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1) From Herbert Spencer, ‘Progress: Its Law and Cause’, Westminster Review 67:132 (April
1857) pp. 445-85.
Now, we propose in the first place to show, that this law of organic progress is the law of all
progress. Whether it be in the development of the Earth, in the development of Life upon its surface,
in the development of Society, of Government, of Manufactures, of Commerce, of Language,
Literature, Science, Art, this same evolution of the simple into the complex, through a process of
continuous differentiation, holds throughout. From the earliest traceable cosmical changes down to
the latest results of civilization, we shall find that the transformation of the homogeneous into the
heterogeneous, is that in which Progress essentially consists.
...
Whether an advance from the homogeneous to the heterogeneous is or is not displayed in the
biological history of the globe, it is clearly enough displayed in the progress of the latest and most
heterogeneous creature—Man. It is alike true that, during the period in which the Earth has been
peopled, the human organism has become more heterogeneous among the civilized divisions of the
species; and that the species, as a whole, has been growing more heterogeneous in virtue of the
multiplication of races and the differentiation of these races from each other. In proof of the first of
these positions, we may cite the fact that, in the relative development of the limbs, the civilized man
departs more widely from the general type of the placental mammalia than do the lower human
races. Whilst often possessing well-developed body and arms, the Papuan has extremely small legs:
reminding us in this respect of the quadrumana, in which there is no great contrast in size between
the hind and fore limbs. But in the European, the greater length and massiveness of the legs has
become very marked—the fore and hind limbs are relatively more heterogeneous. Again, in the
greater ratio which the cranial bones bear to the facial bones, we may see the same truth. Among the
vertebrata in general, progress is marked by an increasing heterogeneity in the vertebral column,
and more especially in the vertebrae constituting the skull: the higher forms being distinguished by
the relatively larger size of the bones which cover the brain, and the relatively smaller size of those
which form the jaws, &c. Now, this characteristic, which is more marked in Man than in any other
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creature, is more marked in the European than in the savage. Judging from the greater extent and
variety of faculty he exhibits, we may infer that the civilized man has also a more complex or
heterogeneous nervous system than the uncivilized man: and indeed the fact is in part visible in the
increased ratio which his cerebrum bears to the subjacent ganglia. If further elucidation be needed,
we may find it in every nursery. The infant European has sundry marked points of resemblance to
the lower human races; as in the flatness of the alae of the nose, the depression of its bridge, the
divergence and forward opening of the nostrils, the form of the lips, the absence of a frontal sinus,
the width between the eyes, the smallness of the legs. Now, as the developmental process by which
these characteristics are changed into those of the adult European, is a continuation of that change
from the homogeneous to the heterogeneous exhibited during the previous evolution of the embryo,
which every physiologist will admit; it follows that the parallel developmental process by which the
like characteristics of the barbarous races have been changed into those of the civilized races, has
also been a continuation of the change from the homogeneous to the heterogeneous. The truth of the
second position—that Mankind, as a whole, have become more heterogeneous—is so obvious as
scarcely to need illustration. Every work on Ethnology, by its divisions and subdivisions of races,
bears testimony to it. Even were we to admit the hypothesis that Mankind originated from several
separate stocks, it would still remain true, that as, from each of these stocks, there have sprung
many now widely different tribes, which are proved by philological evidence to have had a
common origin, the race as a whole is far less homogeneous than it was at first. Add to which, that
we have, in the Anglo-Americans, an example of a new variety arising within these few
generations; and that, if we may trust to the descriptions of observers, we are likely soon to have
another such example in Australia.
On passing from Humanity under its individual form, to Humanity as socially embodied, we find
the general law still more variously exemplified. The change from the homogeneous to the
heterogeneous is displayed equally in the evolution of civilization as a whole, and in the progress of
every tribe or nation; and is still going on with increasing rapidity. As we see in still existing
barbarous tribes, society in its first and lowest form is a homogeneous aggregation of individuals
having like powers and performing like functions: the only marked differentiation of function being
that which accompanies difference of sex. Every man is warrior, hunter, fisherman, toolmaker,
builder; every woman performs the same drudgeries; every family is self-sufficing, and, save for
purposes of aggression and defence, might as well live apart from the rest. Very early, however, in
the process of social evolution, we find an incipient differentiation between the governing and the
governed. Some kind of chieftainship seems almost co-ordinate with the first advance from the state
of separate wandering families to that of a nomadic tribe. The authority of the strongest makes itself
felt among a body of savages as in a herd of animals or a posse of schoolboys. At first, however, it
is indefinite, uncertain,— is shared by others of scarcely inferior power, and is unaccompanied by
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any difference in occupation or style of living: the first ruler kills his own game, makes his own
weapons, builds his own hut, and, economically considered, does not differ from others of his tribe.
Gradually, as the tribe progresses, the contrast between the governing and the governed grows more
marked. Supreme power becomes hereditary in one family; the head of that family ceasing to
provide for his own wants, is served by others; and he begins to assume the sole office of ruling. At
the same time there has been arising a co-ordinate species of government—that of Religion. As all
ancient records and traditions prove, the earliest rulers are regarded as divine personages. The
maxims and commands they uttered during their lives are held sacred after their deaths, and are
enforced by their divinely-descended successors; who in their turns are promoted to the pantheon of
the race, there to be worshipped and propitiated along with their predecessors: the most ancient of
whom is the supreme god, and the rest subordinate gods. For a long time these connate forms of
government—civil and religious—continue closely associated. For many generations the king
continues to be the chief priest, and the priesthood to be members of the royal race. For many ages
religious law continues to contain more or less of civil regulation, and civil law to possess more or
less of religious sanction; and even among the most advanced civilized nations these two
controlling agencies are by no means completely differentiated from each other. Having a common
root with these, and becoming gradually separate from them, we find yet another controlling
agency—that of Manners or ceremonial usages. All titles of honour are originally the names of the
god-king; afterwards of God and the king; still later of persons of high rank; and finally come, some
of them, to be used between man and man. All forms of complimentary address were primarily the
expressions of submission from prisoners to their conqueror, or from subjects to their ruler, either
human or divine—expressions that were afterwards used to propitiate subordinate authorities, and
gradually descended into ordinary intercourse. All modes of salutation were originally obeisances
made before the monarch and used in worship of him after his death. Presently others of the
god-descended race were similarly saluted; and by degrees some of the salutations have become the
due of all. Thus, no sooner does the originally homogeneous social mass become definitely
differentiated into the governed and the governing parts, than this last exhibits an incipient
differentiation into religious and secular—Church and State; while at the same time there begins to
be differentiated from both, that less concrete species of government which rules the daily
intercourse of individuals—a species of government which, as we may see in heralds’ colleges, in
books of the peerage, in masters of ceremonies, is not without a certain embodiment of its own.
Each of these is itself subject to successive differentiations. In the course of ages, there arises. as
among ourselves, a highly complex political organization of monarch, ministers, lords and
commons, with their subordinate administrative departments, courts of justice, revenue offices, &c.,
supplemented in the provinces by municipal governments, county governments, parish or union
governments—all of them more or less elaborated. By its side there grows up a highly complex
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religious organization, with its various grades of officials, from archbishops down to sextons, its
colleges, convocations, ecclesiastical courts, &c.; to all which must he added the ever-multiplying
independent sects, each with its general and local authorities. And at the same time there is
developed a highly complex aggregation of customs, manners, and temporary fashions, enforced by
society at large, and serving to control those minor transactions between man and man which are
not regulated by civil and religious law. Moreover it is to be observed that this ever-increasing
heterogeneity in the governmental appliances of each nation, has been accompanied by an
increasing heterogeneity in the governmental appliances of different nations : all of which are more
or less unlike in their political systems and legislation, in their creeds and religious institutions, in
their customs and ceremonial usages.
Simultaneously there has been going on a second differentiation of a still more familiar kind; that,
namely, by which the mass of the community has become segregated into distinct classes and
orders of workers. While the governing part has been undergoing the complex development above
described, the governed part has been undergoing an equally complex development, which has
resulted in that minute division of labour characterizing advanced nations. It is needless to trace out
this progress from its first stages, up through the caste divisions of the East and the incorporated
guilds of Europe, to the elaborate producing and distributing organization existing among ourselves.
Political economists have made familiar to all, the evolution which, beginning with a tribe whose
members severally perform the same actions each for himself, ends with a civilized community
whose members severally perform different actions for each other; and they have further explained
the evolution through which the solitary producer of any one commodity, is transformed into a
combination of producers who, united under a master, take separate parts in the manufacture of
such commodity. But there are yet other and higher phases of this advance from the homogeneous
to the heterogeneous in the industrial structure of the social organism. Long after considerable
progress has been made in the division of labour among different classes of workers, there is still
little or no division of labour among the widely separated parts of the community: the nation
continues comparatively homogeneous in the respect that in each district the same occupations are
pursued. But when roads and other means of transit become numerous and good, the different
districts begin to assume different functions, and to become mutually dependent. The calico
manufacture locates itself in this county, the woollen-cloth manufacture in that; silks are produced
here, lace there; stockings in one place, shoes in another; pottery, hardware, cutlery, come to have
their special towns; and ultimately every locality becomes more or less distinguished from the rest
by the leading occupation carried on in it. Nay, more, this subdivision of functions shows itself not
only among the different parts of the same nation, but among different nations. That exchange of
commodities which free-trade promises so greatly to increase, will ultimately have the effect of
specializing, in a greater or less degree, the industry of each people. So that beginning with a
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barbarous tribe, almost if not quite homogeneous in the functions of its members, the progress has
been, and still is, towards an economic aggregation of the whole human race, growing ever more
heterogeneous in respect of the separate functions assumed by separate nations, the separate
functions assumed by the local sections of each nation, the separate functions assumed by the many
kinds of makers and traders in each town, and the separate functions assumed by the workers united
in producing each commodity.
Not only is the law thus clearly exemplified in the evolution of the social organism, but it is
exemplified with equal clearness in the evolution of all products of human thought and action;
whether concrete or abstract, real or ideal. Let us take Language as our first illustration.
The lowest form of language is the exclamation, by which an entire idea is vaguely conveyed
through a single sound; as among the lower animals . . .
2) From T.H. Huxley, ‘The Struggle for Existence’, Nineteenth Century 23:132 (February
1888) pp. 161- 80.
In the strict sense of the word ‘nature,’ it denotes the sum of the phenomenal world, of that
which has been, and is, and will be; and society, like art, is therefore a part of nature. But it is
convenient to distinguish those parts of nature in which man plays the part of immediate cause, as
something apart; and, therefore, society, like art, is usefully to be considered as distinct from nature.
It is the more desirable, and even necessary, to make this distinction, since society differs from
nature in having a definite moral object; whence it comes about that the course shaped by the
ethical man---the member of society or citizen---necessarily runs counter to that which the
nonethical man---the primitive savage, or man as a mere member of the animal kingdom---tends to
adopt. The latter fights out the struggle for existence to the bitter end, like any other animal; the
former devotes his best energies to the object of setting limits to the struggle.
In the cycle of phenomena presented by the life of man, the animal, no more moral end is
discernible than in that presented by the lives of the wolf and of the deer. However imperfect the
relics of prehistoric men may be, the evidence which they afford clearly tends to the conclusion that,
for thousands and thousands of years, before the origin of the oldest known civilizations, men were
savages of a very low type. They strove with their enemies and their competitors; they preyed upon
things weaker or less cunning than themselves; they were born, multiplied without stint, and died,
for thousands of generations, alongside the mammoth, the urus, the lion, and the hyena, whose lives
were spent in the same way; and they were no more to be praised or blamed on moral grounds than
their less erect and more hairy compatriots.
As among these, so among primitive men, the weakest and stupidest went to the wall, while
the toughest and shrewdest, those who were best fitted to cope with their circumstances, but not the
best in any other sense, survived. Life was a continual free fight, and beyond the limited and
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temporary relations of the family, the Hobbesian war of each against all was the normal state of
existence. The human species, like others, plashed and floundered amid the general stream of
evolution, keeping its head above water as it best might, and thinking neither of whence nor
whither.
The history of civilization---that is, of society---on the other hand, is the record of the attempts
which the human race has made to escape from his position. The first men who substituted the state
of mutual peace for that of mutual war, whatever the motive which impelled them to take that step,
created society. But, in establishing peace, they obviously put a limit upon the struggle for existence.
Between the members of that society, at any rate, it was not to be pursued à outrance. And of all the
successive shapes which society has taken, that most nearly approaches perfection in which the war
of individual against individual is most strictly limited. The primitive savage, tutored by Ishtar,
appropriated whatever took his fancy, and killed whomsoever opposed him, if he could. On the
contrary, the ideal of the ethical man is to limit his freedom of action to a sphere in which he does
not interfere with the freedom of others; he seeks the common weal as much as his own; and,
indeed, as an essential part of his own welfare. Peace is both end and means with him; and he
founds his life on a more or less complete self-restraint, which is the negation of the unlimited
struggle for existence. He tries to escape from his place in the animal kingdom, founded on the free
development of the principle of nonmoral evolution, and to establish a kingdom of man, governed
upon the principle of moral evolution. For society not only has a moral end, but in its perfection,
social life, is embodied morality.
But the effort of ethical man to work toward a moral end by no means abolished, perhaps has
hardly modified, the deep-seated organic impulses which impel the natural man to follow his
non-moral course. One of the most essential conditions, if not the chief cause, of the struggle for
existence, is the tendency to multiply without limit, which man shares with all living things. It is
notable that ‘increase and multiply’ is a commandment traditionally much older than the ten; and
that it is, perhaps, the only one which has been spontaneously and ex animo obeyed by the great
majority of the human race. But, in civilized society, the inevitable result of such obedience is the
re-establishment, in all its intensity, of that struggle for existence---the war of each against all---the
mitigation or abolition of which was the chief end of social organization. . . .
Historians point to the greed and ambition of rulers, to the reckless turbulence of the ruled, to
the debasing effects of wealth and luxury, and to the devastating wars which have formed a great
part of the occupation of mankind, as the causes of the decay of states and the foundering of old
civilizations, and thereby point their story with a moral. No doubt immoral motives of all sorts have
figured largely among the minor causes of these events. But beneath all this superficial turmoil lay
the deep-seated impulse given by unlimited multiplication. . . .
In the ancient world, and in a large part of that in which we live, the practice of infanticide was,
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or is, a regular and legal custom; famine, pestilence, and war were and are normal factors in the
struggle for existence, and they have served, in a gross and brutal fashion, to mitigate the intensity
of the effects of its chief cause.
But, in the more advanced civilizations, the progress of private and public morality has
steadily tended to remove all these checks. We declare infanticide murder and punish it as such; we
decree, not quite so successfully, that no one shall die of hunger; we regard death from preventible
causes of other kinds as a sort of constructive murder, and eliminate pestilence to the best of our
ability; we declaim against the curse of war, and the wickedness of the military spirit, and we are
never weary of dilating on the blessedness of peace and the innocent beneficence of industry. In
their moments of expansion, even statesmen and men of business go thus far. The finer spirits look
to an ideal civitas Dei; a state when, every man having reached the point of absolute self-negation
and having nothing but moral perfection to strive after, peace will truly reign, not merely among
nations but among men, and the struggle for existence will be at an end.
Whether human nature is competent, under any circumstances, to reach, or even seriously
advance toward, this ideal condition, is a question which need not be discussed. It will be admitted
that mankind has not yet reached this stage by a very long way, and my business is with the present.
And that which I wish to point out is that, so long as the natural man increases and multiplies
without restraint, so long will peace and industry not only permit, but they will necessitate, a
struggle for existence as sharp as any that ever went on under the regime of war....
There are now 36,000,000 of people in our British islands, and every year considerably more
than 300,000 are added to our numbers. That is to say, about every hundred seconds, or so, a new
claimant to a share in the common stock of maintenance presents him or herself among us. At the
present time, the produce of the soil does not suffice to feed half its population. The other moiety
has to be supplied with food which must be bought from the people of food-producing countries.
That is to say, we have to offer them the things which they want in exchange for the things we want.
And the things they want and which we can produce better than they can are mainly
manufactures---industrial products.
The insolent reproach of the first Napoleon had a very solid foundation. We not only are, but,
under penalty of starvation, we are bound to be, a nation of shopkeepers. But other nations also lie
under the same necessity of keeping shop, and some of them deal in the same goods as ourselves.
Our customers naturally seek to get the most and the best in exchange for their produce. If our
goods are inferior to those of our competitors, there is no ground, compatible with the sanity of the
buyers, which can be alleged why they should not prefer the latter. And, if that result should ever
take place on a large and general scale, five or six millions of us would soon have nothing to
eat. . . .
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Judged by an ethical standard, nothing can be less satisfactory than the position in which we
find ourselves. In a real, though incomplete, degree we have attained the condition of peace which
is the main object of social organization; and, for argument's sake, it may be assumed that we desire
nothing but that which is in itself innocent and praiseworthy---namely, the enjoyment of the fruits
of honest industry. And lo! in spite of ourselves, we are in reality engaged in an internecine struggle
for existence with our presumably no less peaceful and well-meaning neighbors. We seek peace and
we do not ensue it. The moral nature in us asks for no more than is compatible with the general
good; the non-moral nature proclaims and acts upon that fine old Scottish family motto, ‘Thou shalt
starve ere I want.’ Let us be under no illusions, then. So long as unlimited multiplication goes on,
no social organization which has ever been devised, or is likely to be devised, no fiddle-faddling
with the distribution of wealth, will deliver society from the tendency to be destroyed by the
reproduction within itself, in its intensest form, of that struggle for existence the limitation of which
is the object of society. And however shocking to the moral sense this eternal competition of man
against man and of nation against nation may be; however revolting may be the accumulation of
misery at the negative pole of society, in contrast with that of monstrous wealth at the positive pole;
this state of things must abide, and grow continually worse, so long as Ishtar holds her way
unchecked. It is the true riddle of the Sphinx; and every nation which does not solve it will sooner
or later be devoured by the monster itself has generated.

3) From Karl Pearson, National Life from the Standpoint of Science, 2d Ed., (Cambridge:
Cambridge UP, 1919), pp. 32-64. (Originally delivered as a lecture in November 1900.)
History shows me one way, and one way only, in which a high state of civilization has been
produced, namely, the struggle of race with race, and the survival of the physically and mentally
fitter race. If you want to know whether the lower races of man can evolve a higher type, I fear the
only course is to leave them to fight it out among themselves, and even then the struggle for
existence between individual and individual, between tribe and tribe, may not be supported by that
physical selection due to a particular climate on which probably so much of the Aryan’s success
depended. . . .
The struggle means suffering, intense suffering, while it is in progress; but that struggle and
that suffering have been the stages by which the white man has reached his present stage of
development, and they account for the fact that he no longer lives in caves and feeds on roots and
nuts. This dependence of progress on the survival of the fitter race, terribly black as it may seem to
some of you, gives the struggle for existence its redeeming features; it is the fiery crucible out of
which comes the finer metal. You may hope for a time when the sword shall be turned into the
plowshare, when American and German and English traders shall no longer compete in the markets
of the world for their raw material and for their food supply, when the white man and the dark shall
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share the soil between them, and each till it as he lists. But, believe me, when that day comes
mankind will no longer progress; there will be nothing to check the fertility of inferior stock; the
relentless law of heredity will not be controlled and guided by natural selection. Man will stagnate;
and unless he ceases to multiply, the catastrophe will come again; famine and pestilence, as we see
them in the East, physical selection instead of the struggle of race against race, will do the work
more relentlessly, and, to judge from India and China, far less efficiently than of old. . . .
There is a struggle of race against race and of nation against nation. In the early days of that
struggle it was a blind, unconscious struggle of barbaric tribes. At the present day, in the case of the
civilized white man, it has become more and more the conscious, carefully directed attempt of the
nation to fit itself to a continuously changing environment. The nations has to foresee how and
where the struggle will be carried on; the maintenance of national position is becoming more and
more a conscious preparation for changing conditions, an insight into the needs of coming
environments.
We have to remember that man is subject to the universal law of inheritance, and that a dearth
of capacity may arise if we recruit our society from the inferior and not the better stock. If any
social opinions or class prejudices tamper with the fertility of the better stocks, then the national
character will take but a few generations to be seriously modified. The pressure of population
should always tend to push brains and physique into occupations where they are not a primary
necessity, for in this way a reserve is formed for the times of national crisis. Such a reserve can
always be formed by filling up with men of our own kith and kin the waste lands of the earth, even
at the expense of an inferior race of inhabitants. . . .
You will see that my view---and I think it may be called the scientific view of a nation---is that
of an organized whole, kept up to a high pitch of internal efficiency by insuring that its numbers are
substantially recruited from the better stocks, and kept up to a high pitch of external efficiency by
contest, chiefly by way of war with inferior races, and with equal races by the struggle for
trade-routes and for the sources of raw material and of food supply. This is the natural history view
of mankind, and I do not think you can in its main features subvert it. Some of you may realize it,
and then despair of life; you may decline to admit any glory in a world where the superior race must
either eject the inferior, or, mixing with it, or even living alongside it, degenerate itself. What
beauty can there be when the battle is to the stronger, and the weaker must suffer in the struggle of
nations and in the struggle of individual men? You may say: Let us cease to struggle; let us leave
the lands of the world to the races that cannot profit by them to the full; let us cease to compete in
the markets of the world. Well, we could do it, if we were a small nation living on the produce of
our own soil, and a soil so worthless that no other race envied it and sought to appropriate it. We
should cease to advance; but then we should naturally give up progress as a good which comes
through suffering. . .
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The man who tells us that he feels to all men alike, that he has no sense of kinship, that he has
no patriotic sentiment, that he loves the Kaffir as he loves his brother, is probably deceiving himself.
If he is not, then all we can say is that a nation of such men, or even a nation with a large minority
of such men, will not stand for many generations; it cannot survive in the struggle of the nations, it
cannot be a factor in the contest upon which human progress ultimately depends. The national spirit
is not a thing to be ashamed of, as the educated man seems occasionally to hold. If that spirit be the
mere excrescence of the music hall, or an ignorant assertion of superiority to the foreigner, it may
be ridiculous, it may even be nationally dangerous; but if the national spirit takes the form of a
strong feeling of the importance of organizing the nation as a whole, of making its social and
economic conditions such that it is able to do its work in the world and meet its fellows without
hesitation in the field and in the market, then it seems to me a wholly good spirit---indeed, one of
the highest forms of social, that is, moral instinct.
So far from our having too much of this spirit of patriotism, I doubt if we have anything like
enough of it. We wait to improve the condition of some class of workers until they themselves cry
out or even rebel against their economic condition. We do not better their state because we perceive
its relation to the strength and stability of the nation as a whole. Too often it is done as the outcome
of a blind class war. The coal owners, the miners, the manufacturers, the mill-hands, the landlords,
the farmers, the agricultural laborers, struggle against each other, and, in doing so, against the
nation at large, and our statesmen as a rule look on. That was the correct attitude from the
standpoint of the old political economy. It is not the correct attitude from the standpoint of science;
for science realizes that the nation is an organized whole, in continual struggle with its competitors.
You cannot get a strong and effective nation if many of its stomachs are half fed and many of its
brains untrained. We, as a nation, cannot survive in the struggle for existence if we allow class
distinctions to permanently endow the brainless and to push them into posts of national
responsibility. The true statesman has to limit the internal struggle of the community in order to
make it stronger for the external struggle. We must reward ability, we must pay for brains, we must
give larger advantage to physique; but we must not do this at a rate which renders the lot of the
mediocre a wholly unhappy one. We must foster exceptional brains and physique for nation
purposes; but, however useful prize cattle may be, they are not bred for their own sake, but as a step
toward the improvement of the whole herd. . . .
Mankind as a whole, like the individual man, advances through pain and suffering only. The
path of progress is strewn with the wreck of nations; traces are everywhere to be seen of the
hecatombs of inferior races, and of victims who found not the narrow way to the greater perfection.
Yet these dead peoples are, in very truth, the steppingstones on which mankind has arisen to the
higher intellectual and deeper emotional life of today.
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