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PREFACE

This book is precisely what its title calls it—“An In-
troduction to Sociology.” It makes no claim to add
anything new to sociological theory. It is intended for
a class of readers who have not yet been reached by the
sociologists of the university chairs. Technical terms
are studiously avoided, so that it may be comprehended
by men and women who lave never passed through the
universities or had any special training in this or any
other science. While it contains some criticism and
much appreciation, its chief function is explanation. It
does not for a moment presume to tell the readers all
they should know about the science of society. The
purpose is to give a condensed history of its origin and
development and a general idea of its present position.
It is the result of a pains-taking reading of the chief
masters of the science, and the author hopes that its
effect will be to create or to stimulate an appetite for
reading the works which it expounds and from which
it freely quotes.

The contents of the book were first presented in the
form of twelve lectures from the stage of the Garrick
Theater, Chicago, in the autumn of 1911, to an audience
composed chiefly of working men. ZEleven hundred
members of the audience were sufficiently interested in
its publication to pay for their copies at the close of tlie
course and before a line of the book itself was written.
It will be observed that the lecture form is not followed
in the book ; there is no attempt at a verbatim reproduc-
tion of the lectures themselves, The amplifications of



PREFACE

the platform are neither necessary nor desirable in a
book. _ |

The reader who has no previous acquaintance with
the literature of sociology will probably be considerably
surprised at the immense strides made in the scientific
analysis of social phenomena during the last half cen-
tury. He will also be gratified to learn, that while this
country is backward in almost every other science, and
in scientific research generally, especially as compared
with Germany, in sociology, thanks to the labors of
Lester F. Ward, America holds a foremost place.

Our social problems grow ever more acute and attract,
in scientific research generally, especially as compared
ing world. If these problems are ever to be solved, the
solution must be found in the scientific study of their
causes and the scientific application of the knowledge
derived from that study. For this reason, sociology
makes a direct appeal to all who are interested in mak-
ing the sad world better for our children than it has
ever been for us. It is in the hope that this modest
volume will make some small contribution in this di-
rection, that the author sends it forth.

ArTHUR M. LEWIS,

Chicago, Sept. 28, 1912.
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An Introduction to Sociology

CHAPTER I
THE THEOLOGICAL DIFFICULTY

The first half of the nineteenth century enriched our
modern languages with two great words—Biology and
Sociology. The honors in both cases fall to France
which still held, as it had held throughout the seven-
teenth century, the foremost place in philosophy and
science. John Fiske attributes the origin of the word
“Biology” to De Blainville, but Professor Huxley,
with his usual thoroughness, has shown that it was
first used in a book published in 1801 by Jean
Lamarck, the real father of the modern evolution
theory. As to the origin of the word “Sociology,”
there is no disagreement. The undisputed honor
falls to August Comte who first used it in a book
written in 1838, Biology was the great science
of the nineteenth century, with Lamarck as its Coper-
nicus and Darwin as its Newton, In this century,
the foremost place will fall to the “science of society”
which 1is, as Ward well says: “the last and highest
landing on the great staircase of education.”

The chief root out of which sociology has grown is
the ever-increasing conviction of the universality of
causation. Science has no existence apart from the
idea of law. Wherever we have penctrated the secrets

9



10 AN INTRODUCTION TO SOCIOLOGY

of the universe thus far we have found ‘“cause and
effect” regnant. As Starcke well maintains: “all science
is founded on faith in the universality of causation.”

Whatever difficulties may have existed as to the ap-
plication of this concept to the older sciences, they
exist no longer. Astronomy, Physics and Chemistry
have been given over completely to what the Duke of
Argyle called “The Reign of Law.” The sciences
dealing with living things—the sub-sciences of biology
—are rapidly moving in the same direction, and the
steadily increasing perception that the same fate awaits
the phenomena of social activity has brought society
within scientific reach.

This wholly desirable attitude has not been achieved
without overcoming obstacles similar to those which
long blocked the progress of the earlier sciences. We
shall better understand the process if we consider these
difficulties at some length.

The barriers which opposed themselves to the found-
ing and developing of sociology were chiefly three. The
first was purely theological. It may be stated as “belief
in Divine Providence.” There was a time when Divine
Providence directed the stars and determined the
weather, but astronomy has banished it from the one
and meteorology is driving it from the other, It has,
in fact, been expelled from field after field of human
thought and is making its final and hopeless stand in the
field of social phenomena. If society were ruled by
“divine will” there could be no direct science of society.
If the divine will were limited by law, which theolo-
gians would hardly concede, there might be a science
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of the divine will, and this might serve indirectly as a
sort of social science in the second remove.

This would mean, however, the abolition of mys-
teries which are sacred to the religious mind, and
which will only disappear with the disappearance of
religion. The poet Cowper observed that “God moves
in a mysterious way” and the greater and earlier poet
who wrote the Book of Job presented God as an in-
scrutable mystery: “Canst thou by searching find out
God?” In the scientific world belief in divine provi-
dence has lost its foot-hold. It is worn only, when worn
‘at all, as a Sunday coat to insure respectability, It is ex-
pressed merely as a pious opinion to keep the theologi-
cal fraternity from snapping at one’s heels.

In the ranks of the working class Divine Providence
long held sway. In the minds of many it still rules,
thanks to their utter lack of scientific education. What
with long hours of labor and meager access to real
books it seemed as if the laborers could never be eman-
cipated from their superstitions.

Fortunately for-them a new educating force has arisen
which serves them largely in the place of a scientific
training, It is in fact a scientific training in itself. This
new emancipating force has been brilliantly expounded
by two writers—Paul Lafargue and Professor Veblen.
The latter has given it a happy name. He calls it:
“The cultural incidence of the machine prooess.”

The working mechanic has indeed outstripped his
bourgeois brother in the shedding of outworn beliefs.
The scientific education of the bourgeois is of the slen-
derest, while the machine process has wrought long and
well on the mind of the proletariat.
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“How comes it,” asks Lafargue, “that the bourgeois,
who receive a scientific education of greater or less ex-
tent, are still trammeled by religious ideas, from which
the workers, without education, have freed themselves ?”
And here, in part, is his answer given in “Social and
Philosophical Studies,” a book of immense value to
the student, and published by Charles H. Kerr &' Co,,
at the easily accessible price of 50 cents:

“The labor of the mechanical factory puts the wage-
worker in touch with terrible natural forces unknown
to the peasant, but instead of being mastered by them,
he controls them. The gigantic me¢hanism of iron and
steel which fills the factory, which makes him move like
an automaton, which sometimes clutches him, mutilates
him, bruises him, does not engender in him a supersti-
tious terror as the thunder does in the peasant, but
leaves him unmoved, for he knows that the limbs of the
mechanical monster were fashioned and mounted by his
comrades, and that he has but to push a lever to set it
in motion or stop it. The machine, in spite of its mirac-
ulous power and productiveness, has no mystery for him,
The laborer in the electric works, who has but to turn
a crank on a dial to send miles of motive power to tram-
ways or light to the lamps of a city, has but to say, like
the God of Genesis, “Let there be light,”” and there is
light. Never sorcery more fantastic was imagined, yet
for him this sorcery is a simple and natural thing. He
would be greatly surprised if one were to come and tell
him that a certain God might if he chose stop the ma-
chine and extinguish the lights when the electricity had

been turned on; he would reply that this anarchistic God -

would be simply a misplaced gearing or a broken wire,
and that it would be easy for him to seek and to find
this disturbing God. The practice of the modern work-
shop teaches the wage-worker scientific determinism,
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without his needing to pass through the theoretical
study of the sciences.”

This also explains why and how the industrial work-
ers of the cities have distanced the laborers of the
country.

One of the most hopeful things in the sociological
outlook is this unconsciously scientific attitude of the
great mass of industrial workers. It is of great import-
ance that the student of the science should have a clear
grasp of its causes. It is a clear case of the spread of
the idea of the universality of causation in a large and
increasingly important division of the community. It,
of course, takes the form of a general break down of
what Spencer calls the “theological bias.” We shall now
consider Veblen’s exposition of this intellectual result
of the mechanical process.

The following passages are chosen—not occurring
successively—from Chapter IX of his book, “The
Theory of Business Enterprise.”” The chapter gives
the name of the theory in its title: “The Cultural Inci-
dence of the Machine Process”:

“The machine process pervades the modern life and
dominates it in a mechanical sense. Its dominance is
seen in the enforcement of precise mechanical measure-
ments and adjustment and the reduction of all manner
of things, purposes and acts, necessities, conveniences,
and amenities of life, to standard units. The bearing of
this sweeping mechanical standardization upon business
traffic is a large part of the subject-matter of the fore-
going chapters. The point of immediate interest here
is the further bearing of the machine process upon the
growth of culture—the disciplinary effect which this
movement for standardization and mechanical equiva-
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lence has upon the human material, This discipline falls

more immediately on the workmen engaged in the me-

chanical industries, and only less immediately on the

rest of the community which lives in contact with this

sweeping machine process.
* * * * * * * *

“Mechanically speaking, the machine is not his (the
workman’s) to do with as his fancy may suggest. His
place is to take thought of the machine and its work
in the terms given him by the process that is going for-
ward. His thinking in the premises is reduced to stand-
ard units of gauge and grade. If he fails of the precise
measure, by more or less, the exigencies of the process
check the aberration and drive home the absolute need
of conformity.

* * * * * * * *

“If he takes to myth-making and personifies the ma-
chine, or the process, and imputes purpose and benevo-
lence to the mechanical appliances, after the manner of
current nursery tales and pulpit oratory, he is sure to
go wrong.

* *

* * * * * *
“The machine process throws out anthropomorphic
habits of thought. * * * The machine

technology rests on a knowledge of impersonal, material
cause and effect, not on the dexterity, diligence or per-
sonal force of the workman, still less on the habits and
propensities of the workman’s superiors. * ¥ *
It inculcates thinking in terms of opaque, impersonal
cause and effect, to the neglect of those norms of validity
that rest on usage and on conventional standards handed
down by usage.
* * * * * * * *
“Its scheme of knowledge and of inference is based
on the laws of material causation, not on those of im-
memorial custom, authenticity, or authoritative enact-
ment. Its metaphysical basis is the law of cause and
effect, which in the thinking of its adepts has displaced
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even the law of sufficient reason. * * *  Anthro-
pomorphism, under whatever disguise, is of no use and
of no force here.

* %k %k * * * * *

“The intellectual and spiritual training of the machine
in modern life, therefore, is very far-reaching. It leaves
but a small proportion of the community untouched ; but
while its constraint is ramified throughout the body of
the population, and constrains virtually all classes at
some points in their daily life, it falls with the most di-
rect, intimate, and unmitigated impact upon the skilled
mechanical classes, for these have no respite from its
mastery whether they are at work or at play.”

Professor Veblen continues the development of his
argument with great skill. He contends that the school-
ing of the machine has led the trades unions into a
mental attitude which has no reverence for the common
law. And this because the common law is founded on
the metaphysical doctrine of natural rights and the sa-
cred theories of personal status and private property, all
of which ideas are alien to the logic of the machine pro-
cess. The machine technology produces this result not so
much by contradicting conventional ideas as by ignor-
ing them to the point of causing them to lose their
force.

Qur author next shows that the machine process is
back of the “Socialistic disaffection.” His writing on
this part of his theme reminds one of the peculiar style
used by Galileo and Descartes and others who in the
middle ages tried to advocate certain theories without
appearing to the vigilant watch dogs of the inquisition
to do so. The Professor's subsequent career is evi-
dence enough that it is still hazardous to hold Socialistic
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ideas in universities, though, through the sheer in-
crease in numbers, it is becoming less and less conspicu-
ous and therefore less disastrous. This seems to be
the only explanation of Veblen’s use of such terms as
“socialistic vagaries” when his main argument is quite
favorable to the socialist idea.

Again, while there is an undercurrent of sympathy
for the “Socialist disaffection” there is an open flouting
of the pettifogging measures of those whose insight
or courage falls short of the program of Socialism. This
comes out in the following passage from a footnote,
which deserves to be printed in letters of gold.

Speaking of “the unpropertied classes employed in
business” and therefore outside the direct impact of the
machine process Veblen says:

“This pecuniarily disfranchised business population, in
its revulsion against unassimilated facts, turns rather
[instead of to Socialism] to some excursion into prag-
matic romance, such as Social Settlements, Prohibition,
Clean Politics, Single Tax, Arts and Crafts, Neighbor-
hood Guilds, Institutional Church, Christian Science,
New Thought, or some such cultural thimblerig.”

“Pragmatic romance” and “cultural thimblerig” stir
in one a joy such as Keats tells us he experienced when
he came across such descriptive phrases as “sea-shoulder-
ing whale.”

Veblen is considered at length here because he re-
veals with great clearness one of the master forces mak-
ing in the direction of Sociology. The book  from
which the above quotations are made, published by
Scribners, and his “The Theory of the Leisure Class,”
published by MacMillan, have met with no reception :{t\\
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all consonant with their importance for sociology. “The
Theory of the Leisure Class” is a much more valuable
contribution to American sociological literature than
many more pretentious volumes and for the question
under discussion here, the student will be well repaid
by a careful reading. The following is from the latter
part of the chapter on “Devout Observances”:

“The workman’s office is becoming more and more
exclusively that of discretion and supervision in a pro-
cess of mechanical, dispassionate sequences. So long as
the individual is the chief and typical prime mover in
the process; so long as the obtrusive feature of the in-
dustrial process is the dexterity and force of the indi-
vidual handicraftsman; so long as the habit of interpret-
ing phenomena in terms of personal motive and propen-
sity [which is the essence of theology] suffers no such
considerable and consistent derangement through facts as
to lead to its elimination. But under the later developed
industrial processes, when the prime movers and the
contrivances through which they work are of an im-
personal, non-individual character, the grounds of gen-
eralization habitually present in the workman’s mind and
the point of view from which he habitually apprehends
phenomena is an enforced cognizance of matter of fact
sequence. The result, so far as concerns the workman’s
life of faith, is a proclivity to undevout scepticism.”

This whole theory of the effect of machinery on
thought explains, as Veblen points out, why the So-
cialists of Germany, while capturing the industrial cen-
ters make small headway in the rural districts. In
America this is not so pronounced because our farmers
have not been steeped for centuries in what Marx called
“the idiocy of country life.”

Professor Henderson of the University of Chicago, is
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reported as saying in a lecture of a few days ago that
religion is losing its hold on the business world because
business men “associate religion with miracle” and mir-
acle is foreign to the business habit of thought. And
this is much more true of the machine worker,

The anti-theological effect of the machine process on
the mind of the worker is paralleled by the same effect
of the natural sciences on the workers in that field, As
Veblen says: “As regards the educated classes, social-
istic views are particularly likely to crop out among the
men in the material sciences.” We refer to Socialism in
this connection because it is a conspicuous instance of
the steady drift toward a science of society.

The machine process and what might be called the
scientific trend work well together toward a commmon
sociological result. Veblen, indeed, makes the machine
process the cause of the scientific trend, though there is
much to be said for their mutual interaction,

With the exception of a few theological phrases such
as “creator” which Darwin used and which, McCabe
tells us, he afterward repented, as so much unfortunate
truckling to public opinion, the great English biologist
is an eminent example of the modern scientific spirit.
And Veblen has no hesitation in making Darwin’s scien-
tific method the consequence of the intellectual atmos-
phere generated by the early English machine industry.
This is a daring application of “economic determinism™
and worth reproducing here in full:

“This early technological advance, of course, took
place in the British community, where the machine pro-
cess first gained headway and where the discipline of
a prevalent machine industry inculcated thinking in terms
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of the machine process. So also it was in the British
community that modern science fell in the lines marked
out by technological thinking and began to formulate its
theories in terms of process rather than in terms of
prime causes and the like. While something of this
kind is noticeable relatively early in some of the inor-
ganic sciences, as, e. g., Geology, the striking and de-
cisive move in this direction was taken toward the mid-
dle of the century by Darwin and his contemporaries.
Without much preliminary exposition and without feel-
ing himself to be out of touch with his contemporaries,
Darwin set to work to explain species in terms of the
process out of which they have arisen, rather than out
of the prime causes to which the distinction between
them may be due. Denying nothing as to the substan-
tial services of the Great Artificer in the development of
species, he simply and naively left Him out of the
scheme, because, as being a personal factor, He could
not be stated and handled in terms of process, * * *
His results, as well as his specific determination of fac-
tors at work in this process of cumulative change (in
organic evolution) have been questioned; perhaps they
are open to all the criticisms leveled against them as
well as to a few more not yet thought of; but the scope
and method given to scientific inquiry by Darwin and
the generation whose spokesman he is, has substantially
not been questioned, except by that diminishing contin-
gent of the faithful who by force of special training or
by native gift are not amenable to the discipline of the
machine process.”

The student who approaches sociology through this
book-——and this will probably be its function to most of
its readers—may as well be told the plain truth here
at the outset. Theological ideas, in this, as in any other
scientific field, are as so many heavy weights hung to
the waist-belt of a foot-racer—rapid progress will be
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impossible until they are thrown aside. The immense
superiority of the sociological works of Lester F, Ward
to those of, say Giddings, for example, is largely due
to Ward’s- rigid adherence to the scientific spirit when
theology is in question. As we shall see presently, the
acknowledged founder of the science, August Comte, saw
clearly that the laying of the theological ghost must be
the initial step in the scientific interpretation of social
activity.

Happily, in this respect, Sociology is heir to the labors
of the giants who toiled in the fields of physical and
biological science. All that is necessary for her is to
adopt the method and weapons which crowned with suc-
cess the epoch-making labors of Copernicus, Kepler,
Galileo, Newton, Kant and Laplace, in astronomy and '
physics, and Darwin and his colleagues in organic sci-
ences.

Theology, driven from one field after another, makes
its final stand in the science of society. Here it is in
its last trench, and while it is discouraging to note that
the oft-tought battle must be waged again and again,
there is some compensation in the reflection that when
it is vanquished here it can never again rear its hoary
head to mock the upward struggles of the marching
hosts of men.



CHAPTER II

THE FREE WILL DIFFICULTY

Following after and growing out of theological con-
cepts is another belief in violent conflict with the idea
of a science of society. This is the much-discussed
doctrine of the freedom of the will. If the free will
theory, in its ordinary and generally accepted meaning
is true, sociology is impossible. That theory, if true,
presents a difficulty wholly insurmountable,

This objection was clearly stated by the English His-
torian, Anthony Froude, who held to both the doctrine
and its—for sociology — disastrous consequences.
Froude says:

“When natural causes are liable to be set aside and
neutralized by what is called volition, the word science
is out of place. If it is free to a man to choose what he
will do or not do, there is no adequate science of him.

It is in this marvelous power in men to do
wrong . . . that the impossibility stands of forming
scientific calculations of what men will do before the
fact, or scientific explanations of what men have done
after the fact.”

The free will doctrine has never gone unchallenged
since the days when Democritus held that all things
in the universe, including human actions, were governed
by rigid unescapable necessity. The general mass of
mankind have always felt that many if not all their acts
were impelled by forces beyond their control, and words
and phrases were forimed to express this feeling. Such

21
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are fate, destiny, fortune, the finger, or the will, of God.
The Calvinistic faith, with its doctrine of predestination,
is a total denial of free will.

In our day there is a greater and growing general
sentiment which echoes the position of John Stuart
Mill: “Given the motives which are present to an indi-
vidual’s mind, and given likewise the character and dis-
position of the individual, the manner in which the in-
dividual will act might unerringly be inferred.”

This conception, as it presents itself to the general
mind, is admirably set forth by Archbishop Whately in
his “Elements of Logic”:

“Everyone is accustomed to anticipate future events,
in human affairs, as well as in the material world, in
proportion to his knowledge of the several circumstances
connected with each; however different in amount that
knowledge may be, in reference to different occurrences,
And in both cases alike, we always attribute the failure
of any anticipation to our ignorance or mistake respect-
ing some of the circumstances. When we fully expect,
from our supposed knowledge of some person’s char-
acter, and of circumstances he is placed in, that
he will do something which, eventually, he does
not do, we at once and without hesitation con-
clude that we were mistaken either as to his char-
acter, or as to his situation, or as to our acquaint-
ance with human nature, generally; and we are
accustomed to adduce any such failure as a proof of
such mistake; saying ‘It is plain you were mistaken in
your estimate of that man’s character; for he has done
so and so; and this as unhesitatingly as we should at- "
tribute the non-occurrence of an eclipse we had pre-
dicted, not to any change in the Laws of Nature, but
to some error in our calculations.”
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Among philosophers Emanuel Kant is generally sup-
posed to be a freec will adherent. That this is a mis-
taken assumption his statement as follows clearly
proves:

“Whatsoever difference there may be in our notions
of the freedom of the will metaphysically considered,—
it is evident that the manifestations of this will, viz.:
- human actions, are as much under the control of nature
as any physical phenomena. It is the province of his-
tory to narrate these manifestations; and let their causes
be ever so secret, we know that history, simply by taking
its station at a distance and contemplating the agency
of the human wiil upon a large scale, aims at unfolding
to our view a regular stream of tendency in the great
succession of events; so that the very course of inci-
dents, which taken separately and individually would
have seemed perplexed, incoherent, and lawless, yet
viewed in their connection and as the actions of the
human species and not of independent beings, never fail
to discover a steady and continuous though slow develop-
ment of certain great predispositions of our nature. Thus
for instance, deaths, births, and marriages, considering
how much they are separately dependent on the free-
dom of the human will, should seem to be subject to no
law according to which any calculation could be made
beforehand of their amount: and yet the yearly registers
of these events in great countries prove that they go on
with as much conformation to the laws of nature as the
oscillations of the weather.”

While the free will doctrine has still some following
in the general, and especially the cloudy-minded relig-
. lous world, it has been definitely and totally abandoned
by scientific men. ‘““There can, of course,” says Pro-
fessor Guenther, “be no question of free will to the
scientifically-minded man.” “Human actions are,” he
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elsewhere says, “determined by causes that lie behind,
not before them.” Says Ernest Haeckel: “The great
struggle between the determinist and the indeterminist,
between the opponent and the sustainer of the freedom
of the will, has ended today, after more than two thou-
sand years, completely in favor of the determinist.”

This culmination of the free-will controversy was a
necessary fore-runner of the founding of the science of
sociology. Among the sociologists this is clearly recog-
nized. The sociologists are determinists by the first
demands of- their science. They cannot go forward a
single step on any other basis. This necessary attitude
of the sociologists is well exemplified by one of the
greatest among them, Lester F. Ward, who writes as
follows: -

“The will, that highest power of the mind of which
we boast so much, is, if not a chimera, at least a far
different thing from what it appears to be. The real
paradox here is the truth that it is an effect as well as
a cause. Like the universe, like life, like man himself,
like the other faculties of the mind, the will is a genetic
product of cosmical law. The illusion consists in sup-
posing that our will is subject to our orders, that it is
in any sense free. Yet here in the dependence of the
will we have a paradox which clings with the utmost
tenacity, even to the most enlightened of mankind. They
have been compelled to admit the monistic principle in
the celestial bodies, in the inorganic world, perhaps in
the organic world. They may be even willing to agree
that man is himself a genetic product, that brain has
been mechanically evolved, that semsation and even
thought are the effects of antecedent causes, but, when
the great demi-god will is sought to be rolled in, they
take fright and resist this last encroachment. These
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. several classes of mind only show the degrees of causal
power with which they are endowed. A full comple-
ment_of causality never allows itself to be arrested by
the consideration of consequences. ' If the universe is
the theater of law, freedom is a delusion.”

The method of this book is to allow the authorities
to speak for themselves and, as far as possible, in their
own language. The reader, by this time, has probably
heard enough to be convinced that our ancient friend
“free will” has had his day and ceased to be. His pain-
less anmsthetic death at the hands of science adds one
more milestone on the road to scientific interpretation
of social phenomena.



CHAPTER III
THE GREAT MAN DIFFICULTY

The writer recalls reading in his theological youth
a lecture by an eminent preacher of the English Church
on “Old Testament History.,” If memory fails not it
was one of Cannon Liddon’s Bampton Lectures, though
for our purpose the precise authorship is of small im-
portance. The whole body of this “divinity” literature
has steadily lost its value with the passing years and
the rising tide of natural science. The only value for
us of the lecture in question is that it is representative
of a common theological attitude toward history, The
lecturer had a very simple and easy explanation of He-
brew history of the period of Elisha. It consisted of
a comfortable and well-assured explanation of Elisha
himself. God foresaw that the Hebrew race was ap-
proaching a crisis in its career and that a strong man
would be needed to shape its destinies. Therefore, in
his creative laboratory he constructed Elisha,. equipped
him for his task, and sent him forth at the proper mo-
ment to fulfill his historic mission.

For the type of thinker who accepts this as an ex-’
planation of the human drama, the perplexities of his-
tory vanish. All he needs to do is to study the great
men and perceive in their acts the will of the great
God who shapes them for the occasion. In some quar-
ters, where the insistent demands of the scientific spirit
have caused the Deity’s share in the proceedings to be
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dropped, the “great man” is still held to be the only
explanation of the annals of mankind.

For Sociology, however, the “Great Man Theory,”
as commonly understood, is “a lion in the path,” and its
removal is an imperative necessity. This does not mean
that great men are not great. Nor does it imply any
detraction from their fame and credit. What stands in
the way is not the Great Man but the “Great Man
Theory.” In the case of “free will” there is no denial
of the existence of the will but only repudiation of the
notion that it is free and its decisions uncaused. The
science-impeding character of the great man theory lies
in its assumption that the great man is a sort of un-
caused first cause.

The standard text-book of the theory is Thomas Car-
lyle’s “Heroes and Hero Worship.” Like most of Car-
lyle’s books it is a combination of first class writing and
second rate thinking., The essential nature of the
theory is that it regards history as dependent upon the
appearance of some one man at a certain critical mo-
ment. Fortunately these human stars usually blazed
forth when their light was most needed. Had they
failed the tide of history would have set in some other
unknown direction. Carlyle’s treatment of Luther is a
case in point. Without Luther, the Reformation which
bears his name had been impossible. For Carlyle, this
is not enough. Without this one man, the whole of
subsequent history would have been otherwise, including
the history of the Western Continent. Carlyle goes the
length of making all this hinge not merely on Luther
but on one of his acts. Speaking of Luther’s behavior
at the Diet of Worms, Carlyle says:
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“It is, as we say, the greatest moment in the modern
history of men. English Puritanism, England and its
parliaments, Americas, and vast work these two cen-
turies; French revolution, Europe and its work every-
where at present; the germ of it all lay there: had
Lgth?’r in that moment done other, it had all been other-
wise.

What shines forth most clearly in this extravagant
language is not the importance of Luther, but the pov-
erty of Carlyle’s sense of historical causation. Modern
Sociology has, and must have, an entirely different view.
For it the Reformation would have been achieved, Lu-
ther or no Luther. The secular powers of Germany»
and some other countries were ripe for a revolt against
the tremendous monetary drain of Rome, and they were
ready to form in a solid, phalanx behind the first man
who should raise the standard of revolt. Without that
backing, Luther would have been trampled like a reed.
With those forces lying in wait it was only a question
of who should be first to strike. To change the simile,
the air was full of sparks and had not Luther’s fallen
in the powder magazine some other would. It was only
a question of days or weeks or at the most months,
The times had reached a pitch where the explosion was
" inevitable. In civil history the actual demonstratiéon of
this truth is, in the nature of things impossible. Once
the deed is done there is no chance for another to prove
that he would have done it had the first champion failed.

There is another field, however, where these condi-
tions do not obtain and the -proof of the independence
of development of any one man is abundant, This is
the equally if not more important history of science.
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The history of science is replete with instances of dual
and sometimes treble and even quadruple independent
discoveries of epoch-making things and truths. When
the development of ideas reaches a certain stage and the
thaught of the time is ripe for the next step forward,
it is made—and its making clearly depends on no one
“great man.”

As I have treated this question at length in my chap-
ter on Carlyle in “Ten Blind Leaders of the Blind,”
the evidence will be condensed here,

The telescope has played an important role in modern
thought and if it had rot been invented by either of the
Dutch spectacle makers, Jansen and Lippershey, in 1609,
it is certain Galileo would have made one a little later.

While Priestley was busy in England with a new gas
he had discovered, and which Lavoisier in France pro-
nounced to be oxygen, an essential and combustible ele-
ment in air—and the nemesis of phogiston—the same
discovery was being independently made by a poor apoth-
ecary, Scheele, in Kjoping, Sweden.

The famous “Nebular Hypothesis” usually attributed,
by most American writers, solely to Laplace, was clearly
expounded by Kant half a century earlier in his “Theory
of the Heavens,” and then apparently lost to sight, and,
independently, rediscovered by the Frenchman. 1In
Europe, however, Kant’s claim is fully recognized and
the theory is often referred to as the Kantian Hypoth-
esis.

After Herschel had discovered the new, and then far-
thest known, planet Uranus in 1781, its movements were
seen to be -perturbed at a certain point in its immense
orbit, a perturbation which could only be explained, by
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Newton’s gravitation, by the presence of some other
large and unknown body in that neighborhood. The
dual and independent discoveries of this body (Nep-
tune) by the Frenchman Leverrier and the Englishman
Adams is not only celebrated but notorious, it having
furnished one of the most unpleasant international con-
troversies as to priority, in the annals of science.

In the history of the mathematics which led to Nep-
tune’s discovery, it will be remembered that when the
ordinary calculus had ceased to meet the expanding
nceds of astronomers the “Differential Calculus” had
three independent births, in three different countries,
through the respective labors of Newton, Leibnetz and
Lagrange.

The twin birth of Darwin’s theory of “Natural Selec-
tion” is probably better known than the nature of the
theory itself. Wallace was ready for publication be-
fore Darwin and would undoubtedly have been first
in print had he been at home to attend to its print-
ing himself. Fortunately Darwin’s priority was easily
established to the full and generous acknowledgment
of Wallace, and science was saved the humiliation of hav-
ing one of its greatest conquests lashed to the name of
a victim of the fantastic vagaries of spiritualism.

These evidences of the independence of scientific
progress of any one great man are inexhaustible, and
we will close this brief list with one of great importance
to Sociology. The “Materialist Conception of History”
came before the world under joint authorship. The
Communist Manifesto in which it was first announced
bore the names of Karl Marx and Frederick Engels.
From its interesting preface we learn that, while Engels
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awards the laurels to Marx, we should have had this
brilliant and revolutionary generalization from Engels,
though Marx had never lived.

Despite the steady growth of the evidence against
the great man theory it still lingers as a sort of rudi-
mentary idea. There are still living, people who imagine
that Rousseau created the French Revolution, that
Washington conjured forth the struggle for independ-
ence, and that “Uncle Tom’s Cabin” abolished American
chattel slavery. But the real social forces responsible
for these civil transformations are steadily rising into
view, and the poetic and romantic interpretation of his-
tory is receding in a corresponding degree. With the
decay of theological and metaphysical modes of thought,
there is an ever-increasing conviction that the great man
is more the creature than the creator of the signal ad-
vances of his time.

-

The eloquent advocacy of the theory by Carlyle has
been more than counterbalanced by the merciless analy-
sis of Herbert Spencer. Spencer, in his “Study of So-
ciology,” rang the death knell of the great man theory:

“Even were we to grant the absurd supposition that
the genesis of the great men does not depend on the
antecedents furnished by the society he is born in, there
would still be the quite sufficient facts that he is power-
less in the absence of the material and mental accumu-
lations which his society inherits from the past, and
that he is powerless in the absence of the co-existing
population, character, intelligence, and social arrange-
ments. Given a Shakespeare, and what dramas could
he have written without the multitudinous traditions of
civilized life—without the various experiences which,
descending to him from the past, gave wealth to his
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thought, and without the language which a hundred
generations had developed and enriched by use? Sup-
pose a Watt, with all his inventive power, living in a
tribe ignorant of iron, or in a tribe that could get only
as much iron as a fire blown by hand-bellows will smelt,
or suppose him born among ourselves before lathes ex-
isted ; what chance would there have been of the steam
engine? Imagine a Laplace unaided by that slowly de-
veloped system of mathematics which we trace back to
its beginnings among the Egyptians; how far would he
have got with the Mecanique Celeste? Nay, the like
questions may be put and have like answers, even if we
limit ourselves to those classes of great men on whose
doings hero-worshippers more particularly dwell—the
rulers and generals. Xenophon could not have achieved
his celebrated feat had his Ten Thousand been feeble or
cowardly, or -insubordinate. Caesar would never have
made his conquests without disciplined troops, inherit-
ing their prestige and tactics and organization from the
Romans who lived before them. And, to take a recent
instance, the strategical genius of Moltke would have
triumphed in no great campaigns had there not been a
nation of some forty millions to supply soldiers, and had
not those soldiers been men of strong bodies, sturdy
characters, obedient natures, and capable of carrying out
orders intelligently.”

Thus, Spencer, reviewing dramatic events in Euro-
pean history, concludes:

“If you should wish to understand these phenomena
of social evolution, you will not do so though you should®
read yourself blind over the biographies of all the great
rulers on record, down to Frederick the Greedy and Na-
poleon the Treacherous.”



CHAPTER IV
AUGUST COMTE—THE LAW OF HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

The science of sociology, by common consent, begins
with August Comte., Like all other departments of
thought it had its more or less distinct foreshadowings
—as Spencer would say, its adumbrations—in the an-
cient world, but its birth as a science, properly so-called,
is largely the result of the labors of the French Posi-
tivist and founder of “Positivism.”

A system of social science is the last thing to be looked
for in the works of Comte. Such a system must be the
ripe result and not the beginning of the science, and we
have no right to expect one in the writings of its great
pioneer.

Comte did indeed put forth considerable effort in this
field and even went so far as to give the chief outlines
of the society of the future. In all this he failed piti-
fully. Those who know only of his ideas in this field can
form no opinion of his tremendous contribution to
modern intellectual advancement.

Comte did two things. He did them so well, they will
forever remain as monuments of his genius. They were
great things and will rank always as among the notable
achievements of the mind of man.

These two things are: The law of human develop-
ment, and the classification of the sciences. They will
form the respective subjects of this and the following
chapter.

Thanks to the labors of Harriet Martineau, English
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readers have an advantage over the readers of the French
original. In her translation she has condensed the six

French volumes into one English one and sacrificed lit- « -

tle but the repetition incidental to work done in the form
of lectures, and extending over a period of twenty
years. ‘

Comte’s “Law of Human Development” is funda-
mental to his whole philosophy and it throws a flood of
thought on the phenomena of social and scientific pro-
gress.

As to the nature of this law we will allow its dis-
coverer, through the medium of Miss Martineau, to
speak for himself. The third paragraph of the first
chapter reads as follows:

“From the study of the development of human intel-
ligence, in all directions, and through all times, the dis-
covery arises of a great fundamental law, to which it is
necessarily subject, and which has a solid foundation of
proof, both in the facts of our organization and in our
historical experience. The law is this: That each of our
leading conceptions—each branch of our knowledge—
passes successively through three different theoretical
conditions: the Theological, or fictitious ; the Metaphysi-

cal, or abstract; and the Scientific, or positive. In other -

words, the human mind, by its nature, employs in its
progress three methods of philosophizing, the character
of which is essentially different, and even radically op-
posed; viz., the theological method the metaphy51cal
and the positive. Hence arises three philosophies, 'or
general systems of conceptions on the aggregate of Phe-
nomena, each of which excludes the others. The first
is the necessary point of departure of the human under-
standing; the third is its fixed and definite state. The
second is merely a state of transition.”

L —
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The insight displayed in the above passage is all the
more amazing when one remembers it was written in the
pre-Darwinian days. Here is convincingly stated, what
has since become universally admitted among scientific
men, that theology belongs to the infancy of the human
race. Thus has theology, which was described by Mr.
Gladstone, as “the crown and flower of human knowi-
edge,” become the pariah of the scientific world.

No writer, with the possible exception of Karl Marx
or Lester F. Ward, recognized more clearly the es-
sentially reactionary character of theological thinking.
When Comte spoke of it as “theological, or fictitious,”
he dealt it a terrific blow. Only such an iconoclast could
have founded modern sociology.

Comte’s “law of human development” is a radical
rupture with the general mental attitude of his day, and
in this lies its chief virtue. Men who trod mincingly,
and timidly avoided the impact of the prejudices of their
time, have done useful work, but they could never be
great pioncers in the world of thought. The judicious
time-server is swallowed in the maze of his own apolo-
getics. Only the fearless man becomes a milestone in
the march of mind.

We might now proceed to the further statement of
Comte’s “law” in language of our own which would
avoid the grievous blunders into which the brilliant
Frenchman fell, but again we will quote his painstaking
translator:

“In the theological state, the human mind, seeking the

essential nature of beings, the first and final causes (the
origin and purpose) of all effects—in short absolute
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knowledge—supposes all phenomena to be produced by
the immediate action of supernatural beings.

“In the metaphysical state, which is only a modifica-
tion of the first, the mind supposes, instead of super-
natural beings, abstract forces, veritable entities (that
is, personified abstractions) inherent in all beings, and
capable of producing all phenomena. What is called
the explanation of phenomena is, in this stage, a mere
reference of each to its proper entity.

“In the final, the positive state, the mind has given
over the vain search after absolute notions, the origin
and destination of the universe, and the causes of phe-
nomena, and applies itself to the study of their laws—
that is, their invariable relations of succession and re-
semblance. Reasoning and observation duly combined,
are the means of this knowledge. What is now under-
stood when we speak of an explanation of facts is sim-
ply the establishment of a connection between single
phenomena and some general facts the number of which
continually diminishes with the progress of science.”

In the above passage the fundamental error into
which Comte fell and which stamps and vitiates all his
writings, stands plainly forth. In this glaring and per-
sistent blunder is the explanation of the tardy recogni-
tion of the real merit of his labors. But for this error
Comte might have had almost as rapid and signal a
triumph as Darwin himself.

Darwin’s errors were incidental and advanced with
small enthusiasm. His hopeless theory of Pangenisis,
for example, is presented as a “provisional” theory, and
its relegation to the scrap heap in no way affected the
bulk of Darwin’s work.

Comte’s errors, on the contrary, crop out everywhere
and are defended by him with an emphasis often lack-
ing when he is advancing his really great truths.
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Comte’s grand error lies in his failure to differentiate
between “efficient causes” and “final causes”—cause
finales and cause efficientes. Final causes belong to
theology and are properly denounced and discarded, but
efficient causes are essentially a part of the scientific
method, and should have been explained and defended.
In his violent reaction against the former, Comte al-
lowed himself to be drawn into a sweeping inclusion of
the latter. The unfortunate but inevitable result has
been that many scientific men have cursorily read his
work, and regarded him with suspicion, when, had they
looked beyond his error they would have hailed him as
a brother. With the lapse of time this mistaken esti-
mate is being corrected and Comte is coming to his own.

The limits of this work do not allow an extensive
treatment of this question and the reader is now re-
ferred for its further development to the earlier part of
the first chapter of Lester . Ward’s two-volume mas-
terpiece: “Dynamic Sociology,” a work about which we
shall have much to say later and from which we now
quote:

“While, to the mind of all other philosophers, the ar-
bitrary, original, and the final cause stand in plainest con-
trast with the necessary, efficient, or mechanical cause,
the former being, as Comte justly asserts, the basis of
all theological reasoning, while the latter seems the al-
most indispensible postulate of science itself, he fails
utterly to perceive any difference between them, and is
found attacking with equal vehemence conclusions flow-
ing from the one and the other class.”

And again:

“As a further and necessary consequence of this ob-
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stinate blindness, we find Comte multiplying the number
of what he calls ‘primordial’ problems beyond the lim-
its of finite powers, impossible for man ever to solve,
and fit subjects only for the labors of theologians and
metaphysicians. Among these it is amusing to notice
quite a number which were actually solved during
Comte’s own life-time. For example, he repeatedly as-
serts that the chemical constitutions of the heavenly
bodies belong to this class of insoluble problems; yet,
even while he wrote, Kirchhoff and Fraunhofer were
collecting from the sun and the stars the evidence of
their composition.”

Thus did Comte join together things which are, and
should be kept, separate. ’

For illustration of their essential difference let us take °
the origin of the earth. According to the theologian
who explains the origin of the earth in terms of its
purpose—its final cause, the earth was created by the
Almighty to be the dwelling place of man, while the
scientist smiles at so childish an explanation, and seeks
the efficient mechanical cause of its origin in the nebu-
lar hypothesis of Kant and Laplace,

All this, however, does not affect the validity or value
of Comte’s “law of development” to which we now re-
turn.

There are two interesting and important features of
this law which are presented by Comte as its grounds
and evidences. The first we shall mention briefly here -
as it will come up for further consideration in the en-
suing chapter. This is that every science, in the course
of its progress, passes through the three stages or pe-
riods to which the human race itself is subject, Every
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science is, at its birth, theological in character. Later
it throws off the swaddling clothes of its babyhood and
appears in the metaphysical garb of its youth. Ulti-
mately it emerges into the full dress of its scientific ma-
turity. Says Comte:

“There is no science which, having attained the
positive stage, does not bear the marks of having
passed through the others. Some time since it
was (whatever it might be now) composed, as we can
now perceive, of metaphysical abstractions: and, further
back in the course of time, it took its form from theo-
logical conceptions. We shall have only too much oc-
casion to see, as we proceed, that our most advanced
sciences still bear very evident marks of the two earlier
periods through which they passed.”

Before we proceed to the second evidence we will
consider Comte’s usage of the word “positive.” This is
important inasmuch as it is Comte’s most frequently used
term and indeed appears in a title role, Comte naming
his system “The Positive Philosophy.”

Fortunately Comte’s use of the term and its popular
usage are practically identical. In popular usage “posi-
tive” is chiefly an expression of emphasis, We say a
thing is positively so when we feel sure of the fact or
facts. We are positive of a thing when it can be demon-
strated, as in the case of the majority of universally
accepted scientific truths, especially in the experimental
sciences. Fitting examples are, the functions of the
bodily organs as demonstrated in physiology, and the
composition of bodies and gases as shown by chemical
analysis and synthesis. Thus positive and scientific, as
adjectives, are practically synonymous, and are fre-
quently so used by Comte. There is not the least excuse
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for any attempt to cloud with mystery, the word posi-
tive, as it is used by the founder of modern sociology.

The second ground of the “law of human develop-
ment” has to do with the individual. Comte holds that
the three periods of race development are re-enacted in
the life of the individual. He states it as follows:

“The progress of the individual mind is not only an
illustration, but an indirect evidence of that of the gen-
eral mind. The point of departure of the individual
and the race being the same, the phases of the mind of
man correspond to the epochs of the mind of the race.
Now each of us is aware, if he looks back upon his own
history, that he was a theologian in his childhood, a
metaphysician in his youth and a natural philosopher
in his manhood. All men who are up to their age can
verify this for themselves.”

Of course, it is obvious that a person still in the thrall
of theological beliefs would present no evidence of the
operation of this law. Such would only constitute ex-
amples of mental development arrested at the sucking
bottle stage.

Tt is well worth noting that this is not the only “re-
capitulation theory” in modern thought. Comte’s theory
that the experience of the individual recapitulates the
experience of the race applies to the mental world.
Modern biology gives a similar theory in explanation of
certain evolutionary phenomena in the organic world.

The biological recapitulation theory broached by Wal-
ther and Meckel, and still more cogently advocated by
Ernest Von Baer early in the nineteenth century, found
its chief exponent in Ernest Haeckel. This theory be-
longs to the science of embryology in which Haeckel
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is one of the highest authorities, The theory, briefly
stated, is, that the chief stages of organic evolutionary
development which mark the rise from moneron to man
are repeated or recapitulated in the nine months’ life his-
tory of the human embryo before the infant comes forth
into the world. This “biogenetic law” as Haeckel calls
it, is well stated and illustrated by his fellow countryman
and fellow scientist, William Boelsche, in “The Evolution
of Man.” “The biogenetic law,” says Boelsche, “recog-
nizes in the embryo the portrait of the ancestor.”

Bolsche also shows that the “biogenetic law” is not
limited in its operation to the human family but is ac-
tive throughout the animal kingdom. He says:

“No matter what embryo we may study, whether it
is that of a lizard, a snake, a crocodile, a turtle, ostrich,
stork, chicken, canary, duckbill, marsupial, whale, rab-
bit, horse, or finally a long-tailed American monkeyv or
anthropoid (man-like) gibbon—the embryo at a certain
stage of its development always shows a perceptible tad-
pole or fish stage. Its neck shows the mark of the gills.
Furthermore, the limbs which the embryos are just
forming at this stage have likewise the plain outlines
of fins.”

This theory has also been clearly and forcefully stated
by an American who has laid the pcople of his country
under heavy and lasting obligations by his brilliant and
thoroughly human contributions toward a ligher and
nobler standard of education—Professor J. Howard
Moore, instructor in biology at the Crane High school.
Says Professor Moore, in his “Universal Kinship”:

“The embryonic development of a human being is
not different in kind from the embryonic development
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of any other animal. Every human being at the begin-
ning of his organic existence is a protozoan, about
1/125 inch in diameter; at another stage of development
he is a tiny sac-shaped mass of cells without blood or
nerves, the gastrula; at another stage he is a worm, with
a pulsating tube instead of a heart, and without head,
neck, spinal column, or limbs; at another stage he has
as a backbone, a rod of cartilage extending along the
back, and a faint nerve cord, as in amphioxus, the lowest
of the vertebrates; at another stage he is a fish with a
two-chambered heart, mesonephric kidneys, and gill-slits,
with gill arteries leading to them, just as in fishes; at
another stage he is a reptile with a three-chambered
heart, and voiding his excreta through a cloaca like
other reptiles; and finally, when he enters upon post-
natal sins and actualities, he is a sprawling, squalling,
unreasoning quadruped. The human larva from the
fifth to the seventh month of development is covered
with a thick growth of hair and has a true caudal ap-
pendage, like the monkey. At this stage the embryo
has in all thirty-eight vertebrz, nine of which are cau-
dal, and the great toe extends at right angles to the
other toes, and is not longer than the other toes, but
shorter, as in the ape.”

This biological theory is given at length here not only
because it supports Comte’s theory by analogy but be-
cause it seems highly probable that the two principles
are not mere analogies but have a much closer relation-
ship.

In these materialistic days we have learned that
thought is a function of the brain and that the charac-
ter and quality of the thinking is very largely, probably
entirely, dependent on brain organization.

If it be true, as the biogenetic law holds, that the
human creature comes into the world with the brain de-
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velopment and therefore the mental equipment of a
rather remote savage ancestor, we may cease to wonder
that theological beliefs had a peculiar attraction for us
in our early years.
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CHAPTER V
COMTE’S CLASSIFICATION OF THE SCIENCES

In Comte’s system, the thing which stands second,
if indeed, it is not equal, in importance to the “law of
human development” is his classification of the sciences.
As will appear, it is important for sociology because it
reveals the character of the science of society and places
it in its proper relation to other sciences. Thus we get
an estimate of its scope and importance as a branch or
department of knowledge.

In this field of classification Comte did an immense
service, not only to sociology but to all the sciences.
Especially did he serve the cause of education by organ-
izing scientific knowledge in a comprehensive order, lift-
ing it forever out of the confused, scattering and dis-
jointed maze in which he found it.

In classifying and arranging the sciences in their re-
spective positions, Comte did not place them side by
side as so many co-equal brothers. Rather he placed them
in position of sequence or succession. comparing closely
with the relation of parent and offspring. One science is
placed at the head. The next is derived from it, and
is dependent upon it. In this way Comte traces the
main line of descent throughout the entire range of hu-
man knowledge. This achievement alone will assure the
great Frenchman a permanent niche in the Pantheon of
the immortals.

The main principle of the classification is the evolu-
tionary principle later made familiar by Spencer, The
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list begins with the most general and therefore the most
inclusive of all sciences. It then proceeds step by step
to the less and less general, but more and more complex
sciences. It thus conforms to Spencer’s formula of pro-
gress from the simple to the complex.

As Lester I'. Ward states it: “Each new science, as
we descend the scale. is less general, and therefore is
embraced within the limits of the preceding, to which
it stands in the true logical relation of species to genus,
while at the same time possessing special characteristics
of its own which distinguish it from all above it.”

Here is the order as it appears in the Positive Philos-
ophy:

(1) Astronomy.

(2) Physics.

(3) Chemistry.

(4) Biology.

(5) (Cerebral Biology; i. e.: psychology.)
(6) Sociology.

It will be easily seen how thoroughly this arrange-
ment complies with the idea of a decreasing generality
and increasing complexity, It also, and for this very
reason, realizes the notion of each succeeding science
being “embraced,” as Ward uses the term in the above
quotation, in its predecessor. Astronomy deals with
celestial bodies and the laws relating to them, Physics
deals with molar and molecular processes. Chemistry
deals with atomic processes, In the natural order of
things all these come before life which is the subject of
biology. Biology dealing with organic processes precedes
and is the parent of psychology which deals with psychic
processes. Qut of these mental processes come social
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relations and social processes which are the subject-mat-
ter of sociology. )

It may well be that Comte’s chief claim to fame may
finally rest on his having been the first man to recog-
niz: the grand unity of all things, from the whirling
nebulx to systems of taxation. In this respect Comte
has had but one successor, Mr. Herbert Spencer, the
author of the “Synthetic Philosophy.” When two men,
whose genius is of the highest order, labor upon_the
same probleins, dealing with the same subject-matter, it
would be somewhat surprising if the results did not
hear some general resemblance. This is precisely what
happened in the case of Comte and Spencer. This gen-
eral resemblance has led some to the mistaken conclu-
sion that Spencer was merely a disciple of his French
predecessor, and this conclusion has been warmly and
justly repudiated by Mr. Spencer himself.

Spencer, in his efforts to disconnect himself from
Comte, has undoubtedly gone to the opposite extreme.
He denied flatly even a general resemblance between his
own classification of the sciences and the classification
of Comte. The documents which throw the greatest
light on this subject are two letters which passed be-
tween Mr. Spencer and Lester F. Ward, which letters
are reproduced as a very extensive foot note on page G5
of Ward’s “Pure Sociology.”

In the year 1895 Mr. Spencer received and glanced
cver the essay by Ward on “The Place of Sociology
Among the Sciences.” Mr. Spencer wrote to the author
saying that in glancing through it he was “startled by
some of its statements, Spencer declares himself
amazed by Ward's statement that, “Spencer himself,
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notwithstanding all his efforts to overthrow it, actually
adopted it (Comte’s classification) in the arrangement
of the sciences in his Synthetic Philosophy.” Against
this statement Mr. Spencer argues at some length. He
explains that he omitted dealing with inorganic nature
in his “Synthetic Philosophy” simply because the scheme,
even as it stood, was too extensive,

“Two volumes were thus omitted—a volume on as-
tronomy and a volume on geology. Had it been possi-
ble to write these in addition to those undertaken, the
series would have run—astronomy, geology, blology,
psychology, sociology, ethics. Now in this series, those

marked in italics do not appear in the Comtean classi-
fication at all. In the part of the Synthetic Philosophy as
it now stands, the only correspondence with the Com-
tean classification is that biology comes before sociology;
and surely any one would see that in rational order the
phenomena presented by a living individual must come
before that presented by an assemblage of such living
individuals. It requires no leading of Comte for any
one to see this.”

Notwithstanding this sweeping disclaimer on the part
of Mr. Spencer the position taken by Mr, Ward in the
first place remains unshaken. This will appear when we
follow Mr. Ward’s example and reproduce side by side
the order of the classification adopted by each:

SYSTEM OF AUGUSTE COMTE, SYSTEM OF HERBERT SPENCER

1. Astronomy. 1. Astronomy.
2. Physics. 2. Geology.

3. Chemistry. 3. Biology.

4. Biology, including 4.  Psychology.
5. Cerebral Biology. 5. Sociology.
6. Sociology. 6. Ethics.

Y. Ethics.
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Both Comte and Spencer begin with astronomy. The
first difference appears with the second choice. Comte
follows astronomy with physics and chemistry; Mr.
Spencer chooses to occupy this space with the science
of geology. In thus diverging the advantage is un-
doubtedly on the side of the Frenchman. This classi-
fication of the sciences is not intended to include the
name of every science, but only of those which make
the trunk of the tree; the branches and twigs fall into
their proper places and are included by implication. All
Comte’s terms in the series are sections of the trunk,
with the exception of the last. Mr. Spencer on the con-
trary, after beginning with the primary section of the
trunk, introduces a branch, as geology has no proper
place in such general categories. As Ward very prop-
erly maintains, in such a general classification geology
would be a subdivision of astronomy, just as zoology
is a branch of biology and not entitled to a place
in this list. After this departure there comes a reunion
at biology. Mr. Spencer charges that the division is re-
opened immediately following biology, inasmuch as he
places psychology as next in succession, whereas Comte
does not include psychology at all. In this Mr. Spencer
is mistaken. His mistake would have been spared had
he read his French predecessor more closely.

Psychology is fully treated by Comte under the head
of Cerebral Biology. It would have been better had
Comte given cerebral biology a line to itself in his list,
but his not doing so does not justify the assertion that
he omitted it from his scheme. On the contrary, his
reason given for the omission stamps him as one of the
most daring thinkers of his time. Comte explains that
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his refusal to separate biology and psychology is due
to his belief that they are inseparable. He takes the
essentially materialistic position that the mental pro-
cesses are based in the organization of the brain, and
that all mental phenomena are dependent on physiologi-
cal organization and function. In this proclamation
Comte clearly anticipated the science of our time. The
rest of the categories arc identical. Spencer concludes
with ethics and Comte added ethics as the final term
of his series in his later work “Polytique Positive.” In
this the two philosophers fell into a common error—an
error of precisely the same nature as that which led
Spencer to place geology in his category. Ethics, as
we are coming to see more clearly every day, is merely
a division of sociology and has no more right to fol-
low sociology in this main classification than botany
would have to follow biology.

Comte has several methods by which the consistency
of his classification is tested. The first has already been
given—consisting of procession from general to special,
or from the simple to the complex.

Another test which Comte regards as important and
for which he claims complete originality is as follows:
The three principal methods of science are observation,

- experiment and comparison. As we proceed in Comte’s

hierarchy from Astronomy at the beginning to Ethics
at the end there is, as Comte argues, a progressive ap-
plication of these methods of research. In Astronomy,
the most general and simple of the sciences, ohservation
alone is available: in Physics, which comes next, experi-
mentation is possible as well as obscrvation. When we
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reach chemistry, experiment is the chief weapon, while
in biology, sociology and ethics we depend mainly on
comparison.

We now come to one of the most valuable of Comte’s
theories. He insists that another test of the validity
of his scientific categories is to be found in the state
of positiveness at which any science has arrived. Each
science, like each individual and like the race itself,
passes through the three successive stages, theological,
metaphysical and positive.

Astronomy, the most general of all, has passed
through the theological and metaphysical stages and has
now reached the positive or scientific stage. This is
undoubtedly the case though the uninformed often make
their first appeal in behalf of religious beliefs to the
majesty and grandeur of the heavens. There is in
reality no department of human thought where the su-
pernatural has been so completely abolished and natural
law recognized as supreme, as in astronomy. It is a
long time since any scientist of repute tried to find in
astronomy a niche in which to hide his gods. Lester
F. Ward well says: “About the last instance of this
kind was that of Newton, who brought in the divine
agency to account for so much of observation as his
theory failed to explain, and this is now set down as
one of the unfortunate weak points in his biography to
be forgotten as fast as possible.”

Physics, which comes next in generality and next in
the classification, although next most positive, is still
in the grip of metaphysical conceptions. In biology,
metaphysics and theology still have a hold, but every day

N
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sees the biological sciences become more positive and
less theological and metaphysical.

Now we come to that science of which Comte is
generally conceded to be the founder, the science of
society—sociology. Comte justly declares this late-born
and highly complex science to be still in the theological
and metaphysical stage, with theological ideas dominat-
ing. This is in itself proof that the science is in its
infancy, just as a theological type of mind was insep-
arable from the infancy of the race, and seems to be
inseparable from the infancy of the individual. In ethics
the case is even worse.

The whole development of society is popularly sup-
posed to be subject to providence; to control of a divine
will which is independent of law and the fiats of which
cannot be prevised or even understood. This means
death to science wherever it may be found and the his-
tory of science is the story of the overthrow of this
theological position in one field after another. This
was accomplished by the discovery of those laws of na-
ture—or “methods of nature” as Lewes, Comte’s great
disciple, called them—uwhich really prevail everywhere
in the universe.

Newton, Kant and Laplace drove theology out of as-
tronomy by discovering gravity and nebula. Mayer,
Helmholtz and Lavoisier emancipated chemistry from
superstition with the conservation of energy and the
indestructibility of matter. Lamarck, Darwin and a
great army of their colleagues and disciples have since
Comte’s day driven the shadowy spectres of theology
out of biology with evolution and natural selection.
Comte struggled to do as much for Sociology and failed
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completely. His great merit is that he saw the need
of such a science and foresaw the nature of its task.

Later in this book we shall deal at considerable length
with the sociology of Lester F. Ward. While we are
considering, however, the classifications of Comte and
Spencer, it seems fitting to present the classification
which Mr. Ward makes the basis of the first volume of
“Dynamic Sociology.” Ward’s improvement over Comte
and Spencer lies in his reduction of the number of
basic concepts to three—primary, secondary and ter-
tiary. These three divisions cover the evolution of the
universe and its contents. These are called by Ward
“aggregations” and are as follows:

Primary aggregation—inorganic—chemical relations.

Secondary aggregation—organic—vital relations (in-
cluding psychic relations).

Tertiary aggregation—social—social relations.

It will be observed that Ward’s primary aggregation,
dealing with inorganic phenomena, covers the field oc-
cupied by Comte’s astronomy, physics, and chemistry
and by Spencer’s astronomy and geology. The second-
ary aggregation covers Comte’s and Spencer’s biology
and psychology while the tertiary aggregation covers
their sociology and their ill-considered final term, ethics.
This classification by Ward has the evolutionary charac-
ter and the great simplicity which mark all his work,
and which constitutes Mr. Ward the greatest living so-
ciologist.

The great merit of Comte and Spencer lies in the
fact mentioned early in this chapter. They alone in all
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history have attempted to, and in great part succeeded
in, co-ordinating the field of universal knowledge, We
are beginning to understand that science does not con-
sist of a great mass of facts, but rather in the ascertain-
ment of the laws which lie behind the facts and which
constitute their relationship to each other. The supreme
thing in science, therefore, is not the facts themselves
but rather their relationships, and as the universe is un-
doubtedly one grand unity all its phenomena must be re-
lated. A real investigation of the universe consists in
the discovery of these relationships of facts, which give
their meaning.
Ward, in Dynamic Sociology, says:

“From the array of great nmames which philosophy
and science have given to the world, I have singled out
those of August Comte and Herbert Spencer as the
subjects of these brief sketches, not so much in conse-
quence of any assumed pre-eminence in these two men
above others, as because they alone, of all thinkers of
the world, have the merit of having carried their gen-
eralizations from the phenomena of inorganic nature up
to those of human action and social life. Of all the
philosophers that humanity has brought forth, these two
alone have conceived and built upon the broad princi-
ple of the absolute unity of Nature and her laws
throughout all their manifestations, from the revolu-
tions of celestial orbs to the rise and fall of empires
and the vicissitudes of social customs and laws. This
grand monistic concention is the final crown of human
thought, and was required to round out philosophy into
a form of symmetry, whose outlines, at least, admit of
no further improvement.”

It is hardly necessary here to go at great length into
the absurd utopian social scheme which Comte advanced.
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It has been abandoned everywhere except by here and
there a belated follower.

He was opposed to the use of that powerful weapon
which the working men of his day were already look-
ing toward-—political action. His condemnation of this
method was aimed at the precursors of the present So-
cial Democrats. He naively explains that he expects
the rich to support him in this attitude—as they did, of
course, so long as it only meant political action by their
opponents.

In Comte’s positivist society there were to be four so-
cial orders. Capitalists to supply the direction of indus-
try ; workers to give their labor for production; women
who were to provide social feeling; and a new priest-
hood of philosophers who were to provide education
and arbitrate all difficulties between capital and labor,
and persuade labor not to resort to force or political
action but always give heed to the moral suasion of
their superiors.

Comte wrote a great deal of extravagant and sense-
less flattery of women in general, and his own wife in
particular, but he nevertheless proposes to leave about
their wrists that old and cankering chain—economic de-
pendence. Women are to be supported like all the
other orders, by the’ labor of the workers, who are to
be men only. Capitalists are to have an honored place
as direcctors of industry, and there is some considerable
space and effort devoted to the folly of Socialists who
propose to abolish them. The evolution of the capital-
ist from a useful director to a useless parasitic owner,
although it had begun, was, as yet, invisible to Comte.
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All this was to be brought about by positivist clubs,
which were to be established in all the cities of the
civilized world and have for their object the propaganda
of this philosophy with its new-old social order.

It is another case of the irony of fate that such clubs
and groups have been cstablislied in almost every town
and city in the civilized world—but alas they are not
composed, as Comte dreamed, of the advocates of a
four-class society; they are made up of the Social Dem-
ocrats he so fluently condemned. And these Social
" Democrats advocate a society that will be classless, where
women will be economically independent of men or each
other, where the capitalist will be transformed into a
worker, no matter how much he may protest against
the metamorphosis, and the workers will direct their
own affairs without requiring hierarchies of alleged su-
periors to do it for them.



CHAPTER VI
HERBERT SPENCER—STRUCTURAL SOCIOLOGY

Of Herbert Spencer, Ward says, “he probably de-
served the title of England’s greatest philosopher,” and
he adds, “when we have reached England’s greatest
in any achievement of mind, we have usually also
reached the world’s greatest.”

Whatever criticism may be made of the sociologists,
they cannot be justly charged with having neglected
the subject of religion. The part played by religion and
theology in the social process, receives very serious
and extensive treatment at the hands of Comte, Spen-
cer, and Ward.

For a time Spencer was hailed with enthusiasm by
many religionists because he presented what seemed
to be a satisfactory solution of the age-long war be-
tween religion and science. Spencer did undoubtedly
solve this problem. He pointed out that the struggle
between the two forces was due to a misunderstanding
as to their proper and legitimate territories. In order
to remove this misapprehension forever he divided the
universe into two parts—the knowable and the un-
knowable. The first, he held, belonged to science; the
second must be reserved for religion.

Religion had been so roughly handled by science, it
had been driven from pillar to post, until the promise
to religionists of a field which was to be left to their
undisputed sway was a welcome relief. Their cheer-
fulness, however, was short-lived, for it turned out

56
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to be based on a misunderstanding of Spencer’s idea.
To them the “unknowable” was identical with the
“unknown.”

It will be f{freely admitted, notwithstanding our
tremendous advances in knowledge, that what we
know is infinitesimal as compared with what we do
not know. It was the realization of this which led to
Newton’s famous simile of gathering a few pebbles
on the shores of the great ocean of knowledge. If
then, according to Spencer, this vast area of the un-
known was to be left to the unchallenged possession
of religion while science must needs be content with
the relatively small tract of the known, religion might
congratulate itself on the division.

The error lay in the very material difference between
“the unknown” and Mr. Spencer’s “unknowable.” Tt
is quite perceivable, for example, that the population
of a town may be unknown, and yet be “knowable”
by means of an effective census. A thousand illustra-
tions might be given to show that vast domains of
“the unknown” belong to science because they are
“knowable.” While science does not occupy these
domains now, they will surely be the subjects of its
future conquests.

It has been the efforts of religion in the past to
prevent science from conquering parts of the unknown
and adding them to the known that has resulted in
what White calls “The Warfare Between Science and
Theology,” and which Draper describes as “The Con
flict Between Science and Religion.” It might be
remarked in passing that the recent description of
so profound a scholar and historian as Dr. Draper as
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“a chatterer” by a prominent Catholic has done noth-
ing to inspire public confidence in some of Dr, Dra-
per’s critics. Draper’s monumental labors can hardly
be swept aside by a silly remark.

It might be argued that the religious apologists did
not attempt to hold for themselves certain territory
as belonging to “the unknown,” inasmuch as they
claim to have a knowledge of it even to minute de-
tails. It cannot be admited, however, that the origin
of the human race belonged to the known, in the
middle ages, on the strength of the Babylonian legend
of the Garden of Eden. If, therefore, the religious
world persists in refusing to be limited to Spencer’s
“unknowable,” and in clinging to the knowable un-
known, there can be no cessation of “The Conflict
Between Science and Religion” until science has added
victory to victory and religion, reaping defeat upon
defeat, is finally driven from the field.

Spencer’s two great categories really mean that the
claimh of religion is limited to such of the unknown
as cannot be known—the unknowable, while to science
belongs all the known and all of the unknown which
is knowable. This division of the universe is pre-
sented with a certain under-current of grim irony as
a ‘“reconciliation” between science and religion. It
is really a polite way of saying that science means
knowledge, while religion is a synonym for ignorance.
It is cleverly compared by Ward to the man who
offered to divide the house with his wife—taking the
inside for himself and giving the outside to her.

One of the difficulties which sociologists had to
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overcome was due to the notions which almost all
historians entertained as to what constituted history.
In order to understand the societies of the present it
was essential to know the societies of the past from
which they came. This led directly to a searching of
the pages of history. The search was fraught with
disappointment. The wvarious histories teemed with
matters of small importance, while things of vast
importance were hardly mentioned or completely
ignored.

Out of all proportion to their real importance was
the space given to kings and courts, with their petty
intrigues and incessant scandals. Their pages rceked
of the carnage of bloody and useless wars of succes-
sion. Armies «camped on every page and battles
were fought in every paragraph. Almost every sen-
tence was stained with the blood of a soldier or the
amour of a king. Back and forth the chapters swung
like a pendulum—{rom court to camp and from camp
to court. This type of history, now happily obsolete,
or nearly so, has been well styled “drum and trumpet
history.” Among the pioneers who wrought the
change Herbert Spencer holds a foremost place. We
will now quote a paragraph from Spencer which in
Professor Small’s opinion “marks an era in social
consciousness.”

“That which constitutes History, properly so called,
is in great part omitted from works on this subject. Only
of late years have historians commenced giving us, in
any considerable quantity, the truly valuable informa-
tion. As in past ages the king was everything and the
people nothing, so in past histories, the doings of the
king fill the entire picture, to which the national life



60 AN INTRODUCTION TO SOCIOLOGY

forms but an obscure background. While only now,
when the welfare of nations rather than of rulers is be-
coming the dominant idea, are historians beginning to
ocupy themselves with the phenomena of social progress.
The thing it really concerns us to know is the Natural
History of society. We want all facts which help us
to understand how a nation has grown and organized
itself. Among these, let us of course have an account
of its government; with as little as may be of gossip
about the men who officered it, and as much as possible
about the structure, principles, methods, prejudices, cor-
ruptions, etc., which it exhibited; and let this account
include not only the nature and actions of the central
government, but also those of local governments, down
to therr minutest ramifications. Let us of course have
a parallel description of the ecclesiastical government—
it: organization, its conduct, its power, its relations to
the state; and, accompanying this, the ceremonial,
creed, and religious ideas—not only those nominally be-
lieved, Lut those really believed and acted upon. Let
us at the same time be informed of the control exercised
by class over class, as displayed in social observances—
in titles, salutations, and forms of address. Let us
know, too, what were all the customs which regulated
the popular life out-of-doors and indoors, including those
concerning the relations of the sexes, and the relations
of parents to children. The superstitions, also, from
the more important myths down to the charms in com-
mon use, should be indicated. Next should come a de-
lineation of the industrial system; showing to what ex-
tent the division of labor was carried; what was the
connection between employers and employed ; what were
the agencies for distributing commodities; what were
the means of communication; what was the circulating
medium. Accompanying all which, should be given an
account of the industrial arts technically considered;
stating the processes in use, and the quality of the pro-
ducts. Further, the intellectual condition of the nation
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in its various grades should be depicted; not only with
respect to the kind and amount of education, but with
respect to the progress made in science, and the pre-
vailing manner of thinking. The degree of wmsthetic
culture, as displayed in architecture, sculpture, paint-
ing, dress, music, poetry, and fiction, should be de-
scribed. Nor should there be omitted a sketch of the
daily lives of the people—their food, their homes, and
their amusements. And, lastly, to connect the whole,
should be exhibited the morals, theoretical and practical,
of all classes, as indicated in their laws, habits, proverbs,
deeds. These facts, given with as much brevity as con-
sists with clearness and accuracy, should be so grouped
and arranged that they may be comprehended in their
ensemble, and contemplated as mutually dependent parts
of one great whole. The aim should be so to present
them that men may readily trace the consensus subsist-
ing among them, with the view of learning what social
phenomena coexist with what others. And then the
corresponding delineations of succeeding ages should be
so managed, as to show how each belief, institution, cus-
tom and arrangement was modified, and how the con-
sensus of preceding structures and functions was devel-
oped into the consensus of succeeding ones. Such alone
is the kind of information, respecting past times, which
can be of service to the citizen for the regulation of his
conduct. The only History that is of practical value is
what may be called Descriptive Sociology. And the
highest office which the historian can discharge is that
of so narrating the lives of nations as to furnish ma-
terials for a Comparative Sociology, and for the subse-
quent determination of the ultimate laws to which so-
cial phenomena conform.”

The above passage is of cspecial value for two
reasons. Iirst, it marks a distinct advance in historical
theory. Second, it indicates Spencer’s place in the
history of Sociology.
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The one adjective which better than any other de-
scribes Spencer’s philosophy as a whole, is “evolution-
ar_y.”

Spencer was pre-eminently the “Evolutionary
Philosopher.” In this respect his “Principles of
Biology” is unsurpassed. This cannot be said, how-
ever, of his “Principles of Sociology.” There are
two methods of regarding the phenomena of any
science—the static and the dynamic. A crude illus-
tration of the difference between the two is the differ-
ence between a photograph and a moving picture. The
static method views things at rest, the dynamic method
considers them in motion. In sociology the statist
is mainly occupied with social structure; the dyna-
mist gives his chief attention to the social process.

In Spencer’s concept of real history, given above, the
catalogue of things is more conspicuous than the idea
of the process of things and the operation of social
forces, which mark the latest and highest development
of historical theory.

The ultimate test of the relative values of the two
is to be found in the nature of the universe itself.
By this time we know that the universe, including
its contents, is not static but dynamic. In the lan-
guage of the ancient Greek philosopher: “Nothing is,
everything is becoming.” This is why the universe
is comprehensible to the evolutionist alone. The dif-
ference between the descriptive, static, Structural
sociology of Spencer and the dynamic sociology of
the later sociologists, such as Ratzenhofer, Ward and
Small, is, to borrow an excellent simile from Small, the
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difference between a department store and an economic
system. It is the difference between an exhibit of a
collection of concrete articles and a body of inter-relat-
ing social forces.

In biology Spencer’s method was dynamic; in
sociology he was static. In biology he dealt mainly
with process; in sociology he dealt chiefly with
structure. This does not mean that either method is
absent in either case. The structural concept is present
in his biology, and the dynamic method is present in
his sociology. This was unavoidable in the nature of
the case. Structure implies function and process;
function and process -necessarily imply and involve
the idea of structure. The point is that, while in his
biology the structural concept is subordinated to the
dynamic concept, as it should be, in his sociology the
structural concept is predominant. This is a curious
confirmation of the notion of Comte—that each science
must pass through successive stages. Here we see
in the mind of Spencer two sciences in different stages
of their development.

The student who .wishes to thoroughly grasp
Spencer’s place in the science of sociology would do
well to read closely the earlier chapters of Professor
Small’s “General Sociology.” A careful study of
Small’s keen and penetrating analysis and criticism
of Spencer’s method (yet friendly withal), will go far
to enable the student to understand more recent de-
velopments in sociological theory. As a preliminary
to such a study we will quote the following passages:

“The forms of expression that Spencer uses indicate
that, when he planned his sociological studies, the proper

A
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material of history—or, as he would phrase it, “de-
scriptive sociology”—seemed to him to be a species of
details to be ranged side by side or in series in a regu-
larly classified exhibit. He spoke of connections between
them, and of laws governing them; yet he had not ad-
justed his views of society to the most significent ele-
ments in his own philosophy. Social facts were to him
as the plants which they classified were to the herbarium-
making botanists of his generation. To him the mor-
phological features of social facts, their arrangement
into orders and genera and species, their side-by-side-
ness, rather than their interworkings, seemed decisive.
Of course, certain perceptions of interrelations between
the groups of social facts are in evidence in everything
that he wrote. These perceptions, however, played at
first a quite subordinate role in his program as a col-
lector and classifier of social material. Indeed, the
place assigned in this syllabus to Spencer’s work as a
sociologist is determined by the judgment that he never
entirely outgrew the habit of treating social facts in
statical categories imposed by the mind, instead of press-
ing on to view them in the dynamic relations in which
they actually occur. This judgment was reached after
study of Spencer’s system during a quarter-century.”

Again he says:

“His method was to compare exhibits that societies
display; not to detect the process through which they
develop. It is a method which might permit a botanist
to compare the parts of plants without thinking to en-
quire about their vital connection with the soil. It is
a method which would permit the zoologist to be content
with descriptions of species, without bothering himself
about the origin of species, It is a method essentially
descriptive, rather than explanatory.”

Speaking in the name of present-day sociology, Pro-
fessor Small says:
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“The problem that presents itself to sociologists to-
day cannot be expressed in terms that sufficed a gen-
eration ago. Our present demand is for a way of ex-
plaining what is taking place among people, with lit-
eral values for the different terms which we find con-
cerned in human experience,  We want an explanation,
not of men’s crystalline formations, not of their ma-
chineries, not of their institutional remains. We want
an account of the intimate process of their lives, in
terms that will assign their actual meaning and value
to the chief and subordinate factors concerned in the
process.”

Lest all this should lead the student to an under-
estimate of Spencer, we give the following apprecia-
tion by Small:

“Yet for a quarter-century the Spencerian program
of sociology has probably appealed to more people than
any other. As we have intimated above, this is proba-
bly not altogether an accident. On the contrary, we
may say not only that the Spencerian sociology has done
good service as a medium between two historical stages
in the development of the science, but that the method
which it employs will prove to be a necessary medium
between stages of development in the power of gener-
alization in the individual mind. It is certain that we
cannot think society as it is, without using structural
forms as one factor in the composite picture. It may
be that there are periods in our mental history when
the best thinking which we can do about society will
attach excessive importance to these structural concep-
tions. At all events, some use of the Spencerian ver-
sion of society is unavoidable at present. We treat
it, therefore, not as a passing phase of social theory,
but as a partial view which must be assimilated in our
final rendering of the social process.”



CHAFTEK VII
HERBERT SPEWCER—DATS OF SOCIOLOGY

Of the ten voluznes of Mr. Spencer’s “Synthetic Phil-
osophy,” three are devoted to the principles of soci-
ology. Thig is the greatest number of volumes de-
voted to any one scienze. Mr. Spencer’s attitude, criti-
cised in the preceding chapter, of regarding sociology
as a collectienn of sociological exhibits; a sort of in-
ventory of society’s assets, determines the character
of the second and third of these volumes.

Voluree I1 is devoted to ceremonial institutions and
political institutions; Volume III has for its contents
the treatment of ecclesiastical institutions; professional
institutions; industrial institutions. The descriptive
method reaches back into the latter part of Volume I,
which treats of domestic institutions. The most inter-
esting and important part of the entire three volumes
is the divisions in the first volume which are devoted
respectively to “The Data of Sociology” and “The In-
ductions of Sociology.” All readers of Mr, Spencer
who open the first volume for the first time, with no
previous warning, and begin to read the first division—
“The Data of Sociology”—are considerably surprised
and not a little disappointed. It is by no means what
the title would lead one to expect. What the reader
does naturally expect is a treatment of the phenomena
of modern societies and modern civilization. What
Mr. Spencer gives, however, is a history of the genesis
of religion. The bulk of this division says nothing of
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modern societies, not even anything of ancient socie-
ties; it goes back of all historical documents to a con-
sideration of the ideas of primitive man. This is an
echo of the method of those French philosophers of
the eightecenth century who were constantly harking
" back to the state of nature and who illustrated their
discussion of the problems of our own time by revert-
ing to the notions of primitive ancestors.

This method has survived in Mr. Spencer, and the
advocates of the single tax, who delight in illustrating
their theories about the land by introducing the naked
savage who catches fish by plunging his bare hand
into the stream,

Disappointing as the first volume is in this respect,
it is nevertheless a very brilliant achievement and a
work of permanent value. Here, for the first time,
we have a real history of the origin and development
of religion ; a history which traces religious phendmena
back to its source in the character of the universe and
the laws of thought. It entitles Mr. Spencer to be
ranked with those great specialists in this field, Sir
John Lubbock and Edward Tylor.

Mr. Spencer proceeds upon the assumption, for
which there is much to be said, that sociological phe-
nomena should first be studied in its earliest forms.
According to Mr. Spencer, institutions are the result
of ideas, and it is therefore necessary to understand
primitive ideas.

As all primitive man’s ideas are religious, there is
no difficulty in understanding how Mr. Spencer’s an-
alysis of primitive ideas led him to the production of
a treatise on religion.
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Mr. Spencer’s conclusions as to the origin of religion
are of course in general agreement with those of
Lubbock, Tylor, Grant Allen, and all the scientific
men who have thoroughly probed the subject. Proba-
bly the best definition of religion is that of Mr. Tylor,
who holds that the one thing that is indispensable to
the conception of religion is “the belief in spiritual
beings.” The problem of explaining religion there-
fore becomes a question of why men believed in spirit-
ual beings. This question, Mr. Spencer undertakes to
answer. According to Mr. Spencer primitive man
came to believe that he was the possessor of a spirit
which had the power to separate itself from the body
because he was incapable of understanding such
natural phenomena about him as appeared to prove
the existence of spirits.

One of these phenomena is that presented by shad-
ows. Mr. Spencer says:

“The primitive man, left to himself, necessarily
concludes a shadow to be an actual existence, which
belongs to the person casting it. He simply accepts
the facts. Whenever the sun or moon is visible, he
sees this attendant thing which rudely resembles him
in shape, which moves when he moves, which now
goes before him, now keeps by his side, now follows
him, which lengthens and shortens as the ground in-
clines this way or that, and which distorts itself in
strange ways as he passes by irregular surfaces. True,
he cannot see it in cloudy weather; but, in the absence
of a physical interpretation, this simply proves that his

attendant comes out only on bright days and bright
nights.”

Again, the savage was deceived by echoes:
“No physical explanation of an echo can be framed
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by the uncivilized man. What does he know about
the reflection of sound waves? What, indeed, is known
about the reflection of sound waves by the mass of
our own people? Were it not' that the spread of
knowledge has modified the mode of thought through-
out all classes, producing everywhere a readiness to
accept what we call natural interpretations, and to
assume that there are natural interpretations to occur-
rences not comprehended; there would even now be
an explanation of echoes as caused by unseen beings.”

Probably the chief source of our primitive beliefs
in spiritual existences is to be found in the inability
of the savage to understand his dreams. Under this
head Mr. Spencer accumulated a fund of information,

* of which the following is typical:

“Schoolcraft tells us that the North American
Indians in general, think ‘there are duplicate souls,
one which remains with the body, while the other is
free to depart on excursions during sleep,” and, accord-
ing to Crantz, the Greenlanders hold ‘that the soul can
forsake the body during the interval of sleep.” The
theorv in New Zealand is ‘that during sleep the mind
left the body, and that dreams are the objects seen
during its wanderings;’ and in Fiji ‘it is believed that
the spirit of a man who still lives will leave the body
to trouble other people when asleep.’” Similarly in
Borneo. It is the conviction of the Dyaks that the
soul during slecp goes on expeditions of its own, and
‘sees, hears and talks. Among Hill-tribes of India,
such as the Karens, the same doctrine is held, their
statement being that ‘in sleep it (the La, spirit or
ghost), wanders away to the ends of the earth, and our
dreams are what the La sces and experiences in his
perambulations.”

There is no lack, of course, of superficial persons of
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the orthodox type who never have given so much as
ten minutes to the investigation of these questions,
but who are willing to sweep aside with a jibe the monu-
mental labors of anthropologists who have reached
practically unanimous conclusions about the origin
of religions. It is ridiculous and absurd, say these
shallow pated gentlemen, to say that the savage knew
so little and was deceived so easily. To this objection,
Mr. Spencer had the following reply:

“That the primitive man’s conception of dream-
ing is natural, will now be obvious. As said at the
outset, his notions may seem strange because, in think-
ing about them, we carry with us the theory of Mind
which civilization has slowly established. Mind, how-
ever, a5 we conceive it, is unknown to the savage;
being neither disclosed by the senses, nor directly
revealed as an internal entity.”

Belief in the existence of gods is only one special
form of belief in the existence of spirits, inasmuch as
all gods are spirits. As to the origin of gods, Mr.
Spencer propounds the theory which is steadily coming
to be generally accepted as the scientific explanation.
This theory is that the worship of the gods was in
reality in the beginning the worship of the mighty
dead. One of the things leading to this result was the
inability of primitive men to distinguish between sleep
and death. To vast numbers of them death was simply
an unusually long sleep, and it was expected that at
any time the corpse might be come reanimated by
the return of the spirit which had probably undertaken
a long journey. From the mass of evidence accumu-
lated on this head by Mr. Spencer, we select the fol-
lowing:
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“That this confusion, naturally to be inferred, ac-
tually exists, we have proof. Arbousset and Daumas
quote the proverb of the Bushmen—‘Death is only a
sleep.” Concerning the Tasmanians, Bonwick writes:
‘When one was asked the reason of the spear being
stuck in the tomb, he replied, quietly, ‘To fight with
when he sleep.” Even so superior a race as the
Dyaks have great difficulty in distinguishing sleep
from death.”

Mr. Spencer proceeds to relate how various tribes
attempted by a variety of methods, including whip-
ping, to cause the dead to wake from their sleep. Mr.
Spencer believes, as the result of his researches, that
the custom of setting food before the corpses, or bring-
ing it to the bodies, was due to the belief that death
was a long suspended animation. As to how long
this suspension might continue, primitive man had
no idea. He, therefore, took the safe course of con-
tinually replenishing the supplies of food. ‘“Resuscita-
tion,” says Mr. Spencer, “as originally conceived,
could not take place unless there remained a body to
be resuscitated. Expectation of a revival is often ac-
companied by recognition of the need of preserving
the corpse from injury.” For this reason, the Abys-
sinians seldom buried their criminals, but left the
bodies in the fields, probably believing that when the
bodies were devoured by beasts of prey, it would be
impossible for the criminals ever to repeat their crimes.
The Egyptian knew no more terrible punishment than
the destruction of his corpse. The Demaras hold that
if dead men are thrown away and the wolves eat them,
they will never again bother anybody. This led to
the most ingenious contrivances for the concealment
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of corpses from destruction by their enemies. Tahi-
tians would deposit prized bodies on the tops of the
most inaccessible mountains. A Bechuana is buried
in his cattle pen and all the cattle are driven for an
hour or two around and over the grave, to destroy all
traces of its location. We are told that when Alaric
was buried, the river was diverted, and the body
buried in the river bed, after which the stream was
allowed to return to its natural course.

To those who wish to know the mountains of evi-
dence that have been piled up on this and kindred
subjects, all going to show the real origin of religious
beliefs still current in our day, we commend the read-
ing of the first part of Spencer’s first volume of “Prin-
riples of Sociology,” Edward Tylor’s “Ptimitive Cul-
ture,” and Grant Allen’s “Evolution of the Idea of
God.” Other phenomena which led to spiritual
notions, not mentioned so far, are reflections in pools,
insomnia, swoons, catelepsy, etc., all of which were
explained by primitive men by the assumption of be-
lief in spirits. If it is argued that this does not explain
why religious ideas have persisted so far into modern
times, it might well be answered that the human race
lived in this condition of ignorance as to natural
causes of natural phenomena for a vast period of time,
while, comparatively speaking, science and its expla-
nations are things of yesterday.
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CHAPTER VIII

HERBERT SPENCER—ANALOGICAL SOCIOLOGY

As we have already seen, Mr. Spencer earned his
place among the very foremost of the world’s philoso-
phers by a number of achievements any one of which
would have secured his fame.

He settled the territorial dispute between science and
religion, and if the struggle between them still contin-
ues it is only because his award has not been universaily
accepted. This award, it is practically certain, will ulti-
mately prevail, not, of course, because he made it, but
because the facts of the case render it inevitable.

Another lasting triumph, already referred to, is his
welding together in a grand unity all the phenomena
of the universe. This makes him a monist, and monism
is the highest expression of philosophy, as monotheism
is the highest reach of religion. Spencer finds the
basis of his monism in the supremacy of force and while
this may be regarded as a questionable position, it is a
distinct advance on Comte’s denial of the existence of
force as a necessary relation of nature. It secms to me
however that force is not the proper occupant of the
throne of the universe but that matter is the true sover-
eign. In the controversy now proceeding, in my opin-
ion, the final victory will fall, not to the dynamist up-
holders of force, but to the scientific materialist monists
of the type of Ernest Haeckel and Lester F. Ward,

Mr. Spencer’s two volumes, “The Principles of Biol-
ogy,” are a landmark of that science, his “Principles of
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Psychology” are a monument that will never crumble,
though it will undoubtedly be surpassed as the science
advances.

We now come to Spencer’s most valuable service to
the science of sociology. We have already noted sev-
eral of his contributions in this field—his complete over-
throw of the great man theory, and his origin and gen-
esis of religion as revealed by the study of the ideas of
primitive man,

His crowning contribution to sociology however lies
in his analysis of society, in which analysis he contends
that society is an organism.

This theory of Spencer’s deserves the closest atten-
tion of the student of sociology. Whatever may be its
ultimate value there is no doubting its merit and its
desirability at the time it was written. It supplied so-
ciology’s most urgent need. In harmony with Comte’s
theory of the progress of the sciences, biology had al-
ready reached the positive or scientific stage, attained
still earlier by the inorganic sciences. The emancipa-
tion of sociology from the trammels of theology and
metaphysics still lay in the future. The one thing which
freed the organic sciences and confirmed forever the
emancipation of the inorganic sciences, was the dis-
covery and application of the theory of evolution.

The clearness of Mr. Spencer’s thinking shines forth
in his naming of things, The inanimate is, of course,
the inorganic; the living, is the organic, while social
life is super-organic. Inasmuch, therefore, as inorganic
evolution had banished theology and metaphysics forever
from the field of the inorganic, and organic evolution






