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That Professor Carver has long been interested in sociology as well as in economics is well 
known. This book, he tells us, is the fruit of forty-two years’ reading, during which time he 
tried, unsuccessfully, to keep pace with the output of “ what may be called the Sociological 
Press.” Such a statement, coming from an eminent economist, naturally raises high hopes, 
since those who have so thoroughly combined the two disciplines are rare. But something 
has gone wrong. Perhaps Professor Carver has given too much time to books claiming in 
their titles to be “sociology” and too little to the researches of historians, lawyers, 
anthropologists, psychologists and others, which are the real stuff of which sociology must 
be made. For his reading has left little mark on his writing, except in those passages where 
he  summarises  past  theories.  The  rest  of  the  book  might  have  been  written  by  any  
ordinarily  well-informed  observer  of  society  with  the  aid  of  personal  experience  and  
common sense. 
 
To attempt a study of social evolution without employing either an historical or a 
comparative method would be sheer madness. Professor Toynbee is engaged in showing us 
what can be done when these methods are used. Professor Carver has worked on entirely 
different lines. What he has given us is merely an analysisof contemporary society tacked 
on (to quote the publisher’s note) to “the idea of survival value as the leading factor in the 
evolutionary process.” Although no attempt is made to verify this important assumption, it 
is  treated,  not  as  an  hypothesis,  but  as  a  truth  to  be  expounded.  Society,  says  Professor  
Carver, is like a team “ which plays a perpetual game called ‘the struggle for existence’ and 
the stake is the survival or extinction of the team.” And again, “evolution comes because 
the less adapted fail and the more adapted succeed. Up to the present moment, practically 
every  social  reform  is  a  blind  but  determined  fight  against  the  only  theory  of  evolution  
which has any scientific standing.” If this idea is to be of any use in a study of the growth of 
civilisation, it must be applied, not to groups of men, but to ways of living, to customs and 
to institutions. It is, then, obviously impossible to assert that those institutions survive 
which are best adapted to the needs of society (is this true of war?);  we can only say that 
survival implies adaptation to some needs, performance of some function. In this form the 
idea becomes a useful warning to the investigator, not a clue to the process of change. 
 
The analysis naturally suffers somewhat from the constraint of this unhappy alliance, but it 
often manages to shake itself free and becomes on occasion adequate or even illuminating, 
as, for instance, in the discussion of self-interest. But it has its own defects. It is, as a whole, 
casual, unsystematic and discursive. The good things are embedded in a mass of platitudes 
and halftruths. The good things occur whenever the technique of biology or economics can 
be brought directly into play. The author does not seem to have realised that the analysis of 
social structure requires a technique of its own. It is a misapprehension for which 
sociologists are themselves largely to blame. 
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