
Itomans called this jzts enter gentes, the French denominate it 
droit des gem, the Spaniards call i t  rle14echo de gentes, and we, for  
lack of a more specific term, call i t  international lam. Hut Eazcr 
i~is not: and, besides, if we admit the term a t  all, "law of na- 
tions " arid " international law " are certainly not equivalents. 
Ti19 one implies an impossible condition of things, the ot'her, 
th')ugh more approximately correct, would be more accurately 
described as international elhics or mora,lity. 

Furthermore, we are in the habit of describing what me call 
'' internationai law as "the natural law of individuals applied " 

to nations3" and when we are asker1 what this "natural law of 
individe~sls" mag be, we repiy readily that  it is '<t!ie lam of nature 
applied to m o d  act,ions," and that it  consists of "rules which 
are common to all ~nankind," quite independelit of tlie acciderrts 
of time, pl::oe, anti circ~~mstance. Now, this is little else than 
mere u7ord.s \vitIiont any definite imporb, for in reality there are 
not, and never have been, any such "rules." There is not asingle, 
universal, fixed " rule '' of all Inen of all human eoadoct ~ ~ b i c h  
ages and cc?untriei have recoguizecl in practice; there is no uai- 
form moral code, ivritten or unwritten, rrhich peoples of all 
couutriee Itace eve11 professetl to ober. 

Bi~ti,we are to ld,  there are certain :'principles of jastici., d i ~ -  
coverable by rit4h.j; reason and establisl~ed bx usage," \vhicli ought 
to regul:~ to the rriutual relations of nations. But who  shall ac- 
curately define "justice," and who shall give us a 3  anthentic 
standarti of "r ight  reason?" Public opinion in each sorereign 
state esttzhlisiles a criterion of justice which rises no Iiigher than 
the intellectual development or civilization of the people o f  that 
particular state; and what the people of one may consider " ~ i g l i t  
reason " is often deemed wrong reason by those of another. Thus 
some regard all moral distinctions as merely conventional, others 
believe smoral distillctions to have been "written in the heart of 
rnan by &he i%nger of God." lfosti Christian peoples believe, or at  
least believe they believe, there is " a  positive law, audible in 
conscience, which enjoins certain actions and forbids others," 
according to eheir respective snitableness or repugnance to the 
social nature of man. Otl-lers believe that conscience itself is 
merely tEae result of education and environment, consequently 
that thrare cannot be, in the very nature of the case, any posilive 
moral qtandard. No matter how it originated, I prc3sume that 
most people will aglce that what we call ' (  coi>science" is nothing 
inore than that faculty of thc mind which takes cognizance of its 
ow11 thoughts; that. even 111 tlre lnost latitutlinal Eense, the tern1 
can in3ply no more than a moral standard of action in the mint], 
and tliat this standard is a lwajs  relative, l l ~ a t  is, high or l o r .  
according to the degree of intellectaal develop~nent. 

\Ire are in the habit of evacllng the conseciuences of these pr oyo-
sitions b; assuming, first, that moral distinctions have had eternal 
existelrce in  the mind of the Creator, which never changes; anll, 
second, that to Christian peoples only have been revealed the x~,ill 
of God, This would limit what we call " international law " LO 

13urq)cans 3,nd their descendants 011 this continent; and it, Inorc- 
over, asbunes as a fact that, in our international relations we ale 
goverl~ed by rules which. in thcir verr nature, are unchangeable, 
ml~icl>is absurb. For, reason about it as me mag, me cannot get 
rid of r he fact that our standard of ~norality is progressive. and 
theref ore ever changiag. There is always an adrance from lower 
to 1iig:ner conceptions of Iiunianity and justice, ancl corrcsponding 
cl iang~si n  public sentiment as to what is right and expedient in  
our inlernational rc.lations. The general concensus of the Chris- 
hian wo~lih tmlchlng the abstract propositioils of right and wrong 
is 11ol \->liar,i t  was even one short century ago, and a century 
hence i t  will not be exactly what it is to-day. The tinie WAS 

when the most enlightened nations, including the olle t1,rough 
which was clrrivec! our form of religion, s p a i d  neither age nor 
scx in battle. Later on, they spared non-combatants, but put all 
prisoners to dealh. Further on, the lives of pri>oners n7e1e spared, 
but they were reduced to slavery. As cioil~zation advanced, 
prisoners of war were ransomed by the payment of nloneg or its 
rquivalen~. Finally, they mere put on parole and regularly ex- 
changed. Not many centuries ago, Christian nations went to war 
$or the avowed purposes of conquest and seifibh aggrandisernent. 
After this, war was still held to be justifiable if waged for the 
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declared purpose of opening new avenues of trade. Lntcr on. 
war could be justified only on grounds of reasonable apprehension 
for natloual safety, or for the vind~catiou of national honor. 
Perhaps the time is not very rernote when Christian peoples will 
realme that there is a higher method of settling ~nternational dis- 
putes than that adoptcd by the ants and beetlcs, and then the 
principle of arbitration will be rrniversallg accepted. 

Hitherto, what mecall our international law has been deemed ia- 
applicable to pagan natio:~s and savage tribes, and in our dealings 
with both we have not always been governed by'our own rules of 
justice. Our apology for this has been the assumption that such 
peoples are not t h e n ~ s e l ~ e s  govelned by the rules of justice which 
we aclrnowledge. But, i f  we are subject to a system of ethics 
which we profess to believe of divine orlgin, is not that, of itself, 
a n  all-sufiicirnt I eason for not departing from rt in our dealing- 
with other than profrssedly Christian people,? I t  wotalcl seem 
that, i f  we arc niore than a con~mnnity of hypocrites, our rela- 
tions with th[. ir,digenouu peoples of this continent oag l~ t  to hare  
taught uq llilr wholesome lesson long ago. 

To smn up, then, our so-called internat~onal law is but publlc 
opinion sanctioned by usage among tho.;e who call tllcillselves 
Christians But tliis public opinion necessarily changes with the 
yroj i~c~sivestages of intellectual developn~ent. Therefore i t  i~ 
not. aocl cannot be, a "fixed rule" of conduct in the ~rciprocal 
relations of nations. We el l  in calling it  a bcience," becaiise 6 '  

olil conceptions of its fundanic:ltal principlei are neither clearly 
definccl nor easilv refelable to li~lolvrifacts. And we err in limit- 
ing ~ t s  applic%ltion to so-called Christian nations, hecause we 
tlieleby contracllct our profeqslons and impair confidence in our 
siiiccr~ty. 

BRITISI-I STONE CIRCLES.- 11. STONEHENGE. ' 
BY A. L. LEWIS, LONDON, BNGLAND 

IFthe circles at  h b u r j  (or Avebury) claim the first notice on 
account of tlleir great superiority in size above all others, Stone- 
henge naturally, and fol; many reasons, talres tlie next place to 
them. Stonl.11rnge is eighteen miles south of Abury ; the nearest 
town to it is ilniesbury (three ~niles), but as Amesbnry is not on 
any line of railway, Salisbury (Great Western or South Western 
railtvagsj is the most convellient place from wliich lo visit i t ;  
the distance is eight miles, six by road and two across the plain 
after leaving the road, and there is now no refresllnlent house on 
tlie .ivay. 'rile British entrenched hill, on which the Roman, 
Saxon, and Norman city stood, ancl which, under the title of Old 
Sarum, returned repre;entatives to Parliament till 1832,a t  mhich 
time it mas uninhabited, will at,tract notice, and mag be visited 
either in going or returning. 

The outer circle a t  Stonehenge is 100 feet in diameter, and if 
it were ever con~p:e:,ed (which is a. point in dispute) consisted of 
30 stones, averaging 134 feet in height; they were roughly 
squared and had two knobs or bosses worked on the top of each, 
and they were connected by smaller stones, eacli of \vhich had a 
hole at  eacli end, made to fit on the lrnobs of the upright stones 
on which it  rested; these arrangements are found in no other 
circle, and are of themselves sufficient to render Stormehenge 
perfectly unique. One stone of this circle, still standing in its 
place, is shorter and slighter than the others, and this bas led to 
doubtsa.: to whether t,he outer circle were ever complete. Tnside 
the outer circle were, first, a circle of small stoues, the original 
number of which is uncertain, and, second, inside t'hese five 
trilitlion; or groups of three stones, two upright and one coanect- 
ing their tops, these capstones, like those of tbe outer circle, were 
kept in their places by holes fitting on knobs cut on the tops of 
the uprights, but x-ihile each uprigbe of the outer circle had tn-u 
knobs, anct the cliaiil of capstones was continuous, the uprights 
of the trilithona had but one knob each, and each pair of uprights 
with its capstone was separate from it,s neighbor; these trilithons 
were arranged in the form of a horseshoe, the highest (of which 
the uprights were 22 feet above ground) being in the centre, ancl 
the opening of the horseshoe, which is 44feet wide, being toward 
the northeast. Inside this horseshoe of trilithons was a horseshoe 

1 Xo. 1,Abury, appeared in So. 529, Nsrch24. 
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of smaller stones, originally perhaps 19 in number, and from 6 
to 9 feet high, the highest being in the middle, and inside these, 
and in front of the highest trilithon. is a flat fitone, about 17 feet 
long and 3 wide, which is comrnonly called the altar stone, 
though, if sacrifices were ever offered there it mould have been 
much more convenient to have had a smaller but higl~er altar 
standing upon this slab. There is a srnall stone lying insicle the 
slnall inner horseshoe, ~vhichhas two l~ollows and seems therefore 
to have been intended to rest upon two small upright stones, hut 
no stonessuitable for its support now exist, and it is possible that 
this stone may have stood on two small stones on tliesl:xb already 
mentioned, and may have been the actual altar. I t  has, how- 
ever, been thought that it  was the capstone of a small trilithon 
which stood in the tl~itldle of the open side of the horseslioe 
formed by the large trilithons, but there is no evidence as to its 
original position or m e  or as to the former exist,ence of any small 
trilithon. 

flie sunI?ec stones or bluestones as they are called mere broughl 
from a grrnt t i j ; ta~~ce-Devonshire, Wales, or lreland--but the 
larger stones forrninp; the outer circle and the greal trilitllons 
were obtained frotr~ the s~arrounding plain. Nine of the inner 
bluestont.3 aad nineteen of the outer ones remain, some standing 
and sorne fallen; twenty-four of the stones of the outer circle 
are represented bv standing or fallen stones (including frag- 
ments), and six of it* lintels or cross-stones are still in position; 
of the trilithons two are complete and the other three are more 
or less ruined, ci-;oagli all the stones oi vr~hich they consisted are 
there, some brolreu, some entire. 

Thecircles are ,surrounded by a slight ditch ancl hank, 800 feet 
in diameter, from which an avenue defined by earthen banks leads 
in a northeasterly direction for about 1800 feet, when it  divides 
into two branches, the most northerly of which leads towards a 
5pace enclosed by e:irthen banlrs and called by Stukeley the 
" Cursos." Just inside the ditch and bank are two barrows, on 
opposite sides of the circles, and so placed that a line from one to 
the other paeses through the centre of the circles. There are 
also two single stone? near the inner circumference of the ditch 
placed like the barror~s on opposite sides of the circles and so 
that a line from one to the other passes through the centre of the 
circles. A t  the point where the avenue joins the ditch tliere is a 
large stone lying fiat, and nearly 100 feet along the avenue stands 
a rough stone, called the "Friar's Eleel," in such a positiol~ that 
anyone standing on the flat stone called the "altar," already 
mentioned, I U ~ Tsee the ~1111rise over its tip, or nearly so, on 
Midsummer morning, a fact which is generally verified by sex- 
era1 people v e r y  year. I t  has been said that the flat stone be- 
tween the Friar's Heel and the circles formerly stood upright, 
and hid the fori~ier from the latter, and that the coincidence as to 
the sunrise iviis therefore not intentional; but if the flat stone 
ever were upright the sun would ha19 appeared to rise over it, 
and i f  neither stone existed the whole arrangement of the circles 
and aveuue tvouid still direct attention to the northeast or inid- 
sumnier sunrise quarter. 

Stonehelige has been attributeci to various peoples, ranging 
from Attanteaus of 10.000 B.U., to Danes of the ninth century of 
our era. :itid nunierous suggestions have been niade as to its ob- 
ject. Two or three archzologists of late years have endeavored 
to show that it is nierely the skeleton of a vast tower of c:luy or 
urrcenierited masonry, and the visitor must form his own idea as 
to the probauiliiy of this view. Burials would seem to have 
taken place in  the centre, as bones and iron arinor were dug up 
there in 3620, but- this doe3 not shorv that burial was the only or 
even the chief object for which the circles were constructecl. 
Perhaps the view that best fits all the facts is  that a circle or cir- 
cles with avenue and outlying stones so arranged as to make it 
suitable for sun- ors ship existed here in very early times, and 
that long afterwards, in the dark period between the lZoruan rule 
and the Saxon domination, certain lnurdered Britons were buried 
in  the circles, which were restored and re-arranged as a monu- 
ment to their memory. Stonehenge, while it has much in coul- 
mon with the other British circles, has also so many points of clif-
ferance from them, that it seerxls as though it must have had a 
special history of its own. 

LETTERS TO THE EDITOR. 

*** Correspondents ave vequested t o  be as bvief a s  possible. The turzter'8 n u m e  
i s  in all cases required as proof of good fa i th .  

O n  request in advance,  one I ~ u ~ ~ d r e dcopies o f  the  number  containing hia 
communicat ion  will be furnished free t o  a n y  correspondent. 

m e  editor will be glad t o  publisi~ a n y  queries consonant w i t h  the c i ~ a r a c f e r  
o f  the journal.  

What is Biology ? 

OKIGINATIKGfrom the time of the appearance of Dr. Campbell's 
book on biological instruction, a cliscussion is for the present 
time being held. Professor 6 ,  MacMillan opened this discussion 
in some very interesting articles, the main feature of these being 
a sharp criticism of the way in which biological science has been 
2nd is taught in the colleges ancl universities. Mr. Francis H. 
Rerrick has tried to save the reputation of the biological depart- 
ments in  pleno. As the que~tioii  of a clear and logical definition 
of the term biolcyy rneets with some of my own considerations, I 
should like lo roalre u few reinarks on this side of the point; the 
position of bot,inical science in the scientific institutions being 
merely a question of power laid in the hands of the director or 
professor of such institutions, I shall leave this in better hands. 

I t  would be well, indeed, if we could get a logical definition of 
biology, and if we could succeed in removing from the text-books 
the old definition that ' '  hiology is the science of living things." 
Doing this, we would avoid much confusion, especially anlong 
the stuclents -and there are many of them yet -who think that 
the physiological science is still a well established branch of 
natural science, and not merely a subdivision of a more or less 
heterogene "biology." 

LaiMarck used, first of all, the word biology, and, afte~wards, 
from 1802 to 1822, G. R. Treviranus wrote a very remarkable 

defining biology as the philosophy of living nature. Singu-
larly, the idea of the range of living nature has, in the course of 
time, been limitecl, instead of broadened; so we see how the sci- 
entists of old times saw, in the fire, a inanifestation of life. 
Oken, in his "System der Biologie," adopted the definition of 
Treviranus, while the second and t,hird quarters of this century 
created ph-siologicai schools that fought against the "natural 
philosophers," and brought forth an experimental physiology. 

When the profound thinking of Ch. Darwin (not especially of 
all Iris pupils and successors) caused a world-wide sensation, and 
cast new light upon natural history, the term became rather 
limited instead of broadened, and, in fact, from an evolutionary 
stanrlpoint, we cannot. as has been done, regard biology as  
'< the  sclence of living things." Biology has grown up  with the 
teachings of Darwin, it is closely connected with evolutionary 
ideas, and, logically, appears to us in view of these teachings; 
therefore, we must frame our clefinitions in accordance there- 
with. 

I-Iuxley's view of the matter was taken up, and has been fol- 
lowed ever since, though now and then it has been modified. 
One of these modifications appedrs in a very reputable text-
book,a biology being defined as " the science which treats of the 
properties of matter in the living state;" physiology, however, 
is ' ( the  science of actiqn and fuuction, essentially dynamical." 
I am sure that we could point out Inany instancc.~ of action and 
function that mould never be classified under the heading of 
physiology or even biology, nay, "general biology." On the  
other hand, I cioubt i f  physiological science is really charac-
terized by the word dynamical; in other words, if ';physiological 
action and function " necessarily presupposes something "dy-
uamical." 
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