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1. Introduction

In 1869, Alfred Russel Wallace(1823-1913), recognised as a co-founder of the theory of
natural selection, published a report on his research in Southeast Asia titled 7he Malay
Archipelago. Inthe conclusion, he suggested that uncivilised societies bore some characteristics
of the “perfect social state,” the goal of the progressive civilising process(455-56). In terms of
morality and social justice, he praised “savage” communities and denounced his own
“civilized” society(456-57), which, he argued, remained “in a state of barbarism”(457). He
added:

We should now clearly recognize the fact, that the wealth and knowledge and culture
of the few do not constitute civilization, and do not of themselves advance us
towards the “perfect social state.” (457)
This presents a sharp contrast to the idea of the racial superiority of Europeans and to the usual
optimism about the future of civilisation, which he expressed in his essay on the origin of
human races published in 1864(“Origin”).

The idea of the “perfect social state,” the goal of the civilising process, where humanity
would become perfect, had been presented in Social Statics(1851), the first book of Herbert
Spencer(1820-1903). This work, as well as other aspects of his philosophy, had had an
enormous influence on Wallace(Fichman, Elusive Victorian 134-137). It was praised in
Wallace’s autobiography as “a work for which I had a great admiration, and which seemed to
me so important in relation to political and social reform”(My Life 2: 253). In addition, he
ascribed his commitment to the land reform movement to reading the work, especially the
chapter on “The Right to the Use of the Earth”(My Life 2: 253; “How to” 293). In the
conclusion of his 1864 essay, Wallace depicted a Spencerian ideal society with a single
superior race as a goal of progress through racial struggle, citing Social Statics(“Origin”
clxviii-clxx). In terms of his acceptance of Spencer’s early thought, the conclusion of The
Malay Archipelago marks the turning point of Wallace’s social thought, in the sense that he
explicitly stated that European civilisation was not directed towards any ideal condition. In
the latter half of his life, he criticised many aspects of British society and called for social
reform.

In a note concerning his evaluation “a state of barbarism,” he pointed out the problems

-135 -



of land ownership based on absolute private property rights:
We permit absolute possession of the soil of our country, with no legal rights of
existence on the soil to the vast majority who do not possess it. A great landholder
may legally convert his whole property into a forest or a hunting-ground, and expel
every human being who has hitherto lived upon it. In a thickly-populated country
like England, where every acre has its owner and its occupier, this is a power of
legally destroying his fellow-creatures; and that such a power should exist, and be
exercised by individuals, in however small a degree indicates that, as regards true
social science, we are still in a state of barbarism. (Wallace, Malay Archipelago
458)
John Stuart Mill, who read the concluding parts of The Malay Archipelago, invited him to join
the land reform movement. After an intermission caused by Mill’s death, he published his first
essay on land nationalisation in 1880, when the Irish land reform movement was at its height.
In the next year, he became president of the newly formed Land Nationalisation Society, and
published Land Nationalisation in 1882. In his later life then, he continued to support not only
land nationalisation, but also social reform in many other aspects.2
The political argument in the late-Victorian and Edwardian period has often been
formulated as the opposition between Individualism and Collectivism or sometimes Socialism.3
In the 1880s, there was a rising tendency to promote social welfare by state agency, called
Collectivism. On the other hand, there was a current against such a collectivistic tendency,
called Individualism. The core of the latter was the idea that state action would be essentially
at variance with individual liberty, that is to say, that the expansion of the role and activities
of the state would necessarily lead to the infringement of the sphere of individual liberty.
Based on this idea, Individualists criticised state intervention, and often presented the ideal of
the minimal state, arguing that the role of the state should be restricted to such activities as the
enforcement of justice and the maintenance of internal and external security. A leading
proponent of Individualism was Spencer, whose work The Man Versus the State(1884) has
been regarded as a kind of Individualist manifesto. Spencer’s political ideas can be situated at
the opposite pole to Wallace’s lifelong plea for social reform. Thomas Henry Huxley(1825-
1895) condemned both extreme poles, which he called “Anarchic Individualism” and
“Regimental Socialism,” and supported a middle-of-the-road political position which would
promote moderate reform(Preface; “Government”). The political arguments of the evolutionary
theorists, including their arguments on the land problem, should be understood and evaluated
in this context of the formulation of Individualism versus Collectivism.4
Recent studies have underlined the complex relations between evolutionary theories and
political ideologies. Firstly, there was no single theory of evolution but a wide variety of
evolutionary theories in the Victorian period. Secondly, it is an oversimplified formulation to
suppose that a specific evolutionary theory necessarily supports a specific political ideology.
Unlike a typical formulation of so-called Social Darwinism, Darwinism itself was not
necessarily connected with laissez-faire individualism. Its opponents often used evolutionary
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theory to support their own political arguments(Jones; Stack). In this sense, there could be a
variety of connections between evolutionary theories and political ideologies. In any serious
study, it is necessary to analyse this complexity.5

The aim of this study is to evaluate several aspects of the complex connections mentioned
above by analysing the three evolutionary thinkers’ arguments on the Land Question. Wallace
and Spencer agreed on the public role of scientists and philosophers, that is to say, their
engagement in public controversies concerning social and political problems(Fichman,
Elusive Victorian 212-13). Huxley, in his later years, published several political essays on
social problems based on the authority of natural science, though he was a chief proponent of
scientific naturalism, which stressed the independence and neutrality of natural
science(Fichman, “Biology and Politics” 100-05). They all developed their political arguments
based on their respective evolutionary theories. More specifically, their arguments on the land
problem were intertwined with their ideas of the role of the state and their views of nature. In
this study, I will evaluate their synthesis of evolutionary theory and political ideology in terms
of their arguments about the land problem by focusing on their views of nature and of
Malthusian population theory.

2. Repudiation of Private Property in Land:
Wallace, the early Spencer and George

Wallace’s argument for land nationalisation was centred on the following two ideas:
firstly, that the present situation of economic inequality in British society, with all the bad
effects of poverty, was caused by landlordism, the monopoly of land by large-scale landowners;
secondly, that the remedy for inequality and poverty was the replacement of landlordism by
“occupying ownership,” which could be realised only by the abolition of private property in
land, that is, land nationalisation. It could be argued that his argument was based on two kinds
of justification, by economic theory and by natural laws. Both seem to have been appreciably
influenced by Spencer and Henry George.®

In the seventh chapter of Land Nationalisation, Wallace tried to demonstrate that the
cause of poverty and low wages was absolute private property in land by appealing to George’s
economic theory presented in Progress and Poverty. It presented the formula that land-owning
interests would be necessarily antagonistic to those of capital and labour. This formula implies
that interests and wages would be kept lower as land value and rent became higher. Therefore,
where land was so monopolised that land value and rent were maximised, wages would be
restrained at the subsistence level.? Wallace, on the basis of George’s economic theory,
concluded that poverty and economic inequality in late-Victorian Britain, caused by the
monopoly ownership of land, could be alleviated only by the abolition of private property in
land through land nationalisation(Land Nationalisation 165-74).

Another basic idea of Wallace’s land nationalisation scheme was that labour would be the
only entitlement to private property(Wallace, ““Why’ and ‘How’” 299). This idea was also
presented in the seventh book of George’s Progress and Poverty. It means that land, which
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should be regarded as a natural resource, should not be an object of private property. In
Wallace’s scheme for land nationalisation, the value attached to land by human labour, for
example, by cultivation and improvement, was separated from the land itself, which would be
owned by the state. That value would be included in the “tenant-right,” which could be owned
as private property and traded freely. In his scheme, subletting would be absolutely prohibited
and mortgaging would be strictly limited. Consequently, a tenant who got a “tenant-right” and
paid “quit-rent” to the state, would virtually become a freeholder under state ownership.8
Thus, Wallace’s scheme would distribute the land to be cultivated among poorer people and
bring “Occupying Ownership under the State” to secure the stability of tenancy(Wallace,
Land Nationalisation 232). In this system, tenants could enjoy the value which they would
add to the land by improvement and could sell it. As a result, according to Wallace, land
nationalisation would increase the productivity of land and alleviate poverty.

These ideas of land nationalisation seem to have been justified by appealing to nature,
where norms were supposed to exist in the form of natural laws and rights. In the two works
which had the greatest influence on Wallace, Spencer’s Social Statics and George’s Progress
and Poverty, the criticism of private property in land was based on an explicit appeal to
natural laws and rights.? Spencer’s criticism was derived from the first principle of his system
of ethics in ideal conditions, the “law of equal freedom”: “Every man has freedom to do all
that he wills, provided he infringes not the equal freedom of any other man”(Spencer, Social
Statics 121). “Equity,” Spencer argued, “does not permit property in land,” because “it is
manifest, that an exclusive possession of the soil necessitates an infringement of the law of
equal freedom”(132).

we see that the right of each man to the use of the earth, limited only by the like
rights of his fellow-men, is immediately deducible from the law of equal freedom.
We see that the maintenance of this right necessarily forbids private property in
land. (143)
This repudiation of private property in land should be considered to be based on nature, to
which ethical meanings were attached in his system, in the sense that “the right of the use of
the earth” was presented as a natural right derived from the law of equal freedom, the first
principle of the “ethical” law of nature.

George and Wallace seem to have agreed on this. In Land Nationalisation Wallace quoted

a Spencerian argument against private property in land from George’s Progress and Poverty:
The recognition of individual proprietorship of land is the denial of the natural
rights of other individuals--it is a wrong which must show itself in the inequitable
division of wealth. For, as labour cannot produce without the use of land, the denial
of the equal right to the use of land is necessarily the denial of the right of labour to
its own produce. If one man can command the land upon which others must labour,
he can appropriate the produce of their labour as the price of his permission to
labour. The fundamental law of nature, that her enjoyment by man shall be
consequent upon his exertion, is thus violated. The one receives without producing;
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the others produce without receiving. The one is unjustly enriched; the others are
robbed. To this fundamental wrong we have traced the unjust distribution of wealth
which is separating modern society into the very rich and the very poor. (George
242, qtd. in Wallace, Land Nationalisation 170-71)
The important point here is that George explicitly appealed to “the natural rights” founded on
“the fundamental law of nature.” Wallace also presented a similar argument in his essay:
man cannot live without access to the natural products which are essential to life--to
air, to water, to food, to clothing, to fire. If the means of getting these are monopolized
by some, then the rest are denied their most elementary right--the right to support
themselves by their own labour. But neither pure air, nor water, neither food,
clothing, nor fire, can be obtained without land. A free use of land is, therefore, the
absolute first condition of freedom to live; and it follows that the monopoly of land
by some must be wrong, because it necessarily implies the right of some to prevent
others from obtaining the necessaries of life. (““Why” and ‘How’” 300)
Wallace, as well as Spencer in Social Statics and George in Progress and Poverty, appealed to
natural laws and rights by presenting the argument that the monopoly ownership of land
derived from private property in land necessarily would violate the natural rights of the
landless. This kind of justification, as will be seen below, became a target of Huxley’s attack.
Another important context of their discussion of the land problem was Malthusian
population theory. The chief target of George’s Progress and Poverty was Malthusian political
economy, which stressed the inevitability of poverty based upon population and wage-fund
theories. In Land Nationalisation, Wallace denied the argument that equal distribution of land
under “occupying ownership” would lead to over-population, which would exacerbate
poverty:
It has also been objected that peasant-proprietorship leads to too rapid increase of
the population, and must thus soon produce over-crowding and pauperism. But here
again the facts are all the other way. (160)
Malthus’s population theory was often utilised to undermine radicalism, for example, by
Malthus himself in criticising Godwin’s and Condorcet’s theory of human perfectibility in An
Essay on the Principle of Population. 1t is no accident that the early Spencer, who presented
an ideal society with perfect humanity as the goal of inevitable progress in Social Statics, tried
in the early 1850s to demonstrate the diminution of population pressure through the progressive
civilising process and its ultimate annihilation in his ideal society(“Theory of Population”). In
later years, as will be seen below, Wallace cited this population theory of the early Spencer in
presenting the socialistic ideal of an egalitarian society, while Huxley stressed Malthusian
population pressure to undermine such aradical measure of social reform as land nationalisation.
The important point is that Malthusian population theory could be presented as a “scientific”
natural law and that the question was its credibility as a scientific principle. In this sense, this
problem is intertwined with the issue concerning the idea of the law of nature, to which ethical
and scientific meanings can be attributed.
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In Wallace’s argument for land nationalisation, as in its two main sources Spencer’s
Social Statics and George’s Progress and Poverty, the argument about the land problem was
intertwined with the idea of nature in the sense of being based on the law of nature as an
“ethical” principle and on doubts about the authority of Malthusian theory as a “scientific”
natural law. Their idea of nature, as will be seen below, was criticised by Huxley. Their
arguments on the land problem can be better understood by seeing the link to problems
concerning the idea of nature.

3. The Man versus the State and the Land Question

Spencer, who had condemned landlordism and private property in land in Social Statics,
vindicated the liberty and property of landlords and denounced any state intervention which
infringed on them in the context of the land problem in the 1880s. He started to be regarded
as a leading philosopher of Individualism, who supported the limited state to protect individual
liberty and property. His individualistic political ideas were presented most clearly in The
Man versus the State, a collection of four essays published in The Contemporary Review in
1884.

The first essay “The New Toryism” presented his theory of history as a basis of his
political ideas: from “compulsory codperation” to “voluntary codperation,” from “the régime
of status” to “the régime of contract,” and from “militancy” to “industrialism.” In these three
binary oppositions in his theory, the former three principles were those of Toryism and the
latter those of Liberalism. According to Spencer, the true role of Liberalism would be to
follow these lines of history by reducing the compulsion of the state and enhancing individual
liberty. In this theory he denounces the “New Toryism,” which was said to be typically seen
in the second Gladstone administration.

The second essay “The Coming Slavery” presented the thesis that “All socialism involves
slavery,” in which what “fundamentally distinguishes the slave is that he labours under
coercion to satisfy another’s desires”(34). On the ground that “State-socialism” required
people to become slaves subordinate to society, Spencer denounced land nationalisation:

There is the movement for land-nationalization which, aiming at a system of land-
tenure equitable in the abstract, is, as all the world knows, pressed by Mr. George
and his friends with avowed disregard for the just claims of existing owners, and as
the basis of a scheme going more than half-way to State-socialism. (32)
Despite making no reference to Wallace, it could be considered that Spencer indirectly
attacked Wallace, the president of the Land Nationalisation Society, regarded as a champion
of land reform like George, who made lecture tours in Britain in the 1880s.10

In the conclusion of “The Coming Slavery” Spencer presented the most important
principle in terms of his individualism and evolutionary social theory:

There seems no getting people to accept the truth, which nevertheless is conspicuous
enough, that the welfare of a society and the justice of its arrangements are at bottom
dependent on the characters of its members; and that improvement in neither can
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take place without that improvement in character which results from carrying on
peaceful industry under the restraints imposed by an orderly social life. The belief,
not only of the socialists but also of those so-called Liberals who are diligently
preparing the way for them, is that by due skill an ill-working humanity may be
framed into well-working institutions. It is a delusion. The defective natures of
citizens will show themselves in the bad acting of whatever social structure they are
arranged into. (43)
In this theory, social well-being could not be promoted through any kind of social policy,
without the simultaneous improvement of human nature. Spencer presented, as it were, the
principle of “character determinism” in the context of his assault on land nationalisation and
“State-socialism.” Since, in his evolutionary social theory, what would develop character was
the gradual evolutionary process, his conclusion was that radical social reform would
necessarily bring evil results due to the imperfections of human nature.11

In addition to this criticism based on his evolutionary social theory, Spencer, who had
repudiated private property in land by appealing to natural rights in Social Statics, vindicated
private property in the same way in The Man versus the State. In the fourth essay “The Great
Political Superstition,” in which he claimed to limit the sovereign authority of Parliament, he
criticised the legal theory which repudiated the idea of the law of nature, that government, or
its legislative authority, would create and authorise rights through positive law. Against its
corollary that property was “the creation of law,” Spencer justified the system of private
property on the ground that property rights were natural in the sense that their authority was
antecedent to civil government and its law(87-95).

In Spencer’s Man versus the State, a work vindicating Individualism against Collectivism,
the problems concerning the idea of nature were presented in relation to the land problem. He
supported his political position by utilising his evolutionary social theory according to
“scientific” laws of nature and by grounding his defence of property rights on “ethical” laws
of nature. Both of these two aspects were attacked by Huxley.

4. Huxley against Land Nationalisation

On 5 November 1889, The Times reported a meeting on the previous day between a
Liberal MP John Morley and members of a labour political union in his constituency Newcastle
upon Tyne. According to this report, a bricklayer John Laidler asked Morley his position on
land nationalisation. Against his negative response, Laidler argued for the justification of land
nationalisation by appealing to Spencer’s argument against private property in land in Socia/
Statics(“Mr. Morley™).

In The Times on 7 November 1889, Spencer stated his position on this matter that he did
not endorse land nationalisation supported by the doctrine of “Communism and Socialism,”
which would bring disastrous effects. In support, he presented his distinction in Data of Ethics
between “absolute ethics,” ethics in ideal conditions, and “relative ethics,” practical ethics in
consideration to contemporary conditions:
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The work referred to--“Social Statics”--was intended to be a system of political
ethics--absolute political ethics, or that which ought to be, as distinguished from
relative political ethics, or that which is at present the nearest practicable approach
to it. (“Mr. Herbert Spencer”)
Spencer’s position was that land nationalisation by state coercion given imperfect humanity
would bring evil results, while Social Statics was a work of “absolute ethics” concerning an
ideal society with perfect humanity. However, Spencer, though he opposed coercive land
nationalisation, did not abandon his earlier view of the “absolute” injustice of private property
in land, quoting his theory in The Principles of Sociology that the land system would be
transformed from private ownership to communal ownership through the evolution of the
industrial type of society(“Mr. Herbert Spencer”).

In response to this letter from Spencer, some commentators sent letters to the editor and
a debate involving several issues ensued. One of the correspondents was Huxley, a biologist
and Spencer’s life-long friend.12 He attacked “absolute political ethics,” or “a priori politics,”
by arguing that it could make a weapon for a radical political movement in the sense that it
could call for radical reform based on an evaluation of an existing society from its absolute
principles(“Mr. Spencer”). Huxley linked this method with Rousseau when he condemned
Laidler’s letter including the citation of Spencer’s early denunciation of private property in
land(Huxley, “Political Ethics”; Laidler)

he adopts the method of Rousseau and his followers, which consists in making
certain assumptions about matters of ethics in the first place, and certain assumptions
about matters of history in the second place, and then drawing the obvious conclusion
that the assumed facts are in sad disaccordance with the assumed ethical rules. It is
a delightfully easy method, and saves all the trouble of going deeply and thoroughly
into the foundations of ethics and the truth of history, which the scientific plodders
give themselves. (Huxley, “Ownership”)
In the following year 1890, Huxley published in The Nineteenth Century four political essays
to criticise the “a priori method,” that is, according to him, “the method of Rousseau.” It was
George, as well as Spencer, whom Huxley explicitly attacked through the criticism of that
method.

In the first essay “On the Natural Inequality of Man,” Huxley attacked the “a priori
method” of “Rousseauism,” the plea for refashioning an existing society based on the idea of
the state of nature that humans were free and equal by nature.13 He stressed the fictionality of
Rousseau’s idea of the state of nature, and the natural inequality of human beings as a scientific
fact. His point is that political theory should not be based on abstract ideals but on scientific
knowledge:

Certainly, [ am the last person to question this, or to doubt that politics is as susceptible
of treatment by scientific method as any other field of natural knowledge. (6)
From this perspective he criticised the political ideal of social equality as an illusion, on the
ground that inequality in political society was a necessary consequence of natural inequality(8-
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13). In addition, he repudiated the supposition that land, originally under the ownership of the
community, had been appropriated by violence. According to him, common land became
private property for the sound economic reason that land under private ownership would
become more productive and profitable through improvement. His conclusion was that
inequality in the ownership of land was a result of free industrial competition, a necessary
consequence of the natural inequality of humans(13-22).

In the second essay “Natural Rights and Political Rights” Huxley denounced George and
his idea of natural rights as “Rousseauism” with the “a priori method” again:

Mr. George’s political philosophy is, in principle, though by no means in all its
details, identical with Rousseauism. It exhibits, in perfection, the same a priori
method, starting from highly questionable axioms which are assumed to represent
absolute truth, and asking us to upset the existing arrangements of society on the
faith of deductions from those axioms. (174)
In addition, Huxley criticised the individualist justification of the equal freedom principle as
a law of nature(176-84). Nevertheless, his main target was George’s repudiation of private
property in land(184-95), which Huxley attacked quoting an extract from Progress and
Poverty, George’s argument from the natural laws that all have “the equal right. . . to the use
and enjoyment of nature” and that “the exertion of labour in production is the only title to
exclusive possession”(George 238, qtd. in Huxley, “Natural Rights” 185). Moreover, Huxley
presented his idea of nature that it would concern not norms but facts.14 In other words,
according to Huxley, there would be no “ethical” law of nature, so that only “scientific” natural
laws would exist. He argued that the laws and rights of political society were not derived from
but renounced and replaced the principles existing in natural conditions. In his view,
justification by natural laws and rights was an error of confounding natural with political
principles(“Natural Rights” 182-83).

In Huxley’s theory the distinction between natural and moral principles, or between
nature and society, was stressed. In the “Natural Inequality of Man,” however, he stressed the
continuity between nature and society by arguing that inequality in political society was
derived from natural inequality. This was an ambiguity in his idea of nature in his later years,
but he was consistent in his belief that natural science should be a basis of social and political
thought. The reason why he attacked the “a priori method” of justification by the “ethical”
law of nature was that it was a self-deluded method which was not based on real scientific
knowledge of nature. Huxley stressed Malthusian population pressure as a scientific law of
nature. In the “Natural Inequality of Man” he presented a problem which human society
would face due to population pressure:

The difficulty paraded by the opponents of individual ownership, that, by the
extension of the private appropriation of the means of subsistence, the time would
arrive when men would come into the world for whom there was no place, must
needs make its appearance under any system, unless mankind are prevented from
multiplying indefinitely. For, even if the habitable land is the property of the whole
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human race, the multiplication of that race must, as we have seen, sooner or later,
bring its numbers up to the maximum which the produce can support; and then the
interesting problem in casuistry, which even absolute political ethics may find
puzzling, will arise: Are we, who can just exist, bound to admit the new-comers who
will simply starve themselves and us? If the rule that any one may exercise his
freedom only so far as he does not interfere with the freedom of others is all-
sufficient, it is clear that the new-comers will have no rights to exist at all, inasmuch
as they will interfere most seriously with the freedom of their predecessors. The
population question is the real riddle of the sphinx, to which no political (Edipus has
as yet found the answer. In view of the ravages of the terrible monster over-
multiplication, all other riddles sink into insignificance. (19-20)
An egalitarian society created by social reform, in Huxley’s theory, would tend to sink into
inequality due to population pressure, which would force human society into the struggle for
existence.1® Huxley suggested that this problem could not be solved by “absolute political
ethics,” an issue of the Times debate, which Huxley ascribed to Spencer and George, and
possibly to Wallace. It is no accident that the early Spencer, George and Wallace, who stressed
the injustice of private property in land, tried to undermine Malthusian population theory.16
Huxley stressed the destructive power of population pressure in the context of his vindication
of private property in land. In addition, he argued that the natural evolutionary process through
the struggle for existence would not necessarily bring beneficial results.17 His emphasis on
population pressure and his criticism of natural laws and rights were two weapons of his
assault on both Individualism and Socialism, leading to his middle-of-the-road political
position in favour of moderate reform.

5. Land Nationalisation and Wallace’s evolutionary socialism
In 1890 Wallace published in The Fortnightly Review an essay “Human Selection,” in
which he called himself a socialist under the influence of Edward Bellamy’s Looking
Backward(1888). He connected his plea for social reform with “the improvement of race,” a
common watchword with eugenicists. Wallace’s observation was that such unfair conditions
in civilised society as the monopoly of land by large-scale landlords impeded the natural
progressive process. Only after social reform brought about an egalitarian society, would the
natural selective process function to develop humanity:
It is my firm conviction, for reasons which I shall state presently, that, when we
have cleansed the Augean stable of our existing social organization, and have made
such arrangements that a// shall contribute their share of either physical or mental
labour, and that all workers shall reap the full reward of their work, the future of the
race will be ensured by those laws of human development that have led to the slow
but continuous advance in the higher qualities of human nature. When men and
women are alike free to follow their best impulses; when idleness and vicious or
useless luxury on the one hand, oppressive labour and starvation on the other, are
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alike unknown; when all receive the best and most thorough education that the state
of civilisation and knowledge at the time will admit; when the standard of public
opinion is set by the wisest and the best, and that standard is systematically
inculcated on the young; then we shall find that a system of selection will come
spontaneously into action which will steadily tend to eliminate the lower and more
degraded types of man, and thus continuously raise the average standard of the race.
(330-31)
According to Wallace, the selective process which would function in an egalitarian society
was not only natural selection but also a kind of sexual selection through women’s choice of
their partners.1® In “Human Selection,” Wallace presented his social and biological idea of
human progress by connecting his evolutionary theory with his socialism in his argument that
social reform was essential to the evolutionary development of humanity.19
An ideal egalitarian society, as Huxley stressed,20 would be threatened by population
pressure, because over-population would restore a competition for the means of subsistence,
pushing losers into poverty. In “Human Selection,” Wallace stated his recognition of this
difficulty(333), but he argued that population pressure would gradually diminish, ultimately
reaching equilibrium, in the reformed society, due to the following two checks. The first was
“the comparatively late average period of marriage” brought about by the changing view of
marriage through the spread of education and the influence of public opinion(333). The second
check based on the population theory of the early Spencer was the gradual diminution in
fertility as a result of the development of the nervous system through the cultivation of higher
human faculties.2! Thus, according to Wallace, the process of natural progress, that is, the
steady development of human intellectual and moral faculties with the gradual diminution of
population pressure, required social reform towards the ideal egalitarian society as an essential
precondition.
It is reasonable to consider that the core of Wallace’s proposal for social reform was land
nationalisation, as was suggested in the conclusion of “Human Selection”:
When we allow ourselves to be guided by reason, justice, and public spirit in our
dealings with our fellow-men, and determine to abolish poverty by recognising the
equal rights of all the citizens of our common land to an equal share of the wealth
which all combine to produce,--when we have thus solved the lesser problem of a
rational social organisation adapted to secure the equal well-being of all, then we
may safely leave the far greater and deeper problem of the improvement of the race
to the cultivated minds and pure instincts of the Women of the Future. (337)
In addition to presenting land nationalisation as the core of social reform, Wallace connected
land nationalisation with the idea of equality of opportunity, which he regarded as a logical
corollary of Spencer’s principle of social justice, in his lecture in 1892.22 According to
Wallace, Spencer’s idea of social justice, which meant receiving results according to one’s
“own nature and actions” in free competition, could not be realised “under a system of
landlordism and unlimited bequest.” Wallace argued that social justice would be “a fair start
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in life,” that is to say, equality of opportunity as a precondition of fair competition, which
would be realised as a result of land nationalisation and the limitation of bequest(Wallace,
“Herbert Spencer” 342-43).

Wallace stressed this point more clearly in his essay “True Individualism,” which meant
fair competition with equality of opportunity, regarded as “The Essential Preliminary of a
Real Social Advance,” this essay’s subtitle. This principle should be linked with his
evolutionary socialism, the evolutionary progress of humanity after social reform, in the sense
that “Equality of Opportunity is absolute fair play as between man and man in the struggle for
existence”(516). Wallace presented “Equality of Opportunity,” which would be brought about
by land nationalisation and the limitation of gift and bequest, as a principle of his version of
socialism with full individual liberty, a synthesis of individualism and socialism(517-520).

6. Conclusion

In late-Victorian Britain, when the Land Question came to the fore, three evolutionary
thinkers became involved in the debate on the land problem by linking it with their ideas of
nature and evolution within the wider debate on the role of the state, Individualism versus
Collectivism. From the perspective of this opposition, it seems that Wallace, a socialist, was
at the opposite pole to Spencer, an Individualist, with Huxley in the middle between the two.
However, this formulation is insufficient in the following two points.

The first is that it seems difficult to place Wallace in the political spectrum concerning the
role of the state in the sense that Wallace’s socialism requires fair competition with equality of
opportunity, which is compatible with individual liberty. He called this principle “true
individualism,” which should be regarded as a synthesis of individualism and socialism. On
the other hand, Spencer, who denounced land nationalisation in The Man versus the State, did
not completely abandon his earlier position of the injustice of private property in land, at least
in ideal conditions. Huxley regarded Individualism and Socialism as two extremes, and
situated his moderate reform policy in the middle between the two. From the perspective of
this study, however, it seems to be oversimplified to place Wallace at the opposite pole to
Spencer in the political formulation, Individualism versus Collectivism.

The second point is the importance of seeing another kind of opposition between their
ideas of nature, in addition to that political opposition. Spencer and Wallace, no allies on land
nationalisation and socialism, had a common basis in the sense that they ascribed ethical
meanings to nature. Firstly, both thinkers appealed to natural laws and rights to justify their
respective political arguments. Secondly, they both supposed that the natural evolutionary
process would bring beneficent results for morality and society, which means that evolution
and progress would be identical. Huxley criticised this type of argument by stressing the
distinction between the principles of nature and society and by presenting the idea of nature
without purpose or ethical meaning. In his theory, there is no “ethical” law of nature, and
evolution does not necessary mean progress.23 In this opposition concerning the idea of nature,
Huxley can be placed at the opposite pole from Wallace and Spencer, whose idea of nature

- 146 -



Land, Nature and the State: Wallace, Spencer and Huxley on the Land Question -

was the target of Huxley’s assault.

Huxley stressed that it was important to search for the principles of nature using scientific
methods, that is, to discover not “ethical” but “scientific” natural laws, even in considering
social and political problems. For him, the most important natural principle related to social
problems was Malthusian population pressure, which would force human society into the
struggle for existence. On the other hand, the authority of the Malthusian population principle
was challenged by the early Spencer, George and Wallace. Here, a parallel opposition to the
second formulation about the idea of nature can be seen.

The Land Question in late-Victorian Britain could be easily understood simply as the
opposition between the defenders of landed property and land reformers, which could be
parallel to that political opposition, Individualism versus Collectivism. However, by analysing
these three evolutionary thinkers’ arguments about the land problem, my study has stressed
different perspectives. Firstly, the political spectrum concerning the role of the state was not
necessarily linear, seen in the complexity of Wallace’s evolutionary socialism, which required
equality of opportunity for individual liberty and fair competition. Secondly, the idea of nature
could be regarded as an important issue not only in the debate on the land problem but also in
the wider debate on the role of the state, at least in regard to evolutionary social theory. The
link between the role of the state and the idea of nature in their arguments on the land problem
should be seen as an important aspect of the intellectual history of late-Victorian Britain.

* Ray Davies, “Victoria,” The Kinks, Arthur or the Decline and Fall of the British Empire, Pye, 1969.

1 In Harris’s overview of late Victorian and Edwardian Britain, the late Victorian period was marked by the
agricultural depression and the decline of landed interests(100-06).

2 For Wallace’s commitment to the land nationalisation movement and, more generally, social reform, see
Wallace, My Life 2: 253-92; Fichman, Elusive Victorian 211-82.

3 This formulation has been presented since the late-Victorian period, and is also utilised in such recent studies
as Freeden; Collini, Liberalism and Sociology; Jones. A brief sketch of the controversy between the two is
Taylor, Introduction.

4 The best example of this approach is Taylor, Men versus the State.

5 One of the leading scholars who stresses this complexity is Peter J. Bowler. See his Biology, Evolution;
Non-Darwinian Revolution. See also Jones.

6 Smith stresses Wallace’s originality, though he has often been, as Smith admits, as a follower of George’s
theory(925). From my perspective, the most remarkable difference lies in their approaches. George’s theory
was presented in the context of political economy, while Wallace was basically a social critic based upon
evolutionary theory.

7 For George’s theory of the cause of economic inequality, see George 1-211.

8 Wallace, Land Nationalisation 175-233. Spencer presented a similar idea in Social Statics that land would
be under “the joint-stock ownership of the public” and tenants would lease land “from the nation” by paying
rent to “an agent or deputy-agent of the community”(141).

9 See, chapter 9 of part 2 of Social Statics “The Right of the Use of the Earth”; book 7 of Progress and
Poverty “Justice of the Remedy,” especially its first chapter “The Injusitice of Private Property in Land.”

10 For Wallace’s relationship with George, see Fichman, Elusive Victorian 211-34.

11 In evolutionary social theory, human nature, which had often been considered universally uniform, would
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change through the evolutionary process. In that context, Spencer seems to have used “nature” and
“character” almost identically. For the discourses of character in the Victorian period, see Collini, “Idea of
‘Character.”” Collini cited Spencer as an example of political thinkers’ reliance on the ideal of “character” in
that period(31).

12 For Huxley’s involvement in this debate and its significance, see White 142-148.

13 Helfand points out that Huxley’s assault “on the philosophy of Rousseau” in this essay “was most likely a
veiled attack on Wallace”(171), and implies that a main target of all political essays by Huxley in the last
part of his life was Wallace, despite the absence of overt refrences to his name.

14 Huxley, “Natural Rights” 176-81. Huxley stated in “The Struggle for Existence” that nature would mean “the
sum of the phenomenal world, of that which has been, and is, and will be”(202).

15 This point was best illustrated in the episode of Atlantis in “The Struggle for Existence”(206-09) and the
supposition of an ideal colony in “Prolegomena”(16-21).

16 Spencer, “Theory of Population”; George; Wallace, "Human Selection.”

17 Huxley, “Struggle for Existence” 198-99; “Prolegomena” 43-45; “Romanes Lecture” 79-86.

18 This was an idea which Bellamy had presented in his novel Looking Backward (218-20).

19 The study which stresses this point most clearly is Durant. The best account of Wallace's social and political
thought from the perspective of his evolutinary cosmology is Fichman, Elusive Victorian.

20 See note 15 above.

21 Wallace, “Human Selection” 333-35. See also Spencer, “Theory of Population.”

22 In this lecture Wallace criticised Spencer’s position on the land problem presented in Justice, a part of
Principles of Ethics. For Spencer’s theory on justice and property in his later years, see Taylor, Men versus
the State 232-61.

23 Huxley “Struggle for Existence”; “Prolegomena”; “Romanes Lecture.”

Works Cited

Bellamy, Edward. Looking Backward 2000-1887. 1888. New York: Modern-Random House,
1951.

Bowler, Peter J. Biology and Social Thought: 1850-1914. Berkeley: Office for the History of
Science and Technology, U of California at Berkeley, 1993.

---. Evolution: The History of an Idea. 3rd ed. Berkeley: U of California P, 2003.

---. The Non-Darwinian Revolution: Reinterpreting a Historical Myth. Baltimore: John’s
Hopkins UP, 1988.

Collini, Stefan. “The Idea of ‘Character’ in Victorian Political Thought.” Transactions of the
Royal Historical Society. 5th Ser. 35 (1985): 29-50.

---. Liberalism and Sociology: L. T. Hobhouse and Political Argument in England 1880-1914.
Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1979.

Durant, John R. “Scientific Naturalism and Social Reform in the Thought of Alfred Russel
Wallace.” British Journal for the History of Science 12 (1979): 31-58.

Fichman, Martin. “Biology and Politics: Defining the Boundaries.” Lightman 94-118.

---. An Elusive Victorian: The Evolution of Alfred Russel Wallace. Chicago: U of Chicago P,
2004.

Freeden, Michael. The New Liberalism: An Ideology of Social Reform. 1978. Oxford:
Clarendon, 1986.

George, Henry. Progress and Poverty. 1879. London: Everyman-Dent, n.d.

-148 -



Land, Nature and the State: Wallace, Spencer and Huxley on the Land Question -

Harris, Jose. Private Lives, Public Spirit: Britain 1870-1914. 1993. London: Penguin, 1994.

Helfand, Michael S. “T. H. Huxley’s ‘Evolution and Ethics’: The Politics of Evolution and the
Evolution of Politics.” Victorian Studies 20 (1977): 159-77.

Huxley, Thomas H. Evolution & Ethics and Other Essays. London: Macmillan, 1911. Vol. 9
of Collected Essays. 9 vols. 1904-1911.

---. “Evolution and Ethics. Prolegomena.” 1894. Huxley, Evolution 1-45.

---. “Evolution and Ethics[The Romanes Lecture, 1893].” Huxley, Evolution 46-116.

---. “Government: Anarchy or Regimentation.” Nineteenth Century 27 (1890): 843-66.

---. “Mr. Spencer on the Land Question.” Letter. Times 12 Nov. 1889, 8.

---. “Natural Rights and Political Rights.” Nineteenth Century 27 (1890): 173-95.

---. “On the Natural Inequality of Men.” Nineteenth Century 27 (1890): 1-23.

---. “The Ownership of Land.” Letter. 7imes 21 Nov. 1889, 13.

---. “Political Ethics.” Letter. Times 18 Nov. 1889, 7.

---. Preface. Huxley, Social Diseases 5-11.

---. Social Diseases and Worse Remedies: Letters to the “Times” on Mr. Booth s Scheme with
a Preface and (reprinted) Introductory Essay. London: Macmillan, 1891.

---. “The Struggle for Existence in Human Society.” Huxley, Evolution 195-236. Rpt of “The
Struggle for Existence: A Programme.” Nineteenth Century 23 (1888): 161-80.

Jones, Greta. Social Darwinism and English Thought: The Interaction between Biological
and Social Theory. Brighton: Harvester, 1980.

Laidler, John. “Political Ethics.” Letter. Times 15 Nov. 1889, 9-10.

Lightman, Bernard, ed. Victorian Science in Context. Chicago: U of Chicago P, 1997.

Malthus, Thomas Robert. First Essay on Population 1798. Ed. James Bonar. London:
Macmillan, 1926. Rpt. of An Essay on the Principle of Population, as It Affects the
Future Improvement of Society, with Remarks on the Speculations of Mr. Godwin, M.
Condorcet, and Other Writers. London, 1798.

“Mr. Morley and the Labour Party.” Times 5 Nov. 1889, 10.

Smith, Charles. “Wallace, Alfred Russel.” Oxford Dictionary of National Biography. Ed. H.
C. G. Matthew and Brian Harrison. Oxford: Oxford UP, 2004.

Spencer, Herbert. “The Coming Slavery.” Contemporary Review 45 (1884): 461-82. Rpt. in
Spencer, Man Versus the State 18-43.

---. Data of Ethics. New York: Appleton, 1883. n.p.: Kessinger, n.d.

---. “The Great Political Superstition.” Contemporary Review 46 (1884): 24-48. Rpt. in
Spencer, Man Versus the State 78-107.

---. “New Toryism.” Contemporary Review 45 (1884): 153-67. Rpt. in Spencer, Man Versus
the State 1-17.

---. The Man Versus the State: Containing “The New Toryism,” “The Coming Slavery,” “The
Sins of Legislators” and “The Great Political Superstition.” London: Williams,
1884.

---. “Mr. Herbert Spencer and the Land Question.” Letter. 7imes 7 Nov. 1889, 12.

FrrT:

-149 -



---. The Principles of Ethics. 2vols. Synthetic Philosophy of Herbert Spencer. Westminster ed.
New York: Appleton, 1892-93.

---. The Principles of Sociology. 5vols. Synthetic Philosophy of Herbert Spencer. Westminster
ed. New York: Appleton, 1885-96.

---. Social Statics; or, the Conditions Essential to Human Happiness Specified, and the First
of Them Developed. 1851. New York: Appleton, 1880.

---. “ATheory of Population, Deduced from the Law of Natural Fertility.” Westminster Review
57 (1852): 468-501.

Stack, David. The First Darwinian Left: Socialism and Darwinism 1859-1914. Cheltenham:
New Clarion, 2003.

Taylor, Michael W. Introduction. Taylor, Herbert Spencer vii-xxiii.

---. Men Versus the State: Herbert Spencer and Late Victorian Individualism. Oxford:
Clarendon, 1992.

---. ed. Herbert Spencer and the Limits of the State: The Late Nineteenth-Century Debate
between Individualism and Collectivism. Key Issues 13. Ed. by Andrew Pyle. Bristol:
Thoemmes, 1996.

Wallace, Alfred Russel. “Herbert Spencer on the Land Question: A Criticism.” Wallace,
Studies 2: 333-44.

-—-. “How to Nationalize the Land: A Radical Solution of the Irish Land Problem.”
Contemporary Review 38 (1880): 716-36. Rpt. in Wallace, Studies 2: 265-95.

---. “Human Selection.” Fortnightly Review 48 (1890): 325-37.

---. Land Nationalisation: Its Necessity and Its Aims, Being a Comparison of the System of
Landlord and Tenant with That of Occupying Ownership in Their Influence on the
Well-Being of the People. 2nd ed. London: Triibner, 1882.

---. The Malay Archipelago, the Land of the Orang-Utan and the Bird of Paradise: A Narrative
of Travel with Studies of Man and Nature. 1869. New ed. 1872. London: Macmillan,

1922.
---. My Life: A Record of Events and Opinions. 2 vols. New York: Dodd, 1905. New York:
AMS, 1974.

---. “The Origin of Human Races and the Antiquity of Man Deduced from the Theory of
‘Natural Selection.”” Journal of the Anthropological Society of London 2 (1864):
clviii-clxxxvii.

---. Studies Scientific and Social. 2 vols. London: Macmillan, 1900.

---. “True Individualism: The Essential Preliminary of a Real Social Advance.” Wallace,
Studies 2: 510-20.

---. “The ‘Why’ and ‘How’ of Land Nationalization.” Wallace, Studies 2: 296-332. Rpt. of
“The ‘Why’ and ‘How’ of Land Nationalisation.” Macmillan's Magazine 48 (1883):
357-68, 485-93.

White, Paul. Thomas Huxley: Making the “Man of Science.” Cambridge: Cambridge UP,
2003.

-150 -



Land, Nature and the State: Wallace, Spencer and Huxley on the Land Question -

T, AR, EE—F LHINE] L+ VA, AXVH—
INT RN —

BEEA

DR OMIN X B RKEHTAFERLF 2 S BER SN TWi2 4 F) 2T,
1870 4ERENL T A VT ¥ FIZBIT A Il E A& ) 1230, L EIE £
FTETHLZEDDL LN -T2, ZDOLXI)BRBHMT, A‘R- 7+ L X (Alfred
Russel Wallace, 1823-1913), 7 —/N— h « A~ 4 — (Herbert Spencer, 1820-1903 ).
T-H- "2 A Y — (Thomas Henry Huxley, 1825-1895) &\ = ADOHEALBARK A 1 #b
ME] 2D CHMm b LT el b, HTHY 4 L AR, THEALHAEEREE
LC il E B ol &8 28 572, 2520, w4 L AP KT HI
EDDETOWMEZHORIEIZELEZTENT S X o0 R 572005, ARV —Dk
WO M AHF#](1851) ZHATZZ L TH o720 LA LGS, 18804 13
M Z D CHHRTIZ. ARV —IZERDONC X AT RICO %D S HEAAL
P L7ze A VAICKE LR EE Y5 27 [ L AW] (1879) OFEHTH DN
V)= Va—=VEBLLIMP LN Z) =1 EOT, ZAOBERIZHS oML
MER A LRI L T E 2 SO BUEwm TSIl b > T oz FOimSrid. b,
FAREL. EROBE &) BIEDHE A G > TR SN2,

1880 4E X2 5 20 AL FIBHIZ 221 CO BRI F1E. EROKH 2D CHHAE
F) ETHEMER] O ZEVIFHATLUR LA SN TE 7, HEDOIIC L B4
Kt OWHE R BN T 5 [EBERISH LT MAOBHE MR T 2720ICEHRKD
BRI R IR R & 72 8 R L - AR A TN 228 ) & 7ze TR ESR]
(1884) THIRM A L DA EZRZHH Lz ARV =13, [HAFERI2ETS
BHERERLINDL I LR 5Tz T2 FEEWHEZRDHFT 727 + L A1L 1890 4E L
BATEHRELARTLIOICRY. N7 A — LRI 2 MA LR AT %
O %I L 720 @212, ZAOHELEBER O HHBEIZOW T O D = O
AREBEDITTTEREINLRETHD, L Lahs, LHEHECERIRY + L A%}
PHIRANR =Ny 2) —, HEWIE, HALREZF AR = ETH#E Y +
LA, AN 3% &tk S o WM 2 4L L2k A =2 w) XH Iz b
EFTIUTHAMALD LT X725 9, Ko HME, S0 LHEICOWTO#ERZ.
o oBaKBL L BRI, BRE - BAAREICOWTOEZ ), £L T vy
ADNAFFHE VI BEL ST LI EICE ST, v a7 M) 7RG B %
R5EToOMAOBLEEZIRRRT 52 LI12H 5,

FTE—IT. T L AOHETFRT, EROESUWHRICL B FEOER Z 3Rk
HEEBIT, MAOHHZEMLZDOTHY, [EOMATFKIEEHOMEDIT/2L
I AFERELREROBAEZ I DDEMRITRETH S, 71 L ABG
WBWTHIEA L. BEOYED T TORIELHHEES %2 EB T 5 DICATXK
GHEAWHE LMBEIITONT VS, 74+ L ADHEHEATIE. F0 X HAa%

-151 -



WIZE o TEERMADTEB L T T, A2 I8 X5 HIEILD 2 = X 4
D E, HELBER/PERL TV EENTVEDTH D, 720 T4 27 MY TR
B TEA bR E SRR L BN L ARV =0, HEREBIZBIT
[HESHAR L S V) BLEICB W T, THRAORIE & W) [ 2B 583
MEEEICRE LD TR R o7,

AT, [N THEFER] & v ) BuaZxiifie & iz, M LEHER
DOFHIPEIZOWTOHERERDLZ L ICL 5T HAZD AR VHIINE LT 5, #
E, AR AR ERE, SV 2D AOEHZD CHHVMTH 5,
T VAPRELEEEZ T 200FE ARV —D [HafFE Lya—Yo
[HEA L BR] TlE. 25 SFICAHRBELARMBEICHRZ 22 LI2L->T THB-AED
RIEBTEREIN TS, 74 VASEERNIZZ ORI > Tl R b, ARV
Y—13, LHEA LR Z U L2z TABRER] Cid, s chf A oRE
ZRL7ZOEFUSHREE WIS ZTWRDS L, RAEMEHEOBHEL VW HD
AR L TWhe, TOX) R ARME - BAREICL 2 IE4LE. NTA)—E[ T -
TUF)DOF P EFATHEL B L7z Mtz BB ZoBIRE AbE LD
T AR RERICORDVENLTH D, T2 WADHEZHHRT 5 A
ERLMHPINDLZ LD, NZ R =12 UE, BRIZBEBICEHDL DO TIER
CHEICHED S, 20, MBI HREE V) S ORIEIEET. BHE 2 RSN
DARDVHEHETHDTH b, BRICHE R ERZ RWEFT ARV —Lbw LR E,
HiG% b 7- 9 BAMNER D 2 WVHREZ MM T 207 2 =ik, IR ZARBIZHS
HMLTWBDTHAb,

NT AN =3 A - BUs B D RN O W CRHE R AR RO R E
TH 5L, BN AREAIE L CoE LR B S OBGHEmORLIRICIER 5,
B, NS 2 EEEA~ LTV 2D NOEZ R TSI EI2L 5T P&
HEOREENEZ FR L 72 THIEALZ GO S s L ) FEEAPER L
LTh, B ANOMINCLo TERZO CHBEFPHEAL. 3 CICBRB AR
ENENLTHbL, TOLI) BiEMIIKET 5720120 74 LRAZWPAXR Y —0
ANOHEGRZ T & A5, HEARWHINC L - TPREPERTIUE AR £ 1K LF
MHCEAEFM LTz T2ITH. HREEDEE ) —D2DOMUNAOENLDTH 5,

T r LA, ARV —, N7 R — S ZEAOMLRERO T HIEZ B
ik, MAFEFIERERE V) EROLHZ O CHiER. LT HAE - Bk
ML= ZADOANOEE V) HRE D Chikimm & BRI AR VR DRLER L7-0T
H5bo

-152 -



