evolution is more than a principle:
it is afact to be admitted by all men.

Inthe growth of theworld, in the genesis of science, in the
growth of the individual organism, and in the growth of the
social organism, Spencer proceeded from 1860 to 1896 to
illustrate the actual working of the fact of evolution. Take
the hypothesis of a nebular origin of the solar system. In
the beginning—so geologists tell us—our globe was a mass
of matter in a state of fusion, and was, therefore, of homo-
geneous structure and of a tolerably homogeneous tempera-
ture. Then came the successive changes into heterogeneity,
into mountains, continents, sees, igneous rocks, sedimentary
strata, metallic veins. The law holds equally good of
organism. Fishes are the most homogeneous in their
structure, and are one of the earliest productions on the
globe. Reptiles came later, and are more heterogeneous.
Mammals and birds, which come later still, are much more
heterogeneous.  Contrast the European with the Papuan or,
if you like, with the Anglo-American variety or with the
Anglo-Australian variety. Contrast not men but their social
organism. Take the comparatively homogeneous organism
of the savage and take the heterogeneous one of the civilised
man. Thedivision of labour implies advancing integration
with the latter much more than with the former. This
division of labour also indicates increasing heterogeneity
with the civilised man. In a primitive community the
tribesmen follow similar occupations with the result that
homogeneity reigns supreme. In a European community
men follow different occupations with the result that
heterogeneity reigns supreme. Or, take languages. From
the parent stem of Aryan have arisen Sanskrit, Armenian,
Greek, Teutonic, Slavonic, and all the rest of them. From
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these main groups have arisen in turn differentiations which
continue to form new tongues. From Sanskrit come
the modern vernaculars of Northern and Western India;
from,Slavonic comes Bohemian, Polish, and Russian. That
is, from the homogeneous Aryan proceed the heterogeneous
languages of modern Europe and India.

The law of evolution with Spencer applies to every
description of phenomena, and his sysem breaks down
unless he can so apply it. All forms of existence, however
diverse, pass through the series of transformations which his
philosophy sts before us.  Assuming for the moment that
all forms of existence pass through this series is it not
possble that some new st of facts might emerge which
would not conform to the law of evolution? Spencer per-
celved this difficulty, and found a way out of it by the
dress he laid on the perssence of force. Matter was
indestructible and uncreatable. We may change its form,
but the total quantity of matter remains unaltered by this
change. Nor can we change the quantity of energy. We
may change heat to motion, we may change motion to light,
and we may change light back to heat, but the sum total of
energy in existence remains unchanged. Given the persist-
ence of force, he deduced the instability of the homogeneous.
Given the persstence of force, he deduced the multiplication
of effects, for each part of the aggregate reacts differently to
the force. Given the perssence of force, he deduced
segregation.  That is, in an aggregate conssting of unlike
units the action of an incident force would tend to segregate
or bring together those units which resembled one another,
and therefore to make definite the lines of demarcation
between the non-resembling portions of the aggregate. The
instability of the homogeneous, the multiplication of effects,
and segregation are shown to be corollaries following from
the perdstence of force.  And from them follows the law of
evolution deductively proved, as it has been inductively
shown to be a fact.

. Persgtence of force is a sort of open sesame, and doors of
difficulty fly open beforeit. But do they? In the revised
edition of the Principles of Biology' of 1898 its author

Y1t first appeared in 1864.
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confesses." Lifein its essence cannot beconceived in physico-
chemical terms. The processes which go on in living things
are incomprehensible as results of any physical action known
to us." Consciousness, he is forced to admit, "cannot be
identified with waves of molecular motion propagated
through nerves and nerve-centres: a unit of feeling has
nothing in common with aunit of motion." Can we bridge
the gulf between matter and mind? In the last resort
Spencer simply asserts that we are here in presence of an
insoluble problem. Matter and mind are symbols of
realities which cannot be rendered into thought, manifesta-
tions of the unknowable. Yet this does not meet the
difficulty that Spencer asserts that all phenomenal exist-
ences are but specialised forms of matter and motion in the
course of their ceasdless distribution. The law of evolution
holds good with matter, but it does not hold good with
mind, and here we have the Achilles heel of the Spencerian
position. He cannot apply his evolutionary system all
round. There is a chasm between conscious life and
unconscious life which he fails to bridge. The chasm is
more deep, or at all events felt more deep, in ethics than in
biological or psychological science. The criticism of Pro-
fessors Hoffding and Ward seems unanswerable. In his
Outlines of Psychology the former insists that "The supposi-
tionthat acausal relation may exist between the mental and
the material is contrary to the doctrine of the 'persistence
of energy." For at the point where the material nerve-process
should be converted into mental activity a sum of physical
energy would disappear without the loss being made good by
a corresponding sum of physical energy." The latter aso
insists that "So far from accounting for all the phenomena
of evolution, the doctrine of the persistence of energy will
not account for a single one. The celestial, organic, social,
and other phenomena which make up what Mr. Spencer calls
cosmic evolution are so many series of qualitative changes.
But the conservation of energy is not alaw of change, still
less a law of qualities. It does not initiate events, and
furnishes absolutely no clue to qualitative diversity. It is
entirely a quantitative law. When the energy is trans-
formed, thére is a precise equivalence between the new
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form and the old; but of the circumstances determining
transformation and of the possble kinds of transformation
theprincipletellsnothing. If energy istransferred, then the
system during work loses precisely what some other part of
the universe gains; but again the principle tells us nothing
of the conditions of such transference.”

Following upon The Principles of Biology came The Study
of Sociology, which appeared in 1873, and the three volumes
of The Principles of Sociology in 1876. In the first part of
the latter work Spencer elaborated the theory of the geness
of religious ideas which finds them in the " ghost-theory."
Primitive man, always uncritical, would tend to confuse his
dreams with reality. Seeming in his deep to be transported
through a variety of scenes and places, and yet informed by
his friends that his body all the while has been lying motion-
less, there would come to him the notion of a second sHf—
of a soul, which has experiences not shared by the body
Confirmatory of this belief in a second sHf is the explanation
it afforded of his image reflected in still waters and of his
shadow from which he could never escape.  The independ-
ence of the body and soul being thus established, there
naturally grew up the belief that the death of the body need
not entail that of the soul. Accordingly when a noted
warrior died, his soul still affected the welfare of histribe,
and demanded propitiation. Where this body was buried,
there must be a hole in the ground, allowing the soul to
come in and go out. Sometimes the people were afraid of
the deceased chief, and an enormous mound would be
erected over his grave in order to confine his soul securély.
Food and drink would be supplied for his us To the
ancestor worship thus commenced, Spencer traced the
origin of religious sysems and ceremonial observances.

In an explanation like this the fallacy of a single cause
requires to be borne in mind. Religious sysems are by no
means so uniform as the ghost-theory would seem to suggest.
The difference between the cosmic philosophy of the Budd-
hists, the polytheism and nature-worship of the Vedic poets,
the Egyptians, and the Greeks, and the ethical monotheism
of the Jew calls for a recognition of modifying causes which
Spencer refused to give. It is hard to credit that the
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most refined spiritual conceptions, the most philosophical
theology, and the most earnest and unselfish religious
activity all come originally from the primitive belief in a
ghost. The Sudy of Sociology analysed the various liabili-
ties to perversion of judgment which dog the path of the
student of social affairs. Among the idola theatri we suggest
that Spencer overlooked his own biased attitude to religion.

He analysed the leading traits of the different social
institutions—political, ecclesiastical, industrial, and the like,
and his general result was to divide them into two main
groups, those which were predominantly military and those
which were predominantly industrial. With the former was
to be found associated an ethically low type of character on
the part of individuals, while with the latter was found to be
associated an ethically high type of character. Freedom
characterised the latter group, tyranny and subservience the
former. Generalisations of this crude character betrayed in
the most unmistakable fashion that Spencer belonged to
that school of thought of which Bright and Cobden were also
members.

If there is a chasm between conscious life and unconscious
life, between the organic and the inorganic, there is also a
chasm between the laws of sociology, as Spencer finds them,
and the facts of life.  He will not listen to the power wielded
by the man of genius whom he seeks to reduce to the environ-
ment out of which he emerges. In chemistry the mixture
of two atoms of hydrogen with one of oxygen invariably
produces water, and the form of the instruments of the
mixture matter not. Isthistrue of history or sociology, as
Spencer would have us believe? In history and in sociology
the method of the mixture of the atoms is more significant
than the elements brought into contact. Even in chemistry
oil and water do not mix. Take the sixteenth century.
What misery the world would have been saved had L uther
and Erasmus been as sympathetic towards each other as
Luther and Melanchthon were! The characters of Luther
and Erasmus could neither be assimilated nor amal gamated.
Would the Reformation have been so successful had not
five such men as Luther, Zwingli, Calvin, Cranmer, and
Knox, simultaneously appeared?
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Frederick the Great, who was not exactly arecluse working
out the sociological laws of the universe, gives the point of
view of a man of affairs when he insists that "the older one
becomes the more clearly one sees that King Hazard fashions
three-fourths of the eventsin this miserableworld." Voltaire
is never .tired of dwelling on the small springs on which the
greater events of history turn. Burke reminds us of the
case of "a common soldier, a child, a girl at the door of an
inn" who" changed the face of fortune and almost of nature.”
Was Gibbon right in hisbelief that if Charles Martel had been
defeated at Tours the creed of Islam would have overspread
the large part of Europe? If Mohammed had been killed in
one of the first battles he fought, would agreat monotheistic
creed have arisen in Arabia? What turn would events have
taken if Alexander, the son of Philip of Macedon, had been as
incompetent as Commodus, the son of Marcus Aurelius?
In the spring of 323 B.C., the control of the framework of
civilisation from the Adriatic to the Pan jab rested upon the
single will of Alexander. He was snatched away, and the
union, perhaps premature, of East and West passed away
with him. Spencer might, however, urge that those are
examples all taken from a military type of society. Let us
come, then, to a later period which shares more of the
industrial type.

The industrial type of society begms to appear in the
sixteenth century, for it synchronises with the Reformation.
What form would French art have assumed had not Charles
VIIl st out on his expedition to Italy, thereby making
France feel the influence of Giotto, the founder of modern
painting? It is easy to speak of the inevitable working out
of cause and effect, as Spencer does, but is the solution
quite so simple? Had Frederick the Great never lived,
would Prussia have begun the war of 1740, which started
the country on the career which made the World War
possible? In 1878, had the bullet of Nobiling cut short the
days of Wilhelm | and given hi