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up to the sur vi val of the flttest,so may improved social condi-
tions muake the natural selection more like a natural resigna-
tion and less like a perpetual strife.

When the second pair camne in contact witli the firs t an
understanding or contract was lîa<, vague and perliaps
inerely iînphed as to its ternis, but nevertheless an agree-
ment. The deterinijuation in the mindis of the two pairs of
their future relations was the contract to be sooner or later
made definite. Wbat is this agreement? Is it reformnable
Shall it be reformed '? Fromn this on let us take inan to
represent the individual pair, and being, of the two, perhaps
the easier to bandie. There was a time wben sparseness of
population made it possible for the parties to this agreement
to neglect its provisions. That tirne is long past. The
mutua] relations of men require the most careful and sympa-
thetic attention.

There are some wbo draw a distinction between man as
an individual and as a member of society. In the one case
be is considered, apparently, as a mnere physical entity, in
th3 other as a being for the first time endowed Il with righits
and liberties." But man in bis physical condition is the
saine person iii the State as out of it, and beyond bis phy-
sical condition the State can flot control bim. It is con-
tended by Mr. Ritchie, the distinguished author of IlDar-
winism and Politics," that "lthe individual apart from ahI
relations to a community is a negation." And again he 'e-
marks, IlThe individual is thought of, at least spoken of, as
if lie had a mieaning or significance apart fromn bis surround-
ings and apart froin lus relations to the comnînutiity of whiclî
lie is a meunher." Surely tu regard ini this wav the indivi-
dual as a part of the State, as one would regard the arni as
part of the huinan body, is a confusion of ideas. Ini opposi-
tion to Plato, Hlerbert Spencer bohds that the individual in
the State is flot like a part of the human body to timat body,
because in the body there is a central sensoriuîn, wbihst in
the State there is none. IlSociety," lie says, Ilexists for the
benlefit of its members and not its members for the benefit
of society." (Prin. of Sociology). But Mr. Spencer, it is
said, does not mean an organîsmn, as it is usually under-stood, but sornetlîing less, as when he speaks of individuals
as Ilbodies dispersed tbrougli an undifferentiated jelly." Nor
does this after all differ much fromn Hobbes's tbeory of
society which was that of vohuntary comibination.

Then againi Mr. Ritchie, by way of sti]l further support-
ing bis definition of the individual, in quoting from Prof.
J evons's work, IlThe State in Relation to Labour," says :
IlThe modern Englishi citizen, who lives under the burden
of the revised edition of the statutes, not to speak of innum-
erable municipal, railroad, sanitary and other by.laws, is,
after ahI, an infinitely freer as well as noble being than the
savage who is always under the despotism of physical want."
Spinoza and Bagehot are also laid under contribution by bim
to prove that man is more free in the State than in solitude.
In reply to this one can onily say that man may lie better for
living in the State, but certainhy he is not freer if freedoin
ineans exemption froîn the constraint of bis fellownien.
And as to his being f reer, because not under the despotism
of physical want, one may assert tbat, comparing the bounty
of nature ini solitude and her bounty unider the laws of
society, the average man would fare better in solitude thani
lie does under the State. Bounitiful harvests under the
State do n t affect the condition of the average man in the
saine direct and instantaneous way. The juggling of middle-
men and grain gamblers absorbs ail that there is of bounty,
which, in truth, ultimately turns up as capital in the hands
,of the capitalist. Freedoîn, 1 take it, is that condition in
which a man does as lie pleases, wbiether for good or evil, and
the perfectly free man, free froin physical ilîs and mental
infirmities, as from physical constraint, assumes the maximum
of moral responsibility. The State should not be considered
as an organic or quasi-organie body, but as a number of free
individuals and government in that State the sum of dele-
gated protective privileges. The individual, then (includ-
ing bis wife), bas, 1 assume, a moral right to bis status,
althougli, in bis social relations, lie can be dealt with in lis
physical capacity only. Enougb to eat, enougb to drink,
and enougli to wear are the proper subjects of social consid-
eration. Ahh else depends upon the moral desire for im-
provement in eacb one. And 1 submit tuat under t1'ese
conditions there cani be, properlv speaking, no distinction
drawn between man's existence as'a memiber of society and

luis existence -as an independent individual ehîtity. 1 wihl
finish by drawing your attention to the present systemi.
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T IHE Review of leviews gives, as the "Character Sketch
Iof the Mýontb," Il Mr. Herbert Spencer, bv one wlio

knows bini." This is a very readable sketch, wbich, on
accounitof the cosmopolitan character of the j ournal, will1 bring;Mr. Spenicer's namne and pbulosophy prominently before tbe
world. Some people may tbink that, however appropriate
it inay be at any time to review Mr. Spencer and bis works,
lie does not need greater prominence than lie bias already
attained. He bas been one of tbe leading figures in theý
world of science and pbilosophy for more tban forty years.
Fichte in the beigbt of bis career found in bis native land a
fully equipped university wbiere bis name was unknown, and
it nmay be that, even in these days of newspapers, reviews,
and coiitroversia1 serinons, tbere are intelligent people in the
English-speaking world wbo know nothing about Mr.
Spencer, the great Finglish philosopher. Those, however,
wlio hav e read the leading reviews during the last quarter
of a century must have sometimes felt that Mr. Spencer wvas
ahways with theni,eitber ini bis proper person or by means of
some worsbippers or critie. Mr. Spencer bas attempte(I a
gigantic task, be lias toiled earnestly, and we iiuist aIl
rejoice that lie conquered financial ditliculties wbieh wouhd
have crusbied many men, and lias corne to a position of great
honour and influence. Tbere are two tbings of which. Exng-
lislimen may be especially pmoud as tbey read this sketch,
the fact that hie bas sbown sucbi beroic self-denial and patient
courage in following out bis great life-purpose, and the view
tbat be takes of pbilosopby as Ilunifled knowhedge " by means
of wbicb man seeks to solve the mystery of the universe.
Dr. Fairbain, one of the keenest of M. Spencer's critics, says:
IlIn inany respects its constructive and coînprebensive cbar-
acter entitles it to admiration and prais.e." Whatever tben
inay be the final judgrnent as to Mr. Spencer's contributions
to pliilosopby lie lias biad the pleasure of seeing bis system
become a great power in quickening and guiding thouglht.
Tbe recognition for wbicb Spinoza bad to wait alînost two
centuries bas come to Mr. Spencer in the course of a single
generation.

There tire a great mnany questions raised by this article
that cannot be discussed in the short space at oir disposaI.
Whetber Mr. Spencer was better or worse because he did
muot study Greek it is not for us to say, but there are some
competent judges who tbink that a more thomougb study of
Greek pbiîosopby would bave been beîpful to him. Twvo
remarks only would we make on the character sketcb, first it
states einphatically that even evolutionary pbilosophy can-
ot lie inade popular, and second, it coinpletely ignores aIl
criticisais of Mr. Spencer. The wvriter tells us that Mr.
Spencer is very much in the position of Hlegel wbose system
could not be expressed "Ini succ inctemnent ni eu França,(is," and
wben the general reader faces this definition of evolution
lie wiil proba-oly be of the saine opinion: IlEvolution is an
integration of matter and concomitant dissipation of motion;-
<luring whicli the mnatter passes from an indefinite iiîcoherent
lîomogeneity to a definite cobement heterogeneity ; and dur-
ing which, the retained motion undergoes a parallel transfor-
mation."

We are informed thmat if we wisb "to get any real good
f rom timis great hife " we Ilmust read the syn thetic pbilosophy
tbrouglb, tearfully and prayerfully, mauîy times over." And
this is the encouragimg prospect, to Ilfind our wbole social,
moral, religious, and political world turned topsy-turvy before
our very eyes, and be compelled to think wbether we like it
or lump it." Ail this is no doubt và'y interesting, but it
simply comes to this that Mr. Spencer's philosopby is not
for popular consumption, and that it wihî need to be thor.
ougbly examined by those who think wbether they are comn-
pelled or not.

There is no mention of criticism in the article, tbough
we are tohd that Ilin "the recognition of an unknown and
forever unknowable Reality underymng phenomena," Mr.
Spencer sees the one possible reconcihiation betweem Science
and Religion. But, in the next sentence, Ildishonest or in-
competent religions thinkers" are reproved for considering
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