UNIVERSAL
LIBRARY

OU_150358

AdVvVddl
TVSHAAINN






OUP—557—13-7-71—3,000.
OSMANIA UNIVERSITY LIBRARY

Call No. SLO - // M é(( « Accession No.
Author i’g ' S" °-
Title

This book should be returned on or before the date last mark







Everyman, 1 will go with thee, and be thy guide,
In thy most need to go by thy side.



This is No. 482 of Everyman’s Library



EVERYMAN'S LIBRARY

Younded 1906 by ] M Dent (d 1920)
Ldited by Ernest Rhys (d 1940)

PHILOSOPHY & THEOLOGY

UTILITARIANISM, LIBERTY, AND

REPRESENTATIVE GOVERNMENT

BY JOHN STUART MILL - INTRO-
DUCTION BY A. D. LINDSAY



JOHN STUART MILL, son of James Mill,
born in 1806 i London. Educated very
broadly by his father. Visited France in
1820. Made clerk of India House in 1823
and formed the Utilitarian Party in 1823-6;
proprictor of Organized Review, 1837-40.
M.P. for Westminster, 1865-8. Died, 1873.



UTILITARIANISM,
LIBERTY, AND REPRESENTATIVE
GOVERNMENT

JOHN STUART MILL

LONDON: J. M. DENT & SONS LTD.
NEW YORK: E. P. DUTTON & CO. INC,



All rights reserved

Made 10 Great Britain
at the Temple Press Letchworth
for
J. M. Dent & Sons Lud.
Aldine House Bedford St. London
First published 1n this edition 1910
Lavt reprinted 1948



INTRODUCTION

Jou~ STuarRT MitL was born m 1800. llc was brought up
by ins father, James Mill, and Jeremy Bentham to carry on
the Utilitanan tradition, and after their death he was recogmsed
as the leader, or at lecast the exponent, of the philosophicil
Radicals He was appomnted 1 1823 to a cleikship 1 the
India House, where finally he became head of his department
m 1856  When the East India Company was abolished 1n
1857, he refused to accept a position under the re-constituted
authority, and retired in the beginning of 1858. 1In 1865 he
was clected Member of Parliament for Westminster, but was
not re-elected 1n 1868. He spent the 1est of hus hife tll his
death 1n 1873 1n hiterary and p'ulosophical pursuits.

Mill’s position at the India House gave him considerable
letsure for writing, and his total litcrary output was verv
large. Butl much the greaicr part of 1t consisted mn reviews
and articles for periodicals, mainly for the Westminster Review,
and 1n cditing Bentham’s or his father’s work. Of his morc
permanent writings, bosides the three contained 1n this
volume the most important are his> ZLogee, published m 1843,
the Political Economy, published 1n 1848, the Examination of
Swr William Hawaltow’s Philosophy, published m 18053,
treatise on The Subjection of Woinen, written in 1861 and pub
lished m 1869, and three posthumous essays on Nature, The
Utility of Religtion, and Iheism

Of the three works mcluded in this volume, Utihtariamera,
Liberty, and Considerations on Representative Government,
the second 1s the most carcful and studied expression of Mill'-
thought It was planned 1n 1854 and revised with great
care, owig much, as the dedication witnesses, to the co-
operation and criticism of lis wife + It was published after
her death 1n 1859. It 1s justly the most.famous of all hi,
writings, and contains his most individual and characteristic
doctrines.  Utiitarianism, compiled from previously written
papers, was published in Frases’s Magazine in 1861, and re-
published 1 1863 The Considerations on Representative
Government was published 1n 1861

Mill was brought up 1n the strictest Utihitarian doctiine

vii



viii John Stuart Mill

Never was such an organised and systematic attempt to fix a
young mind unalterably in one mould as that stupendous
plan of studies which Bentham and the elder Mill imposed
upon their young hopeful. Yet in spite of 1t, few thinkers
have been so open-minded and so sympathetic towards very
varying opmnions as John Stuart Mill.  He fulfilled his father’s
hopes by carrying on the Utilitarian tradition, but, as we shall
see, it was Uuhtarianism with a difference His eclecticism is
both the strength and th& weakness of Mill's writings—the
strength because their very great popularity was largely due
to the wideness of their appeal and their evident sympathy with
what was best in opposing schools; the wcakness because of the
inconsistency and lack of real clearness of thought which so
often goes with a sympathetic mind. Ml had a very great
reverence for his father and for Bentham, and hardly reahised
how very different was the tenor of his mind from theirs.
When he found that he had sympathies which they did not
share, he did his best to minimise the differences. Where his
reverence and loyalty were not thus engaged, he could admire
and yet cnticise freely. Comte, for example, exercised a great
influence upon him, but Mill was always very conscious of
where he and Comte differed. Could he have examined his'
father’s and Bentham'’s principle as candidly, his own position
would have been very differently expressed, but it was not in
his nature.

In consequence we find him in all his books enunciating with
firmness the Utilitarian principles, then compelled by his
fairness and openness of mind to admit exceptions and insert
qualifications which the older Utilitarianism, complete but
narrow, had never recognised. The resultant picture 1s much
fairer to the facts, but presents much less of a consistent
doctrine, and the critical reader is always wondering why, if
Mill admits this or that, he persists in maintaining general
principles with which the facts admitted are clearly incon-
sistent. \The truth is that Mill’s open-mindedness was too
large for/the system he inherithi of system-
making too small for him to construct a new one. Had
Mill possessed Bentham’s saving irreverence, he would have
broken away from Benthamism altogether, and tried to
construct a system truer to the facts which he recognised.
He was both too loyal and too little systematic, and preferred,
like many others in a similar case, to make the principles to
which he was loyal as elastic as possible, not troubling very
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much whether he stretched them beyond what they could
bear. This procedure had certainly its temporary advantages,
as such procedure always has. The open and candid character
of Mill's writings won many adherents to the system; but it
has had in time a prejudicial cffect on Mill’s reputation as a
philosopher  For there are two ways of interpreting his writ-
ings. The first and the more natural is to take him on his
own profession as a Uulitaran in the sense in which Bentlam
and the older Mill were Utilitarians llf we begm in that
way, Mill’s very open-mindedness works his downfally For
every admission and qualification becomes an excuse to recall
him relentlessly to his professed creed, and to make him an
unwilling witness to its inadequacy and falsehood Such a
method has its value as a legical exercise and in an examina-
tion of the historical development of Hedonism, but it misses
the real value of Mill’s wrnitings. #On the other hand, if we
recognise that, just because of his historical position, we cannot
look for a complete systematic exposition,| we may take his
writings rather as pointing the way to a new philosophy than
as constituting one in themselves. | Philosophy may suffer
as much from narrowness as from ihconsistency, and it is a
great mistake to undervalue those writers who, by their
receptive sympathy, ensure that philosophic problems shall
be stated as widely and broadly as possible. At the same time,
we must not minimise the debt Mill owed to his Utilitarian
predecessors or regard his professed adhcrence to their prin-
ciples as only a mistake to be regretted. He owed to Bentham
and his father a love of clearness and prccision, and a distrust
of vague generalities and what he called mysticism, which
were of great service in his work. In all study of human
activity, whether in ethics, politics, or ecanomics, the data
with which we have to deal are so manifold and complicated
that we are apt either to fix upon principles which shall be
clear and simple and allow the facts to shuft for themselves—
that had been the mistake of Bentham in politics and of the
older economists in political economy—or, when we recognise
that the facts are too big for these simple theories, to give up
principles altogether and take rcfuge in suggestive but vague
words which cloud as much as they reveal, or to advocate
an empiricism which shall somehow describe the facts without
discerning in them any principles whatsoever. Mill keeps
firmly before himself and his readers the double nccessity

of dia;f thinking and unprejudiced observation.
432



b John Stuart Mill

Whether he achieved that clearness of thought to which
he attached such importance is a question on which opinions
vary. Consistency and lucidity can never be far apart, and
behind the immediate clearness of Mill’s style there often
lurks a confusing ambiguity of thought. In this he resembles
his great predecessor Locke. ILocke had the same openness of
mind, the same unprejudiced willingness to admit facts. DBoth
achieved popularity by the apparent ease of their writing,
and both have suffered from the same repcated charges of
inconsistency. With both the desire for precision and their
dread of anything that savoured of intuition made them
reluctant to follow up the full consequences of their admissions.
Locke seems the simplest of writers in a cursory reading:
try to work out the implications of his thought, insist that
he shall always mean the same thing by the same words,
and you find his system riddled with ambiguities. It is the
same with Mill. The truth is that, while words which Mill
disliked, such as organism and intuition, may in some cases
cover confused and cloudy thinking; they need not do so, and
without these conccptions no trué view of society or of know-
ledge is possible We constantly find Mill being led by the
facts towards an organic view of society and then pulling
himself back lest he should fall into ambiguity. The only
way of escape was to go right on and think out a conception
of socicty which should be clcar because really philosophic
That he never achieved though he pointed the way.

These characteristics of Mill’s wntings are illustrated
nowhere better than in the short treatisc on Utilitarianism
It was published later than Liberty, but, as its scope is wider,
a general sketch of Utilitarianism as a system, it deserves prior
consideration. In the chapter onthe meaning of Utilitarianism,
Mill beging by a statement of what was practically the position
of Bentham. * The creed which accepts as the foundation
of morals utility, or the greatest happiness principle, holds
that actions are right in proportion as they tend to promote
happiness, wrong as they tend to produce the reverse of happi-
ness. By happiness is intended pleasure and the absence of
pain: by unhappiness, pain and the privation of pleasure.”
To the first part of this statement Mill adheres throughout,
and it is the main principle which this treatise advocates;
but to the second he appends so many qualifications and

xceptions that its presence is only confusing. For Bentham
the second part was all-important. For his system was
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founded on a psychological assumption, as simple as it 1s
unwarrantable, that pleasure or relief from pain is the sole
possible object of desire or will. That implies that there is
no sense in saying that you ought to desire pleasure. Every one,
as a matter of psychological necessity, acts in that way which
he thinks will give him most pleasure. This is the essential
fact of human nature, the inherent selfishness of mankind,
with which the legislator must reckon. To this was added the
all-important assumption that pleasureis calculab]e that there
is meaning in talking of a sum or calculus of pleasures That
mvolves that all pleasure is qualitatively the same, for pleasures
of different qualitics cannot be summed. Pleasure, therefore,
1s an object of desire, which can be regarded in complete
abstraction from the objects which produce it (pushpin is
as good as poetry) and from those who feel it (each to count
as one and no one to count as more than one). It is not too
much to say that all those assumptions are clearly untrue.
For desire 1s not for pleasure but for objects. We only feel
pleasure when we get what we want. Wec must therefore
want something first. That in its turn involves that we
cannot separate pleasurc from the objects which produce it.
Only a crude psychology could suppose that pleasures were
statable in ‘ amounts ”’ of each other. There is no meaning
in talking of two sums of pleasure being the same, although
the pleasures making up the two sums are entirely different.
There is as little in assuming that the pleasures of different
persons can be quantitatively compared: that we can regard
society as an aggregate of individuals each of whom the wise
and successful legislator would see to possess or enjoy an equal
lot of pleasure. Now none of these three assumptions arc
really cssential to John Stuart Mill’s position. The second he
explicitly denies in his well-known statement of the qualitative
distinction of pleasures, which immediately follows the pre-
liminary definition we have quoted The third is denicd in
the statcment, p. 9, ‘‘ Better to be Socrates dissatisfied than a
fool satisfied.” The first is thrown owver in Mill’s statement
of the paradox of Hedonism that, * the conscious akility to do
without happiness gives the best prospect of realising such
happiness as is attaimnable,” p. 15 Within thirteen pages
there is nothing left of the main principles of Benthammsm.
For the calculus of pleasures and self-intcrest are the very
essence of Bentham’s Utiltarianism. His is a philosophy for
the legislator who is to deal with men as units capable equally
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of pleasure, which he, the legislator, is to put within their
grasp. If the law is to be impartial, it cannot afford to deal
with fine shades of qualitative difference. Its only concern
1s Lo ask whether each individual has the chance of an equal
amount of plcasure; of what kind his pleasures may be is
not the law’s concern, provided always that the enjoyment of
them does not interfere with other pcople. This determined
narrowness and heroic simplification of the problem was a
strength in a system whose object was mainly to destroy
‘“ sinister interests "’ and to remedy abuses. When it had to
face the problem of construction its weakncsses were more
apparent, and, as we shall see, John Stuart Mill came at a time
when the destructive work was mainly done, and the difficul-
ties of constructive work were beginning to reveal themselves
, If Benthamism then 1s given up, what is left, or what has
taken 1ts place? This will best be seen if we examine more
closely Mill’s qualification of plcasures and lis treatment
of the relation of the individual’s pleasure to that of other
people. Pleasures, Ml asserts, are so different in kind that
any question of quantity may be disregarded. ‘* A being of
higher faculties requires more to make him happy, is capable
probably of more acute suffering, and 1s certainly accessible
to 1t at more points than one of an inferior type; but in spite
of these liabilitics, he can never really wish to sink into what
he fecls to be a lower grade of existence ””  Pleasure, then, as
such, is not the good; men do not as a matter of fact simply
desire pleasure. The motive that determines them to seek
one pleasure rather than another i1s not statable in amounts
of pleasure A man will be happier in one way with less
pleasure than he would be 1n another way with more. This is
asserting a distinction between happiness and pleasure, and
in doing this Mill is taking part with Aristotle against Aris-
tippus, with Eud@monism against Hedonmism. But because
he never explicitly recognises that he has committed himself
to this distinction, he recurs to the arguments of Hedonism
and does not thoroughly face the problem of Eudamonism.
If happiness be the end of man, how is that happiness con-
stituted? Once see that pleasurableness cannot be the test
of happiness and it becomes apparent that some other test
must be found. Further, that the question cannot be
solved by simple empiricism, for different men are made
happy in different ways. We must come to some decision
between them. For Aristotle this is the main problem of
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ethics, and its solution 1s the task of reason. Now Mill’s
perception of the complexities of men’s natures and their
very different capacities for happiness seems to be leading him
in the same direction. *Happiness,” he says (p 35), ‘‘is not
an abstract 1dea, but a concrete whole;” or agan, ‘““The
ingredients of happiness are very various.” He sees, therefore,
that there is a problem, that some decision must be made
between these qualitatively dufferent pleasures. He leaves it
in the end to * the verdict of the only competent judges.’}
That is reminiscent of Aristotle’s appeal to the wise man.
But for Mill the competency of the judges is determined in
an almost mechanical way. ‘‘Of two pleasures, if therc be
one to which all or almost all who have experience of both
give a decided preference, irrespective of any feeling of moral
obligation to prefer 1t, that 1s the more desirable pleasure,”
and also, Mill’s argument 1nvolves, the nobler and the higher.
If taken literally this reduccs itself to a mere counting of
heads, and 1t is questionable whether such an operation would
give the result Mill assumes. Further, when Mill talks of
‘““ those who are equally acquainted with and equally capable
of appreciating and enjoying both,” how 1s this capacity of
equal appreciation to be judged? May not the gourmand
object to the philosopher that, while no doubt the latter has
eaten dinners, he has not the palate to appreciate them
properly, and that therefore he the gourmand 1s as authorita-
tive 1n his sphere as the philosopher pretends to be in hus.
The truth 1s that Mill is not really prepared to submit to any
such mechanical test, and it is impossible to read these pages
without feeling that the competent judge for him is not the
man who has had most experience, who, hke Plato’s demo-
cratic man, tries everything in turn, but the best man or the
most reasonable man. He 1s pointing to a position very like
that of Anstotle, but in the actual argument he stops short of it.
4 His treatment of the problem of the relation of the happi-
ness of the individual to the happiness of other people has
the same features. He gives up Bentham’s notion of the
happiness of society being built up of the irremediably selfish
interests of the individuals who compose it, a paradoxical com-
bination of an unshaken optimism as regards social law, and
a most pessimistic view of individual character. He admits
that in the imperfect state of the world the happiness of others
may best be served by the absclute sacrifice of the happiness
of the individual. Instead of looking forward cheerfully to
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every one being selfish, he insists that the power of doing with-
out happiness is a necessary social virtue. But that involves
the existence of motives quite other than the universal desire
for pleasure which Bentham postulated. This Mill freely
admits, and, except in the grotesque argument at the beginning
'of chapter 1v., bases his Utilitarianism on sccial motives. The
firm foundation of the Utilitarian morality 1s, he says, ‘‘the
social feelinas of mankind: the desire to be 1n unity with our
fellow creatures.” ‘ The social state,’” he says, ‘“is at once
so natural, so necessary, and so habitual to man, that, except
1n some unusual circumstances or by an effort of voluntary
abstraction, he never conceives himself otherwise than as a
member of a body.”” This doctrine that man 1s by nature a
social being means that society cannot be regarded as an
aggregate of individuals, moved only by self-sceking motives.
It involves an organic view of society. Here again Mill’s
real thought seems to point to profounder principles than he
will himself recognise. His nominal adherence to his inherited
system makes him obscure those principles by his use of the
doctrine of sanctions, a doctrine only in place in a Hedonistic
system, and the abstract distinction between molve and
intention, and patch up any incoherence by the theory of
indissoluble association, that mysterious maid-of-all-work of
Utilitarianism. DBut these are excrescences. His real teaching
has little to do with the mechanism of sanctions or association.

The force of Mill’s doctrine is understood best in contrast
with the theories to which he was most opposed. Throughout
the Utilitarianism he refers to the intuitive schoo] as providing
to his own position an alternative which is clearly wrong. It
is the great merit of Mill’s work that he insists on those elements
in morality of which intuitionism is unappreciative. He has
no mercy for that way of thinking which prefers to leave
things uncriticised, and does so by calling them mysteries.
Utilitarianism for him is primarily an insistence that all moral
acts shall conduce to one end, and that an end recognised and
attainable in life. A great deal of his argument is really a
contention on behalf of reason, a demand that all human life
should be seen as having a rational purpose, a demand inspired
by an optimistic conviction that the clear recognition of that
purpose is a long step towards 1ts attainment. Yet Mill does
not make the mistake of supposing that you may demand a
reason for everything That ultimate principles cannot be
proved he asserts as strongly as any intuitionist, but contends
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at the same time that this docs not mean that they are unintel-
ligible and cannot be refleccted upon. He is able to conceive
of the moral life as a slow growth, as having its origin in
something that would not be recognised as distinctively moral,
and yet to sce that the absolute validity of moral laws is in
no way affected by their history. He is afraid of an @ priori
which would do without expericnce or an intuition which
would save the troublc of thinking, but his own position,
if its implications are properly understood, affirms a moral
experience involving ultimate principles for which in the
end he claims intuitive assent. No rationalist system of
morals can afford to ignore the importance of the empirical
clement 1 ethics, so well brought out in his analysis of con-
science or his admirable account of justice in the last chapter

That last chapter ends with the assertion of a principle of
much importance for Mill’s political doctrine. The belief
that utility is the ultimate standard of all value is quite com-
patible with holding that thcre are * certain social utilities
which are vastly more important and thercfore more absolute
and imperative than any others are as a class (though not
more so than others may be in particular instances), and which,
therefore, ought to be, as well as naturally are, guarded by a
sentiment not only different in degree but 1n kind.” The
greatcest of these in Mill’s eyes was liberty. Whilc Utilitarianism
seems to demand that everything ought to yield to the demands
of social happiness and that we can lay down no absolute
principles as to what constitutes that happiness, but must
follow the guidings of experience, his treatise on Liberty is an
eloquent assertion of one principle which is so truly the founda-
tion of all social happiness that any experiment whxch en-
croaches on it is foredoomed:

Here again Mill differed from the earlier Utilitarians. Thcy
recognised the claims of liberty, but they regarded it only as
a means to social happiness and that not necessarily the most
important. It had sometimes to yield to security. The change
i John Stuart Mill is intelligible in the light of the political
developments of the time. The elder Utilitarians had been
warring against privilege and the sinister interests of the few
They could easily persuade themsclves that social distress and
political abuses were the work of those minorities whom they
were attacking. But Mill wrote at a time when much of this
destructive work was done, when it was becoming apparent
that the taking away of unjust privileges from minorities did
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not of itself give social happiness. Power had passed from
an oligarchy to a democracy, and the people for whom the
Utilitarians had laboured so hard were not at all inclined to
follow their advice. The comparatively simple task of amend-
ing the machinery of government had been largely successful,
but that success had raised the problem as to what therenovated
machinery should do, and the orthodox Utilitarians saw with
strong disapproval that the people were disposed to make
government interfere not less but more than formerly. The
stricter Utilitarians held on to their principles and cuised the
facts. 1f all was not well, it was because siister interests
though scotched were not killed, or if the workings of unre-
stricted competition were not so beneficent as Bentham had
supposed they would be, interference with them would only
make matters worse. Mill’'s wider sympathies made him
view the problem differently. He agreed with Carlyle on the
urgency of the ‘‘ condition of England ” question. He had
sympathies with Charism  He was not prepared to condemn
trade unions Hc came to have a qualified approval even of
socialism. He had an optimistic belicf 1 the amount of good
that could be done by wise social interference. His treatise
is, therefore, no mere individualist’s denunciation of govern-
ment, not one of thosc common announcements of the woe
and musery certain to follow on political changes which the
course of events has so often falsified and relegated to a just
oblivion. Certain fcars expressed in the treatisc have been
falsified; certain distinctions Mill makes between right and
wrong interference would now be given up by almost universal
consent; but as a whole this book has much more than an
historical importance. 1t is an eloquent and rcasoned appeal
on behalf of a principle whose recognition Mill thought to be
the most precious tlung 1n society, and has as such a per-
manent value and interest. «—

Mill, however, imagined himself to be doing much more
than urging the mestimable value of the spint of liberty. He
professed to discover a principle which should enable us to
decide what legislation impairs that spirit. This 1s a very
different matter, and onc where Mill’s arguments are much
more open to question. For its proper answer depends on
a just conception of the relation of socicty and liberty. Mill
clings to some extent to the notion that a state intcrference
as such is an infringement of liberty, with the implhed prejudice
against any interfercnce at all. Yet his ideal of liberty as
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described is not mercly ncgative but quite clearly implies
society. He sees that without the state and without consider-
able state interference liberty is impossible; but his principle
of differentiation is based on a distinction between what
concerns the state and what concerns the individual, whlch
1s really incompatible with his 1deal. ¥ ’

" His real problem might be presented morc clearly with
reference to present-day opinions. There are no more en-
thusiastic dcefenders of freedom of thought than many modern
socialists.  This 1s not merely because they are i a minornty
and have suffered from intolerance. Many of them obviously
care intensely for indivicluality, for that variety and freedom
of experiment which Mill prnized so lighly. They would
emphatically deny that this betrayed a gencral inconsistency,
but would assert that they were socialists because only
through socialism could a state be developed 1n which per-
sonality had freec scope. While desiring an immense amount
ot collective interference by society, they would be the first
to insist that there are some things which must not be organised
just because theiwr life is in their spontaneity. Now their
position is not in principle very diiferent from Mill’s. He
wanted more interfcrence on some lines. His fault was to
believe too strongly 1 the improvability of society by educa-
tional and political machinery. Yet he was intensely jealous
of state interference on other lines. Now a fair appreciation
of this position must malke us recognise two things. Firstly,
that state interfcrence as such is not incompatible with hberty.
Only a shallow thinker or a political partisan will argue that
if state interference 1s approved in one thing it must be
approved 1 all, that voting for municipal trams is a step
towards voting for municipal churches, or that you cannot
approve of the collective control of capital without wishing
for state-produced poetry. Secondly, that the most ardent
advocates of state interference are strenuously opposed to
some forms of interference, and it becomes necessary even for
the socialist to discover what is the difference between the
interference you are to welcome and that which you are to
forbid.

An examination of the second and third chapters of Mill’s
treatise will make it clear that his praise of the spirit of hiberty
1s independent of his principle for deciding between free and
tyrannical legislation. These chapters are much the finest
part of the book, and scrve as an inspiration for all who care
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for personality, whether they be socialists or individualists.
Mill is expressing what was best in himself, his sympathy and
reverence for others’ individuality, and his own generous
nature shines through the writing. The liberty he praises in
these chapters is no mere negation. It is a very positive 1deal.
His complaint is not against the state and its organisation;
but aganst the servile and intolerant spirit of its citizens.
His ideal demands a state whose members are really indi-
viduals, proud of their individuality, and variety, and re-
specting personality in themselves and in their neighbours,
contrasting as much as possible with that ape-like imitation
he deplores. It was a characteristic Greek view that the best
state was that which is most like a society of friends. Mill
seems to be holding up to society the highest ideal of friend-
ship, where friends are different and respect each others’
differences Now this is a spiritual 1dcal, and its attainment
1s only possible through the spiritual development of men. It
1s not an ideal which legislation can affect. This Mall himself
admits (p. 115), “ In maintaining this principle, the greatest
difficulty to be encountered does not lic in the appreciation of
means towards an acknowledged end, but in the indifference of
persons in general to the end itself. If it were felt that the
free devclopment of individuality is one of the leading essentials
of well-being: that 1t is not only a co-ordmnate element with
all that is designated by the terms civilisation, instruction,
education, culture, but 1s itself a neccssary part and condition
of all those things: there would be no danger that liberty
should be undervalued, and the adjustment of the boundaries
between it and social control would present no extraordinary
difficulty.” It is the spirit that matters: if only individuals
will feel and act rightly, the laws can take care of themselves.
Given a society of individuals who cared intensely for hiberty,
they might do the most socialistic of things and take no harm
from 1t. It 1s not the laws but the spint of the people who
work them that preserves or destroys liberty.

This is all very well, but unfortunately there is a woeful
lack of the true spirit of liberty, Mill thought, in present
society; and some legislation may help and some may hinder
its growth. Thus we pass to the question of the criterion of
justifiable state interference. But here a difficulty presents
itself. Is there anything to be done beyond exhortation?
Can a public opinion as intolerant as Mill describes be
inducea to pass tolerant laws without being converted to real
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tolerance? It can in cither of two ways: if the laws are the
work of an enlightened minority whom the intolerant majority
will follow, taking their principles on trust; or if the intolerant
people can be convinced that intolerant laws will defeat their
own ends. The first point will be considered later. Much of
what Mill says seems to regard legislation as always passed by
some people for the benefit of others, and so the question of
how far a society of individuals are justified in putting re-
straints on themselves becomes confused with the question
how far the superior people in the community are justified in
disciplining the inferior for their good. No doubt the two
are confused 1n practice, but the difference is important.

The second point deserves more emphasis. For it furnishes
a real and valid criterion. There are some things which legal
compulsion cannot do. You cannot by any cxercise of force
make a man think as you do, though you may make him say,
that he does. You cannot by force make a man really more
careful of his own intercsts. Not that such legislation is
impotent: it may do great harm, but it will not effect 1ts
professed end. The first step towards real tolerance of opmion
is the recognition that compulsion is a useless and dangerous
instrument in affairs of the spirit. It may mar, but 1t cannot
make. This is the real basis of Mill’s principle, that the law
must not interfere with purely personal conduct. It holds in
the sphere of criminal law. The aim of pumshment is not
primanly to make people good—force cannot do that—Dbut
to uphold a system of rights. The application of compulsion
to those elements of social hie whose value is in their spon-
taneity and freshness stands sclf-condemned.

But society can interfere in other ways than by direct com-
pulsion, and Mill, in two striking passages, p. 134 and p. 169,
would seem to approve of such interferencc in cases where
compulsion would be condemned. The greater part of legis-
lative interference consists not in punishing people for not
being self-regarding, but in insisting that they shall perform
certain actions—maintain a certain standard of sanitation,
e.g.—which they might or might not have done if left to them-
selves, or in using government organisation to do what might
have been left to voluntary ac:/tpﬂ What is the relation cf
such legislation to liberty ?

Mill distinguishes carefully between these two methods of
interference: the first as enforcing action on the individual
may infringe liberty, and here the principle applies that *“ the
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individual is not accountable to society for his actions in so far
as these concern the interests of no person but himself.”-
With the second method ‘‘ the reasons against interference do
not turn upon the principle of liberty: the question is not
about restraining the actions of individuals, but about helping
them.”

The distinction 1s not always clear. For legislation may
interfere with some people in order to help others in a way 1n
which they might have helped themselves, as when an eight
hours day is enforced by legislation instead of being left to
be settled by collective bargaiming; and, on the other hand,
interference of the second kind undoubtedly does indirectly
restrain the action of other people, in so far, e g., as competition
1s cut off by a government monopoly. Mill, however, finds
reasons against the second kind of interference which are at
least closcly connected with the principle of liberty. It is
better that actions should be done freely and by choice than
by government: and anything whicl: increases the power of
government is bad. His views on both kinds of interference
represent the same general attitude towards the state, an
attitude not fully expressed in the general principle which
he formulates, and one held by some thinkers who would admit
that that principle cannot be taken strictly.

Three distinct propositions regarding the relation of the
state to liberty seem to be implied 1n Mill’s treatise, besides
the valid principle that compulsion cannot be employed to
effect what 1s 1n its essence a spiritual end.

v These are (1) that an increase in the power of the state is
prejudicial to hiberty.

v (2) That a distinction can be drawn between the part of
human Life ‘“in which it is chiefly the individual that is
interested ”’ and the part ‘ which chiefly interests society; ”
and that liberty 1s infringed if the state interferes with the
first part.

\ (3) That as the most valuable element in human life is
spontaneous choice, anything which 1s done by a compulsory
power diminishes the scope of that choice and thus infringes
liberty.

Let us examine shortly these three positions. The first,
if taken strictly, presupposes that state action and liberty are
antithetical; that if there were no state interference there
would be complete liberty. This position, as we have seen, is
not maintained by Mill, yet he displays a general prejudice
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against state action which seems based upon it. It involves
these two fallacies. (1)“That the individual is prior to the
state, and that if the state does not stop you from doing what
you like, you have power to do it. But in reality, liberty, as
Mull describes 1t, is a positive virtue, implying a character and
disposition in the individuals which only the most highly-
devoloped society can producer (2)/That the alternative is
between state interference and no interference at all. Mill
recognises that this 1s not the case, but the mistake is
commonly made and the results arising from its correction
are important. The justification for state interference is
that 1t saves the individual from being interfered with by
other individuals who are more powerful than himself. Real
liberty is possible, not in a world where we have no relations
with other people, but where our rclations with them are
the expression of reason. In so far, therefore, as the state
substitutes ordered and reasonable interference for the arbitrary
mterference of individuals, it increases frcedom  The work-
man has more liberty under a factory act which forbids
contracting out than when he is subject to the will of the
individual employer; he may have more real liberty by the
collective bargaining of a trade union than if he has to make
his bargain for himself There is a general presumption in
favour of and not against state interference increasing liberty.
But this involves that the extent to which state interference
increases liberty will depend on the wisdom displayed 1n that
interference, and that wisdom cannot be determined before-
hand by rules. Further, we may see that once it is recognised
that hberty is only possible through society, there is not
the same reason to fear the tyranny of the majority as there
is to fear the tyranny of a powerful individual. For, other
things being equal, a measure approved by a majority just
because the individuals composing it have had to give up their
individual and anti-social interests against cach other in order
to form a majority, 1s more likely than a measure supported
by an individual to represent that collective and reasonable
will of society which alone makes real liberty possible. Mill
thinks so constantly in terms of individuals that he never
recognises the force of this.

But to these considerations one most important proviso
must be added. State interference promotes liberty if it
expresses collective as against individual interference. But
government is impossible without giving power into the
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hands of individuals, and hence arises the danger that that
interference which claims to represent the collective will may
rcally be the fad of an individual bureaucrat or be administered
by a tyrannical offictal. There is, therefore, a vital connection
between liberty and democratic government, inasmuch as
democracy is an effort to ensure that government shall only
be exercised subject to popular control and criticism  Liberty
1s possible only where there 1s a government sufficiently strong
and sufficiently skilled to substitute ordered and reasonable
for arbitrary and capricious interference, and where there is
a guarantee that state interference shall represent the collec-
tive will and not the arbitrary will of officials, in democratic
institutions, and, above all, in the spirit of a people who, in
Walt Whitman'’s words, ‘‘ rise at once against the never-ending
audacity of elected persons.” Mill 1s alive to the importance
of the second condition: his failure to recognise with sufficient
clearness that the state is essential to liberty made him pay
too little attention to the first.

If we bear these considerations in mind, we need not dwell
very long on the distinction between that part of hife ““in
which it is chicfly the individual who is interested, and the part
which chiefly interests society.” For this distinction either
means that there are some things which are only of value if
done by the individual spontaneously, which legal compulsion
cannot effect but can only spoil—this 1s the valid principle
upholding liberty of thought which we have discussed already—
or it implies a possibility of separating between individual ancl
social interests which must be denied. This does not mean
that individual and social interests may not conflict, but that
there are no individual interests with which society is not
concerned. Society is vitally concerned even with what the
individual thinks. It ought not to interferc there because
compulsory interfercnce 1s worse than useless. Mill, as we
have seen, rccognises that much social interference is not
directly affected by the principle of liberty. The real force
of his arguments is dirccted against compulsory interference
with thought.

Ie does, however, suggest another principle akin to the
principle of liberty which applies where that does not. It is
stated on p 164, ““ In many cases, though individuals may not
do the particular thing so well, on the average, as the officers
of ghvernment, it is nevertheless desirable that it should be
done by them rather than by the government, as a means to
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their mental education.” A more recent panegyrist of liberty,
Lord Hugh Cecil, in his book Liberty and Authority, has set
up what is substantially this principle in the place of Mill’s,
and it is worth examining. The principle may be stated thus:
“The only recal moral worth is in choice and spontaneity:
government action destroys choice and therefore destroys
moral worth.”” This argument depends on an almost wage
fund theory of choice. It supposes that if the state does for
me compulsorily what I might have done for myself, I am
robbed of an opportunity for choice. Actually, if the state
action is at all sensible, my opportunities for action, and
therefore for choice, are greatly increased. If it were left to me
to mend or neglect the road in front of my house, I might go
through an excellent moral discipline in maling up my mind
to mend it, however much the state of the road where my
neighbours had not responded to their moral opportunitics
made traffic impossible. If the state levics a compulsory rate
on all, and provides a good road, though that particular moral
discipline may be gone I need not sit and mourn that I might
have been mending the road had not a paternal government
robbed me of my choice. Easy communication macde possible
by good roads will bring the opportunities of countless social
duties never thought of before. The notion that the moral
struggle in itself is the only thing of value implies that we
ought never to form moral habits since in so doing we shall
decrease the area of moral struggle. Given that I am a person
who cannot pass a public house without going through a moral
struggle against the temptation to get drunk within, is it really
an advantage that I should pass a hundred rather than one?
I shall have a hundred more moral struggles, provided I do
not succumb; but I shall be incapable of thinking of any-
thing else. If I never thought of it at all I should have the
opportunity of proving myself a really good citizen instead of
strugghing not to be a very bad one. To suggest that any
means which produced this result would destroy true temper-
ance is to suggest that getting drunk or not getting drunk 1s
the only moral alternative which we are capable of considering.
The theory is abstract. Itisolates, not only the individual, but
the action of the individual, and examines the effect of social
action in that. No account of hberty can be satisfactory which
does not see the individual as he actually exists, a member of
society in relation to other members. Society may not give
him full liberty, but without society he can have none at all.
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The Considerations on Representative Government does not
raise such important questions of principle as the other two
treatises. It concerns the application of principles already
expounded and 1s in some ways out of date. It reflects
stnikingly Mill’s curious political position, combining, as it
does, an enthusiastic belief in democratic government with
most pessimistic apprchensions as to what the democracy
was likely to do. As in Liberty, Mill too much regards the
state as consisting of 1solated individuals who come together
for the first time in the state. Not rcalising sufficiently that
any political machinery which may be devised will be worked
by wndividuals formed cr ready to form in groups of their own,
he exaggerates the probable effects of such devices as the
scheme of Mr. Hare, and minimises the importance of political
parties and other organisations inside the state. DBut at a
time when all the cmphasis is laid on the unconscious and
unmanageable elemcents in politics, there is much value in
Mill’s plea for thought and principles.
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UTILITARIANISM

CHAPTER 1
GENERAL REMARKS

THERE are few circumstances among those which make up the
present condition of human knowledge, more unlike what might
have been expected, or more significant of the backward state in
which speculation on the most important subjects still lingers,
than the little progress which has been made in the decision
of the controversy respecting the criterion of right and wrong.
From the dawn of philosophy, the question concerning the
summum bonum, or, what is the same thing, concerning the
foundation of morality, has been accounted the main problem
n speculative thought, has occupied the most gifted intellects,
and divided them into sects and schools, carrying on a vigorous
warfare against one another. And after more than two thou-
sand years the same discussions continue, philosophers are still
ranged under the same contending banners, and neither thinkers
nor mankind at large seem nearer to being unanimous on the
subject, than when the youth Socrates lLstened to the old
Protagoras, and asserted (if Plato’s dialogue be grounded on a
real conversation) the theory of utilitarianism against the
popular morality of the so-called sophist.

It is true that similar confusion and uncertainty, and in some
cases similar discordance, exist respecting the first principles of
all the sciences, not excepting that which is deemed the most
certain of them, mathematics; without much impairing,
generally indeed without impairing at all, the trustworthiness of
the conclusions of those sciences. An apparent anomaly, the
explanation of which is, that the detailed doctrines of a science
are not usually deduced from, nor depend for their evidence
upon, what are called its first principles. Were it not so, there
would be no science more precarious, or whose conclusions were
more insufficiently made out, than algebra; which derives none
of its certainty from what are commonly taught to learners as its
elements, since these, as laid down by some of its most eminent

I
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teachers, are as full of fictions as English law, and of mysteries as
theology. The truths which are ultimately accepted as the
first principles of a science, are really the last results of meta-
physical analysis, practised on the elementary notions with
which the science is conversant; and their relation to the
science is not that of foundations to an edifice, but of roots to
a tree, which may perform their ofice equally well though they
be never dug down to and exposed to light. But though in
science the particular truths precede the general theory, the
contrary might be expected to be the case with a practical art,
such as morals or legislation. ~All action is for the sake of some
end, and rules of action, it seems natural to suppose, must take
their whole character and colour from the end to which they are
subservient. When we engage in a pursuit, a clear and precise
conception of what we are pursuing would seem to be the first
thing we need, instead of the last we are to look forward to. A
test of right and wrong must be the means, one would think, of
ascertaining what is right or wrong, and not a consequence of
having already ascertained it.

The difficulty is not avoided by having recourse to the popular
theory of a natural faculty, a sense or instinct, informing us of
right and wrong. For—besides that the existence of such a
moral instinct is itself one of the matters in dispute—those
believers in it who have any pretensions to philosophy, have been
obliged to abandon the idea that it discerns what is right or
wrong in the particular case in hand, as our other senses discern
the sight or sound actually present. Our moral faculty, accord-
ing to all those of its interpreters who are entitled to the name
of thinkers, supplies us only with the general principles of moral
judgments; it 1s a branch of our reason, not of our sensitive
faculty; and must be looked to for the abstract doctrines of
morality, not for perception of it in the concrete. The intuitive,
no less than what may be termed the inductive, school of ethics,
insists on the necessity of general laws. They both agree that
the morality of an individual action is not a question of direct
perception, but of the application of a law to an individual case.
They recognise also, to a great extent, the same moral laws; but
differ as to their evidence, and the source from which they derive
their authority. According to the one opinion, the principles
of morals are evident & przo7i, requiring nothing to command
assent, except that the meaning of the terms be understood.
According to the other doctrine, right and wrong, as well as truth
and falsehood, are questions of observation and experience.
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But both hold equally that morality must be deduced from
principles; and the intuitive school affirm as strongly as the
inductive, that there is a scicnce of morals. Yet they seldom
attempt to make out a list of the & priori principles which are
to serve as the premises of the science; still more rarely do they
make any effort to reduce those various principles to one first
principle, or common ground of obligation. They either assume
the ordinary precepts of morals as of & priori authority, or they
lay down as the common groundwork of those maxims, some
generality much less obviously authoritative than the maxims
themselves, and which has never succeeded in gaining popular
acceptance. Yet to support their pretensions there ought either
to be some one fundamental principle or law, at the root of all
morality, or if there be several, there should be a determinate
order of precedence among them; and the one principle, or the
rule for deciding between the various principles when they con-
flict, ought to be self-evident.

To inquirc how far the bad efiects of this deficiency have been
mitigated in practice, or to what extent the moral beliefs of
mankind have been vitiated or made uncertain by the absence
of any distinct recognition of an ultimate standard, would imply
a complete survey and criticism of past and present ethical
doctrine. It would, however, be easy to show that whatever
steadiness or consistency these moral beliefs have attained, has
been mainly due to the tacit influence of a standard not recog-
nised. Although the non-existence of an acknowledged first
principle has made ethics not so much a guide as a consecration
of men’s actual sentiments, still, as men’s sentiments, both of
favour and of aversion, are greatly influenced by what they
suppose to be the effects of things upon their happiness, the
principle of utility, or as Bentham latterly called it, the greatest
happiness principle, has had a large share in forming the moral
doctrines even of those who most scornfully reject its authority.
Nor is there any school of thought which refuses to admit that
the influence of actions on happiness is a most madterial and even
predominant consideration in many of the details of morals,
however unwilling to acknowledge it as the fundamental prin-
ciple of morality, and the source of moral obligation. I might
go much further, and say that to all those d priori moralists
who deem it necessary to argue at all, utilitarian arguments are
indispensable. It is not my present purpose to criticise these
thinkers; but I cannot help referring, for illustration, to a
systematic treatise by one of the most illustrious of them, the
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Metaphysics of Ethics, by Kant. This remarkable man, whose
system of thought will long remain one of the landmarks in the
history of philosophical speculation, does, in the treatise in
question, lay down a universal first principle as the origin and
ground of moral obligation; 1t is this:—* So act, that the rule
on which thou actest would admit of being adopted as a law by
all rational beings.” But when he begins to deduce from this
precept any of the actual dutics of morality, he fails, almost
grotesquely, to show that there would be any contradiction, any
logical (not to say physical) impossibility, in the adoptlon by
all rational beings of the most outrageously immoral rules of
conduct. All he shows is that the consequences of their universal
adoption would be such as no one would choose to incur.

On the present occasion, I shall, without further discussion
of the other theories, attempt to contribute something towards
the understanding and appreciation of the Utilitarian or Happi-
ness theory, and towards such proof as it is susceptible of. It
1s evident that this cannot be proof in the ordinary and popular
meaning of the term. Questions of ultimate ends are not
amenable to direct proof. Whatever can be proved to be good,
must be so by being shown to be a means to something admitted
to be good without proof. The medical art is proved to be good
by its conducing to health; but how is it possible to prove that
health is good? The art of music is good, for the reason, among
others, that it produces pleasure; but what proof is it possible
to give that pleasure is good? If, then, it is asserted that there
is a comprehensive formula, mcludmg all things which are in
themselves good, and that whatever else is good, is not so as an
end, but as a mean, the formula may be accepted or rejected,
but is not a subject of what is commonly understood by proof.
We are not, however, to infer that its acceptance or rejection
must depend on blind impulse, or arbitrary choice. There is a
larger meaning of the word proof, in which this question is as
amenable to it as any other of the disputed questions of philo-
sophy. The subject is within the cognisance of the rational
faculty; and neither does that faculty deal with it solely in the
way of intuition. Considerations may be presented capable of
determining the intellect either to give or withhold its assent to
the doctrine; and this is equivalent to proof.

We shall examine presently of what nature are these con-
siderations; in what manner they apply to the case, and what
rational grounds, therefore, can be given for accepting or
rejecting the utilitarian formula. But it is a preliminary con-
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dition of rational acceptance or rejection, that the formula
should be correctly understood. I believe that the very imper-
fect notion ordinarily formed of its meaning, is the chief obstacle
which impedes its reception; and that could it be cleared, even
from only the grosser misconceptions, the question would be
greatly simplified, and a large proportion of its difficulties
removed. Before, therefore, I attempt to enter into the philo-
sophical grounds which can be given for assenting to the utili-
tarian standard, I shall offer some illustrations of the doctrine
itself; with the view of showing more clearly what it is, distin-
guishing it from what it is not, and disposing of such of the
practical objections to it as either originate in, or are closely
connected with, mistaken interpretations of its meaning.
Having thus prepared the ground, I shall afterwards endeavour
to throw such light as I can upon the question, considered as one
of philosophical theory.

CIIAPTER II
WHAT UTILITARIANISM IS

A passING remark is all that needs be given to the ignorant
blunder of supposing that those who stand up for utility as the
test of right and wrong, use the term in that restricted and merely
colloquial sense in which utility is opposed to pleasure. An
apology is due to the philosophical opponents of utilitarianism,
for even the momentary appearance of confounding them with
any one capable of so absurd a misconception; which is the more
extraordmary, masmuch as the contrary accusation, of referring
everything to pleasure, and that too in its grossest form, is
another of the common charges against utilitarianism: and, as
has been pointedly remarked by an able writer, the same sort of
persons, and often the very same persons, denounce the theory

‘ as impracticably dry when the word utility precedes the word
pleasure, and as too practlcably voluptuous when the word
pleasure precedes the word utility.” Those who know anything
about the matter are aware that every writer, from Epicurus to
Bentham, who maintained the theory of utlllty, meant by it,
not somethmg to be contradistinguished from pleasure, but
pleasure itself, together with exemption from pain; and instead
of opposing the useful to the agreeable or the ornamental, have
always declared that the useful means these, among other thmgs

B4 B
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Yet the common herd, including the herd of writers, not only in
newspapers and periodicals, but in books of weight and pre-
tension, are perpetually falling into this shallow mistake.
Having caught up the word utilitarian, while knowing nothing
whatever about it but its sound, they habitually express by it
the rejection, or the neglect, of pleasure in some of its forms; of
beauty, of ornament, or of amusement. Nor is the term thus
ignorantly misapplied solely in disparagement, but occasionally
in compliment; as though it implied superiority to frivolity and
the mere pleasures of the moment. And this perverted use is
the only one in which the word is popularly known, and the one
from which the new generation are acquiring their sole notion
of its meaning. Those who introduced the word, but who had
for many years discontinued it as a distinctive appellation, may
well feel themselves called upon to resume it, if by doing so they
can hope to contribute anything towards rescuing it from this
utter degradation.!

The creed which accepts as the foundation of morals, Utility,
or the Greatest Happiness Principle, holds that actions are
right in proportion as they tend to promote happiness, wrong
as they tend to produce the reverse of happiness. By happiness
is intended pleasure, and the absence of pain; by unhappiness,
pain, and the privation of pleasure. To give a clear view of the
moral standard set up by the theory, much more requires to be
sald; 1n particular, what things it includes in the ideas of pain
and pleasure; and to what extent this is left an open question.
But these supplementary explanations do not affect the theory
of life on which this theory of morality is grounded—namely,
that pleasure, and freedom from pain, are the only things
desirable as ends; and that all desirable things (which are as
numerous in the utilitarian as in any other scheme) are desirable
either for the pleasure inherent in themselves, or as means to the
promotion of pleasure and the prevention of pain.

Now, such a theory of life excites in many minds, and among
them in some of the most estimable in feeling and purpose,

! The author of this essay has reason for believing himself to be the
first person who brought the word utilitarian into use. He did not
invent it, but adopted it from a passing expression in Mr. Galt’s Annals
of the Parssh. After using it as a designation for several years, he and
others abandoned it from a growing dishke to anything resembling a
badge or watchword of sectarian distinction. But as a name for one
single opinion, not a set of opinions—to denote the recognition of utility
as a standard, not any particular way of applying it—the term supplies a
want in the language, and offers, in many cases, a convenient modc of
avoiding tiresome circumlocution.
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inveterate dislike. To suppose that life has (as they express it)
no higher end than pleasure —no better and nobler object of
desire and pursuit—they designate as utterly mean and grovel-
ling; as a doctrine worthy only of swine, to whom the followers
of Epicurus were, at a very early period, contemptuously
likened; and modern holders of the doctrine are occasionally
made the subject of equally polite comparisons by its German,
French, and English assailants.

When thus attacked, the Epicureans have always answered,
that it is not they, but their accusers, who represent human
nature in a degrading light; since the accusation supposes
human beings to be capable of no pleasures except those of
which swine are capable. If this supposition were true, the
charge could not be gainsaid, but would then be no longer an
imputation; for if the sources of pleasure were precisely the
same to human beings and to swine, the rule of life which is
good enough for the one would be good enough for the other.
The comparison of the Epicurean life to that of beasts is felt as
degrading, precisely because a beast’s pleasures do not satisfy
a human being’s conceptions of happiness. Human beings have
faculties more elevated than the animal appetites, and when
once made conscious of them, do not regard anything as happi-
ness which does not include their gratification. I do not, indeed,
consider the Epicureans to have been by any means faultless in
drawing out their scheme of consequences from the utilitarian
principle. To do this in any sufficient manner, many Stoic, as
well as Christian elements require to be included. But there is
no known Epicurean theory of life which does not assign to the
pleasures of the intellect, of the feelings and imagination, and of
the moral sentiments, a much higher value as pleasures than to
those of mere sensation. It must be admitted, however, that
utilitarian writers in general have placed the superiority of
mental over bodily pleasures chiefly in the greater permanency,
safety, uncostliness, etc., of the former—that is, in their circum-
stantial advantages rather than in their intrinsic nature. And
on all these points utilitarians have fully proved their case;
but they might have taken the other, and, as it may be called,
higher ground, with entire consistency. It is quite compatible
with the principle of utility to recognise the fact, that some kinds
of pleasure are more desirable and more valuable than others.
It would be absurd that while, in estimating all other things,
quality is considered as well as quantity, the estimation of
pleasures should be supposed to depend on quantity alone.
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If I am asked, what I mean by difference of quality in
pleasures, or what makes one pleasure more valuable than
another, merely as a pleasure, except its being greater in amount,
there is but one possible answer. Of two pleasures, if there be
one to which all or almost all who have experience of both give
a decided preference, irrespective of any feeling of moral obliga-
tion to prefer it, that is the more desirable pleasure. If one of
the two is, by those who are competently acquainted with both,
placed so far above the other that they prefer it, even though
knowing it to be attended with a greater amount of discontent,
and would not resign it for any quantity of the other pleasure
which their nature is capable of, we are justified in ascribing to
the preferred enjoyment a superiority in quality, so far out-
weighing quantity as to render it, in comparison, of small account.

Now It is an unquestionable fact that those who are equally
acquainted with, and equally capable of appreciating and enjoy-
ing, both,dogive amost marked preference to the manner of exist-
ence which employs their higher faculties. Few human creatures
would consent to be changed into any of the lower animals, for
a promise of the fullest allowance of a beast’s pleasures; no
intelligent human being would consent to be a fool, no instructed
person would be an ignoramus, no person of feeling and con-
science would be selfish and base, even though they should be
persuaded that the fool, the dunce, or the rascal is better satis-
fied with his lot than they are with theirs. They would not
resign what they possess more than he for the most complete
satisfaction of all the desires which they have in common with
him. If they ever fancy they would,itisonly in cases of unhappi-
ness so extreme, that to escape from it they would exchange
their lot for almost any other, however undesirable in their own
eyes. A being of higher faculties requires more to make him
happy, is capable probably of more acute suffering, and certainly
accessible to it at more points, than one of an inferior type; but
in spite of these liabilities, he can never really wish to sink into
what he feels to be a lower grade of existence. We may give
what explanation we please of this unwillingness; we may
attribute it to pride, a name which is given indiscriminately to
some of the most and to some of the least estimable feelings of
which mankind are capable: we may refer it to the love of liberty
and personal independence, an appeal to which was with the
Stoics one of the most effective means for the inculcation of it;
to the love of power, or to the love of excitement, both of which
do really enter into and contribute to it: but its most appro-
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priate appellation is a sense of dignity, which all human beings
possess in one form or other, and in some, though by no means
in exact, proportion to their higher faculties, and which is so
essential a part of the happiness of those in whom it is strong,
that nothing which conflicts with it could be, otherwise than
momentarily, an object of desire to them. Whoever supposes
that this preference takes place at a sacrifice of happiness—that
the superior being, in anything like equal circumstances, is not
happier than the inferior—confounds the two very different
ideas, of happiness, and content. It is indisputable that the
being whose capacities of enjoyment are low, has the greatest
chance of having them fully satisfied; and a highly endowed
being will always feel that any happiness which he can look for,
as the world is constituted, is imperfect. But he can learn to
bear its imperfections, if they are at all bearable; and they will
not make him envy the being who is indeed unconscious of the
imperfections, but only because he feels not at all the good
which those imperfections qualify. It is better to be a human
being dissatisfied than a pig satisfied; better to be Socrates
dissatisfied than a fool satisfied. And if the fool, or the pig,
are of a different opinion, it is because they only know their own
side of the question. The other party to the comparison knows
both sides.

It may be objected, that many who are capable of the higher
pleasures, occasionally, under the influence of temptation,
postpone them to the lower. But this is quite compatible with
a full appreciation of the intrinsic superiority of the higher.
Men often, from infirmity of character, make their election for
the nearer good, though they know it to be the less valuable;
and this no less when the choice is between two bodily pleasures,
than when it is between bodily and mental. They pursue
sensual indulgences to the injury of health, though perfectly
aware that health is the greater good. It may be further
objected, that many who begin with youthful enthusiasm for
everything noble, as they advance in years sink into indolence
and selfishness. But I do not believe that those who undergo
this very common change, voluntarily choose the lower descrip-
tion of pleasures in preference to the higher. I believe that
before they devote themselves exclusively to the one, they have
already become incapable of the other. Capacity for the nobler
feelings is in most natures a very tender plant, easily killed, not
only by hostile influences, but by mere want of sustenance; and
in the majority of young persons it speedily dies away if the
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occupations to which their position in life has devoted them, and
the society into which it has thrown them, are not favourable to
keeping that higher capacity in exercise. Men lose their high
aspirations as they lose their intellectual tastes, because they
have not time or opportunity for indulging them; and they
addict themselves to inferior pleasures, not because they
deliberately prefer them, but because they are either the only
ones to which they have access, or the only ones which they are
any longer capable of enjoying. It may be questioned whether
any one who has remained equally susceptible to both classes of
pleasures, ever knowingly and calmly preferred the lower; though
many, in all ages, have broken down in an ineffectual attempt
to combine both.

From this verdict of the only competent judges, I apprehend
there can be no appeal. On a question which 1s the best worth
having of two pleasures, or which of two modes of existence is
the most grateful to the feelings, apart from its moral attributes
and from its consequences, the judgment of those who are
qualified by knowledge of both, or, if they differ, that of the
majority among them, must be admitted as final. And there
needs be the less hesitation to accept this judgment respecting
the quality of pleasures, since there is no other tribunal to be
referred to even on the question of quantity. What means are
there of determining which is the acutest of two pains, or the
intensest of two pleasurable sensations, except the general
suffrage of those who are familiar with both? Neither pains
nor pleasures are homogeneous, and pain is always heterogeneous
with pleasure. What is there to decide whether a particular
pleasure is worth purchasing at the cost of a particular pain,
except the feelings and judgment of the experienced? When,
therefore, those feelings and judgment declare the pleasures
derived from the higher faculties to be preferable % kind, apart
from the question of intensity, to those of which the animal
nature, disjoined from the higher faculties, is suspectible, they
are entitled on this subject to the samne regard.

I have dwelt on this point, as being a necessary part of a
perfectly just conception of Utility or Happiness, considered
as the directive rule of human conduct. But it is by no means
an indispensable condition to the acceptance of the utilitarian
standard; for that standard is not the agent’s own greatest
happiness, but the greatest amount of happiness altogether;
and if it may possibly be doubted whether a noble character is
always the happier for its nobleness, there can be no doubt that
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it makes other people happier, and that the world in general
is immensely a gainer by it. Utilitarianism, therefore, could
only attain its end by the general cultivation of nobleness of
character, even if each individual were only benefited by the
nobleness of others, and his own, so far as happiness is con-
cerned, were a sheer deduction from the benefit. But the bare
enunciation of such an absurdity as this last, renders refutation
superfluous.

According to the Greatest Happiness Principle, as above
explained, the ultimate end, with reference to and for the sake
of which all other things are desirable (whether we are consider-
ing our own good or that of other people), is an existence exempt
as far as possible from pain, and as rich as possible in enjoyments,
both in point of quantity and quality; the test of quality, and
the rule for measuring it against quantity, being the preference
felt by those who in their opportunities of experience, to which
must be added their habits of self-consciousness and self-observa-
tion, are best furnished with the means of comparison. This,
being, according to the utilitarian opinion, the end of human
action, is necessarily also the standard of morality; which may
accordingly be defined, the rules and precepts for human con-
duct, by the observance of which an existence such as has been
described might be, to the greatest extent possible, secured to
all mankind; and not to them only, but, so far as the nature of
things admits, to the whole sentient creation.

Against this doctrine, however, arises another class of
objectors, who say that happiness, in any form, cannot be the
rational purpose of human hfe and action; because, in the first
place, it is unattainable: and they contemptuously ask, what
right hast thou to be happy? a question which Mr. Carlyle
clenches by the addition, What right, a short time ago, hadst
thou even to be? Next, they say, that men can do without
happiness; that all noble human beings have felt this, and could
not have become noble but by learning the lesson of Entsagen,
or renunciation; which lesson, thoroughly learnt and submitted
to, they affirm to be the beginning and necessary condition of
all virtue.

The first of these objections would go to the root of the matter
were it well founded; for if no happiness is to be had at all by
human beings, the attainment of it cannot be the end of morality,
or of any rational conduct. Though, even in that case, some-
thing might still be said for the utilitarian theory; since utility
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includes not solely the pursuit of happiness, but the prevention
or mitigation of unhappiness; and if the former aim be chimeri-
cal, there will be all the greater scope and more imperative need
for the latter, so long at least as mankind think fit to live, and
do not take refuge in the simultaneous act of suicide recom-
mended under certain conditions by Novalis. When, however,
it is thus positively asserted to be impossible that human life
should be happy, the assertion, if not something like a verbal
quibble, is at least an exaggeration. If by happiness be meant
a continuity of highly pleasurable excitement, it is evident
enough that this is impossible. A state of exalted pleasure lasts
only moments, or in some cases, and with some intermissions,
hours or days, and is the occasional brilliant flash of enjoyment,
notits permanent and steady flame. Of this the philosophers who
have taught that happiness is the end of life were as fully aware
as those who taunt them. The happiness which they meant
was not a life of rapture; but moments of such, in an existence
made up of few and transitory pains, many and various pleasures,
with a decided predominance of the active over the passive, and
having as the foundation of the whole, not to expect more from
life than it is capable of bestowing. A life thus composed, to
those who have been fortunate enough to obtain it, has always
appeared worthy of the name of happiness. And such an
existence is even now the lot of many, during some considerable
portion of their lives. The present wretched education, and
wretched social arrangements, are the only real hindrance to its
being attainable by almost all.

The objectors perhaps may doubt whether human beings, if
taught to consider happiness as the end of life, would be satisfied
with such a moderate share of it. But great numbers of man-
kind have been satisfied with much less. The main constituents
of a satisfied life appear to be two, either of which by itself is
often found sufficient for the purpose: tranquillity, and excite-
ment. With much tranquillity, many find that they can be
content with very little pleasure: with much excitement, many
can reconcile themselves to a considerable quantity of pain.
There is assuredly no inherent impossibility in enabling even
the mass of mankind to unite both; since the two are so far from
being incompatible that they are in natural alliance, the pro-
longation of either being a preparation for, and exciting a wish
for, the other. It is only those in whom indolence amounts to a
vice, that do not desire excitement after an interval of repose:
it is only those in whom the need of excitement is a disease, that
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feel the tranquillity which follows excitement dull and insipid,
instead of pleasurable in direct proportion to the excitement
which preceded it. When people who are tolerably fortunate
in their outward lot do not find in life sufficient enjoyment to
make it valuable to them, the cause generally is, caring for
nobody but themselves. To those who have neither public
nor private affections, the excitements of life are much curtailed,
and in any case dwindle in value as the time approaches when all
selfish interests must be terminated by death: while those who
leave after them objects of personal affection, and especially
those who have also cultivated a fellow-feeling with the collective
interests of mankind, retain as lively an interest in life on the
eve of death as in the vigour of youth and health. Next to
selfishness, the principal cause which makes life unsatisfactory is
want of mental cultivation. A cultivated mind—I do not mean
that of a philosopher, but any mind to which the fountains of
knowledge have been opened, and which has been taught, in any
tolerable degree, to exercise its faculties—finds sources of inex-
haustible intcrest in all that surrounds it; in the objects of
nature, the achievements of art, the imaginations of poetry,
the incidents of history, the ways of mankind, past and present,
and their prospects in the future. It 1s possible, indeed, to
become indifferent to all this, and that too without having
exhausted a thousandth part of it; but only when one has had
from the beginning no moral or human interest in these things,
and has sought in them only the gratification of curiosity.

Now there is absolutely no reason in the nature of things why
an amount of mental culture sufficient to give an intelligent
interest in these objects of contemplation, should not be the
inheritance of every one born in a civilised country. As little
is there an inherent necessity that any human being should be a
selfish egotist, devoid of every feeling or care but those which
centre in his own miserable individuality. Something far
superior to this is sufficiently common even now, to give ample
earnest of what the human species may be made. Genuine
private affections, and a sincere interest in the public good, are
possible, though in unequal degrees, to every rightly brought
up human being. In a world in which there is so much to
interest, so much to enjoy, and so much also to correct and
improve, every one who has this moderate amount of moral and
intellectual requisites is capable of an existence which may be
called enviable; and unless such a person, through bad laws, or

subjection to the will of others, is denied the liberty to use the
*B 482
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sources of happiness within his reach, he will not fail to find this
enviable existence, if he escape the positive evils of life, the
great sources of physical and mental suffering—such asindigence,
disease, and the unkindness, worthlessness, or premature loss
of objects of affection. The main stress of the problem lies,
therefore, in the contest with these calamities, from which itis a
rare good fortune entirely to escape; which, as things now are,
cannot be obviated, and often cannot be in any material degree
mitigated. Yet no one whose opinion deserves a moment’s
consideration can doubt that most of the great positive evils of
the world are in themselves removable, and will, if human affairs
continue to improve, be in the end reduced within narrow limits.
Poverty, in any sense implying suffering, may be completely
extinguished by the wisdom of society, combined with the good
sense and providence of individuals. Even that most intract-
able of enemies, disease, may be indefinitely reduced in dimen-
sions by good physical and moral education, and proper control
of noxious influences; while the progress of science holds out a
promise for the future of still more direct conquests over this
detestable foe. And every advance in that direction relieves us
from some, not only of the chances which cut short our own lives,
but, what concerns us still more, which deprive us of those in
whom our happiness is wrapt up. ~ As for vicissitudes of fortune,
and other disappointments connected with worldly circum-
stances, these are principally the effect either of gross imprudence,
of ill-regulated desires, or of bad or imperfect social institutions.
All the grand sources, in short, of human suffering are in a great
degree, many of them almost entirely, conquerable by human
care and effort; and though their removal is grievously slow—
though a long succession of generations will perish in the breach
before the conquest is completed, and this world becomes all
that, if will and knowledge were not wanting, it might easily be
made—yet every mind sufficiently intelligent and generous to
bear a part, however small and unconspicuous, in the endeavour,
will draw a noble enjoyment from the contest itself, which he
would not for any bribe in the form of selfish indulgence consent
to be without.

And this leads to the true estimation of what is said by the
objectors concerning the possibility, and the obligation, of
learning to do without happiness. Unquestionably it is possible
to do without happiness; it is done involuntarily by nineteen-
twentieths of mankind, even in those parts of our present world
which are least deep in barbarism; and it often has to be done
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voluntarily by the hero or the martyr, for the sake of something
which he prizes more than his individual happiness. But this
something, what is it, unless the happiness of others, or some of
the requisites of happiness? It is noble to be capable of resign-
ing entirely one’s own portion of happiness, or chances of it:
but, after all, this self-sacrifice must be for some end; it is not
its own end; and if we are told that its end is not happiness,
but virtue, which is better than happiness, I ask, would the
sacrifice be made if the hero or martyr did not believe that it
would earn for others immunity from similar sacrifices? Would
it be made if he thought that his renunciation of happiness for
himself would produce no fruit for any of his fellow creatures,
but to make their lot like his, and place them~also in the con-
dition of persons who have renounced happiness? All honour
to those who can abnegate for themselves the personal enjoy-
ment of life, when by such renunciation they contribute worthily
to increase the amount of happiness in the world; but he who
does it, or professes to do it, for any other purpose, is no more
deserving of admiration than the ascetic mounted on his pillar.
He may be an inspiriting proof of what men can do, but assuredly
not an example of what they should.

Though it is only in a very imperfect state of the world’s
arrangements that any one can best serve the happiness of others
by the absolute sacrifice of his own, yet so long as the world is in
that imperfect state, I fully acknowledge that the readiness to
make such a sacrifice is the highest virtue which can be found in
man. I will add, that in this condition of the world, paradoxical
as the assertion may be, the conscious ability to do without
happiness gives the best prospect of realising such happiness as
is “attainable. For nothing except that consciousness can
raise a person above the chances of life, by making him feel that,
let fate and fortune do their worst, they have not power to sub-
due him: which, once felt, frees him from excess of anxiety
concerning the evils of life, and enables him, like many a Stoic
in the worst times of the Roman Empire, to cultivate in tran-
quillity the sources of satisfaction accessible to him, without
concerning himself about the uncertainty of their duration, any
more than about their inevitable end.

Meanwhile, let utilitarians never cease to claim the morality
of self devotion as a possession which belongs by as good a right
to them, as either to the Stoic or to the Transcendentalist.
The utilitarian morality does recognise in human beings the
power of sacrificing their own greatest good for the good of others.
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It only refuses to admit that the sacrifice is itself a good. A
sacrifice which does not increase, or tend to increase, the sum
total of happiness, it considers as wasted. The only self-renun-
ciation which it applauds, is devotion to the happiness, or to
some of the means of happiness, of others; either of mankind
collectively, or of individuals within the limits imposed by the
collective interests of mankind.

I must again repeat, what the assailants of utilitarianism
seldom have the justice to acknowledge, that the happiness which
forms the utilitarian standard of what is right in conduct, is not
the agent’sown happiness, but that of all concerned. ~As between
his own happiness and that of others, utilitarianism requires him
to be as strictly impartial as a disinterested and benevolent
spectator. In the golden rule of Jesus of Nazareth, we read the
complete spirit of the ethics of utility. To do as you would be
done by, and to love your neighbour as yourself, constitute the
ideal perfection of utilitarian morality. ~As the means of making
the nearest approach to this ideal, utility would enjoin, first, that
laws and social arrangements should place the happiness, or
(as speaking practically it may be called) the interest, of every
individual, as nearly as possible in harmony with the interest of
the whole ; and secondly, that education and opinion, which have
so vast a power over human character, should so use that power
as to establish in the mind of every individual an indissoluble
association between his own happiness and the good of the whole;
especially between his own happiness and the practice of such
modes of conduct, negative and positive, as regard for the uni-
versal happiness prescribes; so that not only he may be unable
to conceive the possibility of happiness to himself, consistently
with conduct opposed to the general good, but also that a direct
impulse to promote the general good may be in every individual
one of the habitual motives of action, and the sentiments con-
nected therewith may fill a large and prominent place in every
human being’s sentient existence. If the impugners of the
utilitarian morality represented it to their own minds in this its
true character, I know not what recommendation possessed by
any other morality they could possibly affirm to be wanting to it;
what more beautiful or more exalted developments of human.
nature any other ethical system can be supposed to foster, or
what springs of action, not accessible to the utilitarian, such
systems rely on for giving effect to their mandates.

The objectors to utilitarianism cannot always be charged
with representing it in a discreditable light. On the contrary,
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those among them who entertain anything like a just idea of its
disinterested character, sometimes find fault with its standard
as being too high for humanity. They say it is exacting too
much to require that people shall always act from the inducement
of promoting the general interests of society. But this is to
mistake the very meaning of a standard of morals, and confound
the rule of action with the motive of it. It is the business of
ethics to tell us what are our duties, or by what test we may
know them; but no system of ethics requires that the sole
motive of all we do shall be a feeling of duty; on the contrary,
ninety-nine hundredths of all our actions are done from other
motives, and rightly so done, if the rule of duty does not condemn
them. It is the more unjust to utilitarianism that this parti-
cular misapprehension should be made a ground of objection to
it, inasmuch as utilitarian moralists have gone beyond almost
all others in affirming that the motive has nothing to do with the
morality of the action, though much with the worth of the agent.
He who saves a fellow creature from drowning does what is
morally right, whether his motive be duty, or the hope of being
paid for his trouble; he who betrays the friend that trusts him,
1s guilty of a crime, even if his object be to serve another friend
to whom he is under greater obligations. But to speak only
of actions done from the motive of duty, and in direct obedience
to principle: it is a misapprehension of the utilitarian mode of
thought, to conceive it as implying that people should fix their
minds upon so wide a generality as the world, or society at large.
The great majority of good actions are mtended not for the
benefit of the world, but for that of individuals, of which the
good of the world is made up; and the thoughts of the most
virtuous man need not on these occasions travel beyond the
particular persons concemed except so far as is necessary to
assure himself that in beneﬁtmg them he is not violating the
rights, that is, the legitimate and authorised expectations, of
any one else. The multiplication of happiness is, according to
the utilitarian ethics, the object of virtue: the occasions on
which any person (except one in a thousand) has it in his power
to do this on an extended scale, in other words to be a public
benefactor, are but exceptional; and on these occasions alone
is he called on to consider public utility; in every other case,
private utility, the interest or happiness of some few persons, is
all he has to attend to. Those alone the influence of whose
actions extends to society in general, need concern themselves
habitually about so large an object. In the case of abstinences
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indeed—of things which people forbear to do from moral con-
siderations, though the consequences in the particular case might
be beneficial—it would be unworthy of an intelligent agent not
to be consciously aware that the action is of a class which, if
practised generally, would be generally injurious, and that this
1s the ground of the obligation to abstain from it. The amount
of regard for the public interest implied in this recognition, is no
greater than is demanded by every system of morals, for they
all enjoin to abstain from whatever is manifestly pernicious to
society.

The same considerations dispose of another reproach against
the doctrine of utility, founded on a still grosser misconception
of the purpose of a standard of morality, and of the very meaning
of the words right and wrong. It is often affirmed that utili-
tarianism renders men cold and unsympathising; that it chills
their moral feelings towards individuals; that it makes them
regard only the dry and hard consideration of the consequences
of actions, not taking into their moral estimate the qualities
from which those actions emanate. If the assertion means that
they do not allow their judgment respecting the rightness or
wrongness of an action to be influenced by their opinion of the
qualities of the person who does it, this is a complaint not against
utilitarianism, but against having any standard of morality at
all; for certainly no known ethical standard decides an action
to be good or bad because it is done by a good or a bad man,
still less because done by an amiable, a brave, or a benevolent
man, or the contrary. These considerations are relevant, not
to the estimation of actions, but of persons; and there is nothing
in the utilitarian theory inconsistent with the fact that there are
other things which interest us in persons besides the rightness
and wrongness of their actions. The Stoics, indeed, with the
paradoxical misuse of language which was part of their system,
and by which they strove to raise themselves above all concern
about anything but virtue, were fond of saying that he who
has that has everything; that he, and only he, is rich, is beauti-
ful, is a king. But no claim of this description is made for the
virtuous man by the utilitarian doctrine. Utilitarians are quite
aware that there are other desirable possessions and qualities
besides virtue, and are perfectly willing to allow to all of them
their full worth. They are also aware that a right action does
not necessarily indicate a virtuous character, and that actions
which are blamable, often proceed from qualities entitled to
praise. When this is apparent in any particular case, it
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modifies their estimation, not certainly of the act, but of the
agent. I grant that they are, notwithstanding, of opinion, that
in the long run the best proof of a good character is good actions;
and resolutely refuse to consider any mental disposition as good,
of which the predominant tendency is to produce bad conduct.
This makes them unpopular with many people; but it is an
unpopularity which they must share with every one who regards
the distinction between right and wrong in a serious light; and
the reproach is not one which a conscientious utilitarian need be
anxious to repel.

If no more be meant by the objection than that many utili-
tarians look on the morality of actions, as measured by the
utilitarian standard, with too exclusive a regard, and do not lay
sufficient stress upon the other beauties of character which go
towards making a human being lovable or admirable, this may
be admitted. Utilitarians who have cultivated their moral
feelings, but not their sympathies nor their artistic perceptions,
do fall into this mistake; and so do all other moralists under the
same conditions. What can be said in excuse for other moralists
is equally available for them, namely, that, if there is to be any
error, it is better that it should be on that side. As a matter
of fact, we may affirm that among utilitarians as among
adherents of other systems, there is every imaginable degree of
rigidity and of laxity in the application of their standard: some
are even puritanically rigorous, while others are as indulgent as
can possibly be desired by sinner or by sentimentalist. But on
the whole, a doctrine which brings prominently forward the
interest that mankind have in the repression and prevention of
conduct which violates the moral law, is likely to be inferior to
no other in turning the sanctions of opinion again such violations.
It is true, the question, What does violate the moral law? is one
on which those who recognise different standards of morality are
likely now and then to differ. But difference of opinion on
moral questions was not first introduced into the world by
utilitarianism, while that doctrine does supply, if not always
an easy, at all events a tangible and intelligible mode of deciding
such differences.

It may not be superfluous to notice a few more of the common
misapprehensions of utilitarian ethics, even those which are so
obvious and gross that it might appear impossible for any
person of candour and intelligence to fall into them; since
persons, even of considerable mental endowments, often give
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themselves so little trouble to understand the bearings of any
opimion against which they entertain a prejudice, and men are in
general so little conscious of this voluntary ignorance as a defect,
that the vulgarest misunderstandings of ethical doctrines are
continually met with in the deliberate writings of persons of the
greatest pretensions both to high principle and to philosophy.
We not uncommonly hear the doctrine of utility inveighed
against as a godless doctrine. If it be necessary to say anything
at all against so mere an assumption, we may say that the ques-
tion depends upon what idca we have formed of the moral
character of the Deity. If it be a true belief that God desires,
above all things, the happiness of his creatures, and that this was
his purpose in their creation, utility is not only not a godless
doctrine, but more profoundly religious than any other. If it
be meant that utilitarianism does not recognise the revealed will
of God as the supreme law of morals, I answer, that a utili-
tarian who believes in the perfect goodness and wisdom of God,
necessarily believes that whatever God has thought fit to reveal
on the subject of morals, must fulfil the requirements of utility
1n a supreme degree. But others besides utilitarians have been
of opinion that the Christian revelation was intended, and is
fitted, to inform the hearts and minds of mankind with a spirit
which should enable them to find for themselves what is right,
and incline them to do it when found, rather than to tell them,
except in a very general way, what it is; and that we need a
doctrine of ethics, carefully followed out, to snterpret to us the
will of God. Whether this opinion is correct or not, it is super-
fluous here to discuss; since whatever aid religion, either natural
or revealed, can afford to ethical investigation, is as open to the
utilitarian moralist as to any other. He can use it as the
testimony of God to the usefulness or hurtfulness of any given
course of action, by as good a right as others can use it for the
indication of a transcendental law, having no connection with
usefulness or with happiness.

Again, Utility is often summarily stigmatised as an immoral
doctrine by giving it the name of Expediency, and taking
advantage of the popular use of that term to contrast it with
Principle. But the Expedient, in the sense in which it is opposed
to the Right, generally means that which is expedient for the
particular interest of the agent himself; as when a minister
sacrifices the interests of his country to keep himself in place.
When it means anything better than this, it means that which
is expedient for some immediate object, some temporary pur-
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pose, but which violates a rule whose observance is expedient in
a much higher degree. The Expedient, in this sense, instead of
being the same thing with the useful, is a branch of the hurtful,
Thus, it would often be expedient, for the purpose of getting
over some momentary embarrassment, or attaining some object
immediately useful to ourselves or others, to tell a lie. But
inasmuch as the cultivation in ourselves of a sensitive feeling
on the subject of veracity, is one of the most useful, and the
enfeeblement of that feeling one of the most hurtful, things to
which our conduct can be instrumental; and inasmuch as any,
even unintentional, deviation from truth, does that much
towards weakening the trustworthiness of human assertion,
which is not only the principal support of all present social
well-being, but the insufficiency of which does more than any
one thing that can be named to keep back civilisation, virtue,
everything on which human happiness on the ]argest scale
depends; we feel that the violation, for a present advantage, of
a rule of such transcendant expediency, is not expedient, and
that he who, for the sake of a convenience to himself or to some
other individual, does what depends on him to deprive mankind
of the good, and inflict upon them the evil, involved in the
greater or less reliance which they can place in each other’s
word, acts the part of one of their worst enemies. Vet thateven
this rule sacred as it is, admits of possible exceptions, is acknow-
ledged by all moralists; the chief of which is when the with-
holding of some fact (as of information from a malefactor, or
of bad news from a person dangerously ill) would save an
individual (especially an individual other than oneself) from
great and unmerited evil, and when the withholding can only
be effected by denial. But in order that the exception may not
extend itself beyond the need, and may have the least possible
effect in weakening reliance on veracity, it ought to be recog-
nised, and, if possible, its limits defined; and if the principle of
utility is good for anything, it must be good for weighing these
conflicting utilities against one another, and marking out the
region within which one or the other preponderates

Again, defenders of utility often find themselves called upon
to reply to such objections as this—that there is not time,
previous to action, for calculating and weighing the effects of
any line of conduct on the general happiness. This is exactly
as if any one were to say that it is impossible to guide our con-
duct by Christianity, because there is not time, on every occa-
sion on which anything has to be done, to read through the Old
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and New Testaments. The answer to the objection is, that there
has been ample time, namely, the whole past duration of the
human species. During all that time, mankind have been
learning by experience the tendencies of actions; on which
experience all the prudence, as well as all the morality of
life, are dependent. People talk as if the commencement of
this course of experience had hitherto been put off, and as if,
at the moment when some man feels tempted to meddle with the
property or life of another, he had to begin considering for the
first time whether murder and theft are injurious to human
happiness. Even then I do not think that he would find the
question very puzzling; but, at all events, the matter is now
done to his hand. Itis truly a whimsical supposition that, if
mankind were agreed in considering utility to be the test of
morality, they would remain without any agreement as to what
7s useful, and would take no measures for having their notions
on the subject taught to the young, and enforced by law and
opinion. There is no difficulty in proving any ethical standard
whatever to work ill, if we suppose universal idiocy to be con-
joined with it; but on any hypothesis short of that, mankind
must by this time have acquired positive beliefs as to the effects
of some actions on their happiness; and the beliefs which have
thus come down are the rules of morality for the multitude, and
for the philosopher until he has succeeded in finding better.
That philosophers might easily do this, even now, on many
subjects; that the received code of ethics is by no means of
divine right; and that mankind have still much to learn as to
the effects of actions on the general happiness, I admit, or
rather, earnestly maintain. The corollaries from the principle
of utility, like the precepts of every practical art, admit of in-
definite improvement, and, in a progressive state of the human
mind, their improvement is perpetually going on. But to con-
sider the rules of morality as improvable, is one thing; to pass
over the intermediate generalisations entirely, and endeavour
to test each individual action directly by the first principle, is
another. It is a strange notion that the acknowledgment of a
first principle is inconsistent with the admission of secondary ones,
To inform a traveller respecting the place of his ultimate destina-
tion, is not to forbid the use of landmarks and direction-posts on
the way. The proposition that happiness is the end and aim of
morality, does not mean that no road ought to be laid down to
that goal, or that persons going thither should not be advised to
take one direction rather than another. Men really ought to
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leave off talking a kind of nonsense on this subject, which they
would neither talk nor listen to on other matters of practical
concernment. Nobody argues that the art of navigation is not
founded on astronomy, because sailors cannot wait to calculate
the Nautical Almanack. Being rational creatures, they go to
sea with it ready calculated; and all rational creatures go out
upon the sea of life with their minds made up on the common
questions of right and wrong, as well as on many of the far more
difficult questions of wise and foolish. And this, as long as
foresight is a human quality, it is to be presumed they will
continue to do. Whatever we adopt as the fundamental principle
of morality, we require subordinate principles to apply it by;
the impossibility of doing without them, being common to all
systems, can afford no argument against any one in particular;
but gravely to argue as if no such secondary principles could be
had, and as if mankind had remained till now, and always must
remain, without drawing any general conclusions from the
experience of human life, is as high a pitch, I think, as absurdity
has ever reached in philosophical controversy.

The remainder of the stock arguments against utilitarianism
mostly consist in laying to its charge the common infirmities of
human nature, and the general difficulties which embarrass
conscientious persons in shaping their course through life. We
are told that a utilitarian will be apt to make his own particular
case an exception to moral rules, and, when under temptation,
will see a utility in the breach of a rule greater than he will see
in its observance. But is utility the only creed which is able to
furnish us with excuses for evil doing, and means of cheating
our own conscience? They are afforded in abundance by all
doctrines which recognise as a fact in morals the existence of
conflicting considerations; which all doctrines do, that have
been believed by sane persons. It is not the fault of any creed,
but of the complicated nature of human affairs, that rules of
conduct cannot be so framed as to require no exceptions, and
that hardly any kind of action can safely be laid down as either
always obligatory or always condemnable. There is no ethical
creed which does not temper the rigidity of its laws, by giving
a certain latitude, under the moral responsibility of the agent,
for accommodation to peculiarities of circumstances; and under
every creed, at the opening thus made, self-deception and dis-
honest casuistry get in. There exists no moral system under
which there do not arise unequivocal cases of conflicting obliga-
tion. These are the real difficulties, the knotty points both in
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the theory of ethics, and in the conscientious guidance of personal
conduct. They are overcome practically, with greater or with
less success, according to the intellect and virtue of the indi-
vidual; but it can hardly be pretended that any one will be the
less qualified for dealing with them, from possessing an ultimate
standard to which conflicting rights and duties can be referred.
If utility is the ultimate source of moral obligations, utility may
be invoked to decide between them when their demands are
incompatible. Though the application of the standard may be
difficult, it is better than none at all: while in other systems, the
moral laws all claiming independent authority, there is no
common umpire entitled to interfere between them; their claims
to precedence one over another rest on little better thansophistry,
and unless determined, as they generally are, by the unacknow-
ledged influence of considerations of utility, afford a free scope
for the action of personal desires and partialities. We must
remember that only in these cases of conflict between secondary
principles is it requisite that first principles should be appealed
to. There is no case of moral obligation in which some
secondary principle is not involved; and if only one, there can
seldom be any real doubt which one it is, in the mind of any
person by whom the principle itself is recognised.

CHAPTER III
OF THE ULTIMATE SANCTION OF THE PRINCIPLE OF UTILITY

THE question is often asked, a1d properly so, in regard to any
supposed moral standard—What is its sanction? what are the
motives to obey it? or more specifically, what is the source of
its obligation? whence does it derive its binding force? Itisa
necessary part of moral philosophy to provide the answer to this
question; which, though frequently assuming the shape of an
objection to the utilitarian morality, as if it had some special
applicability to that above others, really arises in regard to all
standards. It arises, in fact, whenever a person is called on to
adopt a standard, or refer morality to any basis on which he has
not been accustomed to rest it. For the customary morality,
that which education and opinion have consecrated, is the only
one which presents itself to the mind with the feeling of being
in itself obligatory; and when a person is asked to believe that
this morality dersves its obligation from some general principle
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round which custom has not thrown the same halo, the assertion
is to him a paradox; the supposed corollaries seem to have a
more binding force than the original theorem; the super-
structure seems to stand better without, than with, what is
represented as its foundation. He says to himself, I feel that I
am bound not to rob or murder, betray or deceive; but why
am I bound to promote the general happiness ? If my own
happiness lies in something else, why may I not give that the
preference?

If the view adopted by the utilitarian philosophy of the nature
of the moral sense be correct, this difficulty will always present
itself, until the influences which form moral character have
taken the same hold of the principle which they have taken of
some of the consequences—until, by the improvement of educa-
tion, the feeling of unity with our fellow-creatures shall be (what
it cannot be denied that Christ intended it to be) as deeply
rooted in our character, and to our own consciousness as com-
pletely a part of our nature, as the horror of crime is in an
ordinarily well brought up young person. In the meantime,
however, the difficulty has no peculiar application to the
doctrine of utility, but is inherent in every attempt to analyse
morality and reduce it to principles; which, unless the principle
is already in men’s minds invested with as much sacredness as
any of its applications, always seems to divest them of a part of
their sanctity.

The principle of utility either has, or there is no reason why
it might not have, all the sanctions which belong to any other
system of morals. Those sanctions are either external or
internal. Of the external sanctions it is not necessary to speak
at any length. They are, the hope of favour and the fear of
displeasure, from our fellow-creatures or from the Ruler of the
Universe, along with whatever we may have of sympathy or
affection for them, or of love and awe of Him, inclining us to do
his will independently of selfish consequences. There is evidently
no reason why all these motives for observance should not attach
themselves to the utilitarian morality, as completely and as
powerfully as to any other. Indeed, those of them which refer
to our fellow-creatures are sure to do so, in proportion to the
amount of general intelligence; for whether there be any other
ground of moral obligation than the general happiness or not,
men do desire happiness; and however imperfect may be their
own practice, they desire and commend all conduct in others
towards themselves, by which they think their happiness is
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promoted. With regard to the religious motive, if men believe,
as most profess to do, in the goodness of God, those who think
that conduciveness to the general happiness is the essence, or
even only the criterion of good, must necessarily believe that
it is also that which God approves. The whole force there-
fore of external reward and punishment, whether physical or
moral, and whether proceeding from God or from our fellow
men, together with all that the capacities of human nature admit
of disinterested devotion to either, become available to enforce
the utilitarian morality, in proportion as that morality is recog-
nised; and the more powerfully, the more the appliances of
education and general cultivation are bent to the purpose.

So far as to external sanctions. The internal sanction of duty,
whatever our standard of duty may be, is one and the same—
a feeling in our own mind; a pain, more or less intense, attendant
on violation of duty, which in properly cultivated moral natures
rises, in the more serious cases, into shrinking from it as an
impossibility. This feeling, when disinterested, and connecting
itself with the pure idea of duty, and not with some particular
form of it, or with any of the merely accessory circumstances, is
the essence of Conscience; though in that complex phenomenon
as it actually exists, the simple fact is in general all encrusted
over with collateral associations, derived from sympathy, from
love, and still more from: fear; from all the forms of religious
feeling; from the recollections of childhood and of all our past
life; from self-esteem, desire of the esteem of others, and occa-
sionally even self-abasement. This extreme complication is, I
apprehend, the origin of the sort of mystical character which, by
a tendency of the human mind of which there are many other
examples, is apt to be attributed to the idea of moral obligation,
and which leads people to believe that the idea cannot possibly
attach itself to any other objects than those which, by a supposed
mysterious law, are found in our present experience to excite it.
Its binding force, however, consists in the existence of a mass
of feeling which must be broken through in order to do what
violates our standard of right, and which, if we do nevertheless
violate that standard, will probably have to be encountered
afterwards in the form of remorse. Whatever theory we have
of the nature or origin of conscience, this is what essentially
constitutes it.

The ultimate sanction, therefore, of all morality (external
motives apart) being a subjective feeling in our own minds, I
see nothing embarrassing to those whose standard is utility, in
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the question, what is the sanction of that particular standard?
We may answer, the same as of all other moral standards—the
conscientious feelings of mankind. Undoubtedly this sanction
has no binding efficacy on those who do not possess the feelings
it appeals to; but neither will these persons be more obedient
to any other moral principle than to the utilitarian one. On
them morality of any kind has no hold but through the external
sanctions. Meanwhile the feelings exist, a fact in human nature,
the reality of which, and the great power with which they are
capable of acting on those in whom they have been duly culti-
vated, are proved by experience. No reason has ever been
shown why they may not be cultivated to as great intensity in
connection with the utilitarian, as with any other rule of morals.

There is, I am aware, a disposition to believe that a person
who sees in moral obligation a transcendental fact, an objective
reality belonging to the province of * Things in themselves,” is
likely to be more obedient to it than one who believes it to be
entirely subjective, having its seat in human consciousness only.
But whatever a person’s opinion may be on this point of
Ontology, the force he is really urged by is his own subjective
feeling, and is exactly measured by its strength. No one’s
belief that duty is an objective reality is stronger than the belief
that God is so; yet the belief in God, apart from the expectation
of actual reward and punishment, only operates on conduct
through, and in proportion to, the subjective religious feeling.
The sanction, so far as it is disinterested, is always in the mind
itself; and the notion therefore of the transcendental moralists
must be, that this sanction will not exist ¢z the mind unless it is
believed to have its root out of the mind; and that if a person
is able to say to himself, This which is restraining me, and which
is called my conscience, is only a feeling in my own mind, he may
possibly draw the conclusion that when the feeling ceases the
obligation ceases, and that if he find the feeling inconvenient,
he may disregard it, and endeavour to get rid of it. But is this
danger confined to the utilitarian morality? Does the belief
that moral obligation has its seat outside the mind make the
feeling of it too strong to be got rid of?  The fact is so far other-
w1se, that all moralists admit and lament the ease with which,
in the gencrality of minds, conscience can be silenced or stifled.
The question, Need I obey my conscience? is quite as often put
to themselves by persons who never heard of the principle of
utility, as by its adherents. Those whose conscientious feelings
are so weak as to allow of their asking this question, if they
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answer it affirmatively, will not do so because they believe in the
transcendental theory, but because of the external sanctions.

It is not necessary, for the present purpose, to decide whether
the feeling of duty is innate or implanted. Assuming it to be
innate, it is an open question to what objects it naturally
attaches itself; for the philosophic supporters of that theory are
now agreed that the intuitive perception is of principles of
morality and not of the details. If there be anything innate
in the matter, I see no reason why the feeling which is innate
should not be that of regard to the pleasures and pains of others.
If there is any principle of morals which is intuitively obligatory,
I should say it must be that. If so, the intuitive ethics would
coincide with the utilitarian, and there would be no further
quarrel between them. Even as it is, the intuitive moralists,
though they believe that there are other intuitive moral obliga-
tions, do already believe this to be one; for they unanimously
hold that a large portion of morality turns upon the consideration
due to the interests of our fellow-creatures. Therefore, if the
belief in the transcendental origin of moral obligation gives any
additional efficacy to the internal sanction, it appears to me that
the utilitarian principle has already the benefit of it.

On the other hand, if, as is my own belief, the moral feelings
are not innate, but acquired, they are not for that reason the
less natural. It is natural to man to speak, to reason, to build
cities, to cultivate the ground, though these are acquired faculties.
The moral feelings are not indeed a part of our nature, in the
sense of being in any perceptible degree present in all of us;
but this, unhappily, is a fact admitted by those who believe the
most strenuously in their transcendental origin. Like the other
acquired capacities above referred to, the moral faculty, if not a
part of our nature, is a natural outgrowth from it; capable, like
them, in a certain small degree, of springing up spontaneously;
and susceptible of being brought by cultivation to a high degree
of development. Unhappily it is also susceptible, by a sufficient
use of the external sanctions and of the force of early impressions,
of being cultivated in almost any direction: so that there is
hardly anything so absurd or so mischievous that it may not, by
means of these influences, be made to act on the human mind
with all the authority of conscience. To doubt that the same
potency might be given by the same means to the principle of
utility, even if it had no foundation in human nature, would be
flying in the face of all experience.

But moral associations which are wholly of artificial creation,
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when intellectual culture goes on, yield by degrees to the dis-
solving force of analysis: and if the feeling of duty, when
associated with utility, would appear equally arbitrary; if
there were no leading department of our nature, no powerful
class of sentiments, with which that association would harmonise,
which would make us feel it congenial, and incline us not only to
foster it in others (for which we have abundant interested
motives), but also to cherish it in ourselves; if there were not,
in short, a natural basis of sentiment for utilitarian morality,
it might well happen that this association also, even after it had
been implanted by education, might be analysed away.

But there 75 this basis of powerful natural sentiment; and
this it is which, when once the general happiness is recognised
as the ethical standard, will constitute the strength of the utili-
tarian morality. This firm foundation is that of the social
feelings of mankind; the desire to be in unity with our fellow
creatures, which is already a powerful principle in human
nature, and happily one of those which tend to become stronger,
even without express inculcation, from the influences of advanc-
ing civilisation. The social state is at once so natural, so neces-
sary, and so habitual to man, that, except in some unusual
circumstances or by an effort of voluntary abstraction, he never
conceives himself otherwise than as a member of a body; and
this association is riveted more and more, as mankind are
further removed from the state of savage independence. Any
condition, therefore, which is essential to a state of society,
becomes more and more an inseparable part of every person’s
conception of the state of things which he is born into, and
which is the destiny of a human being. Now, society between
human beings, except in the relation of master and slave, is
manifestly impossible on any other footing than that the
interests of all are to be consulted. Society between equals can
only exist on the understanding that the interests of all are to
be regarded equally. And since in all states of civilisation,
every person, except an absolute monarch, has equals, every one
is obliged to live on these terms with somebody; and in every
age some advance is made towards a state in which it will be
impossible to live permanently on other terms with anybody.
In this way people grow up unable to conceive as possible to
them a state of total disregard of other people’s interests. They
are under a necessity of conceiving themselves as at least abstain-
ing from all the grosser injuries, and (if only for their own
protection) living in a state of constant protest against them.
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They are also familiar with the fact of co-operating with others,
and proposing to themselves a collective, not an individual
interest as the aim (at least for the time being) of their actions.
So long as they are co-operating, their ends are identified with
those of others; there is at least a temporary feeling that the
interests of others are their own interests. Not only does all
strengthening of social ties, and all healthy growth of society,
give to each individual a stronger personal interest in practically
consulting the welfare of others; it also leads him to identify
his feelings more and more with their good, or at least with an
even greater degree of practical consideration forit. He comes,
as though instinctively, to be conscious of himself as a being who
of course pays regard to others. The good of others becomes
to him a thing naturally and necessarily to be attended to, like
any of the physical conditions of our existence. Now, whatever
amount of this feeling a person has, he is urged by the strongest
motives both of interest and of sympathy to demonstrate it, and
to the utmost of his power encourage it in others; and even if
he has none of it himself, he is as greatly interested as any one
else that others should have it. Consequently the smallest
germs of the feeling are laid hold of and nourished by the
contagion of sympathy and the influences of education; and a
complete web of corroborative association is woven round it,
by the powerful agency of the external sanctions. This mode
of conceiving ourselves and human life, as civilisation goes on,
is felt to be more and more natural. Every step in political
improvement renders it more so, by removing the sources of
opposition of interest, and levelling those inequalities of legal
privilege between individuals or classes, owing to which there are
large portions of mankind whose happiness it is still practicable
to disregard. In an improving state of the human mind, the
influences are constantly on the increase, which tend to generate
in each individual a feeling of unity with all the rest; which, if
perfect, would make him never think of, or desire, any beneﬁctal
condition for himself, in the benefits of which they are not in-
cluded. If we now suppose this feeling of unity to be taught as
a religion, and the whole force of education, of institutions, and
of opinion, directed, as it once was in the case of religion, to make
every person grow up from infancy surrounded on all sides both
by the profession and the practice of it, I think that no one, who
can realise this conception, will feel any misgiving about the
sufficiency of the ultimate sanction for the Happiness morahty
To any ethical student who finds the realisation difficult,
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recommend, as a means of facilitating it, the second of M.
Comte’s two principal works, the Trait¢ de Politique Positive.
I entertain the strongest objections to the system of politics and
morals set forth in that treatise; but I think it has super-
abundantly shown the possibility of giving to the service of
humanity, even without the aid of belief in a Providence, both
the psychological power and the social efficacy of a religion;
making it take hold of human life, and colour all thought,
feeling, and action, in a manner of which the greatest ascendancy
ever exercised by any religion may be but a type and foretaste;
and of which the danger is, not that it should be insufficient, but
that it should be so excessive as to interfere unduly with human
freedom and individuality.

Neither is it necessary to the feeling which constitutes the
binding force of the utilitarian morality on those who recognise
it, to wait for those social influences which would make its
obligation felt by mankind at large. In the comparatively
early state of human advancement in which we now live, a
person cannot indeed feel that entireness of sympathy with all
others, which would make any real discordance in the general
direction of their conduct in life impossible; but already a
person in whom the social feeling is at all developed, cannot
bring himself to think of the rest of his fellow-creatures as
struggling rivals with him for the means of happiness, whom he
must desire to see defeated in their object in order that he may
succeed in his. The deeply rooted conception which every
individual even now has of himself as a social being, tends to
make him feel it one of his natural wants that there should be
harmony between his feelings and aims and those of his fellow-
creatures. If differences of opinion and of mental culture make
it impossible for him to share many of their actual feelings—
perhaps make him denounce and defy those feelings—he still
needs to be conscious that his real aim and theirs do not conflict;
that he is not opposing himself to what they really wish for,
namely their own good, but is, on the contrary, promoting it.
This feeling in most individuals is much inferior in strength to
their selfish feelings, and is often wanting altogether. But to
those who have it, it possesses all the characters of a natural
feeling. It does not present itself to their minds as a super-
stition of education, or a law despotically imposed by the power
of society, but as an attribute which it would not be well for
them to be without. This conviction is the ultimate sanction
of the greatest happiness morality, This it is which makes any
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mind, of well-developed feelings, work with, and not against, the
outward motives to care for others, afforded by what I have
called the external sanctions; and when those sanctions are
wanting, or act in an opposite direction, constitutes in itself a
powerful internal binding force, in proportion to the sensitiveness
and thoughtfulness of the character; since few but those whose
mind is a moral blank, could bear to lay out their course of life
on the plan of paying ne regard to others except so far as their
own private interest compels.

CHAPTER 1V

OF WHAT SORT OF PROOF THE PRINCIPLE OF UTILITY IS
SUSCEPTIBLE

IT has alrcady been remarked, that questions of ultimate ends
do not admit of proof, in the ordinary acceptation of the term.
To be incapable of proof by reasoning is common to all first
principles; to the first premises of our knowledge, as well as to
those of our conduct. But the former, being matters of fact,
may be the subject of a direct appeal to the faculties which judge
of fact —namely, our senses, and our internal consciousness.
Can an appeal be made to the same faculties on questions of
practical ends? Or by what other faculty is cognisance taken
of them?

Questions about ends are, in other words, questions what
things are desirable. The utilitarian doctrine 1s, that happi-
ness is desirable, and the only thing desirable, as an end; all
other things being only desirable as means to that end. What
ought to be required of this doctrine—what conditions is it
requisite that the doctrine should fulfil—to make good its claim
to be believed ?

The only proof capable of being given that an object is visible,
is that people actually see it. The only proof that a sound is
audible, is that people hear it: and so of the other sources of our
experience. In like manner, I apprehend, the sole evidence it is
possible to produce that anything is desirable, is that people do
actually desire it. If the end which the utilitarian doctrine
proposes to itself were not, in theory and in practice, acknow-
ledged to be an end, nothing could ever convince any person
that it was so. No reason can be given why the general happi-
ness is desirable, except that each person, so far as he believes
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it to be attainable, desires his own happiness. This, however,
being a fact, we have not only all the proof which the case admits
of, but all which it is possxble to require, that happiness is a
good that each person’s happiness is a good to that person, and
the general happiness, therefore, a good to the aggregate of all
persons. Happiness has made out its title as one of the ends of
conduct, and consequently one of the criteria of morality.

Butithas not, by thisalone, proved itself to be the sole criterion,
To do that, it would seem, by the same rule, necessary to show,
not only that people desire happiness, but that they never
desire anything else. Now it is palpable that they do desire
things which, in common language, are decidedly distinguished
from happiness. They desire, for example, virtue, and the
absence of vice, no less really than pleasure and the absence of
pain. The desire of virtue is not as universal, but it is as
authentic a fact, as the desire of happiness. And hence the
opponents of the utilitarian standard deem that they have a
right to infer that there are other ends of human action besides
happiness, and that happiness is not the standard of approbation
and disapprobation.

But does the utilitarian doctrine deny that people desire
virtue, or maintain that virtue is not a thing to be desired?
The very reverse. It maintains not only that virtue is to be
desired, but that it is to be desired disinterestedly, for itself.
Whatever may be the opinion of utilitarian moralsts as to the
original conditions by which virtue is made virtue; however
they may believe (as they do) that actions and dlsposmons are
only virtuous because they promote another end than virtue;
yet this being granted, and it havmg been decided, from con-
siderations of this description, what ¢s virtuous, they not only
place virtue at the very head of the things which are good as
means to the ultimate end, but they also recognise as a psycho-
logical fact the possibility of its being, to the individual, a good
in itself, without looking to any end beyond it; and hold that
the mmd isnotin a rwht state, not in a state conformable to
Utility, not in the state ‘most conducive to the general happiness,
unless it does love virtue in this manner—as a thing desirable in
itself, even although, in the individual instance, it should not
produce those other desirable consequences which it tends to
produce, and on account of which it is held to be virtue. This
opinion is not, in the smallest degree, a departure from the
Happiness principle. The ingredients of happiness are very
various, and each of them is desirable in itself, and not merely
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when considered as swelling an aggregate. The principle of
utility does not mean that any given pleasure, as music, for
instance, or any given exemption from pain, as for example
health, is to be looked upon as means to a collective something
termed happiness, and to be desired on that account. They
are desired and desirable in and for themselves; besides being
means, they are a part of the end. Virtue, according to the
utilitarian doctrine, is not naturally and originally part of the
end, but it is capable of becoming so; and in those who love
it disinterestedly it has become so, and is desired and cherished,
not as a means to happiness, but as a part of their happiness.
To illustrate this farther, we may remember that virtue is
not the only thing, originally a means, and which if it were not
a means to anything else, would be and remain indifferent, but
which by association with what it is a means to, comes to be
desired for itself, and that too with the utmost intensity. What,
for example, shall we say of the love of money? There is nothing
originally more desirable about money than about any heap of
glittering pebbles. Its worth is solely that of the things which
it will buy; the desires for other things than itself, which it is
a means of gratifying. Vet the love of money is not only one
of the strongest moving forces of human lfe, but money is, in
many cases, desired in and for itself; the desire to possess it is
often stronger than the desire to use it, and goes on increasing
when all the desires which point to ends beyond it, to be com-
passed by it, are falling off. It may, then, be said truly, that
money is desired not for the sake of an end, but as part of the
end. From being a mcans to happiness, it has come to be
itself a principal ingredient of the individual’s conception of
happiness. The same may be said of the majority of the great
objects of human life —power, for example, or fame; except
that to each of these there is a certain amount of immediate
pleasure annexed, which has at least the semblance of being
naturally inherent in them; a thing which cannot be said of
money. Still, however, the strongest natural attraction, both
of power and of fame, is the immense aid they give to the
attainment of our other wishes; and it is the strong association
thus generated between them and all our objects of desire, which
gives to the direct desire of them the intensity it often assumes,
so as in some characters to surpass in strength all other desires.
In these cases the means have become a part of the end, and a
more important part of it than any of the things which they are
means to. What was once desired as an instrument for the
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attainment of happiness, has come to be desired for its own sake,
In being desired for its own sake it is, however, desired as part
of happiness. The person is made, or thinks he would be made,
happy by its mere possession; and is made unhappy by failure
to obtain it. The desire of it is not a different thing from the
desire of happiness, any more than the love of music, or the desire
of health. They are included in happiness. They are some of
the elements of which the desire of happiness is made up. Happi-
ness is not an abstract idea, but a concrete whole; and these
are some of its parts. And the utilitarian standard sanctions
and approves their being so. Life would be a poor thing, very
ill provided with sources of happiness, if there were not this
provision of nature, by which things originally indifferent, but
conducive to, or otherwise associated with, the satisfaction of our
primitives desires, become in themselves sources of pleasure
more valuable than the primitive pleasures, both in permanency,
in the space of human existence that they are capable of cover-
ing, and even in intensity.

Virtue, according to the utilitarian conception, is a good of
this description. There was no original desire of it, or motive
to it, save its conduciveness to pleasure, and especially to pro-
tection from pain. But through the association thus formed,
it may be felt a good in itself, and desired as such with as great
intensity as any other good; and with this difference between
it and the love of money, of power, or of fame, that all of these
may, and often do, render the individual noxious to the other
members of the society to which he belongs, whereas there is
nothing which makes him so much a blessing to them as the
cultivation of the disinterested love of virtue. And conse-
quently, the utilitarian standard, while it tolerates and approves
those other acquired desires, up to the point beyond which they
would be more injurious to the general happiness than pro-
motive of it, enjoins and requires the cultivation of the love of
virtue up to the greatest strength possible, as being above all
things important to the general happiness.

It results from the preceding considerations, that there is in
reality nothing desired except happiness. Whatever is desired
otherwise than as a means to some end beyond itself, and ulti-
mately to happiness, is desired as itself a part of happiness, and
is not desired for itself until it has become so. Those who desire
virtue for its own sake, desire it either because the conscious-
ness of it is a pleasure, or because the consciousness of being
without it is a pain, or for both reasons united; as in truth the
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pleasure and pain seldom exist separately, but almost always
together, the same person feeling pleasure in the degree of virtue
attained, and pain in not having attained more. If one of these
gave him no pleasure, and the other no pain, he would not love
or desire virtue, or would desire it only for the other benefits
which it might produce to himself or to persons whom he
cared for.

We have now, then, an answer to the question, of what sort of
proof the principle of utility is susceptible. If the opinion which
I have now stated is psychologically true—if human nature is
so constituted as to desire nothing which is not either a part of
happiness or a means of happiness, we can have no other proof,
and we require no other, that these are the only things desirable.
If so, happiness is the sole end of human action, and the promo-
tion of it the test by which to judge of all human conduct; from
whence it necessarily follows that it must be the criterion of
morality, since a part is included in the whole.

And now to decide whether this is really so; whether mankind
do desire nothing for itself but that which is a pleasure to them,
or of which the absence is a pain; we have evidently arrived at
a question of fact and experience, dependent, like all similar
questions, upon evidence. Itcan only be determined by practised
self-consciousness and self-observation, assisted by observation
of others. I believe that these sources of evidence, impartially
consulted, will declare that desiring a thing and finding it
pleasant, aversion to it and thinking of it as painful, are pheno-
mena entirely inseparable, or rather two parts of the same
phenomenon; in strictness of language, two different modes of
naming the same psychological fact: that to think of an object
as desirable (unless for the sake of its consequences), and to
think of it as pleasant, are one and the same thing; and that
to desire anything, except in proportion as the idea of it is
pleasant, is a physical and metaphysical impossibility.

So obvious does this appear to me, that I expect it will hardly
be disputed: and the objection made will be, not that desire can
possibly be directed to anything ultimately except pleasure and
exemption from pain, but that the will is a different thing from
desire; that a person of confirmed virtue, or any other person
whose purposes are fixed, carries out his purposes without any
thought of the pleasure he has in contemplating them, or expects
to derive from their fulfilment; and persists in acting on them,
even though these pleasures are much diminished, by changes
in his character or decay of his passive sensxbnlmes, or are out-
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weighed by the pains which the pursuit of the purposes may
Yring upon him. All this I fully admit, and have stated it
elsewhere, as positively and emphatically as any one. Will,
the active phenomenon, is a different thing from desire, the
state of passive sensibility, and though originally an offshoot
from it, may in time take root and detach itself from the parent
stock; so much so, that in the case of an habitual purpose,
instead of willing the thing because we desire it, we often desire
it only because we will it. This, however, is but an instance of
that familiar fact, the power of habit, and is nowise confined to
the case of virtuous actions. Many indifferent things, which
men originally did from a motive of some sort, they continue
to do from habit. Sometimes this is done unconsciously, the
consciousness coming only after the action: at other times
with conscious volition, but volition which has become habitual,
and is put in operation by the force of habit, in opposition
perhaps to the deliberate preference, as often happens with those
who have contracted habits of vicious or hurtful indulgence.
Third and last comes the case in which the habitual act of will
in the individual instance is not in contradiction to the general
intention prevailing at other times, but in fulfilment of it; as in
the case of the person of confirmed virtue, and of all who pursue
deliberately and consistently any determinate end. The dis-
tinction between will and desire thus understood is an authentic
and highly important psychological fact; but the fact consists
solely in this—that will, like all other parts of our constitution,
is amenable to habit, and that we may will from habit what we
no longer desire for itself, or desire only because we will it. It
is not the less true that will, in the beginning, is entirely produced
by desire; including in that term the repelling influence of rain
as well as the attractive one of pleasure. Let us take into
consideration, no longer the person who has a confirmed will
to do right, but him in whom that virtuous will is still feeble,
conquerable by temptation, and not to be fully relied on; by
what means can it be strengthened? How can the will to be
virtuous, where it does not exist in sufficient force, be implanted
or awakened? Only by making the person desire virtue—by
making him think of it in a pleasurable light, or of its absence
in a painful one. It is by associating the doing right with
pleasure, or the doing wrong with pain, or by eliciting and im-
pressing and bringing home to the person’s experience the
pleasure naturally involved in the one or the pain in the other,
that itsis possible to call forth that will to be virtuous, which,
c 48
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when confirmed, acts without any thought of either pleasure or
pain. Willis the child of desire, and passes out of the dominion
of its parent only to come under that of habit. That which is
the result of habit affords no presumption of being intrinsically
good; and there would be no reason for wishing that the purpose
of virtue should become independent of pleasure and pain, were
it not that the influence of the pleasurable and painful associa-
tions which prompt to virtue is not sufficiently to be depended
on for unerring constancy of action until it has acquired the
support of habit. Both in feeling and in conduct, habit is the
only thing which imparts certainty; and it is because of the
importance to others of being able to rely absolutely on one’s
feelings and conduct, and to oneself of being able to rely on one’s
own, that the will to do right ought to be cultivated into this
habitual independence. In other words, this state of the will
is a means to good, not intrinsically a good; and does not con-
tradict the doctrine that nothing is a good to human beings
but in so far as it is either itself pleasurable, or a means of
attaining pleasure or averting pain.

But if this doctrine be true, the principle of utility is proved.
Whether it is so or not, must now be left to the consideration
of the thoughtful reader.

CHAPTER V
ON THE CONNECTION BETWEEN JUSTICE AND UTILITY

IN all ages of speculation, one of the strongest obstacles to the
reception of the doctrine that Utility or Happiness is the
criterion of right and wrong, has been drawn from the idea of
Justice. The powerful sentiment, and apparently clear per-
ception, which that word recalls with a rapidity and certainty
resembling an instinct, have seemed to the majority of thinkers
to point to an inherent quality in things; to show that the Just
must have an existence in Nature as something absolute, generl-
cally distinct from every variety of the Expedient, and, in idea,
opposed to it, though (as is commonly acknowledged) never, in
the long run, dxs]omed from it in fact.

In the case of thlS, as of our other moral sentiments, there is
no necessary connection between the question of its origin, and
that of its binding force. That a feeling is bestowed on us by
Nature, does not necessarily legitimate all its promptings. The
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feeling of justice might be a peculiar instinct, and might yet
require, like our other instincts, to be controlled and enlightened
by a higher reason. If we have intellectual instincts, leading us
to judge in a particular way, as well as animal instincts that
prompt us to act in a particular way, there is no necessity that
the former should be more infallible in their sphere than the
latter in theirs: it may as well happen that wrong judgments
are occasionally suggested by those, as wrong actions by these.
But though it is one thing to believe that we have natural feelings
of justice, and another to acknowledge them as an ultimate
criterion of conduct, these two opinions are very closely con-
nectedin pointof fact. Mankind are always predisposed to believe
that any subjective feeling, not otherwise accounted for, is a
revelation of some objective reality. Our present object is to
determine whether the reality, to which the feeling of justice
corresponds, is one which needs any such special revelation;
whether the justice or injustice of an action is a thing intrinsi-
cally peculiar, and distinct from all its other qualities, or only
a combination of certain of those qualities, presented under a
peculiar aspect. For the purpose of this inquiry it is practically
important to consider whether the feeling itself, of justice and
injustice, is sui generis like our sensations of colour and taste, or
a derivative feeling, formed by a combination of others. And
this it is the more essential to examine, as pcople are in general
willing enough to allow, that objectively the dictates of Justice
coincide with a part of the field of General Expediency; but
inasmuch as the subjective mental feeling of Justice is different
from that which commonly attaches to simple expediency, and,
except in the extreme cases of the latter, is far more imperative
in its demands, people find it difficult to see, in Justice, only a
particular kind or branch of general utility, and think that its
superior binding force requires a totally different origin.

To throw light upon this question, it is necessary to attempt
to ascertain what is the distinguishing character of justice, or of
injustice: what is the quality, or whether there is any quality,
attributed in common to all modes of conduct designated as
unjust (for justice, like many other moral attributes, is best
defined by its opposite), and distinguishing them from such
modes of conduct as are disapproved, but without having that
particular epithet of disapprobation applied to them. If in
everything which men are accustomed to characterise as just or
unjust, some one common attribute or collection of attributes is
always present, we may judge whether this particular attribute
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or combination of attributes would be capable of gathering round
it a sentiment of that peculiar character and intensity by virtue
of the general laws of our emotional constitution, or whether
the sentiment is inexplicable, and requires to be regarded as a
special provision of Nature. If we find the former to be the
case, we shall, in resolving this question, have resolved also the
main problem: if the latter, we shall have to seek for some other
mode of investigating it.

To find the common attributes of a variety of objects, it is
necessary to begin by surveying the objects themselves in the
concrete. Let us therefore advert successively to the various
modes of action, and arrangements of human affairs, which are
classed, by universal or widely spread opinion, as Just or as
Unjust. The things well known to excite the sentiments
associated with those names are of a very multifarious character.
I shall pass them rapidly in review, without studying any par-
ticular arrangement.

In the first place, it is mostly considered unjust to deprive any
one of his personal liberty, his property, or any other thing which
belongs to him by law. Here, therefore, is one instance of the
application of the terms just and unjust in a perfectly definite
sense, namely, that it is just to respect, unjust to violate, the legal
rights of any one. But this judgment admits of several excep-
tions, arising from the other forms in which the notions of justice
and injustice present themselves. TFor example, the person who
suffers the deprivation may (as the phrase is) have forfeited the
rights which he is so deprived of:: a case to which we shall return
presently. But also,

Secondly; the legal rights of which he is deprived, may be
rights which ought not to have belonged to him; in other words,
the law which confers on him these rights, may be a bad law.
When it is so, or when (which is the same thing for our purpose)
it is supposed to be so, opinions will differ as to the justice or
injustice of infringing it. Some maintain that no law, however
bad, ought to be disobeyed by an individual citizen; that
his opposition to it, if shown at all, should only be shown in
endeavouring to get it altered by competent authority. This
opinion (which condemns many of the most illustrious bene-
factors of mankind, and would often protect pernicious institu-
tions against the only weapons which, in the state of things
existing at the time, have any chance of succeeding against them)
is defended, by those who hold it, on grounds of expediency;
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principally on that of the importance, to the common interest
of mankind, of maintaining inviolate the sentiment of submission
to law. Other persons, again, hold the directly contrary opinion,
that any law, judged to be bad, may blamelessly be disobeyed,
even though it be not judged to be unjust, but only inexpedient;
while others would confine the licence of disobedience to the
case of unjust laws: but again, some say, that all laws which are
inexpedient are unjust; since every law imposes some restric-
tion on the natural liberty of mankind, which restriction is an
injustice, unless legitimated by tendmg to their good. Among
these diversities of opinion, it seems to be universally admitted
that there may be unjust laws, and that law, consequently, is
not the ultimate criterion of justice, but may give to one person
a benefit, or impose on another an evil, which justice condemns.
When, however, a law is thought to be unjust, it seems always
to be regarded as being so in the same way in which a breach of
law is unjust, namely, by infringing somebody’s right; which,
as it cannot in this case be a legal right, receives a different
appellation, and is called a moral right. We may say, therefore,
that a second case of injustice consists in taking or withholding
from any person that to which he has a moral right.

Thirdly, it is universally considered just that each person
should obtain that (whether good or evil) which he deserves ;
and unjust that he should obtain a good, or be made to undergo
an evil, which he does not deserve. This is, perhaps, the clearest
and most emphatic form in which the idea of justice is conceived
by the general mind. As it involves the notion of desert, the
question arises, what constitutes desert? Speaking in a general
way, a person is understood to deserve good if he does right, evil
if he does wrong; and in a more particular sense, to deserve
good from those to whom he does or has done good, and evil
from those to whom he does or has done evil. The precept of
returning good for evil has never been regarded as a case of the
fulfilment of justice, but as one in which the claims of justice
are waived, in obedience to other considerations.

Fourthly, it is confessedly unjust to break faith with any one:
to violate an engagement, either express or implied, or disap-
point expectations raised by our own conduct, at least if we have
raised those expectations knowingly and voluntanly Like the
other obligations of justice already spoken of, this one is not
regarded as absolute, but as capable of bemg overruled by a
stronger obligation of justice on the other side; or by such
conduct on the part of the person concerned as is deemed to
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absolve us from our obligation to him, and to constitute a
Sorfeiture of the benefit which he has been led to expect.

Fifthly, it is, by universal admission, inconsistent with justice
to be partial ; to show favour or preference to one person over
another, in matters to which favour and preference do not
properly apply. Impartiality, however, does not seem to be
regarded as a duty in itself, but rather as instrumental to some
other duty; for it is admitted that favour and preference are
not always censurable, and indeed the cases in which they are
condemned are rather the exception than the rule. A person
would be more likely to be blamed than applauded for giving his
family or friends no superiority in good offices over strangers,
when he could do so without violating any other duty; and no
one thinks it unjust to seek one person in preference to another
as a friend, connection, or companion. Impartiality where rights
are concerned is of course obligatory, but this is involved in
the more general obligation of giving to every one his right.
A tribunal, for example, must be impartial, because it is bound to
award, without regard to any other consideration, a disputed
object to the one of two parties who has the right to it. There
are other cases in which impartiality means, being solely in-
fluenced by desert; as with those who, in the capacity of judges,
preceptors, or parents, administer reward and punishment as
such. There are cases, again, in which it means, being solely
influenced by consideration for the public interest; as in making
a selection among candidates for a government employment.
Impartiality, in short, as an obligation of justice, may be said
to mean, being exclusively influenced by the considerations
which it is supposed ought to influence the particular case in
hand; and resisting the solicitation of any motives which prompt
to conduct different from what those considerations would
dictate.

Nearly allied to the idea of impartiality is that of equality ;
which often enters as a component part both into the conception
of justice and into the practice of it, and, in the eyes of many
persons, constitutes its essence. But in this, still more than
in any other case, the notion of justice varies in different persons,
and always conforms in its variations to their notion of utility.
Each person maintains that equality is the dictate of justice,
except where he thinks that expediency requires inequality.
The justice of giving equal protection to the rights of all, is
maintained by those who support the most outrageous inequality
in the rights themselves. Even in slave countries it is theoreti-
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cally admitted that the rights of the slave, such as they are,
ought to be as sacred as those of the master; and that a tribunal
which fails to enforce them with equal strictness is wanting in
justice; while, at the same time, institutions which leave to the
slave scarcely any rights to enforce, are not deemed unjust,
because they are not deemed inexpedient. Those who think
that utility requires distinctions of rank, do not consider it
unjust that riches and social privileges should be unequally
dispensed; but those who think this inequality inexpedient,
think it unjust also. Whoever thinks that government is neces-
sary, sees no injustice in as much inequality as is constituted by
giving to the magistrate powers not granted to other people.
Even among those who hold levelling doctrines, there are as
many questions of justice as there are differences of opinion
about expediency. Some Communists consider it unjust that
the produce of the labour of the community should be shared
on any other principle than that of exact equality; others think
it just that those should receive most whose wants are greatest;
while others hold that those who work harder, or who produce
more, or whose services are more valuable to the community, may
justly claim a larger quota in the division of the produce. And
the sense of natural justice may be plausibly appealed to in
behalf of every one of these opinions.

Among so many diverse applications of the term Justice,
which yet is not regarded as ambiguous, it is a matter of some
difficulty to seize the mental link which holds them together,
and on which the moral sentiment adhering to the term essen-
tially depends. Perhaps, in this embarrassment, some help
may be derived from the history of the word, as indicated by
its etymology.

In most, if not in all, languages, the etymology of the word
which corresponds to Just, points distinctly to an origin con-
nected with the ordinances of law.  Justum is a form of jussum,
that which has been ordered. Ailkacov comes directly from 8ixy,
a suit at law. Recht, from which came right and righteous, is
synonymous with law. The courts of justice, the administra-
tion of justice, are the courts and the administration of law.
La justice, in French, is the established term for judicature. 1
am not committing the fallacy imputed with some show of truth
to Horne Tooke, of assuming that a word must still continue tc
mean what it originally meant. Etymology is slight evidence
of what the idea now signified is, but the very best evidence of
how it sprang up. There can, I think, be no doubt that the idée
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mére, the primitive element, in the formation of the notion of
justice, was conformity to law. It constituted the entire idea
among the Hebrews, up to the birth of Christianity; as might
be expected in the case of a people whose laws attempted to
embrace all subjects on which precepts were required, and who
believed those laws to be a direct emanation from the Supreme
Being. But other nations, and in particular the Greeks and
Romans, who knew that their laws had been made originally,
and still continued to be made, by men, were not afraid to admit
that those men might make bad laws; might do, by law, the
same things, and from the same motives, which if done by in-
dividuals without the sanction of law, would be called unjust.
And hence the sentiment of injustice came to be attached, not
to all violations of law, but only to violations of such laws as
ought to exist, including such as ought to exist, but do not;
and to laws themselves, if supposed to be contrary to what
ought to be law. In this manner the idea of law and of its
injunctions was still predominant in the notion of justice, even
when the laws actually in force ceased to be accepted as the
standard of it.

It is true that mankind consider the idea of justice and its
obligations as applicable to many things which neither are, nor
is it desired that they should be, regulated by law. Nobody
desires that laws should interfere with the whole detail of private
life; yet every one allows that in all daily conduct a person
may and does show himself to be either just or unjust. But
even here, the idea of the breach of what ought to be law, still
lingers in a modified shape. It would always give us pleasure,
and chime in with our feelings of fitness, that acts which we
deem unjust should be punished, though we do not always think
it expedient that this should be done by the tribunals. We
forego that gratification on account of incidental inconveniences.
We should be glad to see just conduct enforced and injustice
repressed, even in the minutest details, if we were not, with
reason, afraid of trusting the magistrate with so unlimited an
amount of power over individuals. When we think that a person
is bound in justice to do a thing, it is an ordinary form of language
to say, that he ought to be compelled to do it. We should be
gratified to see the obligation enforced by anybody who had the
power. If we see that its enforcement by law would be inex-
pedient, we lament the impossibility, we consider the impunity
given to injustice as an evil, and strive to make amends for it
by bringing a strong expression of our own and the public
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disapprobation to bear upon the offender. Thus the idea of legal
constraint is still the generating idea of the notion of justice,
though undergoing several transformations before that notion,
as it exists in an advanced state of society, becomes complete.

The above is, I think, a true account, as far as it goes, of the
origin and progressive growth of the idea of justice. But we
must observe, that it contains, as yet, nothing to distinguish
that obligation from moral obligation in general. For the truth
is, that the idea of penal sanction, which is the essence of law,
enters not only into the conception of injustice, but into that
of any kind of wrong. We do not call anything wrong, unless
we mean to imply that a person ought to be punished in some
way or other for doing it; if not by law, by the opinion of his
fellow-creatures; if not by opinion, by the reproaches of his own
conscience. This seems the real turning point of the distinction
between morality and simple expediency. It is a part of the
notion of Duty in every one of its forms, that a person may
rightfully be compelled to fulfil it. Duty is a thing which
may be exacted from a person, as one exacts a debt. Unless we
think that it may be exacted from him, we do not call it his
duty. Reasons of prudence, or the interest of other people,
may militate against actually exacting it; but the person him-
self, it is clearly understood, would not be entitled to complain.
There are other things, on the contrary, which we wish that
people should do, which we like or admire them for doing, perhaps
dislike or despise them for not doing, but yet admit that they
are not bound to do; it is not a case of moral obligation; we do
not blame them, that is, we do not think that they are proper
objects of punishment. How we come by these ideas of deserv-
ing and not deserving punishment, will appear, perhaps, n the
sequel; but I think there is no doubt that this distinction lies
at the bottom of the notions of right and wrong; that we call
any conduct wrong, or employ, mstead, some other term of
dislike or disparagement, according as we think that the person
ought, or ought not, to be punished for it; and we say, it would
be right to do so and so, or merely that it would be desirable
or laudable, according as we would wish to see the person whom
it concerns, compelled, or only persuaded and exhorted, to act
in that manner.!

1 See this point enforced and illustrated by Professor Bain, in an admir-
able chapter (entitled ‘“ The Ethical Emotions, or the Moral Sense ), of
the second of the two treatises composing his elaborate and profound work
on the Mind.

*c 482
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This, therefore, being the characteristic difference which marks
off, not justice, but morality in general, from the remaining
provinces of Expediency and Worthiness; the character is still
to be sought which distinguishes justice from other branches of
morality. Now it is known that ethical writers divide moral
duties into two classes, denoted by the ill-chosen expressions,
duties of perfect and of imperfect obligation; the latter being
those in which, though the act is obligatory, the particular
occasions of performing it are left to our choice; as in the case of
charity or beneficence, which we are indeed bound to practise,
but not towards any definite person, nor at any prescribed time.
In the more precise language of philosophic jurists, duties of
perfect obligation are those duties n virtue of which a correla-
tive 7ight resides in some person or persons; duties of imperfect
obligation are those moral obligations which do not give birth
to any right. I think it will be found that this distinction
exactly coincides with that which exists between justice and
the other obligations of morality. In our survey of the various
popular acceptations of justice, the term appeared generally to
involve the idea of a personal right—a claim on the part of one
or more individuals, like that which the law gives when it confers
a proprietary or other legal right. Whether the injustice consists
in depriving a person of a possession, or in breaking faith with
him, or in treating him worse than he deserves, or worse than
other people who have no greater claims, in each case the sup-
position implies two things—a wrong done, and some assignable
person who is wronged. Injustice may also be done by treating
a person better than others; but the wrong in this case is to his
competitors, who are also assignable persons. It seems to me
that this feature in the case—a right in some person, correlative
to the moral obligation — constitutes the specific difference
between justice, and generosity or beneficence. Justice implies
something which it is not only right to do, and wrong not to do,
but which some individual person can claim from us as his
moral right. No one has a moral right to our generosity or
beneficence, because we are not morally bound to practise those
virtues towards any given individual. And it will be found with
respect to this as to every correct definition, that the instances
which seem to conflict with it are those which most confirm it.
For if a moralist attempts, as some have done, to make out that
mankind generally, though not any given individual, have a
right to all the good we can do them, he at once, by that
thesis, includes generosity and beneficence within the category of
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justice. He is obliged to say, that our utmost exertions are due
to our fellow-creatures, thus assimilating them to a debt; or
that nothing less can be a sufficient refurn for what society does
for us, thus classing the case as one of gratitude; both of which
are acknowledged cases of justice. Wherever there is a right, the
case is one of justice, and not of the virtue of beneficence: and
whoever does not place the distinction between justice and
morality in general, where we have now placed it, will be found
to make no distinction between them at all, but to merge all
morality in justice.

Having thus endeavoured to determine the distinctive
elements which enter into the composition of the idea of justice,
we are ready to enter on the inquiry, whether the feeling, which
accompanies the idea, is attached to it by a special dispensation
of nature, or whether it could have grown up, by any known
laws, out of the idea itself; and in particular, whether it can have
originated in considerations of general expediency.

I conceive that the sentiment itself does not arise from any-
thing which would commonly, or correctly, be termed an idea
of expediency ; but that though the sentiment does not, whatever
is moral in it does.

We have seen that the two essential ingredients in the senti-
ment of justice are, the desire to punish a person who has done
harm, and the knowledge or belief that there is some definite
individual or individuals to whom harm has been done.

Now it appears to me, that the desire to punish a person who
has done harm to some individual is a spontaneous outgrowth
from two sentimerts, both in the highest degree natural, and
which either are or resemble instincts; the impulse of self-
defence, and the feeling of sympathy.

It is natural to resent, and to repel or retaliate, any harm
done or attempted against ourselves, or against those with whom
we sympathise. The origin of this sentiment it is not necessary
here to discuss. Whether it be an instinct or a result of intel-
ligence, it is, we know, common to all animal nature; for every
animal tries to hurt those who have hurt, or who it thinks
are about to hurt, itself or its young. Human beings, on this
point, only differ from other animals in two particulars. First,
1n being capable of sympathising, not solely with their offspring,
or, like some of the more noble animals, with some superior
animal who is kind to them, but with all human, and even with
all sentient, beings. Secondly, in having a more developed intel-
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ligence, which gives a wider range to the whole of their senti-
ments, whether self-regarding or sympathetic. By virtue of
his superior intelligence, even apart from his superior range of
sympathy, a human being is capable of apprehending a com-
munity of interest between himself and the human society of
which he forms a part, such that any conduct which threatens
the security of the society generally, is threatening to his own,
and calls forth his instinct (if instinct it be) of self-defence.
The same superiority of intelligence, joined to the power of
sympathising with human beings generally, enables him to
attach himself to the collective idea of his tribe, his country, or
mankind, in such a manner that any act hurtful to them, raises
his instinct of sympathy, and urges him to resistance.

The sentiment of justice, in that one of its elements which
consists of the desire to punish, is thus, I conceive, the natural
feeling of retaliation or vengeance, rendered by intellect and
sympathy applicable to those injuries, that is, to those hurts,
which wound us through, or in common with, society at large.
This sentiment, in itself, has nothing moral in it; what is moral
is, the exclusive subordination of it to the social sympathies,
so as to wait on and obey their call. For the natural feeling
would make us resent indiscriminately whatever any one does
that is disagreeable to us; but when moralised by the social
feeling, it only acts in the directions conformable to the general
good: just persons resenting a hurt to society, though not other-
wise a hurt to themselves, and not resenting a hurt to them-
selves, however painful, unless it be of the kind which society
has a common interest with them in the repression of.

It is no objection against this doctrine t8 say, that when we
feel our sentiment of justice outraged, we are not thinking of
society at large, or of any collective interest, but only of the
individual case. It is common enough certainly, though the
reverse of commendable, to feel resentment merely because we
have suffered pain; but a person whose resentment is really a
moral feeling, that is, who considers whether an act is blamable
before he allows himself to resent it—such a person, though he
may not say expressly to himself that he is standing up for the
interest of society, certainly does feel that he is asserting a rule
which is for the benefit of others as well as for his own. If he
is not feeling this—if he is regarding the act solely as it affects
him individually—he is not consciously just; he is not concern-
ing himself about the justice of his actions. This is admitted
even by anti-utilitarian moralists. When Kant (as before
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remarked) propounds as the fundamental principle of morals,
“So act, that thy rule of conduct might be adopted as a law
by all rational beings,” he virtually acknowledges that the
interest of mankind collectively, or at least of mankind indis-
criminately, must be in the mind of the agent when conscien-
tiously deciding on the morality of the act. Otherwise he uses
words without a meaning: for, that a rule even of utter selfish-
ness could not possibly be adopted by all rational beings—that
there is any insuperable obstacle in the nature of things to its
adoption—cannot be even plausibly maintained. To give any
meaning to Kant’s principle, the sense put upon it must be,
that we ought to shape our conduct by a rule which all rational
beings might adopt with benefit to their collective interest.

To recapitulate: the idea of justice supposes two things; a
rule of conduct, and a sentiment which sanctions the rule. The
first must be supposed common to all mankind, and intended for
their good. The other (the sentiment) is a desire that punish-
ment may be suffered by those who infringe the rule. There
is involved, in addition, the conception of some definite person
who suffers by the infringement; whose rights (to use the
expression appropriated to the case) are violated by it. And
the sentiment of justice appears to me to be, the animal desire
to repel or retaliate a hurt or damage to oneself, or to those with
whom one sympathises, widened so as to include all persons, by
the human capacity of enlarged sympathy, and the human con-
ception of intelligent self-interest. From the latter elements,
the feeling derives its morality; from the former, its peculiar
impressiveness, and energy of self-assertion.

I have, throughout, treated the idea of a right residing in the
injured person, and violated by the injury, not as a separate
element in the composition of the idea and sentiment, but as one
of the forms in which the other two elements clothe themselves.
These elements are, a hurt to some assignable person or persons
on the one hand, and a demand for punishment on the other.
An examination of our own minds, I think, will show, that these
two things include all that we mean when we speak of violation
of a right. When we call anything a person’s right, we mean
that he has a valid claim on society to protect him in the posses-
sion of it, either by the force of law, or by that of education and
opinion. If he has what we consider a sufficient claim, on what-
ever account, to have something guaranteed to him by society,
we say that he has a right to it. If we desire to prove that any-
thing does not belong to him by right, we think this done as soon
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as it is admitted that society ought not to take measures for
securing it to him, but should leave him to chance, or to his own
exertions. Thus, a person is said to have a right to what he can
earn in fair professional competition; because society ought not
to allow any other person to hinder him from endeavouring to
earn 1n that manner as much as he can. But he has not a right
to three hundred a-year, though he may happen to be earning
1t; because society is not called on to provide that he shall earn
that sum. On the contrary, if he owns ten thousand pounds
three per cent. stock, he has a right to three hundred a-year;
because society has come under an obligation to provide him
with an income of that amount.

To have a right, then, is, I conceive, to have something
which society ought to defend me in the possession of. If the
objector goes on to ask, why it ought? I can give him no other
reason than general utility. If that expression does not seem
to convey a sufficient feeling of the strength of the obligation,
nor to account for the peculiar energy of the feeling, it is because
there goes to the composition of the sentiment, not a rational
only, but also an animal element, the thirst for retaliation; and
this thirst derives its intensity, as well as its moral justification,
from the extraordinarily important and impressive kind of
utility which is concerned. The interest involved is that of
security, to every one’s feelings the most vital of all interests.
All other earthly benefits are needed by one person, not needed
by another; and many of them can, if necessary, be cheerfully
foregone, or replaced by something else; but security no human
being can possibly do without; on it we depend for all our
immunity from evil, and for the whole value of all and every
good, beyond the passing moment; since nothing but the grati-
fication of the instant could be of any worth to us, if we could
be deprived of anything the next instant by whoever was momen-
tarily stronger than ourselves. Now this most indispensable of
all necessaries, after physical nutriment, cannot be had, unless
the machinery for providing it is kept unintermittedly in active
play. Our notion, therefore, of the claim we have on our fellow-
creatures to join in making safe for us the very groundwork of
our existence, gathers feelings around it so much more intense
than those concerned in any of the more common cases of utility,
that the difference in degree (as is often the case in psychology)
becomes a real difference in kind. The claim assumes that char-
acter of absoluteness, that apparent infinity, and incommen-
surability with all other considerations, which constitute the
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distinction between the feeling of right and wrong and that of
ordinary expediency and inexpediency. The feelings concerned
are so powerful, and we count so positively on finding a responsive
feeling in others (all being alike interested), that ought and should
grow into must, and recognised indispensability becomes a moral
necessity, analogous to physical, and often not inferior to it in
binding force.

If the preceding analysis, or something resembling it, be not
the correct account of the notion of justice; if justice be totally
independent of utility, and be a standard per se, which the mind
can recognise by simple introspection of itself; it is hard to
understand why that internal oracle is so ambiguous, and why
so many things appear either just or unjust, according to the
light in which they are regarded.

We are continually informed that Utility is an uncertain
standard, which every different person interprets differently,
and that there is no safety but in the immutable, ineffaceable,
and unmistakable dictates of Justice, which carry their evidence
in themselves, and are independent of the fluctuations of opinion.
One would suppose from this that on questions of justice there
could be no controversy; that if we take that for our rule, its
application to any given case could leave us in as little doubt
as a mathematical demonstration. So far is this from being
the fact, that there is as much difference of opinion, and as much
discussion, about what is just, as about what is useful to society.
Not only have different nations and individuals different notions
of justice, but in the mind of one and the same individual,
justice is not some one rule, principle, or maxim, but many,
which do not always coincide in their dictates, and in choosing
between which, he 1s guided either by some extraneous standard,
or by his own personal predilections.

For instance, there are some who say, that it is unjust to
punish any one for the sake of example to others; that punish-
ment is just, only when intended for the good of the sufferer
himself. Others maintain the extreme reverse, contending that
to punish persons who have attained years of discretion, for
their own benefit, is despotism and injustice, since if the matter
at issue is solely their own good, no one has a right to control
their own judgment of it; but that they may justly be punished
to prevent evil to others, this being the exercise of the legitimate
right of self-defence. Mr. Owen, again, affirms that it is unjust
to punish at all; for the criminal did not make his own character;
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his education, and the circumstances which surrounded him,
have made him a criminal, and for these he is not responsible.
All these opinions are extremely plausible; and so long as the
question is argued as one of justice simply, without going down
to the principles which lie under justice and are the source of its
authority, I am unable to see how any of these reasoners can be
refuted. For in truth every one of the three builds upon rules
of justice confessedly true. The first appeals to the acknowledged
injustice of singling out an individual, and making him a sacrifice,
without his consent, for other people’s benefit. The second relies
on the acknowledged justice of self-defence, and the admitted
injustice of forcing one person to conform to another’s notions of
what constitutes his good. The Owenite invokes the admitted
principle, that it is unjust to punish any one for what he cannot
help. Each is triumphant so long as he is not compelled to take
into consideration any other maxims of justice than the one he
has selected; but as soon as their several maxims are brought
face to face, each disputant seems to have exactly as much to
say for himself as the others. No one of them can carry out
his own notion of justice without trampling upon another
equally binding. These are difficulties; they have always been
felt to be such; and many devices have been invented to turn
rather than to overcome them. As a refuge from the last of the
three, men imagined what they called the freedom of the will;
fancying that they could not justify punishing a man whose
will is in a thoroughly hateful state, unless it be supposed to
have come into that state through no influence of anterior cir-
cumstances. To escape from the other difficulties, a favourite
contrivance has been the fiction of a contract, whereby at some
unknown period all the members of society engaged to obey the
laws, and consented to be punished for any disobedience to them;
thereby giving to their legislators the right, which it is assumed
they would not otherwise have had, of punishing them, either
for their own good or for that of society. This happy thought
was considered to get rid of the whole difficulty, and to legitimate
the infliction of punishment, in virtue of another received maxim
of justice, Volenti non fit injuria ; that is not unjust which is
done with the consent of the person who is supposed to be hurt
by it. I need hardly remark, that even if the consent were not
a mere fiction, this maxim is not superior in authority to the
others which it is brought in to supersede. Itis, on the contrary,
an instructive specimen of the loose and irregular manner in
which supposed principles of justice grow up, This particular
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one evidently came into use as a help to the coarse exigencies
of courts of law, which are sometimes obliged to be content with
very uncertain presumptions, on account of the greater evils
which would often arise from any attempt on their part to cut
finer. But even courts of law are not able to adhere consistently
to the maxim, for they allow voluntary engagements to be set
aside on the ground of fraud, and sometimes on that of mere
mistake or misinformation.

Again, when the legitimacy of inflicting punishment is ad-
mitted, how many conflicting conceptions of justice come to
light in discussing the proper apportionment of punishments
to offences. No rule on the subject recommends itself so strongly
to the primitive and spontaneous sentiment of justice, as the
lex talionis, an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth. Though
this principle of the Jewish and of the Mahomedan law has
been generally abandoned in Europe as a practical maxim, there
is, I suspect, in most minds, a secret hankering after it; and
when retribution accidentally falls on an offender in that precise
shape, the general feeling of satisfaction’ evinced bears witness
how natural is the sentiment to which this repayment in kind is
acceptable. With many, the test of justice in penal infliction
is that the punishment should be proportioned to the offence;
meaning that it should be exactly measured by the moral guilt
of the culprit (whatever be their standard for measuring moral
guilt): the consideration, what amount of punishment is neces-
sary to deter from the offence, having nothing to do with the
question of justice, in their estimation: while there are others
to whom that consideration is all in all; who maintain that it is
not just, at least for man, to inflict on a fellow-creature, whatever
may be his offences, any amount of suffering beyond the least
that will suffice to prevent him from repeating, and others from
imitating, his misconduct.

To take another example from a subject already once referred
to. Ina co-operative industrial association, is it just or not that
talent or skill should give a title to superior remuneration? On
the negative side of the question it is argued, that whoever does
the best he can, deserves equally well, and ought not in justice
to be put in a position of inferiority for no fault of his own; that
superior abilities have already advantages more than enough, in
the admiration they excite, the personal influence they command,
and the internal sources of satisfaction attending them, without
adding to these a superior share of the world’s goods; and that
society is bound in justice rather to make compensation to the
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less favoured, for this unmerited inequality of advantages, than
to aggravate it. On the contrary side it is contended, that
society receives more from the more efficient labourer; that his
services being more useful, society owes him a larger return for
them; that a greater share of the joint result is actually his
work, and not to allow his claim to it is a kind of robbery; that
if he is only to receive as much as others, he can only be justly
required to produce as much, and to give a smaller amount of
time and exertion, proportioned to his superior efficiency. Who
shall decide between these appeals to conflicting principles of
justice? Justice has in this case two sides to it, which it is
impossible to bring into harmony, and the two disputants have
chosen opposite sides; the one looks to what it is just that the
individual should receive, the other to what it is just that the
community should give. Each, from his own point of view,
is unanswerable; and any choice between them, on grounds of
justice, must be perfectly arbitrary. Social utility alone can
decide the preference.

How many, again, and how irreconcilable, are the standards
of justice to which reference is made in discussing the repartition
of taxation. One opinion is, that payment to the State should
be in numerical proportion to pecuniary means. Others think
that justice dictates what they term graduated taxation; taking
a higher percentage from those who have more to spare. In
point of natural justice a strong case might be made for disre-
garding means altogether, and taking the same absolute sum
(whenever it could be got) from every one: as the subscribers to
a mess, or to a club, all pay the same sum for the same privileges,
whether they can all equally afford it or not. Since the protec-
tion (it might be said) of law and government is afforded to, and
is equally required by all, there is no injustice in making all buy
it at the same price. It is reckoned justice, not injustice, that a
dealer should charge to all customers the same price for the
same article, not a price varying according to their means of
payment. This doctrine, as applied to taxation, finds no ad-
vocates, because it conflicts so strongly with man’s feelings of
humanity and of social expediency ; but the principle of justice
which it invokes is as true and as binding as those which can be
appealed to against it. Accordingly it exerts a tacit influence
on the line of defence employed for other modes of assessing
taxation. People feel obliged to argue that the State does more
for the rich than for the poor, as a justification for its taking
more from them: though this is in reality not true, for the rich
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would be far better able to protect themselves, in the absence
of law or government, than the poor, and indeed would probably
be successful in converting the poor into their slaves. Others,
again, so far defer to the same conception of justice, as to
maintamn that all should pay an equal capitation tax for the
protection of their persons (these being of equal value to all),
and an unequal tax for the protection of their property, which 1s
unequal. To this others reply, that the all of one man is as
valuable to him as the all of another. From these confusions
there is no other mode of extrication than the utilitarian.

Is, then, the difference between the Just and the Expedient
a merely imaginary distinction? Have mankind been under
a delusion in thinking that justice is a more sacred thing than
policy, and that the latter ought only to be listened to after the
former has been satisfied? By no means. The exposition we
have given of the nature and origin of the sentiment, recognises
a real distinction; and no one of those who profess the most
sublime contempt for the consequences of actions as an element
in their morality, attaches more importance to the distinction
than I do. While I dispute the pretensions of any theory which
sets up an imaginary standard of justice not grounded on utility,
I account the justice which is grounded on utility to be the chief
part, and incomparably the most sacred and binding part, of
all morality. Justice is a name for certain classes of moral
rules, which concern the essentials of human well-being more
nearly, and are therefore of more absolute obligation, than any
other rules for the guidance of life; and the notion which we
have found to be of the essence of the idea of justice, that of a
right residing in an individual, implies and testifies to this more
binding obligation.

The moral rules which forbid mankind to hurt one another
(in which we must never forget to include wrongful interference
with each other’s freedom) are more vital to human well-being
than any maxims, however important, which only point out
the best mode of managing some department of human affairs.
They have also the peculiarity, that they are the main element
in determining the whole of the social feelings of mankind. It
is their observance which alone preserves peace among human
beings: if obedience to them were not the rule, and disobedience
the exception, every one would see in every one else an enemy,
against whom he must be perpetually guarding himself. What
is hardly less important, these are the precepts which mankind
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have the strongest and the most direct inducements for im-
pressing upon one another. By merely giving to each other
prudential instruction or exhortation, they may gain, or think
they gain, nothing: in inculcating on each other the duty of
positive beneficence they have an unmistakable interest, but
far less in degree: a person may possibly not need the benefits
of others; but he always needs that they should not do him
hurt. Thus the moralities which protect every individual from
being harmed by others, either directly or by being hindered
in his freedom of pursuing his own good, are at once those which
he himself has most at heart, and those which he has the strongest
interest in publishing and enforcing by word and deed. It is
by a person’s observance of these that his fitness to exist as one
of the fellowship of human beings is tested and decided; for
on that depends his being a nuisance or not to those with whom
he is in contact., Now it is these moralities primarily which
compose the obligations of justice. The most marked cases of
injustice, and those which give the tone to the feeling of repug-
nance which characterises the sentiment, are acts of wrongful
aggression, or wrongful exercise of power over some one; the
next are those which consist in wrongfully withholding from
him something which is his due; in both cases, inflicting on him
a positive hurt, either in the form of direct suffering, or of the
privation of some good which he had reasonable ground, either
of a physical or of a social kind, for counting upon.

The same powerful motives which command the observance
of these primary moralities, enjoin the punishment of those who
violate them; and as the impulses of self-defence, of defence
of others, and of vengeance, are all called forth against such
persons, retribution, or evil for evil, becomes closely connected
with the sentiment of justice, and is universally included in the
idea. Good for good is also one of the dictates of justice; and
this, though its social utility is evident, and though it carries
with it a natural human feeling, has not at first sight that obvious
connection with hurt or injury, which, existing in the most
elementary cases of just and unjust, is the source of the charac-
teristic intensity of the sentiment. But the connection, though
less obvious, is not less real. Hewho accepts benefits, and denies a
return of them when needed, inflicts a real hurt, by disappointing
one of the most natural and reasonable of expectations, and one
which he must at least tacitly have encouraged, otherwise the
benefits would seldom have been conferred. The important
rank, among human evils and wrongs, of the disappointment of
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expectation, is shown in the fact that it constitutes the principal
criminality of two such highly immoral acts as a breach of friend-
ship and a breach of promise. Few hurts which human beings
can sustain are greater, and none wound more, than when that on
which they habitually and with full assurance relied, fails them
in the hour of need; and few wrongs are greater than this mere
withholding of good; none excite more resentment, either in the
person suffering, or in a sympathising spectator. The principle,
therefore, of giving to each what they deserve, that is, good for
good as well as evil for evil, is not only included within the idea
of Justice as we have defined it, but is a proper object of that
intensity of sentiment, which places the Just, in human estima-
tion, above the simply Expedient.

Most of the maxims of justice current in the world, and
commonly appealed to in its transactions, are simply instru-
mental to carrying into effect the principles of justice which we
have now spoken of. That a person is only responsible for what
he has done voluntarily, or could voluntarily have avoided;
that it is unjust to condemn any person unheard ; that the punish-
ment ought to be proportioned to the offence, and the like, are
maxims intended to prevent the just principle of evil for evil
from being perverted to the infliction of evil without that justi-
fication. The greater part of these common maxims have come
into use from the practice of courts of justice, which have been
naturally led to a more complete recognition and elaboration
than was likely to suggest itself to others, of the rules necessary
to enable them to fulfil their double function, of inflicting punish-
ment when due, and of awarding to each person his right.

That first of judicial virtues, impartiality, is an obligation of
justice, partly for the reason last mentioned; as being a necessary
condition of the fulfilment of the other obligations of justice.
But this is not the only source of the exalted rank, among human
obligations, of those maxims of equality and impartiality, which,
both in popular estimation and in that of the most enlightened,
are included among the precepts of justice. In one point of
view, they may be considered as corollaries from the principles
already laid down. If it is a duty to do to each according to
his deserts, returning good for good as well as repressing evil
by evil, it necessarily follows that we should treat all equally
well (when no higher duty forbids) who have deserved equally
well of us, and that society should treat all equally well who
have deserved equally well of i, that is, who have deserved
equally well absolutely. This is the highest abstract standard
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of social and distributive justice; towards which al! institutions,
and the efforts of all virtuous citizens, should be made in the
utmost possible degree to converge. But this great moral duty
rests upon a still deeper foundation, being a direct emanation
from the first principle of morals, and not a mere logical corollary
from secondary or derivative doctrines. It is involved in the
very meaning of Utility, or the Greatest Happiness Principle.
That principle is a mere form of words without rational significa-
tion, unless one person’s happiness, supposed equal in degree
(with the proper allowance made for kind), is counted for
exactly as much as another’s. Those conditions being supplied,
Bentham’s dictum, “ everybody to count for one, nobody for
more than one,” might be written under the principle of utility
as an explanatory commentary.! The equal claim of everybody
to happiness in the estimation of the moralist and of the legis-
lator, involves an equal claim to all the means of happiness,
except in so far as the inevitable conditions of human life, and

1 This implication, in the first principle of the utihtarian scheme, of
perfect impartiality between persons, is regarded by Mr. Herbert Spencer
(in his Soctal Statics) as a disproof of the pretensions of utility to be a
sufficient guide to right; since (he says) the principle of utility presupposes
the anterior principle, that everybody has an equal right to happiness. It
may be more correctly described as supposing that equal amounts of happi-
ness are equally desirable, whether felt by the same or by different persons
This, however, 1s not a pre-supposition; not a premise needful to support
the principle of utility, but the very principle itself; for what is the principle
of utility, if it be not that * happiness ” and * desirable ”* are synonymous
terms? If there 1s any anterior principle implied, 1t can be no other than
this, that the truths of anithmetic are applicable to the valuation of happi-
ness, as of all other measurable quantities.

[Mr. Herbert Spencer, in a private communication on the subject of
the preceding Note, objects to being considered an opponent of utili-
tarianism, and states that he regards happiness as the ultimate end of
morality; but deems that end only partially attanable by empirical
generalisations from the observed results of conduct, and completely
attainable only by deducing, from the laws of hife and the conditions of
existence, what kinds of action necessarily tend to produce happiness,
and what kinds to produce unhappiness With the exception of the
word “ necessanily,” I have no dissent to express from this doctrine; and
(omitting that word) I am not aware that any modern advocate of utili-
tartanism 1s of a different opinion. Bentham, certainly, to whom in
the Socfal Statics Mr. Spencer particularly referred, is, least of all writers,
chargeable with unwillingness to deduce the effcct of actions on happiness
from the laws of human nature and the universal conditions of human
life. The common charge against him is of relying too exclusively upon
such deductions, and declining altogether to be bound by the generalisa-
tions from specific experience which Mr. Spencer thinks that utilitarians
generally confine themselves to. My own opinion (and, as I collect, Mr.
Spencer’s) is, that in ethics, as in all other branches of scientific study, the
consilience of the results of both these processes, each corroborating and
verifying the other, is requisite to give to any general proposition the kind
and degree of evidence which constitutes scientific proof ]
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the general interest, in which that of every individual is included,
set limits to the maxim; and those limits cught to be strictly
construed. As every other maxim of justice, so this is by no
means applied or held applicable universally; on the contrary,
as I have already remarked, it bends to every person’s ideas
of social expediency. But in whatever case it is deemed applic-
able at all, it is held to be the dictate of justice. All persons
are deemed to have a right to equality of treatment, except when
some recognised social expediency requires the reverse. And
hence all social inequalities which have ceased to be considered
expedient, assume the character not of simple inexpediency,
but of injustice, and appear so tyrannical, that people are apt
to wonder how they ever could have been tolerated; forgetful
that they themselves perhaps tolerate other inequalities under
an equally mistaken notion of expediency, the correction of which
would make that which they approve seem quite as monstrous
as what they have at last learnt to condemn. The entire history
of social improvement has been a series of transitions, by which
one custom or institution after another, from being a supposed
primary nccessity of social existence, has passed into the rank
of a universally stigmatised injustice and tyranny. So it has
been with the distinctions of slaves and freemen, nobles and
serfs, patricians and plebeians; and so it will be, and in part
already is, with the aristocracies of colour, race, and sex.

It appears from what has been said, that justice is a name
for certain moral requirements, which, regarded collectively,
stand higher in the scale of social utility, and are thercfore of
more paramount obligation, than any others; though particular
cases may occur in which some other social duty is so important,
as to overrule any one of the general maxims of justice. Thus,
to save a life, it may not only be allowable, but a duty, to steal,
or take by force, the necessary food or medicine, or to kidnap,
and compel to officiate, the only qualified medical practitioner.
In such cases, as we do not call anything justice which is not a
virtue, we usually say, not that justice must give way to some
other moral principle, but that what is just in ordinary cases
is, by reason of that other principle, not just in the particular
case. By this useful accommodation of language, the character
of indefeasibility attributed to justice is kept up, and we are
saved from the necessity of maintaining that there can be laud-
able injustice.

The considerations which have now been adduced resolve,
I conceive, the only real difficulty in the utilitarian theory of
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morals. It has always been evident that all cases of justice
are also cases of expediency: the difference is in the peculiar
sentiment which attaches to the former, as contradistinguished
from the latter. If this characteristic sentiment has been suffi-
ciently accounted for; if there is no necessity to assume for it
any peculiarity of origin; if it is simply the natural feeling of
resentment, moralised by being made coextensive with the
demands of social good; and if this feeling not only does but
ought to exist in all the classes of cases to which the idea of
justice corresponds; that idea no longer presents itself as a
stumbling-block to the utilitarian ethics. Justice remains the
appropriate name for certain social utilities which are vastly
more important, and therefore more absolute and imperative,
than any others are as a class (though not more so than others
may be in particular cases); and which, therefore, ought to be,
as well as naturally are, guarded by a sentiment not only different
in degree, but also in kind ; distinguished from the milder feeling
which attaches to the mere idea of promoting human pleasure
or convenience, at once by the more definite nature of its com-
mands, and by the sterner character of its sanctions.
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The grand, leading principle, towards which every argument unfolded
in these pages directly converges, is the absolute and essential importance
of human development in its richest diversity.—~WiLHELM vON HUMBOLDT:
Sphere and Duties of Government.



To the beloved and deplored memory of her who was the inspirer,
and in part the author, of all that is best in my writings—the
friend and wife whose exalted sense of truth and right was my
strongest incitement, and whose approbation was my chief
reward—]I dedicate this volume. Like all that I have written for
many years, it belongs as much to her as to me; but the work as
it stands has had, in a very insufficient degree, the inestimable
advantage of her revision; some of the most important portions
having been reserved for a more careful re-cxamination, which
they are now never destined to receive. Were I but capable of
interpreting to the world one half the great thoughts and noble
feelings which are buried in her grave, I should be the medium of
a greater benefit to it, than is ever likely to arise from anything
that I can write, unprompted and unassisted by her all but
unrivalled wisdom,
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ON LIBERTY

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTORY

THE subject of this Essay is not the so-called Liberty of the Will,
so unfortunately opposed to the misnamed doctrine of Philo-
sophical Necessity; but Civil, or Social Liberty: the nature
and limits of the power which can be legitimately exercised
by society over the individual. A question seldom stated, and
hardly ever discussed, in general terms, but which profoundly
influences the practical controversies of the age by its latent
presence, and is likely soon to make itself recognised as the vital
question of the future. It is so far from being new, that, in
a certain sense, it has divided mankind, almost from the re-
motest ages; but in the stage of progress into which the more
civilised portions of the species have now entered, it presents
itself under new conditions, and requires a different and more
fundamental treatment.

The struggle between Liberty and Authority is the most
conspicuous feature in the portions of history with which we
are earliest familiar, particularly in that of Greece, Rome, and
England. But in old times this contest was between subjects,
or some classes of subjects, and the Government. By liberty,
was meant protection against the tyranny of the political rulers.
The rulers were conceived (except in some of the popular
governments of Greece) as in a necessarily antagonistic position
to the people whom they ruled. They consisted of a governing
One, or a governing tribe or caste, who derived their authority
from inheritance or conquest, who, at all events, did not hold
it at the pleasure of the governed, and whose supremacy men did
not venture, perhaps did not desire, to contest, whatever pre-
cautions might be taken against its oppressive exercise. Their
power was regarded as necessary, but also as highly dangerous;
as a weapon which they would attempt to use against their
subjects, no less than against external enemies. To prevent
the weaker members of the community from being preyed upon

65



66 On Liberty

by innumerable vultures, it was needful that there should be
an animal of prey stronger than the rest, commissioned to keep
them down. But as the king of the vultures would be no less
bent upon preying on the flock than any of the minor harpies,
it was indispensable to be in a perpetual attitude of defence
against his beak and claws. The aim, therefore, of patriots was
to set limits to the power which the ruler should be suffered to
exercise over the community; and this limitation was what they
meant by liberty. It was attempted in two ways. First, by
obtaining a recognition of certain immunities, called political
liberties or rights, which it was to be regarded as a breach of duty
in the ruler to infringe, and which if he did infringe, specific
resistance, or general rebellion, was held to be justifiable. A
second, and generally a later expedient, was the establishment of
constitutional checks, by which the consent of the community,
or of a body of some sort, supposed to represent its interests,
was made a necessary condition to some of the more important
acts of the governing power. To the first of these modes of
limitation, the ruling power, in most European countries, was
compelled, more or less, to submit. It was not so with the
second; and, to attain this, or when already in some degree
possessed, to attain it more completely, became everywhere the
principal object of the lovers of liberty. And so long as mankind
were content to combat one enemy by another, and to be ruled
by a master, on condition of being guaranteed more or less
efficaciously against his tyranny, they did not carry their
aspirations beyond this point.

A time, however, came, in the progress of human affairs, when
men ceased to think it a necessity of nature that their governors
should be an independent power, opposed in interest to them-
selves. Itappeared to them much better that the various magis-
trates of the State should be their tenants or delegates, revocable
at their pleasure. In that way alone, it seemed, could they have
complete security that the powers of government would never
be abused to their disadvantage. By degrees this new demand
for elective and temporary rulers became the prominent object
of the exertions of the popular party, wherever any such party
existed; and superseded, to a considerable extent, the previous
efforts to limit the power of rulers. As the struggle proceeded
for making the ruling power emanate from the periodical choice
of the ruled, some persons began to think that too much import-
ance had been attached to the limitation of the power itself,
That (it might seem) was a resource against rulers whose interests
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were habitually opposed to those of the people. What was now
wanted was, that the rulers should be identified with the people;
that their interest and will should be the interest and will of
the nation. The nation did not need to be protected against
its own will. There was no fear of its tyrannising over itself.
Let the rulers be effectually responsible to it, promptly remov-
able by it, and it could afford to trust them with power of which
it could itself dictate the use to be made. Their power was but
the nation’s own power, concentrated, and in a form convenient
for exercise. This mode of thought, or rather perhaps of feeling,
was common among the last generation of European liberalism,
in the Continental section of which it still apparently predomi-
nates. Those who admit any limit to what a government may
do, except in the case of such governments as they think ought
not to exist, stand out as brilliant exceptions among the political
thinkers of the Continent. A similar tone of sentiment might
by this time have been prevalent in our own country, if the
circumstances which for a time encouraged it, had continued
unaltered.

But, in political and philosophical theories, as well as in persons,
success discloses faults and infirmities which failure might have
concealed from observation. The notion, that the people have
no need to limit their power over themselves, might seem
axiomatic, when popular government was a thing only dreamed
about, or read of as having existed at some distant period of the
past. Neither was that notion necessarily disturbed by such
temporary aberrations as those of the French Revolution, the
worst of which were the work of a usurping few, and which, in
any case, belonged, not to the permanent working of popular
institutions, but to a sudden and convulsive outbreak against
monarchical and aristocratic despotism. In time, however, a
democratic republic came to occupy a large portion of the earth’s
surface, and made itself felt as one of the most powerful members
of the community of nations; and elective and responsible
government became subject to the observations and criticisms
which wait upon a great existing fact. It was now perceived
that such phrases as * self-government,” and “ the power of the
people over themselves,” do not express the true state of the
case. The “ people ”’ who exercise the power are not always the
same people with those over whom it is exercised; and the ‘ self-
government *’ spoken of is not the government of each by him-
self, but of each by all the rest. The will of the people, moreover,
practically means the will of the most numerous or the most
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active part of the people; the majority, or those who succeed in
making themselves accepted as the majority; the people, conse-
quently may desire to oppress a part of their number; and pre-
cautions are as much needed against this as against any other
abuse of power. The limitation, therefore, of the power of
government over individuals loses none of its importance when
the holders of power are regularly accountable to the community,
that is, to the strongest party therein. This view of things,
recommending itself equally to the intelligence of thinkers and
to the inclination of those important classes in European society
to whose real or supposed interests democracy is adverse, has had
no difficulty in establishing itself; and in political speculations
“ the tyranny of the majority ” is now generally included among
the evils against which society requires to be on its guard.

Like other tyrannies, the tyranny of the majority was at first,
and is still vulgarly, held in dread, chiefly as operating through
the acts of the public authorities. But reflecting persons per-
ceived that when society is itself the tyrant—society collectively
over the separate individuals who compose it—its means of
tyrannising are not restricted to the acts which it may do by
the hands of its political functionaries. Society can and does
execute its own mandates: and if it issues wrong mandates
instead of right, or any mandates at all in things with which it
ought not to meddle, it practises a social tyranny more for-
midable than many kinds of political oppression, since, though
not usually upheld by such extreme penalties, it leaves fewer
means of escape, penetrating much more deeply into the details
of life, and enslaving the soul itself. Protection, therefore,
against the tyranny of the magistrate is not enough: there
needs protection also against the tyranny of the prevailing
opinion and feeling; against the tendency of society to impose,
by other means than civil penalties, its own ideas and practices
as rules of conduct on those who dissent from them; to fetter
the development, and, if possible, prevent the formation, of any
individuality not in harmony with its ways, and compels all
characters to fashion themselves upon the model of its own,
There is a limit to the legitimate interference of collective opinion
with individual independence: and to find that limit, and main-
tain it against encroachment, is as indispensable to a good con-
dition of human affairs, as protection against political despotism.

But though this proposition is not likely to be contested in
general terms, the practical question, where to place the limit—
how to raake the fitting adjustment between individual inde-
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pendence and social control—is a subject on which nearly every-
thing remains to be done. All that makes existence valuable
to anv one, depends on the enforcement of restraints upon the
actions of other people. Some rules of conduct, therefore, must
be imposed, by law in the first place, and by opinion on many
things which are not fit subjects for the operation of law. What
these rules should be is the principal question in human affairs;
but if we except a few of the most obvious cases, it 1s one of those
which least progress has been made in resolving. No two ages,
and scarcely any two countries, have decided 1t alike; and the
decision of one age or country is a wonder to another. Yet the
people of any given age and country no more suspect any diff
culty in1it, than if 1t were a subject on which mankind had always
been agreed. The rules which obtain among themselves appear
to them self-evident and self-justifying. This all but universal
illusion is one of the examples of the magical influence of custom,
which is not only, as the proverb says, a second nature, but is
continually mistaken for the first. The effect of custom, in
preventing any misgiving respecting the rules of conduct which
mankind impose on one another, is all the more complete because
the subject 1s one on which it is not generally considered neces-
sary that reasons should be given, either by one person to others
or by each to himself. People are accustomed to believe, and
have been encouraged in the belief by some who aspire to the
character of philosophers, that their feelings, on subjects of this
nature, are better than reasons, and render reasons unnecessary.
The practical principle which guides them to their opinions on
the regulation of human conduct, is the feeling in each person’s
mind that everybody should be required to act as he, and those
with whom he sympathises, would like them to act. No one,
indeed, acknowledges to himself that his standard of judgment
is his own liking; but an opinion on a point of conduct, not
supported by reasons, can only count as one person’s preference;
and if the reasons, when given, are a mere appeal to a similax
preference felt by other people, it is still only many people’s
liking instead of one. To an ordinary man, however, his own
preference, thus supported, is not only a perfectly satisfactory
reason, but the only one he generally has for any of his notions
of morality, taste, or propriety, which are not expressly written
in his religious creed; and his chief guide in the interpretation
even of that. Men’s opinions, accordingly, on what is laudable
or blamable, are affected by all the multifarious causes which
influence their wishes in regard to the conduct of others, and
D 482
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which are as numerous as those which determine their wishes
on any other subject. Sometimes their reason—at other times
their prejudices or superstitions: often their social affections,
not seldom their antisocial ones, their envy or jealousy, their
arrogance or contemptuousness: but most commonly their
desires or fears for themselves—their legitimate or illegitimate
self-interest. Wherever there is an ascendant class, a large
portion of the morality of the country emanates from its class
interests, and its feelings of class superiority. The morality
between Spartans and Helots, between planters and negroes,
between princes and subjects, between nobles and roturiers,
between men and women, has been for the most part the creation
of these class interests and feelings: and the sentiments thus
generated react in turn upon the moral feelings of the members
of the ascendant class, in their relations among themselves.
Where, on the other hand, a class, formerly ascendant, has lost
1ts ascendancy, or where its ascendancy is unpopular, the pre-
vailing moral sentiments frequently bear the impress of an
impatient dislike of superiority. Another grand determining
principle of the rules of conduct, both in act and forbearance,
which have been enforced by law or opinion, has been the
servility of mankind towards the supposcd preferences or
aversions of their temporal masters or of their gods. This
servility, though essentially selfish, is not hypocrisy; it gives
rise to perfectly genuine sentiments of abhorrence; it made men
burn magicians and heretics. Among so many baser influences,
the general and obvious interests of society have of course had a
share, and a large one, in the direction of the moral sentiments:
less, however, as a matter of reason, and on their own account,
than as a consequence of the sympathies and antipathies which
grew out of them: and sympathies and antipathies which had
little or nothing to do with the interests ‘of society, have made
themselves feit in the establishment of moralitics with quite as
great force.

The lkings and dislikings of society, or of some powerful
portion of it, are thus the main thing which has practically deter-
mined the rules laid down for general observance, under the
penalties of law or opinion. And in general, those who have
been in advance of society in thought and feeling, have left this
condition of things unassailed in principle, however they may
have come into conflict with it in some of its details. They have
occupied themselves rather in inquiring what things society
ought to like or dislike, than in questioning whether its likings
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or dislikings should be a law to individuals. They preferred
endeavourmo to alter the feelings of mankind on the particular
points on which they were themselves heretical, rather than
make common cause in defence of freedom, w1th heretics
generally. The only case in which the higher ground has been
taken on principle and maintained with consistency, by any but
an individual here and there, is that of religious belief: a case
instructive in many ways, and not least so as forming a most
striking instance of the fallibility of what is called the moral
sense: for the odium thevlogicum, in a sincere bigot, is one of the
most unequivocal cases of moral feeling. Those who first broke
the yoke of what called itself the Universal Church, were in
general as little willing to permit difference of religious opinion as
that church itself. But when the heat of the conflict was over,
without giving a complete victory Lo any party, and each church
or sect was reduced to limit its hopes to retaining possession of
the ground it already occupied; minorities, seeing that they
had no chance of becoming majorities, were under the necessity
of pleading to those whom they could not convert, for permission
to differ. It is accordingly on this battle field, almost solely,
that the rights of the individual against society have been
asserted on broad grounds of principle, and the claim of society
to exercise authority over dissentients openly controverted.
The great writers to whom the world owes what religious liberty
it possesses, have mostly asserted freedom of conscience as an
indefeasible right, and denied absolutely that a human being is
accountable to others for his religious belief. Yet so natural to
mankind is intolerance in whatever they really care about, that
religious freedom has hardly anywhere been practically realised,
except where religious indifference, which dislikes to have its
peace disturbed by theological quarrels, as added its weight to
the scale. In the minds of almost all religious persons, even in
the most tolerant countries, the duty of toleration is admitted
with tacit reserves. One person will bear with dissent in
matters of church government, but not of dogma; another can
tolerate everybody, short of a Papist or a Unitarian;.another
every one who belicves in revealed religion; a few extend their
charity a little further, but stop at the belief in a God and in a
future state. Wherever the sentiment of the majority is still
genuine and intense, it is found to have abated little of its claim
to be obeyed.

In England, from the peculiar circumstances of our political
history, though the yoke of opinion is perhaps heavier, that of
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law is lighter, than in most other countries of Europe; and there
is considerable jealousy of direct mterference, by the legislative
or the executive power, with private conduct; not so much from
any just regard for the independence of the individual, as from
the still subsisting habit of looking on the government as repre-
senting an opposite interest to the public. The majority have
not yet learnt to feel the power of the government their power, or
its opinions their opinions. When they do so, individual liberty
will probably be as much exposed to invasion from the govern-
ment, as it already is from public opinion. But, as yet, there is
a considerable amount of feeling ready to be called forth against
any attempt of the law to control individuals in things in which
they have not hitherto been accustomed to be controlled by it;
and this with very little discrimination as to whether the matter
is, or is not, within the legitimate sphere of legal control; inso-
much that the feeling, highly salutary on the whole, is perhaps
quite as often misplaced as well grounded in the particular
instances of its application. There is, in fact, no recognised
principle by which the propriety or impropriety of government
interference is customarily tested. People decide according to
their personal preferences. Some, whenever they see any good
to be done, or evil to be remedied, would willingly instigate the
government to undertake the business; while others prefer to
bear almost any amount of social evil, rather than add one to
the departments of human interests amenable to governmental
control. And men range themselves on one or the other side in
any particular case, according to this general direction of their
sentiments; or according to the degree of interest which they
feel in the particular thing which it is proposed that the govern-
ment should do, or according to the belief they entertain that the
government would, or would not, do it in the manner they prefer;
but very rarely on account of any opinion to which they con-
sistently adhere, as to what things are fit to be done by a govern-
ment. And it seems to me that in consequence of this absence
of rule or principle, one side is at present as often wrong as
the other; the interference of government is, with about equal
frequency, improperly invoked and improperly condemned.
The object of this Essay is to assert one very simple principle,
as entitled to govern absolutely the dealings of society with the
individual in the way of compulsion and control, whether the
means used be physical force in the form of legal penalties, or the
moral coercion of public opinion. That principle is, that the
sole end for which mankind are warranted, individually or col-
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lectively, in interfering with the liberty of action of any of their
number, is self-protection. That the only purpose for which
power can be rightfully exercised over any member of a civilised
community, against his will, is to prevent harm to others. His
own good, either physical or moral, is not a sufficient warrant.
He cannot rightfully be compelled to do or forbear because it
will be better for him to do so, because it will make him happier,
because, in the opinions of others, to do so would be wise, or
even right. These are good reasons for remonstrating with him,
or reasoning with him, or persuading him, or entreating him, but
not for compelling him, or visiting him with any evil in case he
do otherwise. To justify that, the conduct from which it 1s
desired to deter him must be calculated to produce evil to some
one else. The only part of the conduct of any one, for which he
is amenable to society, is that which concerns others. In the
part which merely concerns himself, his independence is, of
right, absolute. Over himself, over his own body and mind, the
individual is sovereign.

It is, perhaps, hardly necessary to say that this doctrine 1s
meant to apply only to human beings in the maturily of their
faculties. We are not speaking of children, or of young persons
below the age which the law may fix as that of manhood or
womanhood. Those who are still in a state to require being
taken care of by others, must be protected against their own
actions as well as against external injury. For the same reason,
wemay leave out of consideration those backward states of society
in which the race itself may be considered as in its nonage. The
early difficulties in the way of spontaneous progress are so great,
that there is seldom any choice of means for overcoming them;
and a ruler full of the spirit of improvement is warranted in the
use of any expedients that will attain an end, perhaps otherwise
unattainable. Despotism is a legitimate mode of government
in dealing with barbarians, provided the end be their improve-
ment, and the means justified by actually effecting that end.
Liberty, as a principle, has no application to any state of things
anterior to the time when mankind have become capable of being
improved by free and equal discussion. Until then, there is
nothing for them but implicit obedience to an Akbar or a
Charlemagne, if they are so fortunate as to find one. But as
soon as mankind have attained the capacity of being guided to
their own improvement by conviction or persuasion (a period
long since reached in all nations with whom we need here concern
ourselves), compulsion, either in the direct form or in that of
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pains and penalties for non-compliance, is no longer admissible
as a means to their own good, and justifiable only for the security
of others.

It 1s proper to state that I forego any advantage which could
be derived to my argument from the 1dea of abstract right. as a
thing independent of utility. I regard utility as the ultimate
appeal on all ethical questions; but it must be utility in the
largest sense, grounded on the permanent interests of a man as
a progressive being. Those interests, I contend, authorise the
subjection of individual spontaneity to external control, only in
respect to those actions of each, which concern the interest of
other people. If any one does an act hurtful to others, there is
a prima [acte case for punishing him, by law, or, where legal
penalties are not safely applicable, by general disapprobation.
There are also many positive acts for the benefit of others, which
he may rightfully be compelled to perform; such as to give
evidence in a court of justice; to bear his fair share in the
common defence, or in any other joint wvork necessary to the
interest of the society of which he enjoys the protection; and
to perform certain acts of individual beneficence, such as saving
a fellow-creature’s life, or interposing to protect the defenceless
against ill-usage, things which whenever it is obviously a man’s
duty to do, he may rightfully be made responsible to society for
not doing. A person may cause evil to others not only by his
actions but by his inaction, and in either case he is justly account-
able to them for the injury. The latter case, it is true, requires
a much more cautious exercise of compulsion than the former.
To make any one answerable for doing evil to others is the rule;
to make him answerable for not preventing evil is, comparatively
speaking, the exception. Vet there are many cases clear enough
and grave enough to justify that exception. In all things which
regard the external relations of the individual, he is de jure
amenable to those whose interests are concerned, and, if need be,
to society as their protector. There are often good reasons for
not holding him to the responsibility; but these reasons must
arise from the special expediencies of the case: either because it
is a kind of case in which he is on the whole likely to act better,
when left to his own discretion, than when controlled in any way
in which society have it in their power to control him; or because
the attempt to exercise control would produce other evils, greater
than those which it would prevent. When such reasons as these
preclude the enforcement of responsibility, the conscience of the
agent himself should step into the vacant judgment seat, and
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protect those interests of others which have no external protec-
tion; judging himself all the more rigidly, because the case does
not admit of his being made accountable to the judgment of his
fellow-creatures.

But there is a sphere of action in which society, as distin-
guished from the individual, has, if any, only an indirect interest;
comprehending all that portion of a person’s life and conduct
which affects only himself, or if it also affects others, only with
their free, voluntary, and undeceived consent and participation.
When I say only himself, I mean directly, and in the first
instance; for whatever affects himself, may affect others through
himself; and the objection which may be grounded on this
contingency, will receive consideration in the sequel. This,
then, is the appropriate region of human liberty. It comprises,
first, the inward domain of consciousness; demanding liberty of
conscience in the most comprehensive sense; liberty of thought
and feeling; absolute freedom of opinion and sentiment on all
subjects, practical or speculative, scientific, moral, or theological.
The liberty of expressing and publishing opinions may seem to
fall under a different principle, since it belongs to that part of the
conduct of an individual which concerns other people; but, being
almost of as much importance as the liberty of thought itself,
and resting in great part on the same reasons, is practically
inseparable from it. Secondly, the principle requires liberty of
tastes and pursuits; of framing the plan of our life to suit our own
character; of doing as we like, subject to such consequences as
may follow: without impediment from our fellow-creatures, so
long as what we do does not harm them, even though they should
think our conduct foolish, perverse, or wrong. Thirdly, from
this liberty of each individual, follows the liberty, within the
same limits, of combination among individuals; freedom to
unite, for any purpose not involving harm to others: the persons
combining being supposed to be of full age, and not forced or
deceived.

No society in which these liberties are not, on the whole,
respected, is free, whatever may be its form of government; and
none is completely free in which they do not exist absolute and
unqualified. The only freedom which deserves the name, is that
of pursuing our own good in our own way, so long as we do not
attempt to deprive others of theirs, or impede their efforts to
obtain it. Each is the proper guardian of his own health,
whether bodily, or mental and spiritual. Mankind are greater
gainers by suffering each other to live as seems good to them-
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selves, than by compelling each to live as seems good to the
rest.

Though this doctrine is anything but new, and, to some
persons, may have the air of a truism, there is no doctrine which
stands more directly opposed to the general tendency of existing
opinion and practice. Society has expended fully as much
effort in the attempt (according to its lights) to compel people to
conform to its notions of personal as of social excellence. The
ancient commonwealths thought themselves entitled to practise,
and the ancient philosophers countenanced, the regulation of
every part of private conduct by public authority, on the ground
that the State had a deep interest in the whole bodily and mental
discipline of every one of its citizens; a mode of thinking which
may have been admissible in small republics surrounded by
powerful enemies, in constant peril of being subverted by
foreign attack or internal commotion, and to which even a short
interval of relaxed energy and self-command might so easily be
fatal that they could not afford to wait for the salutary permanent
effects of freedom. In the modern world, the greater size of
political communities, and, above all, the separation between
spiritual and temporal authority (which placed the direction of
men’s consciences in other hands than those which controlled
their worldly affairs), prevented so great an interference by law
in the details of private life; but the engines of moral repression
have been wielded more strenuously against divergence from the
reigning opinion in self-regarding, than even in social matters;
religion, the most powerful of the elements which have entered
into the formation of moral feeling, having almost always been
governed either by the ambition of a hierarchy, seeking control
over every department of human conduct, or by the spirit of
Puritanism. And some of those modern reformers who have
placed themselves in strongest opposition to the religions of the
past, have been noway behind either churches or sects in their
assertion of the right of spiritual domination: M. Comte, in parti-
cular, whose social system, as unfolded in his Systéme de Politique
Positive, aims at establishing (though by moral more than by
legal appliances) a despotism of society over the individual, sur-
passing anything contemplated in the political ideal of the most
rigid disciphinarian among the ancient philosophers.

Apart from the peculiar tenets of individual thinkers, there is
also in the world at large an increasing inclination to stretch
unduly the powers of society over the individual, both by the
force of opinion and even by that of legislation; and as the



Introductory 77

tendency of all the changes taking place in the world is to
strengthen society, and dimnish the power of the individual, this
encroachment is not one of the evils which tend spontaneously
to disappear, but, on the contrary, to grow more and more
formidable. The disposition of mankind, whether as rulers or as
fellow-citizens, to impose their own opinions and inclinations as
a rule of conduct on others, is so energetically supported by some
of the best and by some of the worst feelings incident to human
nature, that it is hardly ever kept under restraint by anything
but want of power; and as the power is not declining, but grow-
ing, unless a strong barrier of moral conviction can be raised
against the mischief, we must expect, in the present circumstances
of the world, to see it increase.

It will be convenient for the argument, if, instead of at once
entering upon the general thesis, we confine ourselves in the first
instance to a single branch of it, on which the principle here
stated is, if not fully, yet to a certain point, recognised by the
current opinions. This one branch is the Liberty of Thought:
from which it is impossible to separate the cognate liberty of
speaking and of writing. Although these liberties, to some con-
siderable amount, form part of the political morality of all
countries which profess religious toleration and free institutions,
the grounds, both philosophical and practical, on which they
rest, are perhaps not so familiar to the general mind, nor so
thoroughly appreciated by many even of the leaders of opinion,
as might have been expected. Those grounds, when rightly
understood, are of much wider application than to only one
division of the subject, and a thorough consideration of this part
of the question will be found the best introduction to the
remamder. Those to whom nothing which I am about to say
will be new, may therefore, I hope, excuse me, if on a subject
which for now three centuries has been so often discussed, I
venture on one discussion more.

*py 402
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CHAPTILR II
OF THE LIBERTY OF THOUGHT AND DISCUSSION

THE time, it is to be hoped, is gone by, when any defence would
be necessary of the ““ liberty of the press >’ as one of the securities
against corrupt or tyrannical government. No argument, we
may suppose, can now be needed, against permitting a legislature
or an executive, not identified in interest with the people, to pre-
scribe opinions to them, and determine what doctrines or what
arguments they shall be allowed to hear. This aspect of the
question, besides, has been so often and so triumphantly enforced
by preceding writers, that it needs not be specially insisted on in
this place. Though the law of England, on the subject of the
press, is as servile to this day as it was in the time of the Tudors,
there is little danger of its being actually put in force against
political discussion, except during some temporary panic, when
fear of insurrection drives ministers and judges from their
propriety; ! and, speaking generally, it is not, in constitutional
countries, to be apprehended, that the government, whether
completely responsible to the people or not, will often attempt to

1These words had scarcely been writtcn, when, as if to give them an
emphatic contradiction, occurred the Government DPress Prosccutions of
1858. That 1ll-judged interference with the liberty of public discussion
has not, however, induced me to alter a single word 1n the text, nor hasit
at all weakened my conviction that, moments of panic excepted, the era
of pains and penalties for political discussion has, 1n our own country,
passed away. For, 1n the first place, the prosecutions were not persisted
in; and, in the second they were never, properly speaking, political pro-
secutions. The offence charged was not 'that of criticising 1nstitutions, or
the acts or persons of rulers, but of circulating what was deemed an im-
moral doctrine, the lawfulness of Tryannicide

If the arguments of the present chapter are of any validity, there ought
to exist the fullest liberty of professing and discussing, as a matter of
ethical conviction, any doctrine, however immoral 1t may be considered.
It would, therefore, be irrelevant and out of place to examine here, whether
the doctrine of Tyranmcxde deserves that title I shall content myself
with saying that the subject has been at all times one of the open questions
of morals; that the act of a private citizen 1n striking down a criminal,
who, b{ ralsing himself above the law, has placed himself beyond the reach
of lega punishment or control, has been accounted by whole nations, and
by some of the best and wisest of men, not a crime, but an act of exalted
virtue; and that, right or wrong, it is'not of the nature of assassination,
but of civil war. As such, I hold that the instigation to it, in a speclﬂc
case, may be a proper sub;ect of punishment, but only if an 'overt act has
followed, and at least a probable connection can be established between
the act and the instigation. Even then, it is not a foreign government,
but the very government assailed, which alone, in the exercise of self-
defence, can legitimately puni<h attacks directed against its own existence.
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control the expression of opinion, except when in doing so it
makes itself the organ of the general intolerance of the public.
Let us suppose, therefore, that the government is entirely at one
with the people, and never thinks of exerting any power of
coercion unless in agreement with what it conceives to be their
voice. But I deny the right of the people to exercise such
coercion, either by themselves or by their government. The
power itself is illegitimate. The best government has no more
title to it than the worst. It is as noxious, or more noxious,
when exerted in accordance with public opinion, than when in
opposition to it. If all mankind minus one were of one opinion,
and only one person were of the contrary opinion, mankind
would be no more justified in silencing that one person, than he.
if he had the power, would be justified in silencing mankind,
Were an opinion a personal possession of no value except to the
owner; if to be obstructed in the enjoyment of it were simply a
private injury, it would make some difference whether the injury
was inflicted only on a few persons or on many. But the peculiar
evil of silencing the expression of an opinion is, that it is robbing
the human race; posterity as well as the existing generation;
those who dissent from the opinion, still more than those who
hold it. If the opinion is right, they are deprived of the oppor-
tunity of exchanging error for truth: if wrong, they lose, what
is almost as great a benefit, the clearer perception and livelier
impression of truth, produced by its collision with error.

It is necessary to consider separately these two hypotheses,
each of which has a distinct branch of the argument correspond-
ing to it. We can never be sure that the opinion we are en-
deavouring to stifle is a false opinion; and if we were sure,
stifling 1t would be an evil still.

First: the opinion which it is attempted to suppress by
authority may possibly be true. Those who desire to suppress
it, of course deny its truth; but they are not infallible. They
have no authority to decide the question for all mankind, and
exclude every other person from the means of judging. To
refuse a hearing to an opinion, because they are sure that it is
false, is to assume that their certainty is the same thing as
absolute certainty. All silencing of discussion is an assumption
of infallibility. Its condemnation may be allowed to rest on
this common argument, not the worse for being common.

Unfortunately for the good sense of mankind, the fact of their
fallibility is far from carrying the weight in their practical
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judgment which is always allowed to it in theory; for while
every one well knows himself to be fallible, few think it necessary
to take any precautions against their own fallibility, or admit
the supposition that any opinion, of which they feel very certain,
may be one of the examples of the error to which they acknow-
ledge themselves to be liable. Absolute princes, or others who
are accustomed to unlimited deference, usually feel this com-
plete confidence in their own opinions on nearly all subjects.
People more happily situated, who sometimes hear their opinions
disputed, and are not wholly unused to be set right when they
are wrong, place the same unbounded reliance only on such of
their opinions as are shared by all who surround them, or to
whom they habitually defer; for in proportion to a man’s
want of confidence in his own solitary judgment, does he usually
repose, with implicit trust, on the infallibility of “ the world ”’
in general. And the world, to each individual, means the part
of 1t with which he comes in contact; his party, his sect, his
church, his class of society; the man may be called, by com-
parison, almost liberal and large-minded to whom it means
anything so comprehensive as his own country or his own age.
Nor is his faith in this collective authority at all shaken by
his being aware that other ages, countries, sects, churches,
classes, and parties have thought, and even now think, the
exact reverse. He devolves upon his own world the responsi-
bility of being in the right against the dissentient worlds of other
people; and it never troubles him that mere accident has decided
which of these numerous worlds is the object of his reliance, and
that the same causes which make him a Churchman in London,
would have made him a Buddhist or a Confucian in Pekin. Yet
it is as evident in itself, as any amount of argument can make
it, that ages are no more infallible than individuals; every age
having held many opmnions which subsequent ages have deemed
not only false but absurd; and it is as certain that many opinions
now general will be rejected by future ages, as it is that many,
once general, are rejected by the present.

The objection likely to be made to this argument would pro-
bably take some such form as the following. There is no greater
assumption of infallibility in forbidding the propagation of error,
than in any other thing which is done by public authority on
its own judgment and responsibility. Judgment is given to
men that they may use it. Because it may be used erroneously,
are men to be told that they ought not to use it at all? To
prohibit what they think pernicious, is not claiming exemption
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from error, but fulfilling the duty incumbent on them, although
fallible, of acting on their conscientious conviction. If we were
never to act on our opinions, because those opinions may be
wrong, we should leave all our interests uncared for, and all our
duties unperformed. An objection which applies to all conduct
can be no valid objection to any conduct in particular. It is
the duty of governments, and of individuals, to form the truest
opinions they can; to form them carefu]ly, and never impose
them upon others unless they are quite sure of being right. But
when they are sure (such reasoners may say), it is not conscien-
tiousness but cowardice to shrink from acting on their opinions,
and allow doctrines which they honestly think dangerous to the
welfare of mankind, either in this life or in another, to be
scattered abroad without restraint, because other people in less
enlightened times, have persecuted opinions now believed to be
true. Let us take care, it may be said, not to make the same
mistake: but governments and nations have made mistakes in
other things, which are not denied to be fit subjects for the
exercise of authority: they have laid on bad taxes, made unjust
wars. Ought we therefore to lay on no taxes, and, under what-
ever provocation, make no wars? Men, and governments, must
act to the best of theirability. There 1s no such thing as absolute
certainty, but there is assurance sufficient for the purposes of
human life. We may, and must, assume our opinion to be true
for the guidance of our own conduct: and it is assuming no
more when we forbid bad men to pervert society by the propaga-
tion of opinions which we regard as false and pernicious.

I answer, that it is assuming very much more. There is the
greatest difference between presuming an opinion to be true,
because, with every opportunity for contesting it, it has not been
refuted, "and assuming its truth for the purpose of not permitting
its refutation. Complete liberty of contradicting and disproving
our opinion is the very condition which justifies us in assuming
its truth for purposes of action; and on no other terms can a
being with human faculties have- any rational assurance of being
right.

gWhen we consider either the history of opinion, or the ordinary
conduct of human life, to what is it to be ascribed that the one
and the other are no worse than they are? Not certainly to the
inherent force of the human understanding; for, on any matter
not self-evident, there are ninety-nine persons totally incapable
of judging of it for one who is capable; and the capacity of the
hundredth person is only comparative; for the majority of the
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eminent men of every past generation held many opinions now
known to be erroneous, and did or approved numerous things
which no one will now justify. Why 1s it, then, that there is on
the whole a preponderance among mankind of rational opinions
and rational conduct? If there really is this preponderance—
which there must be unless human affairs are, and have always
been, in an almost desperate state—it is owing to a quality of
the human mind, the source of everything respectable in man
either as an intcllectual or as a moral being, namely, that his
errors are corrigible. He is capable of rectifying his mistakes,
by discussion and experience. Not by experience alone. There
must be discussion, to show how experience is to be interpreted.
Wrong opinions and practices gradually yield to fact and argu-
ment; but facts and arguments, to produce any effect on the
mind, must be brought before it. Very few facts are able to
tell their own story, without comments to bring out their mean-
ing. The whole strength and value, then, of human judgment,
depending on the one property, that it can be set right when it
is wrong, reliance can be placed on it only when the means of
setting 1t right are kept constantly at hand. In the case of any
person whose judgment is really deserving of confidence, how
has it become so? Because he has kept his mind open to
criticism of his opinions and conduct. Because it has been his
practice to listen to all that could be said against him; to profit
by as much of it as was just, and expound to himself, ‘and upon
occasion to others, the fallacy of what was fallacious. Because
he has felt, that the only way in which a human being can make
some approach to knowing the whole of a subject, is by hearing
what can be said about it by persons of every varicty of opinion,
and studying all modes in which it can be looked at by every
character of mind. No wise man ever acquired his wisdom in
any mode but this; nor is it in the nature of human intellect
to become wise in any other manner. The steady habit of
correcting and completing his own opinion by collating it with
those of others, so far from causing doubt and hesitation in carry-
ing it into practice, is the only stable foundation for a just
rellance on it: for, being cognisant of all that can, at least
obviously, be said against him, and having taken up his position
against all gainsayers—knowing that he has sought for objections
and difficulties, instead of avoiding them, and has shut out no
light which can be thrown upon the subject from any quarter—he
has a right to think his judgment better than that of any person,
or any multitude, who have not gone through a similar process.
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Tt is not too much to require that what the wisest of man-
kind, those who are best entitled to trust their own judgment,
find necessary to warrant their relying on it, should be submitted
to by that miscellaneous collection of a few wise and many
foolish individuals, called the public. The most intolerant of
churches, the Roman Catholic Church, even at the canonisation
of a saint, admits, and listens patiently to, a “ devil’s advocate.”
The holiest of men, it appears, cannot be admitted to post-
humous honours, until all that the devil could say against him
is known and weighed. If even the Newtonian philosophy were
not permitted to be questioned, mankind could not feel as com-
plete assurance of its truth as they now do. The beliefs which
we have most warrant for have no safeguard to rest on, but a
standing invitation to the whole world to prove them unfounded.
If the challenge is not accepted, or is accepted and the attempt
fails, we are far enough from certainty still; but we have done
the best that the existing state of human reason admits of; we
have neglected nothing that could give the truth a chance of
reaching us: if the lists are kept open, we may hope that if
there be a better truth, it will be found when the human mind
is capable of receiving it; and in the meantime we may rely on
having attained such approach to truth as is possible in our
own day. This is the amount of certainty attainable by a
fallible being, and this the sole way of attaining it.

Strange it is, that men should admit the validity of the argu-
ments for free discussion, but object to their being “ pushed to
an extreme;”” not seeing that unless the reasons are good for
an extreme case, they are not good for any case. Strange that
they should imagine that they are not assuming infalhibility,
when they acknowledge that there should be free discussion on
all subjects which can possibly be doubful, but think that some
particular principle or doctrine should be forbidden to be
questioned because it is so certain, that is, because they are certain
that it is certain. To call any proposmon certain, while there
is any one who would deny its certainty if permitted, but who
is not permitted, is to assume that we ourselves, and those who
agree with us, are the judges of certainty, and judges without
hearing the other side.

In the present age—which has been described as “ destitute
of faith, but terrified at scepticism ’—in which people feel sure,
not so much that their opinions are true, as that they should
not know what to do without them—the claims of an opinion
to be protected from public attack are rested not so much on
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its truth, as on its importance to society. There are, it is alleged,
certain beliefs so useful, not to say indispensable, to well-being
that 1t is as much the duty of governments to uphold those
beliefs, as to protect any other of the interests of society. Ina
case of such necessity, and so directly in the line of their duty,
something less than infallibility may, it is maintained, warrant,
and even bind, governments to act on their own opinion, con-
firmed by the general opinion of mankind. It is also often
argued, and still oftener thought, that none but bad men would
desire to weaken these salutary beliefs; and there can be nothing
wrong, it is thought, in restraining bad men, and prohibiting
what only such men would wish to practise. This mode of
thinking makes the justification of restraints on discussion not
a question of the truth of doctrines, but of their usefulness;
and flatters itself by that means to escape the responsibility of
claiming to be an infallible judge of opinions. But those who
thus satisfy themselves, do not perceive that the assumption
of infallibility is merely shifted from one point to another. The
usefulness of an opinion is itself matter of opinion: as disputable,
as open to discussion, and requiring discussion as much as the
opinion itself. There is the same need of an infallible judge of
opinions to decide an opinion to be noxious, as to decide 1t to
be false, unless the opimion condemned has full opportunity of
defending itself. And it will not do to say that the heretic may
be allowed to maintain the utility or harmlessness of his opinion,
though forbidden to maintain its truth. The truth of an opinion
is part of its utility. If we would know whether or not it is
desirable that a proposition should be believed, is it possible
to exclude the consideration of whether or not it 1s true? In the
opinion, not of bad men, but of the best men, no belief which is
contrary to truth can be really useful: and can you prevent
such men from urging that plea, when they are charged with
culpability for denying some doctrine which they are told is
useful, but which they believe to be false? Those who are on
the side of received opinions never fail to take all possible
advantage of this plea; you do not find them handling the
question of utility as if it could be completely abstracted from
that of truth: on the contrary, it is, above all, because their
doctrine is ““ the truth,” that the knowledge or the belief of it
is held to be so indispensable. There can be no fair discussion
of the question of usefulness when an argument so vital mayv be
employed on one side, but not on the other. And in point of
fact, when law or public feeling do not permit the truth of an
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opinion to be disputed, they are just as little tolerant of a denial
of its usefulness. The utmost they allow is an extenuation of its
absolute necessity, or of the positive guilt of rejecting it.

In order more fully to illustrate the mischief of denying a
hearing to opinions because we, in our own judgment, have con-
demned them, it will be desirable to fix down the discussion to
a concrete case; and I choose, by preference, the cases which are
least favourable to me—in which the argument against freedom
of opinion, both on the score of truth and on that of utility, is
considered the strongest. Let the opinions impugned be the
belief in a God and in a future state, or any of the commonly
received doctrines of morality. To fight the battle on such
ground gives a great advantage to an unfair antagonist; since
he will be sure to say (and many who have no desire to be unfair
will say it internally), Are these the doctrines which you do not
deem sufficiently certain to be taken under the protection of
law? Is the belief in a God one of the opinions to feel sure of
which you hold to be assuming infallibility? But I must be
permitted to observe, that it is not the feeling sure of a doctrine
(be it what it may) which I call an assumption of infallibihity.
It is the undertaking to decide that question for others, without
allowing them to hear what can be said on the contrary side.
And I denounce and reprobate this pretension not the less, if
put forth on the side of my most solemn convictions. However
positive any one’s persuasion may be, not only of the falsity but
of the pernicinus consequences—not only of the pernicious con-
sequences, but (to adopt expressions which I altogether condemn)
the immorality and impiety of an opinion; yet if, in pursuance
of that private judgment, though backed by the public judgment
of his country or his contemporaries, he prevents the opinion
from being heard in its defence, he assumes infallibility, And so
far from the assumption being less objectionable or less dangerous
because the opinion is called immoral or impious, this is the case
of all others in which it is most fatal. These are exactly the
occasions on which the men of one generation commit those
dreadful mistakes which excite the astonishment and horror
of posterity. It is among such that we find the instances memor-
able in history, when the arm of the law has been employed to
root out the best men and the noblest doctrines; with deplorable
success as to the men, though some of the doctrines have survived
to be (as if in mockery) invoked in defence of similar conduct
towards those who dissent from them, or from their received
interpretation.
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Mankind can hardly be too often reminded, that there was
once a man named Socrates, between whom and the legal
authorities and public opinion of his time there took place a
memorable collision. Born in an age and country abounding
in individual greatness, this man has been handed down to us by
those who best knew both him and the age, as the most virtuous
man in it; while we know him as the head and prototype of all
subsequent teachers of virtue, the source equally of the lofty
inspiration of Plato and the judicious utilitarianism of Aristotle,
“{ maéstri di color che sanno,’ the two headsprings of ethical
as of all other philosophy. Tlis acknowledged master of all
the eminent thinkers who have since lived—whose fame, still
growing after more than two thousand years, all but outweighs
the whole remainder of the names which make his native city
illustrious—was put to death by his countrymen, after a judicial
conviction, for impiety and immorality. Impiety, in denying
the gods recognised by the State; indeed his accuser asserted
(see the “ Apologia ”’) that he believed in no gods at all. Im-
morality, in being, by his doctrines and instructions, a “ cor-
ruptor of youth.” Of these charges the tribunal, there is every
ground for believing, honestly found him guilty, and condemned
the man who probably of all then born had deserved best of
mankind to be put to death as a criminal.

To pass from this to the only other instance of judicial iniquity,
the mention of which, after the condemnation of Socrates,
would not be an anti-chmax: the event which took place on
Calvary rather more than eighteen hundred years ago. The
man who left on the memory of those who witnessed his life
and conversation such an impression of his moral grandeur
that eighteen subsequent centuries have done homage to him
as the Almighty in person, was ignominiously put to death, as
what? As a blasphemer. Men did not merely mistake their
benefactor; they mistook him for the exact contrary of what
he was, and treated him as that prodigy of impiety which they
themselves are now held to be for their treatment of him. The
feelings with which mankind now regard these lamentable
transactions, especially the later of the two, render them ex-
tremely unjust 1n their judgment of the unhappy actors. These
were, to all appearance, not bad men—not worse than men
commonly are, but rather the contrary; men who possessed in
a full, or somewhat more than a full measure, the religious,
moral, and patriotic feelings of their time and people: the very
kind of men who, in all times, our own included, have every
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chance of passing through hfe blameless and respected. The
high-priest who rent his garments when the words were pro-
nounced, which, according to all the ideas of his country, con-
stituted the blackest guilt, was in all probability quite as sincere
in his horror and indignation as the generality of respectable
and pious men now are in the religious and moral sentiments
they profess; and most of those who now shudder at his conduct,
if they had lived in his time, and been born Jews, would have
acted precisely as he did. Orthodox Christians who are tempted
to think that those who stoned to death the first martyrs must
have been worse men than they themselves are, ought to re-
member that one of those persecutors was Saint Paul.

Let us add one more example, the most striking of all, if the
impressiveness of an error is measured by the wisdom and virtue
of him who falls into it. If ever any one, possessed of power,
had grounds for thinking himself the best and most enlightened
among his contemporaries, it was the Emperor Marcus Aurelius.
Absolute monarch of the whole civilised world, he preserved
through life not only the most unblemished justice, but what
was less to be expected from his Stoical breeding, the tenderest
heart. The few failings which are attributed to him were all
on the side of indulgence: while his writings, the highest ethical
product of the ancient mind, differ scarcely perceptibly, if they
differ at all, from the most characteristic teachings of Christ.
This man, a better Christian in all but the dogmatic sense of the
word than almost any of the ostensibly Christian sovereigns
who have since reigned, persecuted Christianity. Placed at the
summit of all the previous attainments of humanity, with an
open, unfettered intellect, and a character which led him of
himself to embody in his moral writings the Christian ideal, he
yet failed to see that Christianity was to be a good and not an
evil to the world, with his duties to which he was so deeply
penetrated. Existing society he knew to be in a deplorable
state. But such as it was, he saw, or thought he saw, that it
was held together, and prevented from being worse, by belief
and reverence of the received divinities. As a ruler of mankind,
he deemed it his duty not to suffer society to fall in pieces;
and saw not how, if its existing ties were removed, any others
could be formed which could again knit it together. The new
religion openly aimed at dissolving these ties: unless, therefore,
it was his duty to adopt that religion, it seemed to be bis duty
to put it down. Inasmuch then as the theology of Christianity
did not appear to him true or of divine origin; inasinuch as
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this strange history of a crucified God was not credible to him,
and a system which purported to rest entirely upon a foundation
to him so wholly unbelievable, could not be foreseen by him
to be that renovating agency which, after all abatements, it
has in fact proved to be; the gentlest and most amiable of philo-
sophers and rulers, under a solemn sense of duty, authorised
the persecution of Christianity. To my mind this is one of the
most tragical facts in all history. It is a bitter thought, how
different a thing the Christianity of the world might have been,
if the Christian faith had been adopted as the religion of the
empire under the auspices of Marcus Aurelius instead of those
of Constantine. But it would be equally unjust to him and
false to truth to deny, that no one plea which can be urged
for punishing anti-Christian teaching was wanting to Marcus
Aurelius for punishing, as he did, the propagation of Christianity.
No Christian more firmly believes that Atheism is false, and
tends to the dissolution of society, than Marcus Aurelius believed
the same things of Christianity; he who, of all men then living,
might have been thought the most capable of appreciating it.
Unless any one who approves of punishment for the promulga-
tion of opinions, flatters himself that he is a wiser and better
man than Marcus Aurelius—more deeply versed in the wisdom
of his time, more elevated in his intellect above it—more earnest
in his search for truth, or more single-minded in his devotion
to it when found; let him abstain from that assumption of the
joint infallibility of himself and the multitude, which the great
‘Antoninus made with so unfortunate a result.

Aware of the impossibility of defending the use of punishment
for restraining irreligious opinions by any argument which will
not justify Marcus Antoninus, the enemies of religious freedom,
when hard pressed, occasionally accept this consequence, and
say, with Dr. Johnson, that the persecutors of Christianity were
in the right; that persecution is an ordeal through which truth
ought to pass, and always passes successfully, legal penalties
being, in the end, powerless against truth, though sometimes
beneficially effective against mischievous errors. This is a form
of the argument for religious intolerance sufficiently remarkable
not to be passed without notice.

A theory which maintains that truth may justifiably be per-
secuted because persecution cannot possibly do it any harm,
cannot be charged with being intentionally hostile to the recep-
tion of new truths; but we cannot commend the generosity of
its dealing with the persons to whom mankind are indebted for
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them. To discover to the world something which deeply con-
cerns it, and of which it was previously ignorant; to prove to
it that it had been mistaken on some vital pomnt of temporal or
spiritual interest, is as important a service as a human being
can render to his fellow-creatures, and in certan cases, as in
those of the early Christians and of the Reformers, those who
think with Dr. Johnson believe 1t to have been the most precious
gift which could be bestowed on mankind. That the authors
of such splendid benefits should be requited by martyrdom;
that their reward should be to be dealt with as the vilest of
criminals, is not, upon this theory, a deplorable error and mis-
fortune, for which humanity should mourn in sackcloth and
ashes, but the normal and justifiable state of things. The pro-
pounder of a new truth, according to this doctrine, should stand,
as stood, in the legislation of the Locrians, the proposer of a new
law, with a halter round his neck, to be instantly tightened if
the public assembly did not, on hearing his reasons, then and
there adopt his proposition. People who defend this mode of
treating benefactors cannot be supposed to set much value on
the benefit; and I believe this view of the subject is mostly
confined to the sort of persons who think that new truths may
have been desirable once, but that we have had enough of them
now.

But, indeed, the dictum that truth always triumphs over
persecution is one of those pleasant falsehoods which men
repeat after one another till they pass into commonplaces, but
which all experience refutes. History teems with instances of
truth put down by persecution. If not suppressed for ever, it
may be thrown back for centuries. To speak only of religious
opinions: the Reformation broke out at least twenty times before
Luther, and was put down. Arnold of Brescia was put down.
Fra Dolcino was put down. Savonarola was put down. The
Albigeois were put down. The Vaudois were put down. The
Lollards were put down. The Hussites were put down. Even
after the era of Luther, wherever persecution was persisted in,
it was successful. In Spain, Italy, Flanders, the Austrian empire,
Protestantism was rooted out; and, most likely, would have been
so in England, had Queen Mary lived, or Queen Elizabeth died.
Persecution has always succeeded, save where the heretics were
too strong a party to be effectually persecuted. No reasonable
person can doubt that Christianity might have been extirpated
in the Roman Empire. It spread, and became predominant,
because the persecutions were only occasional, lasting but a
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short time, and separated by long intervals of almost undisturbed
propagandism. It is a piece of idle sentimentality that truth,
merely as truth, has any inherent power denied to error of pre-
vailing against the dungeon and the stake. Men are not more
zealous for truth than they often are for error, and a sufficient
application of legal or even of social penalties will generally
succeed in stopping the propagation of either. The real advan-
tage which truth has consists in this, that when an opinion is
true, it may be extinguished once, twice, or many times, but in
the course of ages there will generally be found persons to re-
discover it, until some one of its reappearances falls on a time
when from favourable circumstances it escapes persecution
until it has made such head as to withstand all subsequent
attempts to suppress 1t.

It will be sa.d, that we do not now put to death the intro-
ducers of new opmions: we are not like our fathers who slew
the prophets, we even build sepulchres to them. It 1s true we
no longer put heretics to death; and the amount of penal
infliction which modern feeling would probably tolerate, even
aganst the most obnoxious opinions, is not sufficient to extirpate
them. But let us not flatter ourselves that we are yet free from
the stain even of legal persecution. Penalties for opinion, or
at least for its expression, still exist by law; and their enforce-
ment 1s not, cven in these times, so unexampled as to make
it at all incredible that they ma'r some day be revived in full
force. In the year 1857, at the summer assizes of the county
of Cornwall, an unfortunate man,! said to be of unexceptionable
conduct in all relations of life, was sentenced to twenty-one
months’ imprisonment, for uttering, and writing on a gate, some
offensive words concerning Christianity. Within a month of
the same time, at the Old Bailey, two persons, on two separate
occasions,? were rejected as jurymen, and one of them grossly
insulted by the judge and by one of the counsel, because they
honestly declared that they had no theological belief; and a
third, a foreigner,? for the same reason, was denied justice against
a thief. This refusal of redress took place in virtue of the legal
doctrine, that no person can be allowed to give evidence in a
court of justice who does not profess belief in a God (any god
is sufficient) and in a future state; which is equivalent to declar-

1Thomas Pooley, Bodmin Assizes, July 31, 1857. In December

following, he received a free pardon from the Crown.
3 George Jacob Holyoake, August 17, 1857; Edward Truelove, July,

1857.
3 Baron de Gleichen, Marlborough Street Police Court, August 4, 1857.
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ing such persons to be outlaws, excluded from the protection of
the tribunals; who may not only be robbed or assaulted with
impunity, if no one but themselves, or persons of similar opinions,
be present, but any one else may be robbed or assaulted with
impunity, if the proof of the fact depends on their evidence.
The assumption on which this is grounded is that the oath is
worthless of a person who does not believe in a future state;
a proposition which betokens much ignorance of history in those
who assent to it (since it is historically true that a large propor-
tion of infidels in all ages have been persons of distinguished
integrity and honour); and would be maintained by no one
who had the smallest conception how many of the persons in
greatest repute with the world, both for virtues and attainments,
are well known, at least to their intimates, to be unbelievers.
The rule, besides, is suicidal, and cuts away its own foundation.
Under pretence that atheists must be liars, it admits the testi-
mony of all atheists who are willing to lie, and rejects only those
who brave the obloquy of publicly confessing a detested creed
rather than affirm a falsehood. A rule thus self-convicted of
absurdity so far as regards its professed purpose, can be kept
in force only as a badge of hatred, a relic of persecution; a
persecution, too, having the peculiarity that the qualification
for undergoing it is the being clearly proved not to deserve it.
The rule, and the theory it implies, are hardly less insulting to
believers than to infidels. For if he who does not believe in a
future state neccssarily lies, it follows that they who do believe
are only prevented from lying, if prevented they are, by the fear
of hell. We will not do the authors and abettors of the rule
the injury of supposing that the conception which they have
formed of Christian virtue is drawn from their own consciousness.

These, indeed, are but rags and remnants of persecution, and
may be thought to be not so much an indication of the wish to
persecute, as an example of that very frequent infirmity of
English minds, which makes them take a preposterous pleasure
in the assertion of a bad principle, when they are no longer bad
enough to desire to carry it really into practice. But unhappily
there is no security in the state of the public mind that the sus-
pension of worse forms of legal persecution, which has lasted for
about the space of a generation, will continue. In this age the
quiet surface of routine is as often ruffled by attempts to resus-
citate past evils, as to introduce new benefits. What is boasted
of at the present time as the revival of religion, is always, in
narrow and uncultivated minds, at least as much the revival of
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bigotry; and where there is the strong permanent leaven of
intolerance in the feelings of a people, which at all times abides
in the middle classes of this country, it needs but little to provoke
them 1nto actively persecuting those whom they have never
ceased to think proper objects of persecution.! For it is this—
it is the opinions men entertain, and the feelings they cherish,
respecting those who disown the beliefs they deem important,
which makes this country not a place of mental freedom. Fora
long time past, the chief mischief of the legal penalties is that
they strengthen the social stigma. It is that stigma which is
really effective, and so effective is it, that the profession of
opinions which are under the ban of socicty is much less common
in England than is, in many other countries, the avowal of those
which incur risk of judicial punishment. In respect to all
persons but those whose pecuniary circumstances make them
independent of the good will of other people, opinion, on this
subject, is as efficacious as law; men might as well be imprisoned,
as excluded from the means of earning their bread. Those
whose bread is already secured, and who desire no favours from
men in power, or from bodies of men, or from the public, have
nothing to fear from the open avowal of any opinions, but to be
ill-thought of and ill-spoken of, and this it ought not to require
a very heroic mould to enable them to bear. There is no room
for any appeal ad misericordiam in behalf of such persons. But

1 Ample warning may be drawn from the large infusion of the passions
of a persecutor, which mingled with the general display of the worst parts
of our national character on the occasion of the Sepoy insurrection. The
ravings of fanatics or charlatans from the pulpit may be unworthy of
notice; but the heads of the Evangelical party have announced as their
principle for the government of Hindoos and Mahomedans, that no
schools be supported by public money in which the Bible is not taught,
and by necessary consequence that no public employment be given to
any but real or pretended Christians. An Under-Secretary of State, in a
speech delivered to his constituents on the r12th of November, 1857, is
reported to have said: *‘ Toleration of their faith * (the faith of a hundred
millions of British subjects), * the superstition which they called rchgion,
b{ the British Government, had had the effect of retarding the ascendancy
of the British name, and preventing the salutary growth of Chris-
tiamty. . . . Toleration was the great corner-stone of the religious
lLiberties of this country; but do not let them abuse that precious word
toleration. As he undeistood 1t, it meant the complete liberty to all,
freedom of worship, among Christians, who worshipped upon the same
foundation. It meant toleration of all sects and denominations of Chris-
tians who believed wn the one mediation.”” 1 desire to call attention to the
fact, that a man who has been deemed fit to fill a high office in the govern-
ment of this country under a liberal ministry, maintains the doctrine that
all who do not believe in the divinity of Christ are beyond the pale of
toleration. Who, after this imbecile display, can indulge the illusion that
religious persecution has passed away, never to return?
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though we do not now inflict so much evil on those who think
differently from us as it was formerly our custom to do, it may
be that we do ourselves as much evil as ever by our treatment of
them, Socrates was put to death, but the Socratic philosophy
rose like the sun in heaven, and spread its illumination over the
whole intellectual firmament. Christians were cast to the lions,
but the Christian church grew up a stately and spreading tree,
overtopping the older and less vigorous growths, and stifling
them by its shade. Our merely social intolerance kills no one,
roots out no opinions, but induces men to disguise them, or to
abstain from any active effort for their diffusion. With us,
heretical opinions do not perceptibly gain, or even lose, ground
in each decade or generation; they never blaze out far and wide,
but continue to smoulder in the narrow circles of thinking and
studious persons among whom they originate, without ever
lighting up the general affairs of mankind with either a true or a
deceptive light. And thus is kept up a state of things very
satisfactory to some minds, because, without the unpleasant
process of fining or imprisoning anybody, it maintains all pre-
vailing opinions outwardly undisturbed, while it does not abso-
lutely interdict the exercise of reason by dissentients afflicted
with the malady of thought. A convenient plan for having
peace in the intellectual world, and keeping all things going on
therein very much as they do already. But the price paid for
this sort of intellectual pacification is the sacrifice of the entire
moral courage of the human mind. A state of things in which a
large portion of the most active and inquiring intellects find it
advisable to keep the general principles and grounds of their
convictions within their own breasts, and attempt, in what they
address to the public, to fit as much as they can of their own
conclusions to premises which they have internally renounced,
cannot send forth the open, fearless characters, and logical, con-
sistent intellects who once adorned the thinking world. The
sort of men who can be looked for under it, are either mere
conformers to common-place, or time-servers for truth, whose
arguments on all great subjects are meant for their hearers, and
are not those which have convinced themselves. Those who
avoid this alternative, do so by narrowing their thoughts and
interest to things which can be spoken of without venturing within
the region of principles, that is, to small practical matters, which
would come right of themselves, if but the minds of mankind
were strengthened and enlarged, and which will never te made
effectually right until then: while that which would strengthen
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and enlarge men’s minds, free and daring speculation on the
highest subjects, is abandoned.

Those in whose eyes this reticence on the part of heretics is no
evil should consider, in the first place, that in consequence of it
there is never any fair and thorough discussion of heretical
opinions; and that such of them as could not stand such a dis-
cussion, though they may be prevented from spreading, do not
disappear. But it is not the minds of heretics that are deterio-
rated most by the ban placed on all inquiry which does not end
in the orthodox conclusions. The greatest harm done is to those
who are not heretics, and whose whole mental development is
cramped, and their reason cowed, by the fear of heresy. Who
can compute what the world loscs in the multitude of promising
intellects combined with timid characters, who dare not follow
out any bold, vigorous, independent train of thought, lest it
should land them in something which would admit of being con-
sidered irrehigious or immoral? Among them we may occasion-
ally see some man of deep conscientiousness, and subtle and
refined understanding, who spends a hfe in sophisticating with
an intellect which he cannot silence, and exhausts the resources
of ingenuity in attempting to reconcile the promptings of his
conscience and reason with orthodoxy, which yet he does not,
perhaps, to the end succeed in doing. No one can be a great
thinker who does not recognise, that as a thinker it is his first
duty to follow his intellect to whatever conclusions it may lead.
Truth gains more even by the errors of one who, with due study
and preparation, thinks for himself, than by the true opinions of
those who only hold them because they do not suffer themselves
to think. Not that it is solely, or chiefly, to form great thinkers,
that freedom of thinking is required. On the contrary, it is as
much and even more indispensable to enable average human
beings to attain the mental stature which they are capable of.
There have been, and may again be, great individual thinkers
in a general atmosphere of mental slavery. But there never has
been, nor ever will be, in that atmosphere an intellectually
active people. Where any people has made a temporary
approach to such a character, it has been because the dread of
heterodox speculation was for a time suspended. W here there
is a tacit convention that principles are not to be disputed;
where the discussion of the greatest questions which can occupy
humanity is considered to be closed, we cannot hope to find that
generally high scale of mental activity which has made some
periods of history so remarkable. Never when controversy
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avoided the subjects which are large and important enough to
kindle enthusiasm, was the mind of a people stirred up from its
foundations, and the impulse given which raised even persons
of the most ordinary intellect to something of the dignitv of
thinking beings. Of such we have had an example in the con-
dition of Europe during the times immediately following the
Reformation; another, though limited to the Continent and to
a more cultivated class, in the speculative movement of the
latter half of the eighteenth century; and a third, of still briefer
duration, in the intellectual fermentation of Germany during the
Goethian and Fichtean period. These periods differed widely
in the particular opinions which they developed; but were alike
in this, that during all three the yoke of authority was broken.
In each, an old mental despotism had been thrown off, and no
new one had yet taken its place. The impulse given at these
three periods has made Europe what it now 1s. Every single
improvement which has taken place either in the human mind
or in institutions, may be traced distinctly to one or other of
them. Appearances have for some time indicated that all three
impulses are well nigh spent; and we can expect no fresh start
until we again assert our mental freedom.

Let us now pass to the second division of the argument, and
dismissing the supposition that any of the received opinions may
be false, let us assume them to be true, and examine into the
worth of the manner in which they are likely to be held, when
their truth is not freely and openly canvassed. However un-
willingly a person who has a strong opinion may admit the
possibility that his opinion may be false, he ought to be moved
by the consideration that, however true it may be, if it is not
fully, frequently, and fearlessly discussed, it will be held as a
dead dogma, not a living truth.

There is a class of persons (happily not quite so numerous as
formerly) who think it enough 1f a person assents undoubtingly
to what they think true, though he has no knowledge whatever
of the grounds of the opinion, and could not make a tenable
defence of it against the most superficial objections. Such
persons, if they can once get their creed taught from authority,
naturally think that no good, and some harm, comes of its being
allowed to be questioned. Where their influence prevails, they
make it nearly impossible for the received opinion to be rejected
wisely and considerately, though it may still be rejected rashly
and ignorantly; for to shut out discussion entirely is seldom
possible, and when it once gets in, beliefs not grounded on
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conviction are apt to give way before the slightest semblance of
anargument. Waiving, however, this possibility—assuming that
the true opinion abides in the mind, but abides as a prejudice,
a belief independent of, and proof against, argument—this is not
the way in which truth ought to be held by a rational being.
This is not knowing the truth. Truth, thus held, is but one
superstition the more, accidentally clinging to the words which
enunciate a truth.

If the intellect and judgment of mankind ought to be culti-
vated, a thing which Protestants at least do not deny, on what
can these faculties be more appropriately exercised by any one,
than on the things which concern him so much that it is con-
sidered necessary for him to hold opinions on them? If the
cultivation of the understanding consists in one thing more than
in another, it is surely in learning the grounds of one’s own
opinions. Whatever people believe, on subjects on which it is
of the first importance to believe rightly, they ought to be able
to defend against at least the common objections. But, some
one may say, ‘“ Let them be faught the grounds of their opinions.
It does not follow that opinions must be merely parroted because
they are never heard controverted. Persons who learn geometry
do not simply commit the theorems to memory, but understand
and learn likewise the demonstrations; and it would bhe absurd
to say that they remain ignorant of the grounds of geometrical
truths, because they never hear any onc deny, and attempt to
disprove them.” Undoubtedly: and such teaching suffices on
a subject like mathematics, where there is nothing at all to be
said on the wrong side of the question. The peculiarity of the
evidence of mathematical truths is that all the argument is on
one side. There are no objections, and no answers to objections.
But on every subject on which difference of opinion is possible,
the truth depends on a balance to be struck between two sets
of conflicting reasons. Even in natural philosophy, there is
always some other explanation possible of the same facts; some
geocentric theory instead of heliocentric, some phlogiston instead
of oxygen; and it has to be shown why that other theory cannot
be the true one: and until this is shown, and until we know how
it is shown, we do not understand the grounds of our opinion.
But when we turn to subjects infinitely more complicated, to
morals, religion, politics, social relations, and the business of life,
three-fourths of the arguments for every disputed opinion con-
sist in dispelling the appearances whic favour some opinion
different from it. The greatest orator, save one, of antiquity,
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has left it on record that he always studied his adversary’s case
with as great, if not still greater, intensity than even his own.
What Cicero practised as the means of forensic success requires
to be imitated by all who study any subject in order to arrive
at the truth. He who knows only his own side of the case,
knows little of that. His reasons may be good, and no one may
have been able to refute them. But if he is equally unable to
refute the reasons on the opposite side; if he does not so much as
know what they are, he has no ground for preferringeitheropinion.
The rational position for him would be suspension of judgment,
and unless he contents himself with that, he is either led by
authority, or adopts, like the generality of the world, the side to
which he feels most inclination. Nor is it enough that he should
hear the arguments of adversaries from his own teachers, pre-
sented as they state them, and accompanied by what they offer
as refutations. That is not the way to do justice to the argu-
ments, or bring them nto real contact with his own mind. He
must be able to hear them from persons who actually believe
them; who defend them in earnest, and do their very utmost for
them. He must know them in their most plausible and per-
suasive form; he must feel the whole force of the difficulty which
the true view of the subject has to encounter and dispose of ; else
he will never really possess himself of the portion of truth which
meets and removes that difficulty. Ninety-nine in a hundred of
what are called educated men are in this condition; even of those
who can argue fluently for their opinions. Their conclusion may
be true, but it might be false for anything they know: they have
never thrown themselves into the mental position of those who
think differently from them, and considered what such persons
may have to say; and consequently they do not, in any proper
sense of the word, know the doctrine which they themselves
profess. They do not know those parts of it which explain and
justify the remainder; the considerations which show that a
fact which seemingly conflicts with another is reconcilable with
it, or that, of two apparently sirong reasons, one and not the
other ought to be preferred. All that part of the truth which
turns the scale, and decides the judgment of a completely in-
formed mind, they are strangers to; nor is it ever really known,
but to those who have attended equally and impartially to both
sides, and endeavoured to see the reasons of both in the strongest
light. So essential is this discipline to a real understanding of
moral and human subjects, that if opponents of all important
truths do not exist, it is indispensable to imagine them, and
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supply them with the strongest arguments which the most
skilful devil’s advocate can conjure up.

To abate the force of these considerations, an encmy of free
discussion may be supposed to say, that there is no necessity
for mankind in general to know and understand all that can be
said against or for their opinions by philosophers and theologians.
That it is not needful for common men to be able to expose all
the misstatements or fallacies of an ingenious opponent. That
it is enough if there is always somebody capable of answering
them, so that nothing likely to mislead uninstructed persons
remains unrefuted. That simple minds, having been taught the
obvious grounds of the truths inculcated on them, may trust to
authority for the rest, and being aware that they have neither
knowledge nor talent to resolve every difficulty which can be
raised, may repose in the assurance that all those which have
been raised have been or can be answered, by those who are
specially trained to the task.

Conceding to this view of the subject the utmost that can be
claimed for it by those most easily satisfied with the amount of
understanding of truth which ought to accompany the behef
of it; even so, the argument for free discussion is no way
weakened. For even this doctrine acknowledges that mankind
ought to have a rational assurance that all objections have been
satisfactorily answered; and how are they to be answered if
that which requires to be answered is not spoken? or how can
the answer be known to be satisfactory, if the objectors have no
opportunity of showing that it is unsatisfactory? If not the
public, at least the philosophers and theologians who are to
resolve the difficulties, must make themselves familiar with those
difficulties in their most puzzling form; and this cannot be
accomplished unless they are frecly stated, and placed in the
most advantageous light which they admit of. The Catholic
Church has its own way of dealing with this embarrassing
problem. It makes a broad separation between those who can
be permitted to receive its doctrines on conviction, and those who
must accept them on trust. Neither, indeed, are allowed any
choice as to what they will accept; but the clergy, such at least
as can be fully confided in, may admissibly and meritoriously
make themselves acquainted with the arguments of opponents,
in order to answer them, and may, therefore, read heretical
books; the laity, not unless by special permission, hard to be
obtained. This discipline recognises a knowledge of the enemy’s
case as beneficial to the teachers, but finds means, consistent with
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this, of denying it to the rest of the world: thus giving to the
élite more mental culture, though not more mental freedom,
than it allows to the mass. By this device it succeeds in obtain-
ing the kind of mental superiority which its purposes require;
for though culture without freedom never made a large and
Iiberal mind, it can make a clever nisi prius advocate of a cause.
But in countries professing Protestantism, this resource is denied ;
since Protestants hold, at least in theory, that the responsibility
for the choice of a religion must be borne by each for himself,
and cannot be thrown off upon teachers. Besides, in the present
state of the world, it is practically impossible that writings which
are read by the instructed can be kept from the uninstructed. If
the teachers of mankind are to be cognisant of all that they ought
to know, everything must be free to be written and published
without restraint.

If, however, the mischievous operation of the absence of free
discussion, when the received opinions are true, were confined
to leaving men ignorant of the grounds of those opinions, it
might be thought that this, if an intellectual, is no moral evil,
and does not affect the worth of the opinions, regarded i their
influence on the character. The fact, however, is, that not only
the grounds of the opinion are forgotten in the absence of dis-
cussion, but too often the meaning of the opinion itself. The
words which convey it cease to suggest ideas, or suggest only a
small portion of those they were originally emploved to com-
municate. Instead of a vivid conception and a living belief,
there remain only a few phrases retained by rote; or, if any
part, the shell and husk only of the meaning is retained, the
finer essence being lost. The great chapter in human history
which this fact occupies and fills, cannot be too earnestly studied
and meditated on.

It is illustrated in the experience of almost all ethical doctrines
and religious creeds. They are all full of meaning and vitality
to those who originate them, and to the direct disciples of the
originators. Their meaning continues to be felt in undiminished
strength, and is perhaps brought out into even fuller conscious-
ness, so long as the struggle lasts to give the doctrine or creed an
ascendancy over other creeds. At last it either prevails, and
becomes the general opinion, or its progress stops; it keeps
possession of the ground it has gained, but ceases to spread
further. When either of these results has become apparent,
controversy on the subject flags, and gradually dies away. The
doctrine has taken its place, if not as a received opinion, as one of
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the admitted sects or divisions of opinion: those who hold it
have generally inherited, not adopted it; and conversion from
one of these doctrines to another, being now an exceptional fact,
occupies little place in the thoughts of their professors. Instead
of being, as at first, constantly on the alert either to defend
themselves against the world, or to bring the world over to them,
they have subsided into acquiescence, and neither listen, when
they can help it, to arguments against their creed, nor trouble
dissentients (if there be such) with arguments i its favour.
From this time may usually be dated the decline in the living
power of the doctrine. We often hear the teachers of all creeds
lamenting the difficulty of keeping up in the minds of believers
a lively apprehension of the truth which they nominally recognise,
so that it may penetrate the feclings, and acquire a real mastery
over the conduct. No such difficulty is complained of while the
creed is still fighting for its existence: even the weaker com-
batants then know and feel what they are fighting for, and the
difference between it and other doctrines; and in that period of
every creed’s existence, not a few persons may be found, who
have realised its fundamental principles in all the forms of
thought, have weighed and considered them in all their impor-
tant bearings, and have experienced the full effect on the char-
acter which belief in that creed ought to produce in a mind
thoroughly imbued with it. But when it has come to be an
hereditary creed, and to be received passively, not actively—
when the mind is no longer compelled, in the same degree as at
first, to exercise its vital powers on the questions which its belief
presents to it, there is a progressive tendency to forget all of the
belief except the formularies, or to give it a dull and torpid
assent, as if accepting it on trust dispensed with the necessity of
realising it in consciousness, or testing it by personal experience,
until it almost ceases to connect itself at all with the inner life
of the human being. Then are seen the cases, so frequent in this
age of the world as almost to form the majority, n which the
creed remains as it were outside the mind, incrusting and
petrifying it against all other influences addressed to the higher
parts of our nature; manifesting its power by not suffering any
fresh and living conviction to get in, but itself doing nothing for
the mind or heart, except standing sentinel over them to keep
them vacant.

To what an extent doctrines intrinsically fitted to make the
deepest impression upon the mind may remain in it as dead
beliefs, without being ever realised in the imagination, the feel-
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ings, or the understanding, is exemplified by the manner in which
the majority of believers hold the doctrines of Christianity. By
Christianity I here mean what is accounted such by all churches
and sects —the maxims and precepts contained in the New
Testament. These are considered sacred, and accepted as laws,
by all professing Christians. Yet it is scarcely too much to say
that not one Christian in a thousand guides or tests his individual
conduct by reference to those laws. The standard to which he
does refer it, is the custom of his nation, his class, or his religious
profession. He has thus, on the one hand, a collection of
ethical maxims, which he believes to have been vouchsafed
to him by infallible wisdom as rules for his government; and
on the other a set of every-day judgments and practices, which
go a certain length with some of those maxims, not so great
a length with others, stand in direct opposition to some, and
are, on the whole, a compromise between the Christian creed
and the interests and suggestions of worldly life. To the first
of these standards he gives his homage; to the other his real
allegiance. All Christians believe that the blessed are the poor
and humble, and those who are ill-used by the world; that it is
easier for a camel to pass through the eye of a needle than for a
rich man to enter the kingdom of heaven; that they should
judge not, lest they be judged; that they should swear notat all;
that they should love their neighbour as themselves; that if one
take their cloak, they should give him their coat also; that they
should take no thought for the morrow; that if they would be
perfect they should sell all that they have and give it to the poor.
They are not insincere when they say that they believe these
things. They do believe them, as people believe what they have
always heard lauded and never discussed. But in the sense of
that living belief which regulates conduct, they believe these
doctrines just up to the point to which it is usual to act upon
them. The doctrines in their integrity are serviceable to pelt
adversaries with; and it is understood that they are to be put
forward (when possible) as the reasons for whatever people do
that they think laudable. But any one who reminded them that
the maxims require an infinity of things which they never even
think of doing, would gain nothing but to be classed among those
very unpopular characters who affect to be better than other
people. The doctrines have no hold on ordinary believers—are
not a power in their minds. They have an habitual respect for
the sound of them, but no feeling which spreads from the words
to the things signified, and forces the mind to take tkem in, and
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make them conform to the formula. Whenever conduct is con-
cerned, they look round for Mr. A and B to direct them how far
to go in obeying Christ.

Now we may be well assured that the case was not thus, but
far otherwise, with the early Christians. Had it been thus,
Christianity never would have expanded from an obscure sect
of the despised Hebrews into the religion of the Roman empire.
When their enemies said, “ See how these Christians love one
another ”” (a remark not likely to be made by anybody now),
they assuredly had a much livelier feeling of the meaning of their
creed than they have ever had since. And to this cause, pro-
bably, it is chiefly owing that Christianity now makes so little
progress in extending its domain, and after eighteen centuries
is still nearly confined to Europeans and the descendants of
Europeans. Even with the strictly religious, who are much in
earnest about their doctrines, and attach a greater amount of
meaning to many of them than people in general, it commonly
happens that the part which is thus comparatively active in
their minds is that which was made by Calvin, or Knox, or some
such person much nearer in character to themselves. The
sayings of Christ coexist passively in their minds, producing
hardly any effect beyond what is caused by mere listening to
words so amiable and bland. There are many reasons, doubtless,
why doctrines which are the badge of a sect retain more of their
vitality than those common to all recognised sects, and why
more pains are taken by teachers to keep their meaning alive;
but one reason certainly is, that the peculiar doctrines are more
questioned, and have to be oftener defended against open gain-
sayers. Both teachers and learners go to sleep at their post, as
soon as there is no enemy in the field.

The same thing holds true, generally speaking, of all tradi-
tional doctrines—those of prudence and knowledge of life, as
well as of morals or religion. All languages and literatures are
full of general observations on life, both as to what it is, and how
to conduct oneself in it; observations which everybody knows,
which everybody repeats, or hears with acquiescence, which are
received as truisms, yet of which most people first truly learn
the meaning when experience, generally of a painful kind, has
made it a reality to them. How often, when smarting under
some unforeseen misfortune or disappointment, does a person
call to mind some proverb or common saying, familiar to him all
his life, the meaning of which, if he had ever before felt it as he
does now, would have sayed him from the calamity. There are
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indeed reasons for this, other than the absence of discussion ; there
are many truths of which the full meaning cannot be realised
until personal experience has brought it home. But much more
of the meaning even of these would have been understood, and
what was understood would have been far more deeply im-
pressed on the mind, if the man had been accustomed to hear it
argued pro and con by people who did understand it. The fatal
tendency of mankind to leave off thinking about a thing when
it is no longer doubtful, is the cause of half their crrors. A
contemporary author has well spoken of  the deep slumber of
a decided opinion.”

But what! (it may be asked) Is the absence of unanimity an
indispensable condition of true knowledge? Is it necessary
that some part of mankind should persist in error to enable any
to realise the truth? Does a belief cease to be real and vital as
soon as it is generally received—and is a proposition never
thoroughly understood and felt unless some doubt it of remains?
As soon as mankind have unanimously accepted a truth, does
the truth perish within them? The highest aim and best result
of improved intelligence, it has hitherto been thought, is to
unite mankind more and more in the acknowledgment of all
important truths; and does the intelligence only last as long as
it has not achieved its object? Do the fruits of conquest perish
by the very completeness of the victory?

I affirm no such thing. As mankind improve, the number of
doctrines which are no longer disputed or doubted will be con-
stantly on the increase: and the well-being of mankind may
almost be measured by the number and gravity of the truths
which have reached the point of being uncontested. The
cessation, on one question after another, of serious controversy,
is one of the necessary incidents of the consolidation of opinion;
a consolidation as salutary in the case of true opinions, as it is
dangerous and noxious when the opinions are erroneous. But
though this gradual narrowing of the bounds of diversity of
opinion is necessary in both senses of the term, being at once
inevitable and indispensable, we are not therefore obliged to
conclude that all its consequences must be beneficial. The loss
of so important an aid to the intelligent and living apprehension
of a truth, as is afforded by the necessity of explaining it to, or
defending it against, opponents, though not sufficient to out-
weigh, is no trifling drawback from, the benefit of its universal
recognition. Where this advantage can no longer be had, I
confess I should like to see the teachers of mankind endeavour-
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ing to provide a substitute for it; some contrivance for making
the difficulties of the question as present to the learner’s con-
sciousness, as if they were pressed upon him by a dissentient
champion, eager for his conversion.

But instead of seeking contrivances for this purpose, they
have lost those they formerly had. The Socratic dialectics,
so magnificently exemplified in the dialogues of Plato, were'a
contrivance of this description. They were essentially a negative
discussion of the great question of philosophy and life, directed
with consummate skill to the purpose of convincing any one who
had merely adopted the commonplaces of received opinion that
he did not understand the subject—that he as yet attached no
definite meaning to the doctrines he professed; in order that,
becoming aware of his ignorance, he might be put in the way to
obtain a stable belief, resting on a clear apprehension both of
the meaning of doctrines and of their evidence. The school
disputations of the Middle Ages had a somewhat similar object.
They were intended to make sure that the pupil understood his
own opinion, and (by necessary correlation) the opinion opposed
to it, and could enforce the grounds of the one and confute those
of the other. These last-mentioned contests had indeed the
incurable defect, that the premises appealed to were taken from
authority, not from reason; and, as a discipline to the mind,
they were in every respect inferior to the powerful dialectics
which formed the intellects of the “ Socratici viri;” but the
modern mind owes far more to both than it is generally willing
to admit, and the present modes of education contain nothing
which in the smallest degree supplies the place either of the one
or of the other. A person who derives all his instruction from
teachers or books, even if he escape the besetting temptation of
contenting himself with cram, is under no compulsion to hear
both sides; accordingly it is far from a frequent accomplish-
ment, even among thinkers, to know both sides; and the weakest
part of what everybody says in defence of his opinion is what
he intends as a reply to antagonists. It is the fashion of the
present time to disparage negative logic—that which points out
weaknesses in theory or errors in practice, without establishing
positive truths. Such negative criticism would indeed be poor
enough as an ultimate result; but as a means to attaining any
positive knowledge or conviction worthy the name, it cannot
be valued too highly; and until people are again systematically
trained to it, there will be few great thinkers, and a low general
average of intellect, in any but the mathematical and physical
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departments of speculation. On any other subject no one’s
opinions deserve the name of knowledge, except so far as he
has either had forced upon him by others, or gone through of
himself, the same mental process which would have been required
of him in carrying on an active controversy with opponents.
That, therefore, which when absent, it is so indispensable, but
so difficult, to create, how worse than absurd it is to forego,
when spontaneously offering itself! If there are any persons
who contest a received opinion, or who will do so if law or opinion
will let them, let us thank them for it, open our minds to listen
to them, and rejoice that there is some one to do for us what
we otherwise ought, if we have any regard for either the certainty
or the vitality of our convictions, to do with much greater labour
for ourselves.

It still remains to speak of one of the principal causes which
make diversity of opinion advantageous, and will continue to do
so until mankind shall have entered a stage of intellectual
advancement which at present seems at an incalculable distance.
We have hitherto considered only two possibilities: that the
received opinion may be false, and some other opinion, conse-
quently, true; or that, the received opinion being true, a conflict
with the opposite error is essential to a clear apprehension and
deep feeling of its truth. But there is a commoner case than
either of these; when the conflicting doctrines, instead of being
one true and the other false, share the truth between them; and
the nonconforming opinion is needed to supply the remainder
of the truth, of which the received doctrine embodies only a
part. Popular opinions, on subjects not palpable to sense, are
often true, but seldom or never the whole truth. They are a
part of the truth; sometimes a greater, sometimes a smaller
part, but exaggerated, distorted, and disjointed from the truths
by which they ought to be accompanied and limited. Heretical
opinions, on the other hand, are generally some of these sup-
pressed and neglected truths, bursting the bonds which kept
them down, and either seeking reconciliation with the truth
contained in the common opinion, or fronting it as enemies,
and setting themselves up, with similar exclusiveness, as the
whole truth. The latter case is hitherto the most {requent,
as, in the human mind, one-sidedness has always been the rule,
and many-sidedness the exception. Hence, even in revolutions
of opinion, one part of the truth usually sets while another rises.
Even progress, which ought to superadd, for the most part only
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substitutes, one partial and incomplete truth for another; im-
provement consisting chiefly in this, that the new fragment
of truth is more wanted, more adapted to the needs of the
time, than that which it displaces. Such being the partial
character of prevailing opinions, even when resting on a true
foundation, every opinion which embodies somewhat of the
portion of truth which the common opinion omits, ought to be
considered precious, with whatever amount of error and con-
fusion that truth may be blended. No sober judge of human
affairs will feel bound to be indignant because those who force
on our notice truths which we should otherwise have overlooked,
overlook some of those which we see. Rather, he will think that
so long as popular truth is one-sided, it 1s more desirable than
otherwise that unpopular truth should have one-sided assertors
too; such being usually the most energetic, and the most hikely
to compel reluctant attention to the fragment of wisdom which
they proclaim as if it were the whole.

Thus, in the eighteenth century, when nearly all the instructed,
and all those of the uninstructed who were led by them, were
lost in admiration of what is called civilisation, and of the marvels
of modern science, literature, and philosophy, and while greatly
overrating the amount of unlikeness between the men of modern
and those of ancient times, indulged the belief that the whole of
the difference was in their own favour; with what a salutary
shock did the paradoxes of Rousseau explode like bombshells
in the midst, dislocating the compact mass of one-sided opinion,
and forcing its elements to recombine in a better form and
with additional ingredients. Not that the current opinions were
on the whole farther from the truth than Rousseau’s were; on
the contrary, they were nearer to it; they contained more of
positive truth, and very much less of error. Nevertheless there
lay in Rousseau’s doctrine, and has floated down the stream
of opinion along with it, a considerable amount of exactly those
truths which the popular opinion wanted; and these are the
deposit which was left behind when the flood subsided. The
superior worth of simplicity of life, the enervating and demoralis-
ing effect of the trammels and hypocrisies of artificial society,
are ideas which have never been entirely absent from cultivated
minds since Rousseau wrote; and they will in time produce
their due effect, though at present needing to be asserted as
much as ever, and to be asserted by deeds, for words, on this
subject, have nearly exhausted their power.

In politics, again, it is almost a commonplace, that a party
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of order or stability, and a party of progress or reform, are both
necessary elements of a healthy state of political life; until
the one or the other shall have so enlarged its mental grasp as
to be a party equally of order and of progress, knowing and
distinguishing what is fit to be preserved from what ought to
be swept away. Each of these modes of thinking derives its
utility from the deficiencies of the other; but it is in a great
measure the opposition of the other that keeps each within
the limits of reason and sanity. Unless opinions favourable to
democracy and to aristocracy, to property and to equality,
to co-operation and to competition, to luxury and to abstinence,
to sociality and individuality, to liberty and discipline, and all
the other standing antagonisms of practical hfe, are expressed
with equal freedom, and enforced and defended with equal
talent and energy, there is no chance of both elements obtaining
their due; one scale is sure to go up, and the other down. Truth,
in the great practical concerns of life, is so much a question of
the reconciling and combining of opposites, that very few have
minds sufficiently capacious and impartial to make the adjust-
ment with an approach to correctness, and it has to be made
by the rough process of a struggle between combatants fighting
under hostile banners. On any of the great open questions just
enumerated, if either of the two opinions has a better claim than
the other, not merely to be tolerated, but to be encouraged and
countenanced, it is the one which happens at the particular
time and place to be in a minority. That is the opinion which,
for the time being, represents the neglected interests, the side
of human well-being which is in danger of obtaining less than
its share. I am aware that there is not, in this country, any
intolerance of differences of opinion on most of these topics.
They are adduced to show, by admitted and multiplied examples,
the universality of the fact, that only through diversity of
opinion is there, in the existing state of human intellect, a chance
of fair play to all sides of the truth. When there are persons to
be found who form an exception to the apparent unanimity of
the world on any subject, even if the world is in the right, it is
always probable that dissentients have something worth hearing
to say for themselves, and that truth would lose something by
their silence.

It may be objected,  But some received principles, especially
on the highest and most vital subjects, are more than half-truths.
The Christian morality, for instance, is the whole truth on that
subject, and if any one teaches a morality which varies from it,



108 On Liberty

he is wholly in error.””  As this is of all cases the most important
in practice, none can be fitter to test the general maxim. But
before pronouncing what Christian morality is or is not, it would
be desirable to decide what is meant by Christian morality. Ifit
means the morality of the New Testament, I wonder that any
one who derives his knowledge of this from the book itself, can
suppose that it was announced, or intended, as a complete
do-trine of morals. The Gospel always refers to a pre-existing
morality, and confines its precepts to the particulars in which
that morality was to be corrected, or superseded by a wider and
higher; expressing itself, moreover, in terms most general, often
impossible to be mnterpreted literally, and possessing rather the
impressiveness of poetry or eloquence than the precision of
legislation. To extract from it a body of ethical doctrine, has
never been possible without eking it out from the Old Testament,
that is, from a system elaborate indeed, but in many respects
barbarous, and intended only for a barbarous people. St. Paul,
a declared enemy to this Judaical mode of interpreting the
doctrine and filling up the scheme of his Master, equally assumes
a pre-existing morality, namely that of the Greeks and Romans;
and his advice to Christians is in a great measure a system of
accommodation to that; even to the extent of giving an apparent
sanction to slavery. What is called Christian, but should rather
be termed theological, morality, was not the work of Christ or
the Apostles, but is of much later origin, having been gradually
built up by the Catholic church of the first five centuries, and
though not implicitly adopted by moderns and Protestants, has
been much less modified by them than might have been expected.
For the most part, indeed, they have contented themselves with
cutting off the additions which had been made to it in the Middle
Ages, each sect supplying the place by fresh additions, adapted
to its own character and tendencies. That mankind owe a
great debt to this morality, and to its early teachers, I should
be the last person to deny; but I do not scruple to say of it
that it 1s, 1n many important points, incomplete and one-sided,
and that unless ideas and feelings, not sanctioned by it, had
contributed to the formation of European life and character,
human affairs would have been in a worse condition than they
now are. Christian morality (so called) has all the characters
of a reaction; it is, in great part, a protest against Paganism.
Its ideal is negative rather than positive; passive rather than
active; Innocence rather than Nobleness; Abstinence from
Evil, rather than energetic Pursuit of Good; in its precepts
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(as has been well said) “ thou shalt not ” predominates unduly
over “ thou shalt.” In its horror of sensuality, it made an idol
of asceticism, which has been gradually compromised away into
one of legality. It holds out the hope of heaven and the threat
of hell, as the appointed and appropriate motives to a virtuous
life: in this falling far below the best of the ancients, and doing
what lies in it to give to human morality an essentially selfish
character, by disconnecting each man’s feelings of duty from the
interests of his fellow-creatures, except so far as a self-interested
inducement is offered to him for consulting them. It is essen-
tially a doctrine of passive obedience; 1t mculcates submission
to all authorities found established; who indeed are not to be
actively obeyed when they command what religion forbids, but
who are not to be resisted, far less rebelled against, for any
amount of wrong to ourselves. And while, in the morality of the
best Pagan nations, duty to the State holds even a dispropor-
tionate place, infringing on the just hberty of the individual;
in purely Christian ethics, that grand department of duty is
scarcely noticed or acknowledged. It is in the Koran, not the
New Testament, that we recad the maxim—“ A ruler who
appoints any man to an office, when there 1s in his dominions
another man better qualified for it, sins against God and against
the State.” What little recognition the idea of obligation to the
public obtains in modern morality is derived from Greek and
Roman sources, not from Christian; as, even in the moralty of
private life, whatever exists of magnanimity, highmindedness,
personal dignity, even the sense of honour, is derived from the
purely human, not the religious part of our education, and never
could have grown out of a standard of ethics in which the only
worth, professedly recognised, is that of obedience.

I am as far as any one from pretending that these defects are
necessarily inherent in the Christian ethics in every manner
in which it can be conceived, or that the many requisites of a
complete moral doctrine which it does not contain do not admit
of being reconciled with it. Far less would I insinuate this of
the doctrines and precepts of Christ himself. I believe that
the sayings of Christ are all that I can see any evidence of their
having been intended to be; that they are ureconcilable with
nothing which a comprehensive morality requires; that every-
thing which is excellent in ethics may be brought within them,
with no greater violence to their language than has been done
to it by all who have attempted to deduce from them any
practical system of conduct whatever. But it is quite consistent
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with this to believe that they contain, and were meant to contain,
only a part of the truth; that many essential elements of the
highest morality are among the things which are not provided
for, nor intended to be provided for, in the recorded deliverances
of the Founder of Christiamty, and which have been entirely
thrown aside in the system of ethics erected on the basis of those
deliverances by the Christian Church. And this being so, I
think it a great error to persist in attempting to find in the
Christian doctrine that complete rule for our guidance which
its author intended it to sanction and enforce, but only partially
to provide. I believe, too, that this narrow theory is becoming
a grave practical evil, detracting greatly from the moral training
and instruction which so many well-meaning persons are now
at length exerting themselves to promote. I much fear that
by attempting to form the mind and feelings on an exclusively
religious type, and discarding those secular standards (as for
want of a better name they may be called) which heretofore co-
existed with and supplemented the Christian ethics, receiving
some of its spirit, and infusing into it some of theirs, there will
result, and is even now resulting, a low, abject, servile type of
character, which, submit itself as it may to what it deems the
Supreme Will, is incapable of rising to or sympathising in the
conception of Supreme Goodness. I believe that other ethics
than any which can be evolved from exclusively Christian
sources, must exist side by side with Christian ethics to produce
the moral regeneration of mankind; and that the Christian
system is no exception to the rule, that in an imperfect state of
the human mind the interests of truth require a diversity of
opinions. It is not necessary that in ceasing to ignore the moral
truths not contained in Christianity men should ignore any of
those which it does contain. Such prejudice, or oversight, when
it occurs, is altogether an evil; but it is one from which we cannot
hope to be always exempt, and must be regarded as the price
paid for an inestimable good. The exclusive pretension made
by a part of the truth to be the whole, must and ought to be
protested against; and if a reactionary impulse should make the
protestors unjust in their turn, this one-sidedness, like the other,
may be lamented, but must be tolerated. If Christians would
teach infidels to be just to Christianity, they should themselves
be just to infidelity. It can do truth no service to blink the
fact, known to all who have the most ordinary acquaintance with
literary history, that a large portion of the noblest and most
valuable moral teaching has been the work, not only of men
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who did not know, but of men who knew and rejected, the
Christian faith.

I do not pretend that the most unlimited use of the freedom
of enunciating all possible opinions would put an end to the
evils of religious or philosophical sectarianism. Every truth
which men of narrow capacity are in earnest about, is sure to
be asserted, inculcated, and in many ways even acted on, as if
no other truth existed in the world, or at all events none that
could limit or qualify the first. Tacknowledge that the tendency
of all opinions to become sectarian is not cured by the freest
discussion, but is often heightened and exacerbated thereby;
the truth which ought to have been, but was not, seen, being
rejected all the more violently because proclaimed by persons
regarded as opponents. But it is not on the impassioned
partisan, it is on the calmer and more disinterested bystander,
that this collision of opinions works its salutary effect. Not
the violent conflict between parts of the truth, but the quiet
suppression of half of it, is the formidable evil; there is always
hope when people are forced to listen to both sides; it is when
they attend only to one that errors harden into prejudices, and
truth itself ceases to have the effect of truth, by being exaggerated
into falsehood. And since there are few mental attributes more
rare than that judicial faculty which can sit in intelligent
judgment between two sides of a question, of which only one
is represented by an advocate before 1t, truth has no chance but
in proportion as every side of it, every opinion which embodies
any fraction of the truth, not only finds advocates, but is so
advocated as to be listened to.

We have now recognised the nccessity to the mental well-
being of mankind (on which all their other well-being depends)
of freedom of opinion, and freedom of the expression of opinion,
on four distinct grounds; which we will now briefly recapitulate.

First, if any opinion is compelled to silence, that opinion may,
for aught we can certainly know, be true. To deny this is to
assume our own infallibility.

Secondly, though the silenced opinion be an error, it may,
and very commonly does, contain a portion of truth; and since
the general or prevailing opinion on any subject is rarely or
never the whole truth, it is only by the collision of adverse
opinions that the remainder of the truth has any chance of being
supplied.

Thirdly, even if the received opinion be not only true, but
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the whole truth; unless it is suffered to be, and actually is,
vigorously and earnestly contested, it will, by most of those
who receive it, be held in the manner of a prejudice, with little
comprehension or feeling of its rational grounds. And not only
this, but, fourthly, the meaning of the doctrine itself will be in
danger of being lost, or enfeebled, and deprived of its vital effect
on the character and conduct: the dogma becoming a mere
formal profession, inefficacious for good, but cumbering the
ground, and preventing the growth of any real and heartfelt
conviction, from reason or personal experience.

Before quitting the subject of freedom of opinion, it is fit to
take some notice of those who say that the free expression of all
opinions should be permitted, on condition that the manner be
temperate, and do not pass the bounds of fair discussion. Much
might be said on the impossibility of fixing where these supposed
bounds are to be placed; for if the test be offence to those whose
opinions are attacked, I think experience testifies that this offence
is given whenever the attack is telling and powerful, and that
every opponent who pushes them hard, and whom they find it
difficult to answer, appears to them, if he shows any strong
feeling on the subject, an intemperate opponent. But this,
though an important consideration in a practical point of view,
merges in a more fundamental objection. Undoubtedly the
manner of asserting an opinion, even though it be a true one,
may be very objectionable, and may justly incur severe censure.
But the principal offences of the kind are such as it is mostly
impossible, unless by accidental self-betrayal, to bring home to
conviction. The gravest of them is, to argue sophistically, to
suppress facts or arguments, to misstate the elements of the case,
or misrepresent the opposite opinion. But all this, even to the
most aggravated degree, is so continually done in perfect good
faith, by persons who are not considered, and in many other
respects may not deserve to be considered, ignorant or incom-
petent, that it is rarely possible, on adequate grounds, con-
scientiously to stamp the misrepresentation as morally culpable;
and still less could law presume to interfere with this kind of
controversial misconduct. With regard to what is commonly
meant by intemperate discussion, namely invective, sarcasm,
personality, and the like, the denunciation of these weapons
would deserve more sympathy if it were ever proposed to inter-
dict them equally to both sides; but it is only desired to restrain
the employment of them against the prevailing opinion: against
the unprevailing they may not only be used without general
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disapproval, but will be likely to obtain for him who uses them
the praise of honest zeal and righteous indignation. Yet what-
ever mischief arises from their use is greatest when they are
employed against the comparatively defenceless; and whatever
unfair advantage can be derived by any opinion from this mode
of asserting it, accrues almost exclusively to received opinions.
The worst offence of this kind which can be committed by a
polemic is to stigmatise those who hold the contrary opinion as
bad and immoral men. To calumny of this sort, those who hold
any unpopular opinion are peculiarly exposed, because they are
in general few and uninfluential, and nobody but themselves feels
much interested in seeing justice done them; but this weapon
is, from the nature of the case, denied to those who attack a
prevailing opinion: they can neither use it with safety to them-
selves, nor, if they could, would it do anything but recoil on their
own cause. In general, opinions contrary to those commonly
received can only obtain a hearing by studied moderation of lan-
guage, and the most cautious avoidance of unnecessary offence,
from which they hardly ever deviate even in a slight degree
without losing ground: while unmeasured vituperation employed
on the side of the prevailing opinion really does deter people from
professing contrary opinions, and from listening to those who
profess them. For the interest, therefore, of truth and justice,
1t is far more important to restrain this employment of vitupera-
tive language than the other; and, for example, if it were neces-
sary to choose, there would be much more need to discourage
offensive attacks on infidelity than on religion. It is, however,
obvious that law and authority have no business with restrain-
ing either, while opinion ought, in every instance, to determine
its verdict by the circumstances of the individual case; con-
demning every one, on whichever side of the argument he places
himself, in whose mode of advocacy either want of candour, or
malignity, bigotry, or intolerance of feeling manifest themselves;
but not inferring these vices from the side which a person takes,
though it be the contrary side of the question to our own; and
giving merited honour to every one, whatever opinion he may
hold, who has calmness to see and honesty to state what his
opponents and their opinions really are, exaggerating nothing to
their discredit, keeping nothing back which tells, or can be sup-
posed to tell, in their favour. This is the real morality of public
discussion: and if often violated, I am happy to think that there
are many controversialists who to a great extent observe it, and
a still greater number who conscientiously strive towards it.
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CHAPTER III

OF INDIVIDUALITY, AS ONE OF THE ELEMENTS OF
WELL-BEING

SucH being the reasons which make it imperative that human
beings should be free to form opinions, and to express their
opinions without reserve; and such the baneful consequences
to the intellectual, and through that to the moral nature of man,
unless this liberty is either conceded, or asserted in spite of
prohibition; let us next examine whether the same reasons do
not require that men should be free to act upon their opinions—
to carry these out in their lives, without hindrance, either
physical or moral, from their fellow-men, so long as it is at their
own risk and peril. This last proviso is of course indispensable.
No one pretends that actions should be as free as opinions. On
the contrary, even opinions lose their immunity when the cir-
cumstances in which they are expressed are such as to constitute
their expression a positive instigation to some mischievous act.
An opinion that corn-dealers are starvers of the poor, or that
private property is robbery, ought to be unmolested when simply
circulated through the press, but may justly incur punishment
when delivered orally to an excited mob assembled before the
house of a corn-dealer, or when handed about among the same
mob in the form of a placard. Acts, of whatever kind, which,
without justifiable cause, do harm to others, may be, and in the
more important cases absolutely require to be, controlled by the
unfavourable sentiments, and, when needful, by the active inter-
ference of mankind. The liberty of the individual must be thus
far limited ; he must not make himself a nuisance to other people.
But if he refrains from molesting others in what concerns them,
and merely acts according to his own inclination and judgment
in things which concern himself, the same reasons which show
that opinion should be free, prove also that he should be
allowed, without molestation, to carry his opinions into practice
at his own cost. That mankind are not infallible; that their
truths, for the most part, are only half-truths; that unity of
opinion, unless resulting from the fullest and freest comparison of
opposite opinions, is not desirable, and diversity not an evil, but
a good, until mankind are much more capable than at present
of recognising all sides of the truth, are principles applicable to
men’s modes of action, not less than to their opinions. As it is
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useful that while mankind are imperfect there should be different
opinions, so it is that there should be different experiments of
living; that free scope should be given to varieties of character,
short of injury to others; and that the worth of different modes
of life should be proved practically, when any one thinks fit
to try them. It is desirable, in short, that in things which do
not primarily concern others, individuality should assert itself.
Where, not the person’s own character, but the traditions or
customs of other people are the rule of conduct, there is wanting
one of the principal ingredients of human happiness, and quite
the chief ingredient of individual and social progress.

In maintaining this principle, the greatest difficulty to be
encountered does not lie in the appreciation of means towards
an acknowledged end, but in the indifference of persons in
general to the end itself. If it were felt that the free develop-
ment of individuality is one of the leading essentials of well-being ;
that it is not only a co-ordinate element with all that is designated
by the terms civilisation, instruction, education, culture, but is
itself a necessary part and condition of all those things; there
would be no danger that liberty should be undervalued, and the
adjustment of the boundaries between it and social control would
present no extraordinary difficulty. But the evil is, that indi-
vidual spontaneity is hardly recognised by the common modes
of thinking as having any intrinsic worth, or deserving any regard
on its own account. The majority, being satisfied with the ways
of mankind as they now are (for it is they who make them what
they are), cannot comprehend why those ways should not be
good enough for everybody; and what is more, spontaneity
forms no part of the ideal of the majority of moral and social
reformers, but is rather looked on with jealousy, as a trouble-
some and perhaps rebellious obstruction to the general accept-
ance of what these reformers, in their own judgment, think
would be best for mankind. Few persons, out of Germany,
even comprehend the meaning of the doctrine which Wilhelm
von Humboldt, so eminent both as a savant and as a politician,
made the text of a treatise—that “ the end of man, or that
which is prescribed by the eternal or immutable dictates of
reason, and not suggested by vague and transient desires, is the
highest and most harmonious development of his powers to a
complete and consistent whole;” that, therefore, the object
“ towards which every human being must ceaselessly direct his
efforts, and on which especially those who design to influence
their fellow-men must ever keep their eyes, is the individuality of
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power and development; ” that for this there are two requisites,
“ freedom, and variety of situations;” and that from the union
of these arise * individual vigour and manifold diversity,” which
combine themselves in “ originality.” !

Little, however, as people are accustomed to a doctrine like
that of Von Humboldt, and surprising as it may be to them to
find so high a value attached to individuality, the question, one
must nevertheless think, can only be one of degree. No one’s
idea of excellence in conduct is that people should do absolutely
nothing but copy one another. No one would assert that people
ought not to put into their mode of life, and into the conduct of
their concerns, any impress whatever of their own judgment, or
of their own individual character. On the other hand, it would
be absurd to pretend that people ought to live as if nothing
whatever had been known in the world before they came into it;
as if experience had as yet done nothing towards showing that
one mode of existence, or of conduct, is preferable to another.
Nobody denies that people should be so taught and trained in
youth as to know and benefit by the ascertained results of human
experience. But 1t is the privilege and proper condition of a
human being, arrived at the maturity of his faculties, to use and
interpret experience in his own way. It is for him to find out
what part of recorded experience is properly applicable to his
own circumstances and character. The traditions and customs
of other people are, to a certain extent, evidence of what their
experience has taught them ; presumptive evidence, and as such,
have a claim to his deference: but, in the first place, their experi-
ence may be too narrow; or they may not have interpreted it
rightly.  Secondly, their interpretation of experience may be
correct, but unsuitable to him. Customs are made for customary
circumstances and customary characters; and his circumstances
or his character may be uncustomary. Thirdly, though the
customs be both good as customs, and suitable to him, yet to
conform to custom, merely as custom, does not educate or
develop in him any of the qualities which are the distinctive
endowment of a human being. The human faculties of per-
ception, judgment, discriminative feeling, mental activity, and
even moral preference, are exercised only in making a choice.
He who does anything because it is the custom makes no choice,
He gains no practice either in discerning or in desiring what is
best. The mental and moral, like the muscular powers, are

1 The Sphere and Duties of Government, from the German of Baron
Wilhelm von Humboldt, pp. 11-13.



Of Individuality 117

improved only by being used. The faculties are called into no
exercise by doing a thing merely because others do 1t, no more
than by believing a thing only because others believe it. If
the grounds of an opinion are not conclusive to the person’s own
reason, his reason cannot be strengthened, but is likely to be
weakened, by his adopting it: and 1f the inducements to an act
are not such as are consentaneous to his own feclings and char-
acter (where affection, or the rights of others, are not concerned)
it is so much done towards rendering his feelmgs and character
inert and torpid, instead of active and energetic.

He who lets the world, or his own portion of it, choose his
plan of life for him, has no need of any other faculty than the
ape-like one of imitation. He who chooses his plan for himself,
employs all his faculties. He must use observation to see,
reasoning and judgment to foresee, activity to gather materials
for decision, discrimination to decide, and when he has decided,
firmness and self-control to hold to his deliberate decision. And
these qualities he requires and exercises exactly in proportion as
the part of his conduct which he determines according to his own
judgment and feelings is a large one. It is possible that he might
be guided in some good path, and kept out of harm’s way, with-
out any of these things. But what will be his comparative
worth as a human being? It really is of importance, not only
what men do, but also what manner of men they are that do it.
Among the works of man, which human hfe is rightly employed
in perfecting and beautifying, the first in importance surely is
man himself. Supposing 1t were possible to get houses built,
corn grown, battles fought, causes tried, and cven churches
erected and prayers said, by machmery—by automatons in
human form—it would be a considerable loss to exchange for
these automatons even the men and women who at present
inhabit the more civilised parts of the world, and who assuredly
are but starved specimens of what nature can and will produce.
Human nature is not a machine to be built after a model, and
set to do exactly the work prescribed for it, but a tree, which
requires to grow and develop itself on all sxdes accordmg to the
tendency of the inward forces which make it a living thing.

It will probably be conceded that 1t is desirable people should
exercise their understandings, and that an mntelligent following
of custom, or even occasxonally an intelligent deviation from
custom, is "better than a blind and simply mechanical adhesion
toit. To a certain extent it is admitted that our understanding
should be our own: but there is not the same willingness to
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admit that our desires and impulses should be our own likewise;
or that to possess impulses of our own, and of any strength, 1s
anything but a peril and a snare. Yet desires and impulses are
as much a part of a perfect human being as beliefs and restraints:
and strong impulses are only perilous when not properly balanced ;
when one set of aims and inclinations is developed nto strength,
while others, which ought to co-exist with them, remain weak
and inactive. It is not because men’s desires are strong that
they act ill; it is because their consciences are weak. There is
no natural connection between strong impulses and a weak con-
science. The natural connection is the other way. To say that
one person’s desires and feelings are stronger and more various
than those of another, is merely to say that he has more of the
raw material of human nature, and is therefore capable, perhaps
of more evil, but certainly of more good. Strong impulses are
but another name for energy. Energy may be turned to bad
uses; but more good may always be made of an energetic nature,
than of an indolent and impassive one. Those who have most
natural feeling are always those whose cultivated feelings may
be made the strongest. The same strong susceptibilities which
make the personal impulses vivid and powerful, are also the
source from whence are generated the most passionate love of
virtue, and the sternest self-control. It is through the cultiva-
tion of these that society both does its duty and protects its
interests: not by rejecting the stuff of which heroes are made,
because it knows not how to make them. A person whose desires
and impulses are his own—are the expression of hus own nature,
as it has been developed and modified by his own culture—is
said to have a character. One whose desires and impulses are
not his own, has no character, no more than a steam-engine has
a character. If, in addition to being his own, his impulses are
strong, and are under the government of a strong will, he has
an energetic character. Whoever thinks that individuality of
desires and impulses should not be encouraged to unfold itself,
must maintain that society has no need of strong natures—is
not the better for containing many persons who have much char-
acter—and that a high general average of energy is not desirable.

In some early states of society, these forces might be, and
were, too much ahead of the power which society then possessed
of disciplining and controlling them. There has been a time
when the element of spontaneity and individuality was in excess,
and the social principle had a hard struggle with it. The diffi-
culty then was to induce men of strong bodies or minds to pay
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obedience to any rules which required them to control their
impulses. To overcome this difficulty, law and discipline, like
the Popes struggling against the Emperors, asserted a power
over the whole man, claiming to control all his life in order to
control his character—which society had not found any other
sufficient means of binding. But society has now fairly got the
better of individuality; and the danger which threatens human
nature is not the excess, but the deficiency, of personal impulses
and preferences. Things are vastly changed since the passions
of those who were strong by station or by personal endowment
were in a state of habitual rebellion against laws and ordinances,
and required to be rigorously chained up to enable the persons
within their reach to enjoy any particle of security. In our times,
from the highest class of society down to the lowest, every one
lives as under the eye of a hostile and dreaded censorship. Not
only in what concerns others, but in what concerns only them-
selves, the individual or the family do not ask themselves—what
do I prefer? or, what would suit my character and disposition?
or, what would allow the best and highest in me to have fair play,
and enable it to grow and thrive? They ask themselves, what
is suitable to my position? what is usually done by persons of
my station and pecuniary circumstances? or (worse still) what is
usually done by persons of a station and circumstances superior
to mine? I do not mean that they choose what is customary
in preference to what suits their own inclination. It does not
occur to them to have any inclination, except for what is
customary. Thus the mind itself is bowed to the yoke: even in
what people do for pleasure, conformity is the first thing thought
of;; they like in crowds; they exercise choice only among things
commonly done: peculiarity of taste, eccentricity of conduct,
are shunned equally with crimes: until by dint of not following
their own nature they have no nature to follow: their human
capacities are withered and starved: they become incapable of
any strong wishes or native pleasures, and are generally without
either opinions or feelings of home growth, or properly their own.
Now is this, or is it not, the desirable condition of human nature?

It is so, on the Calvinistic theory. According to that, the one
great offence of man is self-will. ~ All the good of which humanity
1s capable is comprised in obedience. You have no choice;
thus you must do, and no otherwise: ‘“ whatever is not a duty,
is a sin.” Human nature being radically corrupt, there is no
redemption for any one until human nature is killed within him.
To one holding this theory of life, crushing out any of the human
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faculties, capacities, and susceptibulities, is no evil: man needs
no capacity, but that of surrendering himself to the will of God:
and if he uses any of his faculties for any other purpose but to do
that supposed will more effectually, he is better without them.
This is the theory of Calvinism; and it is held, m a mitigated
form, by many who do not consider themselves Calvinists; the
mitigation consisting in giving a less ascetic interpretation to
the alleged will of God; asserting it to be his will that mankind
should gratify some of their inchinations; of course not in the
manner they themselves prefer, but in the way of obedience, that
is, in a way prescribed to them by authority; and, therefore, by
the necessary condition of the case, the same for all.

In some such msidious form there is at present a strong
tendency to this narrow theory of life, and to the pinched and
hidebound type of human character which 1t patronises. Many
persons, no doubt, sincerely think that human beings thus
cramped and dwarfed are as their Maker designed them to be;
just as many have thought that trees are a much finer thing
when clipped into pollards, or cut out into figures of animals,
than as nature made them. But if it be any part of religion to
believe that man was made by a good Being, it is more con-
sistent with that faith to believe that this Being gave all human
faculties that they might be cultivated and unfolded, not rooted
out and consumed, and that he takes delight in every nearer
approach made by his creatures to the ideal conception embodied
in them, every increase in any of their capabilities of compre-
hension, of action, or of enjoyment. There is a different type
of human excellence from the Calvinistic: a conception of
humanity as having its nature bestowed on it for other purposes
than merely to be abnegated. “ Pagan self-assertion ” is one of
the elements of human worth, as well as ““ Christian self-denial.”’ 1
There is a Greek ideal of self-development, which the Platonic
and Christian ideal of self-government blends with, but does not
supersede. It may be better to be a John Knox than an Alci-
biades, but it is better to be a Pericles than either; nor would a
Pericles, 1f we had one in these days, be without anything good
which belonged to John Knox.

It is not by wearing down into uniformity all that is individual
in themselves, but by cultivating it, and calling it forth, within
the limits imposed by the rights and interests of others, that
human beings become a noble and beautiful object of contempla-
tion; and as the works partake the character of those who do

1 Sterling’s Essays.
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them, by the same process human life also becomes rich, diversi-
fied, and animating, furnishing more abundant aliment to high
thoughts and elevating feelings, and strengthening the tie which
binds every individual to the race, by making the race infinitely
better worth belonging to. In proportion to the development of
his individuality, each person becomes more valuable to himself,
and is therefore capable of being more valuable to others.
There is a greater fulness of life about his own existence, and
when there is more life in the units there 1s more in the mass
which is composed of them. As much compression as is neces-
sary to prevent the stronger specimens of human nature from
encroaching on the rights of others cannot be dispensed with;
but for this there is ample compensation even in the point of
view of human development. The means of development which
the individual loses by being prevented from gratifying his
inclinations to the injury of others, are chiefly obtained at the
expense of the decvelopment of other pcople. And even to
himself there is a full equivalent in the better development of the
social part of his nature, rendered possible by the restraint put
upon the selfish part. To be held to rigid rules of justice for the
sake of others, develops the feelings and capacities which have
the good of others for their object. But to be restrained in things
not affccting their good, by their mere displeasure, develops
nothing valuable, except such force of character as may unfold
itself in resisting the restraint. If acquiesced in, it dulls and
blunts the whole nature. To give any fair play to the nature
of each, it is essential that different persons should be allowed
to lead different lives. In proportion as this latitude has been
exercised in any age, has that age been noteworthy to posterity.
Even despotism does not produce its worst effects, so long as
individuality exists under it; and whatever crushes individuality
is despotism, by whatever name it may be called, and whether 1t
professes to be enforcing the will of God or the injunctions of
men.

Having said that the individuality is the same thing with
development, and that it is only the cultivation of individuality
which produces, or can produce, well-developed human beings,
I might here close the argument: for what more or better can
be said of any condition of human affairs than that it brings
human beings themselves nearer to the best thing they can be?
or what worse can be said of any obstruction to good than that
it prevents this? Doubtless, however, these considerations will
not suffice to convince those who most need convincing; and it
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is necessary further to show, that these developed human beings
are of some use to the undeveloped—to point out to those who do
not desire liberty, and would not avail themselves of it, that they
may be in some intelligible manner rewarded for allowing other
people to make use of it without hindrance.

In the first place, then, I would suggest that they might
possibly learn something from them. It will not be denied by
anybody, that originality is a valuable element in human affairs.
There is always need of persons not only to discover new truths,
and point out when what were once truths are true no longer,
but also to commence new practices, and set the example of more
enlightened conduct, and better taste and sense in human life.
This cannot well be gainsaid by anybody who does not believe
that the world has already attained perfection in all its ways and
practices. It is true that this benefit is not capable of being
rendered by everybody alike: there are but few persons, in
comparison with the whole of mankind, whose experiments, if
adopted by others, would be likely to be any improvement on
established practice. But these few are the salt of the earth;
without them, human life would become a stagnant pool. Not
only is it they who introduce good things which did not before
exist; it is they who keep the life in those which already exist.
It there were nothing new to be done, would human intellect
cease to be necessary? Would it be a reason why those who do
the old things should forget why they are done, and do them like
cattle, not like human beings? There is only too great a
tendency in the best beliefs and practices to degenerate into
the mechanical ; and unless there were a succession of persons
whose ever-recurring originality prevents the grounds of those
beliefs and practices from becoming merely traditional, such
dead matter would not resist the smallest shock from anything
really alive, and there would be no reason why civilisation should
not die out, as in the Byzantine Empire. Persons of genius, it
is true, are, and are always likely to be, a small minority; but in
order to have them, it is necessary to preserve the soil in which
they grow. Genius can only breathe freely in an atmosphere of
freedom. Persons of genius are, ex vi termini, more individual
than any other people—less capable, consequently, of fitting
themselves, without hurtful compression, into any of the small
number of moulds which society provides in order to save its
members the trouble of forming their own character. If from
timidity they consent to be forced into one of these moulds, and
to let all that part of themselves which cannot expand under the



Of Individuality 123

pressure remain unexpanded, society will be little the better for
their genius. If they are of a strong character, and break their
fetters, they become a mark for the society which has not suc-
ceeded in reducmg them to commonplace, to point out with
solemn warning as ““ wild,” “ erratic,” and the like; much as if
one should complain of the Niagara river for not flowing smoothly
between its banks like a Dutch canal.

I insist thus emphatically on the importance of genius, and
the necessity of allowing it to unfold itself frecly both in thought
and in practice, being well aware that no one will deny the
position in theory, but knowing also that almost every one, in
reality, is totally indifferent to it. People think genius a fine
thing if it enables a man to write an exciting poem, or paint a
picture. Butin its true sense, that of originality in thought and
action, though no one says that it is not a thing to be admired,
nearly all, at heart, think that they can do very well without it.
Unhappily this is too natural to be wondered at. Originality
is the one thing which unoriginal minds cannot feel the use of.
They cannot see what it is to do for them: how should they?
If they could see what it would do for them, it would not be
originality. The first service which originality has to render
them, is that of opening their eyes: which being once fully done,
they would have a chance of being themselves original. Mean-
while, recollecting that nothing was ever yet done which some
one was not the first to do, and that all good things which exist
are the fruits of originality, let them be modest enough to believe
that there is something still left for it to accomplish, and assure
themselves that they are more in need of originality, the less they
are conscious of the want.

In sober truth, whatever homage may be professed, or even
paid, to real or supposed mental superiority, the general tendency
of things throughout the world is to render mediocrity the
ascendant power among mankind. In ancient history, in the
Middle Ages, and in a diminishing degree through the long transi-
tion from feudality to the present time, the individual was a
power in himself; and if he had either great talents or a high
social position, he was a considerable power. At present indi-
viduals are lost in the crowd. In politics it is almost a triviality
to say that public opinion now rules the world. The only power
deserving the name is that of masses, and of governments while
they make themselves the organ of the tendencies and instincts
of masses. This is as true in the moral and social relations of
private life as in public transactions. Those whose opinions go



124 On Liberty

by the name of public opinion are not always the same sort of
public: in America they are the whole white population; in
England, chiefly the middle class. But they are always a mass,
that is to say, collective mediocrity. And what is a still greater
novelty, the mass do not now take their opinions from digni-
taries in Church or State, from ostensible leaders, or from books.
Their thinking is done for them by men much like themselves,
addressing them or speaking in their name, on the spur of the
moment, through the newspapers. I am not complaining of all
this. I do not assert that anything better is compatible, as
a general rule, with the present low state of the human mind.
But that does not hinder the government of mediocrity from
being mediocre government. No government by a democracy
or a numerous aristocracy, either in its political acts or in the
opinions, qualities, and tone of mind which it fosters, ever did
or could rise above mediocrity, except in so far as the sovereign
Many have let themselves be guided (which in their best times
they always have donc) by the counsels and influence of a more
highly gifted and instructed One or Few. The initiation of all
wise or noble things comes and must come from individuals;
generally at first from some one individual. The honour and
glory of the average man is that he is capable of following that
mnitiative; that he can respond internally to wise and noble
things, and be led to them with his eyes open. I am not
countenancing the sort of “ hero-worship ” which applauds the
strong man of genius for forcibly seizing on the government of
the world and making it do his bidding in spite of itself. All
he can claim 1s, freedom to point out the way. The power of
compelling others into it is not only inconsistent with the
freedom and development of all the rest, but corrupting to the
strong man himself. It does seem, however, that when the
opinions of masses of merely average men are everywhere become
or becoming the dominant power, the counterpoise and corrective
to that tendency would be the more and more pronounced indi-
viduality of those who stand on the higher eminences of thought.
It is in these circumstances most especially, that exceptional
individuals, instead of being deterred, should be encouraged in
acting differently from the mass. In other times there was no
advantage in their doing so, unless they acted not only differently
but better. In this age, the mere example of non-conformity,
the mere refusal to bend the knee to custom, is itself a service.
Precisely because the tyranny of opinion is such as to make
eccentricity a reproach, it is desirable, in order to break through
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that tyranny, that people should be eccentric. Eccentricity has
always abounded when and where strength of character has
abounded; and the amount of eccentricity in a society has
generally been proportional to the amount of genius, mental
vigour, and moral courage it contained. That so few now dare
to be eccentric marks the chief danger of the time.

I have said that it is important to give the freest scope
possible to uncustomary things, in order that it may in time
appear which of these are fit to be converted into customs.
But independence of action, and disregard of custom, are not
solely deserving of encouragement for the chance they afford
that better modes of action, and customs more worthy of general
adoption, may be struck out; nor is it only persons of decided
mental superiority who have a just claim to carry on their lives
in their own way. There is no reason that all human existence
should be constructed on some one or some small number of
patterns. If a person possesses any tolerable amount of common
sense and experience, his own mode of laying out his existence
is the best, not because it is the best in itself, but because it is
his own mode. Human beings are not like sheep; and even
sheep are not undistinguishably alike. A man cannot get a
coat or a pair of boots to fit him unless they are either made
to his measure, or he has a whole warehouseful to choose from:
and is it easier to fit him with a life than with a coat, or are
human beings more like one another in their whole physical and
spiritual conformation than in the shape of their feet? If it
were only that people have diversities of taste, that is reason
enough for not attempting to shape them all after one model.
But different persons also require different conditions for their
spiritual development; and can no more exist healthily in the
same moral, than all the variety of plants can in the same
physical, atmosphere and climate. The same things which are
helps to one person towards the cultivation of his higher nature
are hindrances to another. The same mode of life is a healthy
excitement to one, kecping all his faculties of action and enjoy-
ment in their best order, while to another it is a distracting
burthen, which suspends or crushes all internal life. Such are
the differences among human beings in their sources of pleasure,
their susceptibilities of pain, and the operation on them of
different physical and moral agencies, that unless there is a
corresponding diversity in their modes of life, they neithcr obtain
their fair share of happiness, nor grow up to the mental, moral,
and @sthetic stature of which their nature is capable. Why
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then should tolerance, as far as the public sentiment is concerned,
extend only to tastes and modes of life which extort acquiescence
by the multitude of their adherents? Nowhere (except in some
monastic institutions) is diversity of taste entirely unrecognised;
a person may, without blame, either like or dislike rowing, or
smoking, or music, or athletic exercises, or chess, or cards, or
study, because both those who like each of these things, and
those who dislike them, are too numerous to be put down. But
the man, and still more the woman, who can be accused either
of doing “‘ what nobody does,” or of not doing “ what every-
body does,” is the subject of as much depreciatory remark as
if he or she had committed some grave moral delinquency.
Persons require to possess a title, or some other badge of rank,
or of the consideration of people of rank, to be able to indulge
somewhat in the luxury of doing as they like without detriment
to their estimation. To indulge somewhat, I repeat: for who-
ever allow themselves much of that indulgence, mcur the risk
of something worse than disparaging speeches—they are in
peril of a commission de lunatico, and of having their property
taken from them and given to their relations.?

There is one characteristic of the present direction of public
opinion peculiarly calculated to make it intolerant of any
marked demonstration of individuality. The general average of
mankind are not only moderate in intellect, but also moderate
1n inclinations: they have no tastes or wishes strong enough to

1 There is something both contemptible and frightful in the sort of
evidence on which, of late years, any person can be judicially declared unfit
for the management of his affairs; and after his death, his disposal of his

roperty can be set aside, if there is enough of it to pay the expenses of
ﬁtlgation—which are charged on the property itself. All the minute
details of his datly life are pried into, and whatever 1s found which, seen
through the medium of the perceiving and describing faculties of the lowest
of the low, bears an ap})earance unlike absolute commonplace, is laid before
the jury as evidence of insanity, and often with success; the jurors being
little, if at all, less vulgar and ignorant than the witnesses; while the
Iudgesl with that extraordinary want of knowledge of human nature and
ife which continually astonishes us in English lawyers, often help to mislead
them. These trials speak volumes as to the state of feeling and opinion
among the vulgar with regard to human liberty. So far from setting any
value on individuality—so far from respecting the right of each individual
to act, in things indifferent, as seems good to his own judgment and inclina-
tions, judges and juries cannot even conceive that a person in a state of
sanity can desire such freedom. In former days, when 1t was proposed to
burnatheists, charitable people used to suggest putting them in a mad-
house instead: it would be nothing surprising now-a-days were we to see
this done, and the doers applauding themselves, because, instead of per-
secuting for religion, they had adopted so humane and Christian a mode
of treating these unfortunates, not without a silent satisfaction at their
having tbereby obtained their deserts.
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incline them to do anything unusual, and they consequently
do not understand those who have, and class all such with the
wild and intemperate whom they are accustomed to look down
upon. Now, in addition to this fact which is general, we have
only to suppose that a strong movement has set in towards the
improvement of morals, and it is evident what we have to expect.
In these days such a movement has set in; ; much has actually
been effected in the way of increased regularity of conduct
and discouragement of excesses; and there is a philanthropic
spirit abroad, for the exercise of which there is no more inviting
field than the moral and prudential improvement of our fellow-
creatures. These tendencies of the times cause the public to be
more disposed than at most former periods to prescribe general
rules of conduct, and endeavour to make every one conform
to the approved standard. And that standard, express or tacit,
is to desire nothing strongly. Its ideal of character is to be
without any marked character; to maim by compression, hke
a Chinese lady’s foot, every part of human nature which stands
out prominently, and tends to make the person markedly dis-
similar in outline to commonplace humanity.

As is usually the case with ideals which exclude one-half of
what is desirable, the present standard of approbation produces
only an inferior imitation of the other half. Instead of great
energies guided by vigorous reason, and strong feelings strongly
controlled by a conscientious will, its result 1s weak feelings and
weak energies, which therefore can be kept in outward conformity
to rule without any strength either of will or of reason. Already
energetic characters on any large scale are becoming merely
traditional. There is now scarcely any outlet for energy in
this country except business. The energy expended in this may
still be regarded as considerable. What little is left from that
employment is expended on some hobby; which may be a
useful, even a philanthropic hobby, but is always some one
thing, and generally a thing of small dimensions. The greatness
of England is now all collective; individually small, we only
appear capable of anything great by our habit of combmmg,
and with this our moral and religious philanthropists are perfectly
contented. But it was men of another stamp than this that
made England what it has been; and men of another stamp
will be needed to prevent its decline.

The despotism of custom is everywhere the standing hindrance
to human advancement, being in unceasing antagonism to that
disposition to aim at somethmg better than customary, which
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is called, according to circumstances, the spirit of liberty, or
that of progress or improvement. The spirit of improvement
is not always a spirit of liberty, for it may aim at forcing improve-
ments on an unwilling people; and the spirit of liberty, in so far
as it resists such attempts, may ally itself locally and temporarily
with the opponents of improvement; but the only unfailing and
permanent source of improvement is liberty, since by it there
are as many possible independent centres of improvement as
there are individuals, The progressive principle, however, in
either shape, whether as the love of liberty or of improvement,
is antagonistic to the sway of Custom, involving at least eman-
cipation from that yoke; and the contest between the two
constitutes the chief interest of the history of mankind. The
greater part of the world has, properly speaking, no history,
because the despotism of Custom is complete. This is the case
over the whole East. Custom is there, in all things, the final
appeal; justice and right mean conformity to custom; the argu-
ment of custom no one, unless some tyrant intoxicated with
power, thinks of resisting. And we see the result. Those
nations must once have had originality; they did not start out
of the ground populous, lettered, and versed in many of the arts
of life; they made themselves all this, and were then the greatest
and most powerful nations of the world. What are they now?
The subjects or dependents of tribes whose forefathers wandered
in the forests when theirs had magnificent palaces and gorgeous
temples, but over whom custom exercised only a divided rule
with liberty and progress. A people, it appears, may be
progressive for a certain length of time, and then stop: when
does it stop? When it ceases to possess individualty. If
a similar change should befall the nations of Europe, it will not
be in exactly the same shape: the despotism of custom with
which these nations are threatened is not precisely stationariness.
It proscribes singularity, but it does not preclude change,
provided all change together. We have discarded the fixed
costumes of our forefathers; every one must still dress like
other people, but the fashion may change once or twice a year.
We thus take care that when there is a change, it shall be for
change’s sake, and not from any idea of beauty or convenience;
for the same idea of beauty or convenience would not strike
all the world at the same moment, and be simultaneously thrown
aside by all at another moment. But we are progressive as
well as changeable: we continually make new inventions in
mechanical things, and keep them until they are again super-
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seded by better; we are eager for improvement in politics, in
education, even in morals, though in this last our idea of improve-
ment chiefly consists in persuading or forcing other people to be
as good as ourselves. It is not progress that we object to; on
the contrary, we flatter ourselves that we are the most progres-
sive people who ecver lived. It is individuality that we war
against: we should think we had done wonders if we had made
ourselves all alike; forgetting that the unlikeness of one person
to another is generally the first thing which draws the attention
of either to the imperfection of his own type, and the superiority
of another, or the possibility, by combining the advantages of
both, of producing something better than either, We have a
warning example in China —a nation of much talent, and, in
some respects, even wisdom, owing to the rare good fortune of
having been provided at an early period with a particularly
good set of customs, the work, in some measure, of men to whom
even the most enlightened European must accord, under certain
limitations, the title of sages and philosophers. They are remark-
able, too, in the excellence of their apparatus for impressing, as
far as possible, the best wisdom they possess upon every mind
in the community, and securing that those who have appropriated
most of it shall occupy the posts of honour and power. Surely
the people who did this have discovered the secret of human
progressiveness, and must have kept themselves steadily at the
head of the movement of the world. On the contrary, they have
become stationary—have remained so for thousands of years;
and if they are ever to be farther improved, it must be by
foreigners. They have succeeded beyond all hope in what
English philanthropists are so industriously working at—in
making a people all alike, all governing their thoughts and
conduct by the same maxims and rules; and these are the
fruits. The modern régime of public opinion is, in an unorganised
form, what the Chinese educational and political systems are in
an organised; and unless individuality shall be able successfully
to assert itself against this yoke, Europe, notwithstanding its
noble antecedents and its professed Christianity, will tend to
become another China.

What is it that has hitherto preserved Europe from this lot?
What has made the European family of nations an improving,
instead of a stationary portion of mankind? Not any superior
excellence in them, which, when it exists, exists as the effect
not as the cause; but their remarkable diversity of character
and culture. Individuals, classes, nations, have been extremely
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unlike one another: they have struck out a great variety of
paths, each leading to something valuable; and although at
every period those who travelled in different paths have been
intolerant of one another, and each would have thought it an
excellent thing if all the rest could have been compelled to travel
his road, their attempts to thwart each other’s development have
rarely had any permanent success, and each has in time endured
to receive the good which the others have offered. Europe is,
in my judgment, wholly indebted to this plurality of paths for
its progressive and many-sided development. But it already
begins to possess this benefit in a considerably less degree. It
is decidedly advancing towards the Chinese ideal of making all
people alike. M. de Tocqueville, in his last important work,
remarks how much more the Frenchmen of the present day
resemble one another than did those even of the last generation.
The same remark might be made of Englishmen in a far greater
degree. In a passage already quoted from Wilhelm von Hum-
boldt, he points out two things as necessary conditions of human
development, because necessary to render people unlike one
another; namely, freedom, and variety of situations. The second
of these two conditions is in this country every day diminishing.
The circumstances which surround different classes and indi-
viduals, and shape their characters, are daily becoming more
assimilated. Formerly, different ranks, different neighbour-
hoods, different trades and professions, ived in what might be
called different worlds; at present to a great degree in the same.
Comparatively speaking, they now read the same things, listen
to the same things, see the same things, go to the same places,
have their hopes and fears directed to the same objects, have the
same rights and liberties, and the same means of asserting them.
Great as are the differences of position which remain, they are
nothing to those which have ceased. And the assimilation is
still proceeding. All the political changes of the age promote
it, since they all tend to raise the low and to lower the high.
Every extension of education promotes it, because education
brings people under common influences, and gives them access
to the general stock of facts and sentiments. Improvement in
the means of communication promotes 1t, by bringing the in-
habitants of distant places into personal centact, and keeping
up a rapid flow of changes of residence between one place and
another. The increase of commerce and manufactures promotes
it, by diffusing more widely the advantages of easy circumstances,
and opening all objects of ambition, even the highest, to general
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competition, whereby the desire of rising becomes no longer
the character of a particular class, but of all classes. A more
powerful agency than even all these, in bringing about a general
similarity among mankind, is the complete establishment, in
this and other free countries, of the ascendancy of public opinion
in the State. As the various social eminences which enabled
persons entrenched on them to disregard the opinion of the
multitude gradually become levelled; as the very idea of
resisting the will of the public, when it is positively known that
they have a will, disappears more and more from the minds of
practical politicians; there ceases to be any social support for
nonconformity—any substantive power in society which, itself
opposed to the ascendancy of numbers, is interested in taking
under its protection opinions and tendencies at variance with
those of the public.

The combination of all these causes forms so great a mass of
influences hostile to Individuality, that it is not easy to see how
it can stand its ground. It will do so with increasing difficulty,
unless the intelligent part of the public can be made to feel its
value—to see that it 1s good there should be differences, even
though not for the better, even though, as it may appear to
them, some should be for the worse. If the claims of Indi-
viduality are ever to be asserted, the time is now, while much
is st1ll wanting to complete the enforced assimilation. Itisonly
in the earlier stages that any stand can be successfully made
against the encroachment. The demand that all other people
shall resemble ourselves grows by what it feeds on. If resist-
ance waits till life is reduced nearly to one uniform type, all
deviations from that type will come to be considered impious,
immoral, even monstrous and contrary to nature. Mankind
speedily become unable to conceive diversity, when they have
been for some time unaccustomed to see it,

CHAPTER 1V

OF THE LIMITS TO THE AUTHORITY OF SOCIETY OVER THE
INDIVIDUAL

WaHAT, then, is the rightful limit to the sovereignty of the
individual over himself? Where does the authority of society
begin? How much of human life should be assigned to indi-
viduality, and how much to society?
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Each will receive its proper share, if each has that which
more particularly concerns it. To individuality should belong
the part of Life in which it is chiefly the individual that is in-
terested; to society, the part which chiefly interests society.

Though society is not founded on a contract, and though no
good purpose is answered by inventing a contract in order to
deduce social obligations from it, every one who receives the
protection of society owes a return for the bencfit, and the fact
of living in society renders it indispensable that each should be
bound to observe a certain line of conduct towards the rest.
This conduct consists, first, in not injuring the interests of one
another; or rather certain interests, which, either by express
legal provision or by tacit understanding, ought to be considered
as rights; and secondly, in each person’s bearing his share (to
be fixed on some equitable principle) of the labours and sacrifices
incurred for defending the society or its members from injury
and molestation. These conditions society is justified in en-
forcing, at all costs to those who endeavour to withhold ful-
filment. Nor is this all that society may do. The acts of an
individual may be hurtful to others, or wanting in due considera-
tion for their welfare, without going to the length of violating
any of their constituted rights. The offender may then be justly
punished by opinion, though not by law. As soon as any part
of a person’s conduct affects prejudically the interests of others,
society has jurisdiction over it, and the question whether the
general welfare will or will not be promoted by nterfering with
it, becomes open to discussion. But there is no room for enter-
taining any such question when a person’s conduct affects the
interests of no persons besides himself, or needs not affect them
unless they like (all the persons concerned being of full age,
and the ordinary amount of understanding). In all such cases,
there should be perfect freedom, legal and social, to do the action
and stand the consequences,

It would be a great misunderstanding of this doctrine to
suppose that it is one of selfish indifference, which pretends that
human beings have no busmess with each other’s conduct in
life, and that they should not concern themselves about the
well-doing or well-being of one another, unless their own interest
is involved. Instead of any diminution, there is need of a great
increase of disinterested exertion to promote the good of others.
But disinterested benevolence can find other instruments to
persuade people to their good than whips and scourges, either
of the literal or the metaphorical sort. 1 am the last person to
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undervalue the self-regarding virtues; they are only second in
importance, if even second, to the social. It is equally the
business of education to cultivate both. But even education
works by conviction and persuasion as well as by compulsion,
and it is by the former only that, when the period of education
15 passed, the self-regarding virtues should be inculcated. Human
beings owe to each other help to distinguish the better from
the worse, and encouragement to choose the former and avoid
the latter. They should be for ever stimulating each other to
mcreased exercise of their higher faculties, and increased direc-
tion of their feelings and aims towards wise instead of foolish,
elevating instead of degrading, objects and contemplations. But
neither one person, nor any number of persons, is warranted in
saying to another human creature of ripe years, that he shall
not do with his life for his own benefit what he chooses to do
withit. He is the pcrson most interested in his own well-being:
the interest which any other person, except in cases of strong
personal attachment, can have in it, is trifling, compared with
that which he himself has; the interest which society has in him
individually (except as to his conduct to others) is fractional,
and altogether indirect; while with respect to his own feelings
and circumstances, the most ordinary man or woman has means
of knowledge immeasurably surpassing those that can be pos-
sessed by any one else. The interference of society to overrule
his judgment and purposes in what only regards himself must
be grounded on gencral presumptions; which may be altogether
wrong, and even if right, are as likely as not to be misapplied
to individual cases, by persons no better acquainted with the
circumstances of such cases than those are who look at them
merely from without. In this department, therefore, of human
affairs, Individuality has its proper field of action. In the
conduct of human beings towards one another it is necessary
that general rules should for the most part be observed, in order
that people may know what they have to expect: but in each
person’s own concerns his individual spontaneity is entitled
to free exercise. Considerations to aid his judgment, exhorta-
tions to strengthen his will, may be offered to him, even obtruded
on him, by others: but he himself is the final judge. All errors
which he is likely to commit against advice and warning are
far outweighed by the evil of allowing others to constrain him
to what they deem his good.

I do not mean that the feelings with which a person is
regarcigzd by others ought not to be in any way affected by his

F
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self-regarding qualities or deficiencies. This is neither possible
nor desirable. If he is eminent in any of the quahties which
conduce to his own good, he is, so far, a proper object of admira-
tion. Heis so much the nearer to the ideal perfection of human
nature. If he is grossly deficient in those qualities, a sentiment
the opposite of admiration will follow. There is a degree of
folly, and a degree of what may be called (though the phrase is
not unobjectionable) lowness or depravation of taste, which,
though 1t cannot justify doing harm to the person who manifests
it, renders him necessarily and properly a subject of distaste, or,
1n extreme cases, even of contempt: a person could not have the
opposite qualities in due strength without entertaining these
feelings. Though doing no wrong to any one, a person may so
act as to compel us to judge him, and feel to him, as a fool, or as
a being of an inferior order: and since this judgment and feeling
are a fact which he would prefer to avoid, 1t is doing him a service
to warn hum of it beforehand, as of any other disagreeable conse-
quence to which he exposes himself. It would be well, indeed, if
this good office were much more freely fendered than the common
notions of politeness at present permit, and if one person could
honestly point out to another that he thinks him in fault, without
being considered unmannerly or presuming. We have a rnight,
also, in various ways, to act upon our unfavourable opinion of
any one, not to thc oppression of his individuality, but in the
exercise of ours. We are not bound, for example, to seek his
society; we have a right to avoid it (though not to parade the
avoidance), for we have a right to choose the society most accept-
able to us. We have a right, and it may be our duty, to caution
others against him, if we think his example or conversation likely
to have a pernicious effect on those with whom he associates.
We may give others a preference over him in optional good
offices, except those which tend to his improvement. In these
various modes a person may suffer very severe penalties at the
hands of others for faults which directly concern only himself;
but he suffers these penalties only in so far as they are the
natural and, as it were, the spontaneous consequences of the
faults themselves, not because they are purposely inflicted on
him for the sake of punishment. A person who shows rashness,
obstinacy, self-conceit—who cannot live within moderate means
—who cannot restrain himself from hurtful indulgences—who
pursues animal pleasures at the expense of those of feeling and
intellect—must expect to be lowered in the opinion of others,
and to have a less share of their favourable sentiments; but of
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this he has no right to complain, unless he has merited their
favour by special excellence in his social relations, and has thus
established a title to their good offices, which is not affected by
his demerits towards himself.

What I contend for is, that the inconveniences which are
strictly inseparable from the unfavourable judgment of others,
are the only ones to which a person should ever be subjected for
that portion of his conduct and character which concerns his
own good, but which does not affect the interest of others in their
relations with him. Acts injurious to others require a totally
different treatment. Encroachment on their rights; infliction
on them of any loss or damage not justified by his own rights;
falsehood or duplicity in dealing with them; unfair or ungenerous
use of advantages over them; even selfish abstinence from
defending them against injury—these are fit objects of moral
reprobation, and, in grave cases, of moral retribution and punish-
ment.  And not only these acts, but the dispositions which lead
to them, are properly immoral, and fit subjects of disapprobation
which may rise to abhorrence. Cruelty of disposition; malice
and ill-nature; that most anti-social and odious of all passions,
envy; dissimulation and insincerity, irascibility on insufficient
cause, and resentment disproportioned to the provocation; the
love of dumineering over others; the desire to engross more than
one’s share of advantages (the wleovefio of the Greeks); the
pride which derives gratification from the abasement of others;
the egotism which thinks self and its concerns more important
than everything else, and decides all doubtful questions in its
own favour;—these are moral vices, and constitute a bad and
odious moral character: unhke the self-regarding faults pre-
viously mentioned, which are not properly immoralities, and to
whatever pitch they may be carried, do not constitute wicked-
ness. They may be proofs of any amount of folly, or want of
personal dignity and self-respect; but they are only a subject
of moral reprobation when they involve a breach of duty to
others, for whose sake the individual is bound to have care for
himself. What are called duties to ourselves are not socially
obligatory, unless circumstances render them at the same time
duties to others. The term duty to oneself, when it means any-
thing more than prudence, means self-respect or self-develop-
ment, and for none of these is any one accountable to his fellow
creatures, because for none of them is it for the good of mankind
that he be held accountable to them.

The distinction between the loss of consideration which a
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person may rightly incur by defect of prudence or of personal
dignity, and the reprobation which is due to him for an offence
against the rights of others, is not a merely nominal distinction.
It makes a vast difference both in our feelings and in our conduct
towards him whether he displeases us in things in which we
think we have a right to control him, or in things in which we
know that we have not. If he displeases us, we may express
our distaste, and we may stand aloof from a person as well as
from a thing that displeases us; but we shall not therefore feel
called on to make his life uncomfortable. We shall reflect that
he already bears, or will bear, the whole penalty of his error; if
he spoils his life by mismanagement, we shall not, for that
reason, desire to spoil it still further: instead of wishing to
punish him, we shall rather endeavour to alleviate his punish-
ment, by showing him how he may avoid or cure the evils his
conduct tends to bring upon him. He may be to us an object
of pity, perhaps of dishke, but not of anger or resentment; we
shall not treat him like an enemy of society: the worst we shall
think ourselves justified in doing is leaving him to himself, if we
do not interfere benevolently by showing interest or concern for
him. Itis far otherwise if he has infringed the rules necessary
for the protection of his fellow-creatures, individually or col-
lectively. The evil consequences of his acts do not then fall on
himself, but on others; and society, as the protector of all its
members, must retaliate on him; must inflict pain on him for the
express purpose of punishment, and must take care that it be
sufficiently severe. In the one case, he is an offender at our bar,
and we are called on not only to sit in judgment on him, but, in
one shape or another, to execute our own sentence: in the other
case, it is not our part to inflict any suffering on him, except
what may incidentally follow from our using the same liberty in
the regulation of our own affairs, which we allow to him in his.

The distinction here pointed out between the part of a person’s
life which concerns only himself, and that which concerns others,
many persons will refuse to admit. How (it may be asked) can
any part of the conduct of a member of society he a matter of
indifference to the other members? No person is an entirely
isolated being; it is impossible for a person to do anything
seriously or permanently hurtful to himself, without mischief
reaching at least to his near connections, and often far beyond
them. If he injures his property, he does harm to those who
directly or indirectly derived support from it, and usually
diminishes, by a greater or less amount, the general resources
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of the community. If he deteriorates his bodily or mental
faculties, he not only brings evil upon all who depended on him
for any portion of their happiness, but disqualifies himself for
rendering the services which he owes to his fellow - creatures
generally; perhaps becomes a burthen on their affection or
benevolence; and if such conduct were very frequent, hardly any
offence that is committed would detract more from the gencral
sum of good. Finally, if by his vices or follies a person does
no direct harm to others, he is nevertheless (it may be said)
injurious by his example; and ought to be compelled to control
himself, for the sake of those whom the sight or knowledge of
his conduct might corrupt or mislead.

And even (1t will be added) if the consequences of misconduct
could be confined to the vicious or thoughtless individual, ought
society to abandon to their own guidance those who are mani-
festly unfit forit? If protection against themselves is confessedly
due to children and persons under age, is not society equally
bound to afford it to persons of mature years who are equally
incapable of self-government? If gambling, or drunkenness,
or incontinence, or idleness, or uncleanliness, are as injurious to
happiness, and as great a hindrance to improvement, as many
or most of the acts prohibited by law, why (it may be asked)
should not law, su far as is consistent with practicability and
social convenience, endeavour to repress these also? And asa
supplement to the unavoidable imperfections of law, ought not
opinion at least to organise a powerful police against these vices,
and visit rigidly with social penalties those who are known to
practise them? There is no question here (it may be said)
about restricting mdlvlduahty, or impeding the trial of new and
original experiments in living. The only things it is sought to
prevent are things which have been tried and condemned from
the beginning of the world until now; things which experience
has shown not to be useful or suitable to any person’s indi-
viduality. There must be some length of time and amount of
experience after which a moral or prudential truth may be
regarded as established: and it is merely desired to prevent
generation after generation from falling over the same precipice
which has been fatal to their predecessors.

I fully admit that the mischief which a person does to himself
may seriously affect, both through their sympathies and their
interests, those nearly connected with him and, in a minor degree,
society at large. When, by conduct of this sort a person s led to
violate a distinct and assignable obligation to any other person
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or persons, the case is taken out of the self-regarding class, and
becomes amenable to moral disapprobation in the proper sense of
the term. If, for example, a man, through intemperance or
extravagance, becomes unable to pay his debts, or, having under-
taken the moral responsibility of a family, becomes from the
same cause incapable of supporting or educating them, he is
deservedly reprobated, and might be justly punished; but it is
for the breach of duty to his family or creditors, not for the
extravagance. If the resources which ought to have been
devoted to them, had been diverted from them for the most
prudent investment, the moral culpability would have been the
same. George Barnwell murdered his uncle to get money for
his mistress, but 1f he had done it to set himself up 1n business, he
would equally have been hanged. Again, in the frequent case of
a man who causes grief to his family by addiction to bad habits,
he deserves reproach for his unkindness or ingratitude; but so he
may for cultivating habits not in themselves vicious, if they are
painful to those with whom he passes his life, or who from
personal ties are dependent on him for their comfort. Whoever
fails in the consideration generally due to the interests and
feelings of others, not being compelled by some more imperative
duty, or justified by allowable self-preference, is a subject of
moral disapprobation for that failure, but not for the cause of it,
nor for the errors, merely personal to himself, which may have
remotely led to it. Tn like manner, when a person disables him-
self, by conduct purely self-regarding, from the performance of
some defimte duty incumbent on him to the public, he is guilty
of a social offence. No person ought to be punished simply for
being drunk; but a soldier or a policeman should be punished
for being drunk on duty. Whenever, in short, there is a definite
damage, or a definite risk of damage, either to an individual or to
the public, the casc is taken out of the province of liberty, and
placed in that of morality or law,

But with regard to the merely contingent, or, as it may be
called, constructive injury which a person causes to society, by
conduct which neither violates any specific duty to the public,
nor occasions perceptible hurt to any assignable individual except
himself; the inconvenience is one which society can afford to
bear, for the sake of the greater good of human freedom. If
grown persons are to be punished for not taking proper care of
themselves, I would rather it were for their own sake, than under
pretence of preventing them from impairing their capacity of
rendering to society benefits which society does not pretend it
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has a right to exact. But I cannot consent to argue the point
as if society had no means of bringing its weaker members up to
its ordinary standard of rational conduct, except waiting till
they do something irrational, and then punishing them, legally
or morally, for it. Society has had absolute power over them
during all the early portion of their existence: it has had the
whole period of childhood and nonage in which to try whether
it could make them capable of rational conduct in life. The
existing generation is master both of the training and the entire
circumstances of the generation to come; it cannot indeed make
them perfectly wise and good, because it is itself so lamentably
deficient in goodness and wisdom; and its best efforts are not
always, in individual cases, its most successful ones; but 1t is
perfectly well able to make the rising generation, as a whole, as
good as, and a little better than, 1tself. If society lets any
considerable number of its members grow up mere children,
incapable of being acted on by rational consideration of distant
motives, society has itself to blame for the consequences.
Armed not only with all the powers of education, but with the
ascendency which the authority of a received opiion always
exercises over the minds who are least fitted to judge for them-
selves; and aided by the matural penalties which cannot be
prevented from falling on those who incur the distaste or the
contempt of those who know them; let not society pretend
that it needs, besides all this, the power to issue commands and
enforce obedience in the personal concerns of individuals, in
which, on all principles of justice and policy, the decision ought to
rest with those who are to abide the consequences. Nor is there
anything which tends more to discredit and frustrate the better
means of influencing conduct than a resort to the worse. If
there be among those whom it is attempted to coerce mto pru-
dence or temperance any of the material of which vigorous and
independent characters are made, they will infallibly rebel against
the yoke. No such person will ever feel that others have a right
to control him in his concerns, such as they have to prevent him
from injuring them in theirs; and it easily comes to be con-
sidered a mark of spirit and courage to fly in the face of such
usurped authority, and do with ostentation the exact opposite
of what it enjoins; as in the fashion of grossness which succeeded,
in the time of Charles II., to the fanatical moral intolerance of
the Puritans. With respect to what is said of the necessity of
protecting society from the bad example set to others by the
vicious or the self-indulgent; it is true that bad example may
have a pernicious effect, especially the example of doing wrong
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to others with impunity to the wrong-doer. But we are now
speaking of conduct which, while it does no wrong to others, is
supposed to do great harm to the agent himself: and I do not
see how those who believe this can think otherwise than that
the example, on the whole, must be more salutary than hurtful,
since, if it displays the misconduct, it displays also the painful or
degrading consequences which, if the conduct is justly censured,
must be supposed to be in all or most cases attendant on it.

But the strongest of all the arguments against the intcrference
of the public with purely personal conduct is that, when it does
interfere, the odds are that it interferes wrongly, and in the wrong
place. On questions of social morality, of duty to others, the
opinion of the public, that is, of an overruling majority, though
often wrong, is likely to be still oftener right; because on such
questions they are only required to judge of their own interests;
of the manner in which some mode of conduct, if allowed to be
practised, would effect themselves. But the opinion of a similar
majority, imposed as a law on the minority, on questions of self-
regarding conduct, is quite as likely to be wrong as right; forin
these cases public opinion means, at the best, some people’s
opinion of what 15 good or bad for other people; while very often
it does not even mean that; the public, with the most perfect
indifference, passing over the pleasure or convenience of those
whose conduct they censure, and considering only their own
preference. There are many who consider as an injury to them-
sclves any conduct which they have a distaste for, and resent it
as an outrage to their feelings; as a religious bigot, when charged
with disregarding the religious feelings of others, has been known
to retort that they disregard his feelings, by persisting in their
abominable worship or creed. But there is no parity between
the feeling of a person for his own opinion, and the feeling of
another who is offended at his holding it; no more than between
the desire of a thief to take a purse, and the desire of the right
owner to keep it. And a person’s taste is as much his own
peculiar concern as his opinion or his purse. It is easy for any
one to imagine an ideal public which leaves the freedom and
choice of individuals in all uncertain matters undisturbed, and
only requires them to abstain from modes of conduct which
universal experience has condemned. But where has there been
seen a public which set any such limit to its censorship? or when
does the public trouble itself about universal experience? In
its interferences with personal conduct it is seldom thinking of
anything but the enormity of acting or feeling differently from
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itself; and this standard of judgment, thinly disguised, is held
up to mankind as the dictate of religion and philosophy, by
nine-tenths of all moralists and speculative writers. These teach
that things are right because they are right; because we feel
them to be so. They tell us to search in our own minds and
hearts for laws of conduct binding on ourselves and on all others.
What can the poor public do but apply these instructions, and
make their own personal feelings of good and evil, if they are
tolerably unanimous mn them, obligatory on all the world?

The evil here pointed out is not one which exists only in theory ;
and it may perhaps be expected that I should specify the instances
in which the public of this age and country improperly invests
its own preferences with the character of moral laws. I am not
writing an essay on the aberrations of existing moral feeling.
That 15 too weighty a subject to be discussed parenthetically,
and by way of illustration. Yet examples are necessary to show
that the principle I maintain is of serious and practical moment,
and that T am not endeavouring to erect a barrier against
imaginary evils. And it is not difficult to show, by abundant
instances, that to extend the bounds of what may be called
moral police, until it encroaches on the most unquestionably
legitimate liberty of the individual, is one of the most universal
of all human propensities.

As a first instance, consider the antipathies which men cherish
on no better grounds than that persons whose religious opinions
are different from theirs do not practise their religious obser-
vances, especially their religious abstinences. To cite a rather
trivial example, notlung in the creed or practice of Christians
does more to envenom the hatred of Mahomedans against
them than the fact of their eating pork. There arc few acts
which Christians and Europeans regard with more unaffected
disgust than Mussulmans regard this particular mode of satis-
fying hunger. It is, in the first place, an offence against their
religion; but this circumstance by no means explains either the
degree or the kind of their repugnance; for wine also is forbidden
by their religion, and to partake of it is by all Mussulmans
accounted wrong, but not disgusting. Their aversion to the
flesh of the * unclean beast ” is, on the contrary, of that peculiar
character, resembling an instinctive antipathy, which the idea
of uncleanness, when once it thoroughly sinks into the feelings,
seems always to excite even in those whose personal habits are
anything but scrupulously cleanly, and of which the sentiment
of religious impurity, so intense in the Hindoos, is a remarkable

*p 482
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example. Suppose now that in a people, of whom the majority
were Mussulmans, that majority should insist upon not per-
mitting pork to be eaten within the limits of the country. This
would be nothing new in Mahomedan countries.! Would it be
a legitimate exercise of the moral authority of public opinion?
and if not, why not? The practice is really revolting to such a
public. They also sincerely think that it is forbidden and
abhorred by the Deity. Neither could the prohibition be cen-
sured as religious persecution. It might be religious in its
origin, but it would not be persecution for religion, since nobody’s
religion makes 1t a duty to eat pork. The only tenable ground
of condemnation would be that with the personal tastes and
self-regarding concerns of individuals the public has no business
to interfere.

To come somewhat nearer home: the majority of Spaniards
consider it a gross impiety, offensive in the highest degree to
the Supreme Being, to worship him in any other manner than
the Roman Catholic; and no other public worship is lawful on
Spanish soil. The people of all Southern Europe look upon a
married clergy as not only irreligious, but unchaste, indecent,
gross, disgusting. What do Protestants think of these perfectly
sincere feelings, and of the attempt to enforce them against
non-Catholics?  Yet, if mankind are justified in interfering with
each other’s liberty in things which do not concern the interests
of others, on what principle is it possible consistently to exclude
these cases? or who can blame people for desiring to suppress
what they regard as a scandal in the sight of God and man?
No stronger case can be shown for prohibiting anything which
is regarded as a personal immorality, than is made out for sup-
pressing these practices in the eyes of those who regard them as
impieties; and unless we are willing to adopt the logic of perse-
cutors, and to say that we may persecute others because we are
right, and that they must not persecute us because they are
wrong, we must beware of admitting a principle of which we
should resent as a gross injustice the application to ourselves.

1 The case of the Bombay Parsees is a curious instance in point. When
this industrious and enterprising tribe, the descendants of the Persian
fire-worshippers, flymmg from their native country before the Caliphs,
arrived 1n Western India, they were admitted to toleration by the Hindoo
sovereigns, on condition of not cating beef. ~When those regions after-
wards fell under the dominion of Mahomedan conquerors, the Parsees
obtained from them a continuance of indulgence, on condition of refraining
from pork. What was at first obedience to authority became a second
nature, and the Parsees to this day abstain both from beef and pork.
Though not required by their religion, the double abstinence has had time
to grow into a custom of their tribe; and custom, in the East, is a religion.
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The preceding instances may be objected to, although un-
reasonably, as drawn from contingencies impossible among us:
opinion, in this country, not being likely to enforce abstinence
from meats, or to interfere with people for worshipping, and for
either marrying or not marrying, according to their creed or
inclination. The next example, however, shall be taken from
an interference with liberty which we have by no means passed
all danger of. Wherever the Puritans have been sufficiently
powerful, as in New England, and in Great Britain at the time
of the Commonwealth, they have endeavoured, with consider-
able success, to put down all public, and nearly all private,
amusements: especially music, dancing, public games, or other
assemblages for purposes of diversion, and the theatre. There
are still in this country large bodies of persons by whose notions
of morality and religion these recreations are condemned; and
those persons belonging chiefly to the middle class, who are the
ascendant power in the present social and political condition of
the kingdom, it is by no means impossible that persons of these
sentiments may at some time or other command a majority in
Parliament. How will the remaining portion of the community
like to have the amusements that shall be permitted to them
regulated by the religious and moral sentiments of the stricter
Calvinists and Methodists? Would they not, with considerable
peremptoriness, desire these intrusively pious members of society
to mind their own business? This is precisely what should be
said to every government and every public, who have the pre-
tension that no person shall enjoy any pleasure which they think
wrong. But if the principle of the pretension be admitted, no
one can reasonably object to its being acted on in the sense of
the majority, or other preponderating power in the country;
and all persons must be ready to conform to the idea of a
Christian commonwealth, as understood by the early settlers in
New England, if a rehgious profession similar to theirs should
ever succeed in regaining its lost ground, as religions supposed
to be declining have so often been known to do.

To imagine another contingency, perhaps more likely to be
realised than the one last mentioned. There is confessedly a
strong tendency in the modern world towards a democratic
constitution of society, accompanied or not by popular political
institutions. It is affirmed that in the country where this
tendency is most completely realised—where both society and
the government are most democratic—the United States—
the feeling of the majority, to whom any appearance of a more
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showy or costly style of living than they can hope to rival is
disagreeable, operates as a tolerably effectual sumptuary law,
and that in many parts of the Union it is really difficult for a
person possessing a very large income to find any mode of spend-
ing it which will not 1ncur popular disapprobation. Though
such statements as these are doubtless much exaggerated as a
representation of existing facts, the state of things they describe
is not only a conceivable and possible, but a probable result
of democratic feeling, combined with the notion that the public
has a right to a veto on the manner in which individuals shall
spend their incomes. We have only further to suppose a con-
siderable diffusion of Socialist opinions, and it may become
infamous in the eyes of the majority to possess more property
than some very small amount, or any income not earned by
manual labour. Opinions similar in principle to these already
prevail widely among the artisan class, and weigh oppressively
on those who are amenable to the opinion chiefly of that class,
namely, its own members. It is known that the bad workmen
who form the majority of the operatives in many branches of
industry, are decidedly of opinion that bad workmen ought to
receive the same wages as good, and that no one ought to be
allowed, through piecework or otherwise, to earn by superior
skill or industry more than others can without it. And they
employ a moral police, which occasionally becomes a physical
one, to deter skilful workmen from receiving, and employers from
giving, a larger remuneration for a more useful service. If the
public have any jurisdiction over private concerns, I cannot
see that these people are in fault, or that any individual’s par-
ticular public can be blamed for asserting the same authority over
his individual conduct which the general public asserts over
people in general.

But, without dwelling upon supposititious cases, there are,
n our own day, gross usurpations upon the liberty of private
life actually practised, and still greater ones threatened with some
expectation of success, and opinions propounded which assert
an unlimited right in the public not only to prohibit by law
everything which it thinks wrong, but, in order to get at what
it thinks wrong, to prohibit a number of things which it admits
to be innocent.

Under the name of preventing intemperance, the people of one
English colony, and of nearly half the United States, have been
interdicted by law from making any use whatever of fermented
drinks, except for medical purposes: for prohibition of their
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sale is in fact, as it is intended to be, prohibition of their use.
And though the impracticability of executing the law has caused
its repeal in several of the States which had adopted it, including
the one from which it derives its name, an attempt has notwith-
standing been commenced, and is prosecuted with considerable
zeal by many of the professed philanthropists, to agitate for
a similar law in this country. The association, or “ Alhance ”
as it terms itself, which has been formed for this purpose, has
acquired some notoriety through the publicity given to a
correspondence between its secretary and one of the very few
English public men who hold that a politician’s opinions ought
to be founded on principles. Lord Stanley’s share in this cor-
respondence is calculated to strengthen the hopes already built
on him, by those who know how rare such qualities as are mani-
fested in some of his public appearances unhappily are among
those who figure in political life. The organ of the Alliance, who
would “ deeply deplore the recognition of any principle which
could be wrested to justify bigotry and persecution,” undertakes
to point out the *“ broad and impassable barrier ” which divides
such principles from those of the association. “ All matters
relating to thought, opinion, conscience, appear to me,” he says,
‘ to be without the sphere of legislation; all pertaining to social
act, habit, relation, subject only to a discretionary power vested
in the State itself, and not in the individual, to be within it.”
No mention is made of a third class, different from either of
these, viz., acts and habits which are not social, but individual;
although it is to this class, surely, that the act of drinking fer-
mented liquors belongs. Selling fermented liquors, however, is
trading, and trading is a social act. But the infringement com-
plained of is not on the liberty of the seller, but on that of the
buyer and consumer; since the State might just as well forbid
him to drink wine as purposely make it impossible for him to
obtain it. The secretary, however, says, “ I claim, as a citizen,
a right to legislate whenever my social rights are invaded by
the social act of another.” And now for the definition of these
“social rights.” ‘“If anything invades my social rights, cer-
tainly the traffic in strong drink does. It destroys my primary
right of security, by constantly creating and stimulating social
disorder. It invades my right of equality, by deriving a profit
from the creation of a misery I am taxed to support. It im-
pedes my right to free moral and intellectual development, by
surrounding my path with dangers, and by weakening and
demoralising society, from which I have a right to claim mutual
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aid and intercourse.” A theory of “ social rights”’ the like of
which probably never before found its way into distinct language:
being nothing short of this—that it is the absolute social right of
every individual, that every other individual shall act in every
respect exactly as he ought; that whosoever fails thereof in the
smallest particular violates my social right, and entitles me to
demand from the legislature the removal of the grievance. So
monstrous a principle is far more dangerous than any single
interference with liberty; there is no violation of hberty which
it would not jusufy; it acknowledges no right to any freedom
whatever, except perhaps to that of holding opinions in secret,
without ever disclosing them: for, the moment an opinion which
I consider noxious passes any one’s lips, it invades all the “ social
rights ”” attributed to me by the Alliance. The doctrine ascribes
to all mankind a vested interest in each other’s moral, intellectual,
and even physical perfection, to be defincd by each claimant
according to his own standard.

Another important example of illegitimate interference with
the rightful liberty of the individual, not simply threatened, but
long since carried into triumphant effect is Sabbatarian Iegls]a-
tion. Without doubt, abstinence on one day in the week, so
far as the exigencies of life permit, from the usual daily occupa-
tion, though in no respect religiously binding on any except
Jews, is a highly beneficial custom. And inasmuch as this
custom cannot be observed without a general consent to that
effect among the industrious classes, therefore, in so far as some
persons by working may impose the same necessity on others, it
may be allowable and right that the law should guarantee to
each the observance by others of the custom, by suspending
the greater operations of industry on a partlcular day. But
this ]ustlﬁcatlon, grounded on the direct interest which others
have in each individual’s observance of the practice, does not
apply to the self-chosen occupations in which a person may
think fit to employ his leisure; nor does it hold good, in the
smallest degree, for legal restrictions on amusements. It is
true that the amusement of some is the day’s work of others;
but the pleasure, not to say the useful recreation, of many,
is worth the labour of a few, provided the occupation is freely
chosen, and can be freely resigned. The operatives are perfectly
right in thinking that if all worked on Sunday, seven days’
work would have to be given for six days’ wages; but so long
as the great mass of employments are suspended, the small
number who for the enjoyment of others must still work, obtain
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a proportional increase of earnings; and they are not obliged
to follow those occupations if they prefer leisure to emolument.
If a further remedy 1s sought, it might be found n the establish-
ment by custom of a holiday on some other day of the week
for those particular classes of persons. The only ground,
therefore, on which restrictions on Sunday amusements can be
defended, must be that they are religiously wrong; a motive of
legislation which can never be too earnestly protested against.
“ Deorum injurie Diis cure.” It remains to be proved that
society or any of 1ts officers holds a commission from on high to
avenge any supposed offence to Omnipotence, which is not also
a wrong to our fellow-creatures. The notion that it is one man’s
duty that another should be religious, was the foundation of all
the religious persecutions ever perpetrated, and, if admitted,
would fully justify them. Though the feeling which breaks
out in the repeated attempts to stop railway travelling on Sunday,
in the resistance to the opening of Museums, and the like, has
not the cruelty of the old persecutors, the state of mind indicated
by it is fundamentally the same. It is a determination not to
tolerate others in doing what is permitted by their religion,
because it is not permitted by the persecutor’s rehgion. It is
a belief that God not only abominates the act of the misbeliever,
but will not hold us gultless if we leave him unmolested.

I cannot refrain from adding to these examples of the little
account commonly made of human hberty, the language of
downright persecution which breaks out from the press of this
country whenever it feels called on to notice the remarkable
phenomenon of Mormonism. Much might be said on the un-
expected and instructive fact that an alleged new revelation, and
a religion founded on it, the product of palpable imposture, not
even supported by the prestige of extraordinary qualities in its
founder, is believed by hundreds of thousands, and has been
made the foundation of a society, in the age of newspapers,
railways, and the electric telegraph. What here concerns us is,
that this religion, like other and better rehgions, has its martyrs:
that its prophet and founder was, for his teaching, put to death
by a mob; that others of its adherents lost their lives by the
same lawless violence; that they were forcibly expelled, in a
body, from the country in which they first grew up; while, now
that they have been chased into a solitary recess in the midst
of a desert, many in this country openly declare that it would
be right (only that it is not convenient) to send an expedition
against them, and compel them by force to conform to the
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opinions of other people. The article of the Mormonite doctrine
which is the chief provocative to the antipathy which thus
breaks through the ordinary restraints of religious tolerance, is
its sanction of polygamy; which, though permitted to Mahome-
dans, and Hindoos, and Chinese, seems to excite unquenchable
animosity when practised by persons who speak English and
profess to be a kind of Christians. No one has a deeper disap-
probation than I have of this Mormon institution; both for other
reasons, and because, far from being in any way countenanced
by the principle of liberty, it is a direct infraction of that prin-
ciple, being a mere riveting of the chains of one half of the
community, and an emancipation of the other from reciprocity
of obligation towards them. Still, it must be remembered that
this relation is as much voluntary on the part of the women
concerned in it, and who may be deemed the sufferers by it, as
is the case with any other form of the marriage institution; and
however surprising this fact may appear, it has its explanation
in the common ideas and customs of the world, which teaching
women to think marriage the one thing needful, make it intel-
ligible that many a woman should prefer being one of several
wives, to not being a wife at all. Other countries are not asked
to recognise such unions, or release any portion of their inhabi-
tants from their own laws on the score of Mormonite opinions.
But when the dissentients have conceded to the hostile sentiments
of others far more than could justly be demanded; when they
have left the countries to which their doctrines were unaccept-
able, and established themselves in a remote corner of the earth,
which they have been the first to render habitable to human
beings; it is difficult to see on what principles but those of
tyranny they can be prevented from living there under what
laws they please, provided they commit no aggrescion on other
nations, and allow perfect freedom of departure to those who are
dissatisfied with their ways. A recent writer, in some respects
of considerable merit, proposes (to use his own words) not a
crusade, but a civilisade, against this polygamous community,
to put an end to what seems to him a retrograde step in civilisa-
tion. It also appears so to me, but I am not aware that any
community has a right to force another to be civilised. So long
as the sufferers by the bad law do not invoke assistance from
other communities, I cannot admit that persons entirely uncon-
nected with them ought to step in and require that a condition
of things with which all who are directly interested appear to
be satisfied, should be put an end to because it is a scandal to
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persons some thousands of miles distant, who have no part or
concern in it. Let them send missionaries, if they please, to
preach against it; and let them, by any fair means (of which
silencing the teachers is not one), oppose the progress of similar
doctrines among their own people. If civilisation has got the
better of barbarism when barbarism had the world to itself, it is
too much to profess to be afraid lest barbarism, after having
been fairly got under, should revive and conquer awvilisation. A
civilisation that can thus succumb to its vanquishéd enemy,
must first have become so degenerate, that neither its appointed
priests and teachers, nor anybody else, has the capacity, or will
take the trouble, to stand up for it. If this be so, the sooner
such a civilisation receives notice to quit the better. It can
only go on from bad to worse, until destroyed and regenerated
(like the Western Empire) by energetic barbarians,

CHAPTER V
APPLICATIONS

THE principles asserted in these pages must be more generally
admitted as the basis for discussion of details, before a consistent
application of them to all the various departments of govern-
ment and morals can be attempted with any prospect of advan-
tage. The few observations I propose to make on questions of
detail are designed to illustrate the principles, rather than to
follow them out to their consequences. I offer, not so much
applications, as specimens of application; which may scrve to
bring into greater clearness the meaning and hmits of the two
maxims which together form the entire doctrine of this Essay,
and to assist the judgment in holding the balance between them,
in the cases where it appears doubtful which of them is applicable
to the case.

The maxims are, first, that the individual is not accountable
to society for his actions, in so far as these concern the interests
of no person but himself. Advice, instruction, persuasion, and
avoidance by other people if thought necessary by them for their
own good, are the only measures by which society can justifiably
express its dislike or disapprobation of his conduct. Secondly,
that for such actions as are prejudicial to the interests of others,
the individual is accountable, and may be subjected either to
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social or to legal punishment, if society is of opinion that the
one or the other is requisite for its protection,

In the first place, it must by no means be supposed, because
damage, or probability of damage, to the interests of others, can
alone justify the interference of society, that therefore it always
does justify such interference. In many cases, an individual,
in pursuing a legitimate object, necessarily and therefore legiti-
mately causes pain or loss to others, or intercepts a good which
they had a reasonable hope of obtaining. Such oppositions of
interest between individuals often arise from bad social institu-
tions, but are unavoidable while those institutions last; and
some would be unavoidable under any institutions. Whoever
succeeds 1n an overcrowded profession, or in a competitive
examination; whoever is preferred to another in any contest
for an object which both desire, reaps benefit from the loss of
others, from their wasted exertion and their disappointment.
But it is, by common admission, better for the general interest
of mankind, that persons should pursue their objects undeterred
by this sort of consequences. In other words, society admits
no right, cither legal or moral, in the disappointed competitors
to immunity from this kind of suffering; and feels called on to
interfere, only when means of success have been employed which
it is contrary to the general interest to permit—namely, fraud
or treachery, and force.

Again, trade is a social act. Whoever undertakes to sell any
description of goods to the public, does what affects the interest
of other persons, and of society in general; and thus his conduct,
in principle, comes within the jurisdiction of society : accordingly,
it was once held to be the duty of governments, in all cases which
were considered of importance, to fix prices, and regulate the pro-
cesses of manufacture. But it is now recognised, though not till
after a long struggle, that both the cheapness and the good
quality of commodities are most effectually provided for by
leaving the producers and sellers perfectly free, under the sole
check of equal freedom to the buyers for supplying themselves
elsewhere. This is the so-called doctrine of Free Trade, which
rests on grounds different from, though equally solid with, the
principle of individual liberty asserted in this Essay. Restric-
tions on trade, or on production for purposes of trade, are indeed
restraints; and all restraint, gud restraint, is an evil: but the
restraints in question affect only that part of conduct which
society is competent to restrain, and are wrong solely because
they do not really produce the results which it is desired to
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produce by them. As the principle of individual liberty is not
involved in the doctrine of Free Trade, so neither is it in most
of the questions which arise respecting the limits of that doctrine;
as, for example, what amount of public control is admissible for
the prevention of fraud by adulteration; how far sanitary pre-
cautions, or arrangements to protect workpeople employed in
dangerous occupations, should be enforced on employers. Such
questions involve considerations of hberty, only in so far as
leaving people to themselves is always better, ceteris paribus,
than controlling them: but that they may be legitimately con-
trolled for these ends is in principle undeniable. On the other
hand, there are questions relating to interference with trade
which are essentially questions of liberty; such as the Maine
Law, already touched upon; the prohibition of the importation
of opium into China; the restriction of the sale of poisons; all
cases, in short, where the object of the interference is to make it
impossible or difficult to obtain a particular commodity. These
interferences are objectionable, not as infringements on the
liberty of the producer or seller, but on that of the buyer.

One of these examples, that of the sale of poisons, opens a new
question; the proper limits of what may be called the functions
of police; how far liberty may legitimately be invaded for the
prevention of crime, or of accident. It is one of the undisputed
functions of government to take precautions against crime before
it has been committed, as well as to detect and punish it after-
wards. The preventive function of government, however, is
far more liable to be abused, to the prejudice of hberty, than the
punitory function; for there is hardly any part of the legitimate
freedom of action of a human being which would not admit of
being represented, and fairly too, as increasing the facilities for
some form or other of delinquency. Nevertheless, if a public
authority, or even a private person, sees any one evidently pre-
paring to commit a crime, they are not bound to look on inactive
until the crime is committed, but may interfere to prevent it.
If poisons were never bought or used for any purpose except the
commission of murder it would be right to prohibit their manu-
facture and sale. They may, however, be wanted not only for
innocent but for useful purposes, and restrictions cannot be
imposed in the one case without operating in the other. Again,
it is a proper office of public authority to guard against accidents.
If either a public officer or any one else saw a person attempting
to cross a bridge which had been ascertained to be unsafe, and
there were no time to warn him of his danger, they might seize
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him and turn him back, without any real infringement of his
liberty; for liberty consists in doing what one desires, and he
does not desire to fall into the river. Nevertheless, when there
is not a certainty, but only a danger of mischief, no one but the
person himself can judge of the sufficiency of the motive which
may prompt him to incur the risk: in this case, therefore (unless
he is a child, or delirious, or in some state of excitement or
absorptionincompatible with the full use of the reflecting faculty),
he ought, I conceive, to be only warned of the danger; not
forcibly prevented from exposing himself to it. Similar con-
siderations, applied to such a question as the sale of poisons, may
enable us to decide which among the possible modes of regulation
are or are not contrary to principle. Such a precaution, for
example, as that of labelling the drug with some word expressive
of its dangerous character, may be eniorced without violation of
liberty: the buyer cannot wish not to know that the thing he
possesses has poisonous qualities DBut to require in all cases
the certificate of a medical practitioner would make it sometimes
impossible, always expensive, to obtain the article for legitimate
uses. The only mode apparent to me, in which difficulties may
be thrown in the way of crime committed through this means,
without any infringement worth taking into account upon the
liberty of those who desire the poisonous substance for other
purposes, consists in providing what, in the apt language of
Bentham, is called * preappointed evidence.” This provision
is familiar to every one 1n the case of contracts. It 1s usual and
right that the law, when a contract is entered into, should require
as the condition of its enforcing performance, that certain
formalities should be observed, such as signatures, attestation of
witnesses, and the like, in order that in case of subsequent dispute
there may be evidence to prove that the contract was really
entered into, and that there was nothing in the circumstances
to render it legally invalid: the effect being to throw great
obstacles in the way of fictitious contracts, or contracts made in
circumstances which, if known, would destroy their validity.
Precautions of a similar nature might be enforced in the sale of
articles adapted to be instruments of crime. The seller, for
example, might be required to enter in a register the exact time
of the transaction, the name and address of the buyer, the precise
quality and quantity sold; to ask the purpose for which it was
wanted, and record the answer he received. When there was no
medical prescription, the presence of some third person might be
required, to bring home the fact to the purchaser, in case there
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should afterwards be reason to believe that the article had been
applied to criminal purposes. Such regulations would in general
be no material impediment to obtaining the article, but a very
considerable one to making an improper use of it without
detection.

The right inherent in society, to ward off crimes against itself
by antecedent precautions, suggests the obvious limitations to
the maxim, that purely self-regarding misconduct cannot pro-
perly be meddled with in the way of prevention or punishment.
Drunkenness, for example, in ordinary cases, is not a fit subject
for legislative interference; but I should deem it perfectly
legitimate that a person, who had once been convicted of any
act of violence to others under the influence of drink, should be
placed under a special legal restriction, personal to himself;
that if he were afterwards found drunk, he should be hable to a
penalty, and that if when in that state he committed another
offence, the punishment to which he would be liable for that other
offence should be increased in severity. The making himself
drunk, in a person whom drunkenness excites to do harm to
others, is a crime against others. So, again, idleness, except in
a person receiving support from the public, or except when it con-
stitutes a breach of contract, cannot without tyranny be made a
subject of legal punishment; but if, either from idleness or from
any other avoidable cause, a man fails to perform his legal duties
to others, as for instance to support his children, it is no tyranny
to force him to fulfil that obligation, by compulsory labour, if no
other means are available.

Again, there are many acts which, being directly injurious only
to the agents themselves, ought not to be legally interdicted,
but which, if done publicly, are a violation of good manners, and
coming thus within the category of offences against others, may
rightly be prohibited. Of this kind are offences against decency ;
on which it is unnecessary to dwell, the rather as they are only
connected indirectly with our sub]ect the objection to publicity
being equally strong in the case of many actions not in them-
selves condemnable, nor supposed to be so.

There is another question to which an answer must be found,
consistent with the principles which have been laid down. In
cases of personal conduct supposed to be blamable, but which
respect for liberty precludes society from preventing or punish-
ing, because the evil directly resulting falls wholly on the agent;
what the agent is free to do, ought other persons to be equally
free to counsel or instigate? This question is not free from



154 On Liberty

difficulty. The case of a person who solicits another to do an
act is not strictly a case of self-regarding conduct. To give
advice or offer inducements to any one is a social act, and may,
therefore, like actions in general which affect others, be supposed
amenable to social control. But a little reflection corrects the
first impression, by showing that if the case is not strictly within
the definition of individual liberty, yet the reasons on which the
pinciple of individual liberty is grounded are applicable to it,
If people must be allowed, in whatever concerns only themselves,
to act as seems best to themselves, at their own peril, they must
equally be free to consult with one another about what is fit to
be so done; to exchange opinions, and give and receive sug-
gestions. Whatever it is permitted to do, it must be per-
mitted to advise to do. The question is doubtful only when the
instigator derives a personal benefit from his advice; when he
makes it his occupation, for subsistence or pecuniary gain, to
promote what society and the State consider to be an evil.
Then, indeed, a new element of complication is introduced;
namely, the existence of classes of persons with an interest
opposed to what is considered as the public weal, and whose
mode of living is grounded on the counteraction of it. Ought
this to be interfered with, or not? Fornication, for example,
must be tolerated, and so must gambling; but should a person
be free to be a pimp, or to keep a gambling-house? The case is
one of those which lie on the exact boundary line between two
principles, and it is not at once apparent to which of the two it
properly belongs. There are arguments on both sides. On the
side of toleration it may be said that the fact of following any-
thing as an occupation, and living or profiting by the practice of
it, cannot make that criminal which would otherwise be admis-
sible; that the act should either be consistently permitted or
consistently prohibited; that if the principles which we have
hitherto defended are true, society has no business, as society,
to decide anything to be wrong which concerns only the indi-
vidual; that it cannot go beyond dissuasion, and that one person
should be as free to persuade as another to dissuade. In opposi-
tion to this it may be contended, that although the publc, or
the State, are not warranted in authoritatively deciding, for
purposes of repression or punishment, that such or such conduct
affecting only the interests of the individual is good or bad, they
are fully justified in assuming, if they regard it as bad, that its
being so or not is at least a disputable question: That, this being
supposed, they cannot be acting wrongly in endeavouring to
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exclude the influence of solicitations which are not disinterested,
of instigators who cannot possibly be impartial—who have a
direct personal interest on one side, and that side the one which
the State believes to be wrong, and who confessedly promote it
for personal objects only. There can surely, it may be urged,
be nothing lost, no sacrifice of good, by so ordering matters that
persons shall make their election, either wisely or foolishly, on
their own prompting, as free as possible from the arts of persons
who stimulate their inclinations for interested purposes of their
own. Thus (it may be said) though the statutes respecting
unlawful games are utterly indefensible—though all persons
should be free to gamble in their own or each other’s houses, or in
any place of meeting established by their own subscriptions,
and open only to the members and their visitors—yet public
gambling-houses should not be permitted. It is true that the
prohibition 1s never effectual, and that, whatever amount of
tyrannical power may be given to the police, gambling-houses
can always be maintaned under other pretences; but they may
be compelled to conduct their operations with a certain degree
of secrecy and mystery, so that nobody knows anything about
them but those who seck them; and more than this society
ought not to aim at. There is considerable force in these argu-
ments. I will not venture to decide whether they are sufficient
to justify the moral anomaly of punishing the accessary, when
the principal is (and must be) allowed to go free; of fining or
imprisoning the procurer, but not the fornicator—the gambling-
house keeper, but not the gambler. Still less ought the common
operations of buying and selling to be interfered with on
analogous grounds. Almost every article which 1s bought and
sold may be used in excess, and the sellers have a pecuniary
interest in encouraging that excess; but no argument can be
founded on this, in favour, for instance, of the Maine Law;
because the class of dealers in strong drinks, though interested
in their abuse, are indispensably required for the sake of their
legitimate use. The interest, however, of these dealers in pro-
moting intemperance is a real evil, and justifies the State in
imposing restrictions and requiring guarantees which, but for
that justification, would be infringements of legitimate liberty.
A further question is, whether the State, while it permits,
should nevertheless indirectly discourage conduct which it
deems contrary to the best interests of the agent; whether, for
example,itshould tal e measures to render the means of drunken-
ness more costly, or add to the difficulty of procuring them by
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limiting the number of the places of sale. On this as on most
other practical questions, many distinctions require to be made.
To tax stimulants for the sole purpose of making them more
difficult to be obtained, is a measure differing only in degree
from their entire prohibition; and would be justifiable only if
that were justifiable. Every increase of cost is a prohibition,
to those whose means do not come up to the augmented price;
and to those who do, it is a penalty laid on them for gratifying
a particular taste. Their choice of pleasures, and their mode
of expending their income, after satisfying their legal and
moral obligations to the State and to individuals, are their own
concern, and must rest with their own judgment. These con-
siderations may seem at first sight to condemn the selection of
stimulants as special subjects of taxation for purposes of revenue.
But it must be remembered that taxation for fiscal purposes is
absolutely inevitable; that in most countries it is necessary that
a considerable part of that taxation should be indirect; that the
State, therefore, cannot help imposing penalties, which to some
persons may be prohibitory, on the use of some articles of con-
sumption. It is hence the duty of the State to consider, in the
imposition of taxes, what commodities the consumers can best
spare; and d fortiors, to select in preference those of which it
deems the use, beyond a very moderate quantity, to be positively
injurious. Taxation, therefore, of stimulants, up to the point
which produces the largest amount of revenue (supposing that
the State needs all the revenue which it yields) is not only ad-
missible, but to be approved of.

The question of making the sale of these commodities a more
or less exclusive privilege, must be answered differently, accord-
ing to the purposes to which the restriction is intended to be
subservient. All places of public resort require the restraint of a
police, and places of this kind peculiarly, because offences against
society are especially apt to originate there. It is, therefore, fit
to confine the power of selling these commodities (at least for
consumption on the spot) to persons of known or vouched-for
respectability of conduct; to make such regulations respecting
hours of opening and closing as may be requisite for public
surveillance, and to withdraw the licence if breaches of the peace
repeatedly take place through the connivance or incapacity of
the keeper of the house, or if it becomes a rendezvous for con-
cocting and preparing offences against the law. Any further
restriction I do not conceive to be, in principle, justifiable. The
limitation in number, for instance, of beer and spirit houses, for
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the express purpose of rendering them more difficult of access,
and diminishing the occasions of temptation, not only exposes
all to an inconvenience because there are some by whom the
facility would be abused, but is suited only to a state of society
in which the labouring classes are avowedly treated as children
or savages, and placed under an education of restraint, to fit
them for future admission to the privileges of freedom. This
1s not the principle on which the labouring classes are professedly
governed in any free country; and no person who sets due
value on freedom will give his adhesion to their being so governed,
unless after all efforts have been exhausted to educate them for
freedom and govern them as freemen, and it has been defini-
tively proved that they can only be governed as children. The
bare statement of the alternative shows the absurdity of sup-
posing that such efforts have been made in any case which needs
be considered here. It is only because the institutions of this
country are a mass of inconsistencies, that things find admittance
into our practice which belong to the system of despotic, or what
is called paternal, government, while the general freedom of our
institutions precludes the exercise of the amount of control
necessary to render the restraint of any real cfficacy as a moral
education.

It was pointed out in an early part of this Essay, that the
liberty of the individual, in things wherein the individual is
alone concerned, implies a corresponding liberty in any number
of individuals to regulate by mutual agreement such things as
regard them jointly, and regard no persons but themselves.
This question presents no difficulty, so long as the will of all the
persons implicated remains unaltered; but since that will may
change, it is often necessary, even in things in which they alone
are concerned, that they should enter into engagements with
one another; and when they do, it is fit, as a general rule, that
those engagements should be kept. Yet, in the laws, probably,
of every ccuntry, this general rule has some exceptions. Not
only persons are not held to engagements which violate the
rights of third parties, but it is sometimes considered a sufficient
reason for releasing them from an engagement, that it is injurious
to themselves. In this and most other civilised countries, for
example, an engagement by which a person should sell himself,
or allow himself to be sold, as a slave, would be null and void;
neither enforced by law nor by opinion. The ground for thus
limiting his power of voluntarily disposing of his own lot in life,
is apparent, and is very clearly seen in this extreme case. The
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reason for not interfering, unless for the sake of others, with a
person’s voluntary acts, is consideration for his liberty. His
voluntary choice is evidence that what he so chooses is desirable,
or at least endurable, to him, and his good is on the whole best
provided for by allowing him to take his own means of pursuing
it. But by selling himself for a slave, he abdicates his hiberty;
he foregoes any future use of it beyond that single act. He
therefore defeats, in his own case, the very purpose which is the
justification of allowing him to dispose of himself. He is no
longer free; but is thenceforth in a position which has no longer
the presumption in its favour, that would be afforded by his
voluntarily remaining in it. The principle of freedom cannot
require that he should be free not to be free. Itisnot freedom to
be allowed to alienate his freedom. These reasons, the force of
which is so conspicuous in this peculiar case, arc evidently of
far wider application; yet a limit is everywhere set to them by
the necessities of hfe, which continually require, not indeed that
we should resign our freedom, but that we should consent to
this and the other limitation of it. The princple, however,
which demands uncontrolled freedom of action in all that con-
cerns only the agents themselves, requires that those who have
become bound to one another, in things which concern no third
party. should be able to release one another from the engage-
ment: and even without such voluntary release there are
perhaps no contracts or engagements, except those that relate
to money or money’s worth, of which one can venture to say that
there ought to be no liberty whatever of retractation. Baron
Wilhelm von Humboldt, in the excellent essay from which I
have already quoted, states it as his conviction, that engage-
ments which involve personal relations or services should never
be legally binding beyond a limited duration of time; and that
the most important of these engagements, marriage, having the
peculiarity that its objects are frustrated unless the feelings of
both the parties are in harmony with it, should require nothing
more than the declared will of either party to dissolve it. This
subject is too important, and too complicated, to be discussed
in a parenthesis, and I touch on it only so far as is necessary for
purposes of illustration. If the conciseness and generality of
Baron Humboldt’s dissertation had not obliged him in this
instance to content himself with enunciating his conclusion with-
out discussing the premises, he would doubtless have recognised
that the question cannot be decided on grounds so simple as
those to which he confines himself. When a person, either by
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express promise or by conduct, has encouraged another to rely
upon his continuing to act in a certain way—to build expecta-
tions and calculations, and stake any part of his plan of life
upon that supposition—a new series of moral obligations arises
on his part towards that person, which may possibly be over-
ruled, but cannot be ignored. And again, if the relation
between two contracting parties has been followed by conse-
quences to others; if it has placed third parties in any peculiar
position, or, as in the case of marriage, has even called third
parties into existence, obligations arise on the part of both the
contracting parties towards those third persons, the fulfilment of
which, or at all events the mode of fulfilment, must be greatly
affected by the continuance or disruption of the relation between
the original parties to the contract. It does not follow, nor can
1 admit, that these obhgations extend to requiring the fulfil-
ment of the contract at all costs to the happiness of the reluctant
party; but they are a necessary element in the question; and
even 1f, as Von Humboldt maintains, they ought to make no
difference in the legal freedom of the parties to release them-
selves from the engagement (and I also hold that they ought
not to make much difference), they necessarily make a great
difference in the moral freedom. A person is bound to take all
these circumstances into account before resolving on a step
which may «ffect such important interests of others; and if he
does not allow proper weight to those interests, he is morally
responsible for the wrong. I have made these obvious remarks
for the better illustration of the general principle of liberty, and
not because they are at all needed on the particular question,
which, on the contrary, is usually discussed as if the interest of
children was everything, and that of grown persons nothing.

I have already observed that, owing to the absence of any
recognised general principles, liberty is often granted where it
should be withheld, as well as withheld where it should be
granted; and one of the cases in which, in the modern European
world, the sentiment of liberty is the strongest, is a case where
in my view, it is altogether misplaced. A person should be
frec to do as he likes in his own concerns; but he ought not to
be free to do as he likes in acting for another, under the pretext
that the affairs of the other are his own affairs, The State,
while it respects the liberty of each in what specially regards
himself, is bound to maintain a vigilant control over his exercise
of any power which it allows him to possess over others. This
obligation is almost entirely disregarded in the case of the



160 On Liberty

family relations, a case, in its direct influence on human happi-
ness, more important than all others taken together. The
almost despotic power of husbands over wives needs not be
enlarged upon here, because nothing more is needed for the
complete removal of the evil than that wives should have the
same rights, and should receive the protection of law in the
same manner, as all other persons; and because, on this sub-
ject, the defenders of established injustice do not avail them-
selves of the plea of liberty, but stand forth openly as the
champions of power. It is in the case of children that mis-
applied notions of liberty are a real obstacle to the fulfilment by
the State of its duties. One would almost think that a man’s
children were supposed to be literally, and not metaphorically,
a part of himself, so jealous is opinion of the smallest interference
of law with his absolute and exclusive control over them; more
jealous than of almost any interference with his own freedom of
action: so much less do the generality of mankind value liberty
than power. Consider, for example, the case of education. Is
it not almost a self-evident axiom, that the State should require
and compel the education, up to a certain standard, of every
human being who is born its citizen? Yet who is there that is
not afraid to recognise and assert this truth? Hardly any one
indeed will deny that it is one of the most sacred duties of the
parents (or, as law and usage now stand, the father), after
summoning a human being into the world, to give to that being
an education fitting him to perform his part well in life towards
others and towards himself. But while this is unanimously
declared to be the father’s duty, scarcely anybody, in this
country, will bear to hear of obliging him to perform it. Instead
of his being required to make any exertion or sacrifice for secur-
ing education to his child, it is left to his choice to accept it or
not when it is provided gratis! It still remains unrecognised,
that to bring a child into existence without a fair prospect of
being able, not only to provide food for its body, but instruction
and training for its mind, is a moral crime, both against the
unfortunate offspring and against society ; and that if the parent
does not fulfil this obligation, the State ought to see it fulfilled,
at the charge, as far as possible, of the parent.

Were the duty of enforcing universal education once admitted
there would be an end to the difficulties about what the State
should teach, and how it should teach, which now convert the
subject into a mere battlefield for sects and parties, causing the
time and labour which should have been spent in educating to
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be wasted in quarrelling about education. If the government
would make up its mind to require for every child a good educa-
tion, it might save itself the trouble of providing one. It might
leave to parents to obtain the education where and how they
pleased, and content itself with helping to pay the school fecs
of the poorer classes of children, and defraying the entire school
expenses of those who have no one else to pay for them. The
objections which are urged with reason against State education
do not apply to the enforcement of education by the State, but
to the State’s taking upon itself to direct that education; which
is a totally different thing. That the whole or any large part
of the education of the people should be in State hands, I go
as far as any one in deprecating. All that has been said of
the importance of individuality of character, and diversity in
opinions and modes of conduct, involves, as of the same un-
speakable importance, diversity of education. A general
State education is a mere contrivance for moulding people to
be exactly like one another: and as the mould in which it casts
them is that which pleases the predominant power in the govern-
ment, whether this be a monarch, a priesthood, an aristocracy,
or the majority of the existing generation; in proportion as it
is efficient and successful, it establishes a despotism over the
mind, leading by natural tendency to one over the body. An
education established and controlled by the State should only
exist, if it exist at all, as one among many competing experi-
ments, carried on for the purpose of example and stimulus,
to keep the others up to a certain standard of excellence.
Unless, indeed, when society in general is in so backward a
state that it could not or would not provide for itself any
proper institutions of education unless the government under-
took the task: then, indeed, the government may, as the less
of two great evils, take upon itself the business of schools and
universities, as it may that of joint stock companies, when
private enterprise, in a shape fitted for undertaking great works
of industry, does not exist in the country. But in general, if
the country contains a sufficient number of persons qualified to
provide education under government auspices, the same persons
would be able and willing to give an equally good education on
the voluntary principle, under the assurance of remuneration
afforded by a law rendering education compulsory, combined
with State aid to those unable to defray the expense.

The instrument for enforcing the law could be no other than
public examinations, extending to all children, and beginning
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at an early age. An age might be figed at which every child
must be examined, to ascertain if he (or she) is able to read.
If a child proves unable, the father, unless he has some sufficient
ground of excuse, might be subjected to a moderate fine, to be
worked out, if necessary, by his labour, and the child might be
put to school at his expense. Once in every year the examina-
tion should be renewed, with a gradually extending range of
subjects, so as to make the universal acquisition, and what is
more, retention, of a certain minimum of general knowledge
virtually compulsory. Beyond that minimum there should be
voluntary examinations on all subjects, at which all who come
up to a certain standard of proficiency might claim a certificate.
To prevent the State from exercising, through these arrange-
ments, an improper influence over opinion, the knowledge
required for passing an examination (beyond the merely instru-
mental parts of knowledge, such as languages and their use)
should, even in the higher classes of exammations, be confined
to facts and positive science exclusively. The examinations on
religion, politics, or other disputed topics, should not turn on
the truth or falsehood of opinions, but on the matter of fact that
such and such an opinion is held, on such grounds, by such
authors, or schools, or churches. Under this system, the rising
generation would be no worse off in regard to all disputed truths
than they are at present; they would be brought up either
churchmen or dissenters as they now are, the State merely
taking care that they should be instructed churchmen, or in-
structed dissenters. There would be nothing to hinder them
from being taught religion, if their parents chose, at the same
schools where they were taught other things. All attempts by
the State to bias the conclusions of its cilizens on disputed
subjects are evil; but it may very properly offer to ascertain
and certify that a person possesses the knowledge requisite to
make his conclusions, on any given subject, worth attending to.
A student of philosophy would be the better for being able to
stand an examination both in Locke and in Kant, whichever
of the two he takes up with, or even if with neither: and there is
no reasonable objection to examining an atheist in the evidences
of Christianity, provided he is not required to profess a behef
in them. The examinations, however, in the higher branches
of knowledge should, I conceive, be entirely voluntary. It
would be giving too dangerous a power to governments were
they allowed to exclude any one from professions, even from
the profession of teacher, for alleged deficiency of qualifica-
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tions: and I think, with Wilhelm von Humboldt, that degrees, or
other public certificates of scientific or professional acquirements,
should be given to all who present themselves for examination,
and stand the test; but that such certificates should confer no
advantage over competitors other than the weight which may
be attached to their testimony by public opinion.

It is not in the matter of education only that misplaced
notions of liberty prevent moral obligations on the part of parents
from being recogmsed, and legal obligations from being imposed,
where there are the strongest grounds for the former always,
and in many cases for the latter also. The fact itself, of causing
the existence of a human being, is one of the most responsible
actions in the range of human life. To undertake this responsi-
vility—to bestow a life which may be either a curse or a blessing
—unless the being on whom it is to be bestowed will have at
least the ordinary chances of a desirable existence, is a crime
against that being. And in a country either over-peopled, or
threatened with being so, to produce children, beyond a very
small number, with the effect of reducing the reward of labour
by their competition, is a serious offence against all who live
by the remuncration of their labour. The laws which, in many
countries on the Continent, forbid marriage unless the parties
can show that they have the means of supporting a family, do
not exceed the legitimate powers of the State: and whether such
laws be expedient or not (a question mainly dependent on local
circumstances and feelings), they are not objectionable as viola-
tions of liberty. Such laws are interferences of the State to
prohibit a mischievous act—an act injurious to others, which
ought to be a subject of reprobation, and social stigma, even
when it is not deemed expedient to superadd legal pumishment.
Yet the current 1deas of liberty, which bend so easily to real
infringements of the freedom of the individual in things which
concern only himself, would repel the attempt to put any restraint
upon his inclinations when the consequence of their indulgence
is a life or lives of wretchedness and depravity to the offspring,
with manifold evils to those sufficiently within reach to be in any
way affected by their actions. When we compare the strange
respect of mankind for hiberty, with their strange want of respect
for it, we might imagine that a man had an indispensable right
to do harm to others, and no right at all to please himself without
giving pain to any one.

I have reserved for the last place a large class of questions
respecting the limits of government interference, which, though
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c'osely connected with the subject of this Essay, do not, in
strictness, belong to it. These are cases in which the reasons
against interference do not turn upon the principle of liberty:
the question is not about restraining the actions of individuals,
but about helping them; it is asked whether the government
should do, or cause to be done, something for their benefit,
instead of leaving it to be done by thems;:lves, individually or
in voluntary combination.

"The objections to government interference whenitis notsuch
as to involve infringement of liberty, may be of three kinds.

The first is, when the thing to be done is likely to be better
done by individuals than by the government. Speaking
generally, there is no one so fit to conduct any business, or to
determine how or by whom it shall be conducted, as those who
are personally interested in it. This principle condemns the
interferences, once so common, of the legislature, or the officers
of government, with the ordinary processes of industry. But
this part of the subject has been sufficiently enlarged upon by
political economists, and is not particularly related to the
principles of this Essay.

The second objection is more nearly allied to our subject.
In many cases, though individuals may not do the particular
thing so well, on the average, as the officcrs of government, it
is nevertheless desirable that it should be done by them, rather
than by the government, as a means to their own mental educa-
tion—a mode of strengthening their active faculties, exercising
their judgment, and giving them a familiar knowledge of the
subjects with which they are thus left to deal. This is a prin-
cipal, though not the sole, recommendation of jury trial (in
cases not political); of free and popular local and municipal
institutions; of the conduct of industrial and philanthropic
enterprises by voluntary associations. These are not questions
of liberty, and are connected with that subject only by remote
tendencies; but they are questions of development. It belongs
to a different occasion from the present to dwell on these things
as parts of national education; as being, in truth, the peculiar
traming of a citizen, the practical part of the political education
of a free people, taking them out of the narrow circle of personal
and family selfishness, and accustoming them to the compre-
hension of joint interests, the management of joint concerns—
habituating them to act from public or semi-public motives, and
guide their conduct by aims which unite instead of isolating
them from one another. Without these habits and powers, a
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free constitution can neither be worked nor preserved; as is
exemplified by the too-often transitory nature of political free-
dom in countries where it does not rest upon a sufficient basis
of local liberties. The management of purely local business
by the localities, and of the great enterprises of industry by the
union of those who voluntarily supply the pecuniary means, is
further recommended by all the advantages which have been set
forth in this Essay as belonging to individuality of development,
and diversity of modes of action. Government operations tend
to be everywhere alike. With individuals and voluntary associa-
tions, on the contrary, there are varied experiments, and endless
diversity of experience. What the State can usefully do is to
make itself a central depository, and active circulator and
diffuser, of the experience resulting from many trials. Its
business is to enable each experimentalist to benefit by the
experiments of others; instead of tolerating no experiments but
1ts own.

The third and most cogent reason for restricting the inter-
ference of government is the great evil of adding unnecessarily
to its power. Every function superadded to those already
exercised by the government causes its influence over hopes and
fears to be more widely diffused, and converts, more and more,
the active and ambitious part of the public into hangers-on of
the government, or of some party which aims at becoming the
government. If the roads, the railways, the banks, the insurance
offices, the great joint-stock companies, the universities, and the
public charities, were all of them branches of the government;
if, in addition, the municipal corporations and local boards, with
all that now devolves on them, became departments of the central
administration; if the employés of all these different enterprises
were appointed and paid by the government, and looked to the
government for every rise in life; not all the freedom of the press
and popular constitution of the legislature would make this or
any other country free otherwise than in name. And the evil
would be greater, the more efficiently and scientifically the ad-
ministrative machinery was constructed—the more skilful the
airangements for obtaining the best qualified hands and hoads
with which to work it. In England it has of late been proposed
that all the members of the civil service of government should
be selected by competitive examination, to obtain for these
employments the most intelligent and instructed persons pro-
curable; and much has been saxd and written for and against
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this proposal. One of the arguments most insisted on by its
opponents is that the occupation of a permanent official servant
of the State does not hold out sufficient prospects of emolument
and importance to attract the highest talents, which will always
be able to find a more inviting career in the professions, or in the
service of companies and other public bodies. One would not
have been surprised if this argument had been used by the
friends of the proposition, as an answer to its principal difficulty.
Coming from the opponents it is strange enough. What is
urged as an objection 1s the safety-valve of the proposed system.
If indeed all the high talent of the country could be drawn into
the service of the government, a proposal tending to bring about
that result might well inspire uneasiness. If every part of the
business of society which required organised concert, or large
and comprehensive views, were in the hands of the government,
and if government offices were universally filled by the ablest
men, all the enlarged culture and practised intelligence in the
country, except the purely speculative, would be concentrated
in a numerous bureaucracy, to whom alone the rest of the
community would look for all things: the multitude for direction
and dictation in all they had to do; the able and aspiring for
personal advancement. To be admitted into the ranks of this
bureaucracy, and when admitted, to rise therein, would be the
sole objects of ambition. Under this 7égime, not only is the
outside public ill-qualified, for want of practical experience,
to criticise or check the mode of operation of the bureaucracy,
but even if the accidents of despotic or the natural working of
popular institutions occasionally raise to the summit a ruler
or rulers of reforming inclinations, no reform can be effected
which is contrary to the interest of the bureaucracy. Such is
the melancholy condition of the Russian empire, as shown in
the accounts of those who have had sufficient opportunity of
observation. The Czar himself is powerless against the bureau-
cratic body; he can send any one of them to Siberia, but he
cannot govern without them, or against their will. On every
decree of his they have a tacit veto, by merely refraining from
carrying it into effect. In countries of more advanced civilisa-
tion and of a more insurrectionary spirit, the public, accustomed
to expect everything to be done for them by the State, or at
least to do nothing for themselves without asking from the State
not only leave to do it, but even how it is to be done, naturally
hold the State responsible for all evil which befal s them, and
when the evil exceeds their amount of patience, they rise against
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the government, and make what is called a revolution; where-
upon somebody else, with or without legitimate authority from
the nation, vaults into the seat, issues his orders to the bureau-
cracy, and everything goes on much as it did before; the
buréaucracy being unchanged, and nobody else being capable of
taking their place.

A very different spectacle is exhibited among a people accus-
tomed to transact their own business. In France, a large part
of the people, having been engaged in military service, many of
whom have held at least the rank of non-commissioned officers,
there are in every popular insurrection several persons competent
to take the lead, and improvise some tolerable plan of action.
What the French are in military affairs, the Americans are n
every kind of civil business; let them be left without a govern-
ment, every body of Americans is able to improvise one, and to
carry on that or any other public business with a sufficient
amount of intelligence, order, and decision. This is what every
free people ought to be: and a people capable of this is certain
to be free; it will never let itself be enslaved by any man or
body of men because these are able to seize and pull the reins
of the central administration. No bureaucracy can hope to
make such a people as this do or undergo anything that they
do not like. But where everything is done through the bureau-
cracy, nothing to which the bureaucracy is really adverse can
be done atall, The constitution of such countries is an organisa-
tion of the experience and practical ability of the nation into a
disciplined body for the purpose of governing the rest; and the
more perfect that organisation is in itself, the more successful
in drawing to itself and educating for itself the persons of great. st
capacity from all ranks of the community, the more complete
is the bondage of all, the members of the bureaucracy included.
For the governors are as much the slaves of their organisation
and discipline as the governed are of the governors. A Chinese
mandarin is as much the tool and creature of a despotism as
the humblest cultivator. An individual Jesuit is to the utmost
degree of abasement the slave of his order, though the order
itself exists for the collective power and importance of its
members.

It is not, also, to be forgotten, that the absorption of all the
principal ability of the country into the governing body is fatal,
sooner or later, to the mental activity and progressiveness of the
body itself. Banded together as they are—working a system
which, like all systems, necessarily proceeds in a great measure
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by fixed rules—the official body are under the constant tempta-
tion of sinking into indolent routine, or, if they now and then
desert that mill-horse round, of rushing into some half-examined
crudity which has struck the fancy of some leading member of
the corps; and the sole check to these closely allied, though
seemingly opposite, tendencies, the only stimulus which can
keep the ability of the body itself up to a high standard, is liability
to the watchful criticism of equal ability outside the body. It
is indispensable, therefore, that the means should exist, inde-
pendently of the government, of forming such ability, and
furnishing it with the opportunities and expcrience necessary
for a correct judgment of great practical affairs. If we would
possess permancntly a skilful and « flicient body of functionaries
—above all, a body able to originate and willing to adopt im-
provements; if we would not have our bureaucracy degenerate
into a pedantocracy, this body must not engross all the occupa-
tions which form and cultivate the faculties required for the
government of mankind.

To determine the point at which evils, so formidable to human
freedom and advancement, begin, or rather at which they begin
to predominate over the benefits attending the collective applica-
tion of the force of society, under its recognised chiefs, for the
removal of the obstacles which stand in the way of its well-
being; to secure as much of the advantages of centralised power
and mtelligence as can be had without turning into govern-
mental channels too great a proportion of the general activity—
is one of the most difficult and complicated questions in the art
of government. It is, in a great measure, a question of detail,
in which many and various considerations must be kept in view,
and no absolute rule can be laid down. But I believe that the
practical principle in which safety resides, the ideal to be kept
in view, the standard by which to test all arrangements intended
for overcoming the difficulty, may be conveyed in these words:
the greatest dissemination of power consistent with efficiency;
but the greatest possible centralisation of information, and
diffusion of it from the centre. Thus, in municipal administra-
tion, there would be, as in the New England States, a very
minute division among se, arate officers, chosen by the localities,
of all business which is not better left to the persons directly
interested; but besides this, there would be, in each department
of local affairs, a central superintendence, forming a branch of
the general government. The organ of this superintendence
would concentrate, as in a focus, the variety of information and



Applications 169

experience derived from the conduct of that branch of public
business in all the localities, from everything analogous which is
done in foreign countries, and from the general principles of
political science. This central organ should have a right to
know all that is done, and its special duty should be that of
making the knowledge acquired in one place available for others.
Emancipated from the petty prejudices and narrow views of a
locality by its elevated position and comprehensive sphere of
observation, its advice would naturally carry much authority;
but its actual power, as a permanent institution, should, I
conceive, be limited to compelling the local officers to obey the
laws laid down for their guidance. In all things not provided
for by general rules, those officers should be left to their own
judgment, under responsibility to their constituents. For the
violation of rules, they should be responsible to law, and the
rules themselves should be laid down by the legislature; the
central administrative authority only watching over their execu-
tion, and if they were not properly carried into effect, appealing,
according to the nature of the case, to the tribunals to enforce
the law, or to the constituencies to dismiss the functionaries
who had not executed it according to its spirit. Such, in its
general conception, is the central superintendence which the
Poor Law Board is intended to exercise over the administrators
of the Poor Rate throughout the country. Whatever powers the
Board exercises beyond this limit were right and necessary in
that peculiar case, for the cure of rooted habits of maladministra-
tion in matters deeply affecting not the localities merely, but
the whole community; since no locality has a moral right to
make itself by mismanagement a nest of pauperism, necessarily
overflowing into other localities, and impairing the moral and
physical condition of the whole labouring community. The
powers of administrative coercion and subordinate legislation
possessed by the Poor Law Board (but which, owing to the state
of opinion on the subject, are very scantily exercised by them),
though perfectly justifiable in a case of first-rate national intcrest,
would be wholly out of place in the superintendence of interests
purely local. But a central organ of information and instruction
for all the localities would be equally valuable in all departments
of administration. A government cannot have too much of the
kind of activity which does not impede, but aids and stimulates,
individual exertion and development. The mischef begins
when, instead of calling forth the activity and powers of indi-
viduals and bodies, it substitutes its own activity for theirs;
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when, instead of informing, advising, and, upon occasion,
denouncing, it makes them work in fetters, or bids them stand
aside and does their work instead of them. The worth of a
State, in the long run, is the worth of the individuals composing
it; and a State wluch postpones the interests of their mental
expansion and elevation to a little more of administrative skill,
or of that semblance of it which practice gives, in the details
of business; a State which dwarfs its men, in order that they may
be more docile instruments in its hands even for beneficial pur-
poses—will find that with small men no great thing can really
be accomplished ; and that the perfection of machinery to which
it has sacrificed everything will in the end avail it nothing, for
want of the vital power which, in order that the machine might
work more smoothly, it has preferred to bamish,
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PREFACE

TrosE who have done me the honour of reading my previous
writings will probably receive no strong impression of novelty
from the present volume; for the principles are those to which
I have been working up during the greater part of my life, and
most of the practical suggestions have been anticipated by
others or by myself. There is novelty, however, in the fact of
bringing them together, and exhibiting them in their connection;
and also, I believe, in much that is brought forward in their
support. Several of the opinions at all events, if not new, are
for the present as little likely to meet with general acceptance
as if they were.

It seems to me, however, from various indications, and from
none more than the recent debates on Reform of Parliament,
that both Conservatives and Liberals (if I may continue to
call them what they still call themselves) have lost confidence
in the political creeds which they nominally profess, while
neither side appears to have made any progress in providing
itself with a better. Yet such a better doctrine must be possible;
not a mere compromise, by splitting the difference between the
two, but something wider than either, which, in virtue of its
superior comprehensiveness, might be adopted by either Liberal
or Conservative without renouncing anything which he really
feels to be valuable in his own creed. When so many feel
obscurely the want of such a doctrine, and so few even flatter
themselves that they have attained it, any one may without
presumption offer what his own thoughts, and the best that he
knows of those of others, are able to contribute towards its
formation,
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REPRESENTATIVE GOVERNMENT

CHAPTER I

TO WHAT EXTENT FORMS OF GOVERNMENT ARE A MATTER
OF CHOICE

ALL speculations concerning forms of government bear the
impress, more or less exclusive, of two conflicting theories
respecting political institutions; or, to speak more properly,
conflicting conceptions of what political institutions are.

By some minds, government is conceived as strictly a practical
art, giving rise to no questions but those of means and an end.
Forms of government are assimilated to any other expedients
for the attainment of human objects. They are regarded as
wholly an affair of mvention and contrivance. Being made by
man, it is assumed that man has the choice either to make them
or not, and how or on what pattern they shall be made. Govern-
ment, according to this conception, is a prohlem, to be worked
hike any other question of business. The first step is to define
the purposes which governments are required to promote. The
next, is to inquire what form of government is best fitted to
fulfil those purposes. Having satisfied ourselves on these two
points, and ascertained the form of government which com-
bines the greatest amount of good with the least of evil, what
further remains is to obtain the concurrence of our countrymen,
or those for whom the institutions are intended, in the opinion
which we have privately arrived at. To find the best form of
government; to persuade others that it is the best; and having
done so, to stir them up to insist on having it, is the order of
ideas in the minds of those who adopt this view of political
philosophy. They look upon a constitution in the same light
(difference of scale being allowed for) as they would upon a steam
plough, or a threshing machine.

To these stand opposed another kind of political reasoners,
who are so far from assimilating a form of government to a
machine, that they regard it as a sort of spontaneous product,
and the science of government as a branch (so to speak) of natural
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history. According to them, forms of government are not a
matter of choice. We must take them, in the main, as we find
them. Governments cannot be constructed by premeditated
design. They “are not made, but grow.” Our business with
them, as with the other facts of the universe, is to acquaint
ourselves with their natural properties, and adapt ourselves to
them. The fundamental political institutions of a people are
considered by this school as a sort of organic growth from the
nature and life of that people: a product of their habits, instincts,
and unconscious wants and desires, scarcely at all of their de-
liberate purposes. Their will has had no part in the matter but
that of meeting the necessities of the moment by the contrivances
of the moment, which contrivances, if in sufficient conformity
to the national feelings and character commonly last, and by
successive aggregation constitute a polity, suited to the people
who possess it, but which it would be vain to attempt to super-
duce upon any people whose nature and circumstances had not
spontaneously evolved it.

Tt is difficult to decide which of these doctrines would be the
most absurd, if we could suppose either of them held as an ex-
clusive theory. But the principles which men profess, on any
controverted subject, are usually a very incomplete exponent
of the opinions they really hold. No one believes that every
people is capable of working every sort of institutions. Carry
the analogy of mechanical contrivances as far as we will, a man
does not choose even an instrument of timber and iron on the
sole ground that it is in itself the best. e considers whether he
possesses the other requisites which must be combined with it
to render its employment advantageous, and in particular
whether those by whom it will have to be worked possess the
knowledge and skill necessary for its management. On the
other hand, neither are those who speak of institutions as if
they were a kind of living organisms really the political fatalists
they give themselves out to be. They do not pretend that
mankind have absolutely no range of choice as to the govern-
ment they will live under, or that a consideration of the conse-
quences which flow from different forms of polity is no element
at all in deciding which of them should be preferred. But
though each side greatly exaggerates its own theory, out of
opposition to the other, and no one holds without modification
to either, the two doctrines correspond to a deep-seated differ-
ence between two modes of thought; and though it is evident
that neither of these is entirely in the right, yet it being equally
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evident that neither is wholly in the wrong, we must endeavour
to get down to what is at the root of each, and avail ourselves of
the amount of truth which exists in either.

Let us remember, then, in the first place, that political institu-
tions (however the proposition may be at times ignored) are
the work of men; owe their origin and their whole existence to
human will. Men did not wake on a summer morning and find
them sprung up. Neither do they resemble trees, which, once
planted, “are aye growing” while men “are sleeping.” In
every stage of their existence they are made what they arc by
human voluntary agency. Like all things, therefore, which are
made by men, they may be either well or 1]l made; judgment and
skill may have been exercised in their production, or the reverse
of these. And again, if a people have omitted, or from outward
pressure have not had it in their power, to give themselves a
constitution by the tentative process of applying a corrective
to each evil as it arose, or as the sufferers gained strength to
resist it, this retardation of political progress is no doubt a great
disadvantage to them, but it does not prove that what has been
found good for others would not have been good also for them,
and will not be so still when they think fit to adopt it.

On the other hand, it is also to be borne in mind that political
machinery does not act of itself. As it is first made, so it has
to be worked, by men, and even by ordinary men. It needs,
not their simple acquiescence, but their active participation;
and must be adjusted to the capacities and qualities of such men
as are available. This implies three conditions. The people
for whom the form of government is intended must be willing
to accept it; or at least not so unwilling as to oppose an insur-
mountable obstacle to its establishment. They must be willing
and able to do what is necessary to keep it standing. And they
must be willing and able to do what it requires of them to enable
it to fulfil its purposes. The word ““ do " is to be understood as
including forbearances as well as acts. They must be capable
of fulfilling the conditions of action, and the conditions of self-
restraint, which are necessary either for keeping the established
polity in existence, or for enabling it to achieve the ends, its
conduciveness to which forms its recommendation.

The failure of any of these conditions renders a form of govern-
ment, whatever favourable promise it may otherwise hold eut,
unsuitable to the particular case.

The first obstacle, the repugnance of the people to the par-
ticular form of government, needs little illustration, because
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it never can in thcory have been overlooked. The case is of
perpetual occurrence. Nothing but foreign force would induce
a tribe of North American Indians to submit to the restraints
of a regular and civilised government. The same might have
been said, though somewhat less absolutely, of the barbarians
who overran the Roman Empire. It required centuries of time,
and an entire change of circumstances, to discipline them into
regular obedience even to their own leaders, when not actually
serving under their banner. There are nations who will not
voluntanly submit to any government but that of certain
families, which have from time immemorial had the privilege
of supplying them with chiefs. Some nations could not, except
by foreign conquest, be made to endure a monarchy; others are
equally averse to a republic. The hindrance often amounts,
for the time being, to impracticability.

But there are also cases in which, though not averse to a form
of government—possibly even desiring it—a people may be
unwilling or unable to fulfil its conditions. They may be in-
capable of fulfilling such of them as are necessary to keep the
government even mn nominal existence. Thus a people may
prefer a free government, but if, from indolence, or carelessness,
or cowardice, or want of public spirit, they are unequal to the
exertions necessary for preserving it; 1f they will not fight
for it when it is directly attacked; if they can be deluded by
the artifices used to cheat them out of it; if by momentary
discouragement, or temporary panic, or a fit of enthusiasm for
an individual, they can be induced to lay their hberties at the
feet even of a great man, or trust him with powers which enable
him to subvert their institutions; in all these cases they are
more or less unfit for liberty: and though i1t may be for their good
to have had it even for a short time, they are unhkely long to
enjoy it. Again, a people may be unwilling or unable to fuifil
the duties which a particular form of government requires of
them. A rude people, though in some degree alive to the
benefits of civilised society, may be unable to practise the for-
bearance which it demands: their passions may be too violent,
or their personal pride too exacting, to forego private conflict,
and leave to the laws the avenging of their real or supposed
wrongs. In such a case, a civilised government, to be really
advantageous to them, will require to be in a considerable
degree despotic: to be one over which they do not themselves
exercise control, and which imposes a great amount of forcible
restraint upon their actions. Again, a people must be considered
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unfit for more than a limited and qualified freedom, who will
not co-operate actively with the law and the public authorties
in the repression of evil-doers. A people who are more disposed
to shelter a criminal than to apprehend him; who, hke the
Hindoos, will perjure themselves to screen the man who has
robbed them, rather than take trouble or expose themselves
to vindictiveness by giving evidence against him; who, like
some nations of Europe down to a recent date, if a man poniards
another 1n the public street, pass by on the other side, because
it is the business of the police to look to the matter, and it 1s
safer not to interfere in what does not concern them; a people
who are revolted by an execution, but not shocked at an assas-
sination—require that the public authorities should be armed
with much sterner powers of repression than elsewhere, since the
first indispensable requisites of civilised life have nothing else
to rest on. These deplorable states of feeling, in any people
who have emerged from savage life, are, no doubt, usually the
consequence of previous bad government, which has taught them
to regard the law as made for other ends than their good, and
its administrators as worse enemies than those who openly
violate it. But however little blame may be due to those in
whom these mental habits have grown up, and however the
habits may be ultimately conquerable by better government,
yet while they exist a people so disposed cannot be governed
with as little power exercised over them as a people whose
sympathies are on the side of the law, and who are willing to
give active assistance in its enforcement. Again, representative
institutions are of little value, and may be a mere instrument
of tyranny or intrigue, when the generality of electors are not
sufficiently interested in their own government to give their vote,
or, if they vote at all, do not bestow their suffrages on public
grounds, but sell them for money, or vote at the beck of some one
who has control over them, or whom for private reasons they
desire to propitiate. Popular election thus practised, instead of a
security against misgovernment, is but an additional wheel in its
machinery. Besides these moral hindrances, mechanical diffi-
culties are often an insuperable impediment to forms of govern-
ment. In the ancient world, though there might be, and often
was, great individual or local independence, there could be
nothing like a regulated popular government beyond the bounds
of a single city-community; because there did not exist the
physical conditions for the formation and propagation of a
public opinion, except among those who could be brought
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together to discuss public matters in the same agora. This
obstacle is generally thought to have ceased by the adoption
of the representative system. But to surmount it completely,
required the press, and even the newspaper press, the rcal
equivalent, though not in all respects an adequate one, of the
Pnyx and the Forum. There have been states of society in
which even a monarchy of any great territorial extent could not
subsist, but unavoidably broke up into petty principalities, either
mutually independent, or held together by a loose tie like the
feudal: because the machinery of authority was not perfect
enough to carry orders into effect at a great distance from the
person of the ruler. He depended mainly upon voluntary
fidelity for the obedience even of his army, nor did their exist
the means of making the people pay an amount of taxes suffi-
cient for keeping up the force necessary to compel obedience
throughout a large territory. In these and all similar cases,
it must be understood that the amount of the hindrance may
be either greater or less. It may be so great as to make the
form of government work very ill, without absolutely precluding
its existence, or hindering it from being practically preferable to
any other which can be had. This last question mainly depends
upon a consideration which we have not yet arrived at—the
tendencies of different forms of government to promote Progress.

We have now examined the three fundamental conditions of
the adaptation of forms of government to the people who are to
be governed by them. If the supporters of what may be termed
the naturalistic theory of politics, mean but to insist on the
necessity of these three conditions; if they only mean that no
government can permanently exist which does not fulfil the first
and second conditions, and, in some considerable measure, the
third; their doctrine, thus limited, is incontestable. Whatever
they mean more than this appears to me untenable. All that
we are told about the necessity of an historical basis for institu-
tions, of their being in harmony with the national usages
and character, and the like, means either this, or nothing to
the purpose. There is a great quantity of mere sentimen-
tality connected with these and similar phrases, over and above
the amount of rational meaning contained in them. But,
considered practically, these alleged requisites of political in-
stitutions are merely so many facilities for realising the three
conditions. When an institution, or a set of institutions, has the
way prepared for it by the opinions, tastes, and habits of the
people, they are not only more easily induced to accept it, but
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will more easily learn, and will be, from the beginning, better
disposed, to do what is required of them both for the preserva-
tion of the institutions, and for bringing them into such action
as enables them to produce their best results. It would be a
great mistake in any legislator not to shape his measures so
as to take advantage of such pre-existing habits and feelings
when available. On the other hand, it is an exaggeration to
elevate these mere aids and facilities into necessary conditions.
People are more easily induced to do, and do more easily,
what they arc already used to; but people also learn to do things
new to them. Familiarity is a great help; but much dwelling
on an idea will make it familiar, even when strange at first.
There are abundant instances in which a whole people have been
eager for untried things. The amount of capacity which a people
possess for doing new things, and adapting themselves to new
circumstances, is itself one of the elements of the question. It
is a quality in which different nations, and different stages of
civilisation, differ much from one another. The capability of any
given people for fulfilling the conditions of a given form of govern-
ment cannot be pronounced on by any sweeping rule. Know-
ledge of the particular people, and general practical judgment and
sagacity, must be the guides. There is also another considera-
tion not to be lost sight of. A people may be unprepared for
good institutions; but to kindle a desire for them is a necessary
part of the preparation. To recommend and advocate a par-
ticular institution or form of government, and set its advantages
in the strongest light, is one of the modes, often the only mode
within reach, of educating the mind of the nation not only for
accepting or claiming, but also for working, the institution.
What means had Italian patriots, during the last and present
generation, of preparing the Italian people for freedom in unity,
but by inciting them to demand it? Those, however, who
undertake such a task, need to be duly impressed, not solely
with the benefits of the institution or polity which they recom-
mend, but also with the capacities, moral, intellectual, and active,
required for working it; that they may avoid, if possible,
stirring up a desire too much in advance of the capacity.

The result of what has been said is, that, within the limits
set by the three conditions so often adverted to, institutions and
forms of government are a matter of choice. To inquire into
the best form of government in the abstract (as it is called) is
not a chimerical, but a highly practical employment of scientific
intellect; and to introduce into any country the best institutions
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which, in the existing state of that country, are capable of, in any
tolerable degree, fulfilling the conditions, is one of the most
rational objects to which practical effort can address itself.
Everything which can be said by way of disparaging the efficacy
of human will and purpose in matters of government might be
said of it in every other of its applications. In all things there
are very strict limits to human power. It can only act by wield-
1ng some one or more of the forces of nature. Forces, therefore,
that can be applied to the desired use must exist; and will
only act according to their own laws. We cannot make the
river run backwards; but we do not therefore say that water-
mulls “ are not made, but grow.” In politics, as in mechanics,
the power which is to keep the engine going must be sought for
outside the machinery; and if 1t is not forthcoming, or is in-
sufficient to surmount the obstacles which may reasonably be
expected, the contrivance will fail.  This 1s no peculiarity of the
political art; and amounts only to saying that it is subject to the
same Limitations and conditions as all other arts.

At this point we are met by another objcction, or the same
objection in a different form. The forces, it is contended, on
which the greater political phenomena depend, are not amenable
to the direction of politicians or philosophers. The government
of a country, it is affirmed, is, in all substantial respects, fixed
and determined beforehand by the state of the country in regard
to the distribution of the elements of social power. Whatever
is the strongest power in society will obtain the governing
authority; and a change in the political constitution cannot be
durable unless preceded or accompanied by an altered distribu-
tion of power in society itself. A nation, therefore, cannot
choose its form of government. The mere details, and practical
organisation, it may choose; but the essence of the whole, the
seat of the supreme power, is determined for it by social cir-
cumstances.

That there is a portion of truth in this doctrine I at once
admit; but to make it of any use, it must be reduced to a dis-
tinct expression and proper limits, When it is said that the
strongest power in society will make itself strongest in the
government, what is meant by power? Not thews and sinews;
atherwise pure democracy would be the only form of polity that
could exist. To mere muscular strength, add two other elements,
property and intelligence, and we are nearer the truth, but far
from having yet reached it. Not only is a greater number often
kept down by a less, but the greater number may bave a pre-
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ponderance in property, and individually in intelligence, and
may yet be held in subjection, forcibly or otherwise, by a minority
in both respects inferior to it. To make these various elements
of power politically influencial they must be organised; and the
advantage in organisation is necessarily with those who are in
possession of the government. A much weaker party in all
other elements of power may greatly preponderate when the
powers of government are thrown into the scale; and may long
retain its predominance through this alone: though, no doubt,
a government so situated is in the condition called in mechanics
unstable equilibrium, like a thing balanced on its smaller end,
which, if once disturbed, tends more and more to depart from,
instead of reverting to, its previous state.

But there are still stronger objections to this theory of govern-
ment in the terms in which it is usually stated. The power
in society which has any tendency to convert 1tself into political
power is not power quiescent, power merely passive, but active
power; in other words, power actually exerted; that is to say,
a very small portion of all the power in existence. Politically
speaking, a great part of all power consists in will. How is it
possible, then, to compute the elements of political power, while
we omit from the computation anything which acts on the will?
To think that because those who wield the power in society
wield in the end that of government, therefore it is of no use to
attempt to influence the constitution of the government by
acting on opinion, is to forget that opinion is itself one of the
greatest active social forces. One person with a belief is a
social power equal to ninety-nine who have only interests.
They who can succeed in creating a general persuasion that a
certain form of government, or social fact of any kind, deserves
to be preferred, have made nearly the most important step which
can possibly be taken towards ranging the powers of society on
its side. On the day when the proto-martyr was stoned to death
at Jerusalem, while he who was to be the Apostle of the Gentiles
stood by * consenting unto his death,” would any one have
supposed that the party of that stoned man were then and there
the strongest power in society? And has not the event proved
that they were so? Because theirs was the most powerful of
then existing beliefs. The same element made a monk of
Wittenberg, at the meeting of the Diet of Worms, a more
powerful social force than the Emperor Charles the Fifth, and
all the princes there assembled. But these, it may be said, are
cases in which religion was concerned, and religious convictions
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are something pecuhar in their strength. Then let us take a
case purely political, where religion, so far as concerned at all,
was chiefly on the losing side. If any one requires to be con-
vinced that speculative thought is one of the chief elements of
social power, let him bethink himself of the age in which there
was scarcely a throne in Europe which was not filled by a liberal
and reforming king, a lhberal and reforming emperor, or,
strangest of all, a liberal and reforming pope; the age of Frederic
the Great of Catherme the Second, of Joseph the Second, of
Peter Leopold, of Benedict XIV., of Ganganelli, of Pombal, of
Aranda; when the very Bourbons of Naples were liberals and
reformers, and all the active minds among the noblesse of France
were filled with the ideas which were soon after to cost them so
dear. Surely a conclusive example how far mere physical and
economic power is from being the whole of social power. It was
not by any change in the distribution of material intercsts, but
by the spread of moral convictions, that negro slavery has been
put an end to in the British Empire and elsewhere. The serfs
in Russia owe their emancipation, if not to a sentiment of duty,
at least to the growth of a more enlightened opinion respecting
the true interest of the State. It is what men think that
determines how they act; and though the persuasions and con-
victions of average men are in a much greater degree determined
by their personal position than by reason, no little power 1s
exercised over them by the persuasions and convictions of those
whose personal position is different, and by the united authority
of the instructed. When, therefore, the instructed in general
can be brought to recognise one social arrangement, or political
or other institution, as good, and another as bad, one as desirable,
another as condemnable, very much has been done towards
giving to the one, or withdrawing from the other, that pre-
ponderance of social force which enables it to subsist. And the
maxim, that the government of a country is what the social
forces in existence compel it to be, is true only in the sense in
which it favours, instead of discouraging, the attempt to exer-
cise, among all forms of government practicable in the existing
condition of society, a rational choice,
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CHAPTER II
THE CRITERION OF A GOOD FORM OF GOVERNMENT

THE form of government for any given country being (within
certain definite conditions) amenable to choice, it is now to be
considered by what test the choice should be directed; what are
the distinctive characteristics of the form of government best
fitted to promote the interests of any given society.

Before entering into this inquiry, it may seem necessary to
decide what are the proper functions of government; for,
government altogether bemng only a means, the eligibility of the
means must depend on their adaptation to the end. But this
mode of stating the problem gives less aid to its investigation
than might be supposed, and does not even bring the whole of
the question into view. For, in the first place, the proper
functions of a government are not a fixed thing, but different
in different states of society; much more extensive m a back-
ward than in an advanced state. And, secondly, the character
of a government or set of political institutions cannot be suffi-
ciently estimated while we confine our attention to the legitimate
sphere of governmental functions. For though the goodness
of a government is necessarily circumscribed within that sphere,
its badness unhappily is not. Every kind and degree of evil of
which mankind are susceptible may be inflicted on them by
their government; and none of the good which social existence
is capable of can be any further realised than as the constitution
of the government is compatible with, and allows scope for, its
attainment. Not to speak of indirect effects, the direct
meddling of the public authorities has no necessary limits but
those of human existence; and the influence of government on
the well-being of society can be considered or estimated in°
reference to nothing less than the whole of the interests of
humanity.

Being thus obliged to place before ourselves, as the test of good
and bad government, so complex an object as the aggregate
interests of society, we would willingly attempt some kind of
classification of those interests, which, bringing them before the
mind in definite groups, might give indication of the qualities by
which a form of government is fitted to promote those various
interests respectively. It would be a great facility if we could
say the good of society consists of such and such elements; one
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of these elements requires such conditions, another such others;
the government, then, which unites in the greatest degree all
these conditions, must be the best. The theory of government
would thus be built up from the separate theorems of the elements
which compose a good state of society.

Unfortunately, to enumerate and classify the constituents of
social well-being, so as to admit of the formation of such theorems,
is no easy task. Most of those who, in the last or present genera-
tion, have applied themselves to the philosophy of politics in
any comprehensive spirit, have felt the importance of such a
classification; but the attempts which have been made towards
it arc as yet limited, so far as I am aware, to a single step. The
classification begins and ends with a partition of the exigencies
of society between the two heads of Order and Progress (in the
phraseology of French thinkers); Permanence and Progression
mn the words of Coleridge. This division is plausible and
seductive, from the apparently clean-cut opposition between its
two members, and the remarkable difference between the senti-
ments to which they appeal. But I apprehend that (however
admissible for purposes of popular discourse) the distinction
between Order, or Permancnce, and Progress, employed to
define the qualities necessary in a government, is unscientific and
incorrect.

For, first, what are Order and Progress? Concerning Pro-
gress there is no difficulty, or none which is apparent at first
sight. When Progress is spoken of as one of the wants of human
society, it may be supposed to mean Improvement. That is a
tolerably distinct idea. But what is Order? Sometimes it
means more, sometimes less, but hardly ever the whole of what
human society needs except improvement.

In its narrowest acceptation Order means Obedience. A
government 1s said to preserve order if it succeeds in getting
itself obeyed. But there are different degrees of obedience, and
it is not every degree that is commendable. Only an unmiti-
gated despotism demands that the ndividual citizen shall obey
unconditionally every mandate of persons in authority. We
must at least limit the definition to such mandates as are
general and issued in the deliberate form of laws. Order, thus
understood, expresses, doubtless, an indispensable attribute of
government. Those who are unable to make their ordinances
obeyed, cannot be said to govern. But though a necessary con-
dition, this is not the object of government. That it should
make itself obeyed is requisite, in order that it may accomplish
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some other purpose. We are still to seek what is this other
purpose, which government ought to fulfil, abstractedly from
the idea of improvement, and which has to be fulfilled in every
soclety, whether stationary or progressive.

In a sense somewhat more enlarged, Order means the preserva-
tion of peace by the cessation of private violence. Order is
said to exist where the people of the country have, as a general
rule, ceased to prosecute their quarrels by private force, and
acquired the habit of referring the decision of their disputes and
the redress of their injuries to the public authorities. But in
this larger use of the term, as well as in the former narrow one,
Order expresses rather one of the conditions of government,
than either 1ts purpose or the criterion of its excellence. For the
habit may be well established of submitting to the government,
and referring all disputed matters to its authority, and yet the
manner in which the government deals with those disputed
matters, and with the other things about which it concerns
itself, may differ by the whole interval which divides the best
from the worst possible.

If we intend to comprise in the idea of Order all that society
requires from its government which is not included in the idea
of Progress, we must define Order as the preservation of all kinds
and amounts of good which already exist, and Progress as con-
sisting in the increase of them. This distinction does compre-
hend 1n one or the other section everything which a government
can be required to promote. But, thus understood, 1t affords no
basis for a philosophy of government. We cannot say that, in
constituting a polity, certain provisions ought to be made for
Order and certain others for Progress; since the conditions of
Order, in the sense now indicated, and those of Progress, are not
opposite, but the same. The agencies which tend to preserve
the social good which already exists are the very same which
promote the increase of it, and wvice versa : the sole difference
being, that a greater degree of those agencies is required for the
latter purpose than for the former.

What, for example, are the qualities in the citizens indi-
vidually which conduce most to keep up the amount of good
conduct, of good management, of success and prosperity, which
already exist in society? Everybody will agree that those
qualities are industry, integrity, justice, and prudence. But are
not these, of all qualities, the most conducive to improvement?
and is not any growth of these virtues in the community in
itself the greatest of improvements? If so, whatever qualities
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in the government are promotive of industry, integrity, justice,
and prudence, conduce alike to permanence and to progression;
only there is needed more of those qualities to make the society
decidedly progressive than merely to keep it permanent.

What, again, are the particular attributes in human beings
which seem to have a more especial reference to Progress, and do
not so directly suggest the ideas of Order and Preservation?
They are chiefly the qualities of mental activity, enterprise, and
courage. But are not all these qualities fully as much required
for preserving the good we have, as for adding to it? If there
is anything certain in human affdlrs, it is that valuable acquisi-
tions are only to be retained by the continuation of the same
energies which gained them. Things left to take care of them-
selves inevitably decay. Those whom success induces to relax
their habits of care and thoughtfulness, and their willingness to
encounter disagreeables, seldom long retain their good fortune
at its height. The mental attribute which seems exclusively
dedicated to Progress, and is the culmination of the tendencies
to it, is Originality, or Invention. Yet this is no less necessary
for Permanence; since, in the inevitable changes of human
affairs, new inconveniences and dangers continually grow up,
which must be encountered by new resources and contrivances,
in order to keep things going on even only as well as they did
before. Whatever qualities, therefore, in a government, tend
to encourage activity, energy, courage, originality, are requisites
of Permanence as well as of Progress; only a somewhat less
degree of them will on the average suffice for the former purpose
than for the latter.

To pass now from the mental to the outward and objective
requisites of society; itisimpossible to point out any contrivance
in politics, or arrangement of social affairs, which conduces to
Order only, or to Progress only; whatever tends to either
promotes both. Take, for instance, the common institution of
a police. Order is the object which seems most immediately
interested in the efficiency of this part of the social organisation.
Yet if it is effectual to promote Order, that is, if it represses crime,
and enables every one to feel his person and property secure,
can any state of things be more conducive to Progress? The
greater security of property is one of the main conditions and
causes of greater production, which is Progress in its most
familiar and vulgarest aspect. The better repression of crime
represses the dispositions which tend to crime, and this is Pro-
gress in a somewhat higher sense. The release of the individual
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from the cares and anxieties of a state of imperfect protection,
sets his faculties free to be employed in any new effort for
improving his own state and that of others: while the same
cause, by attaching him to social existence, and making him no
longer see present or prospective enemies in his fellow-creatures,
fosters all those feelings of kindness and fellowship towards
others, and interest in the general well-being of the community,
which are such important parts of social improvement.

Take, again, such a familiar case as that of a good system of
taxation and finance. This would generally be classed as
belonging to the province of Order. Yet what can be more con-
ducive to Progress? A finuncial system which promotes the
one, conduces, by the very same excellences, to the other.
Econony, for example, equally preserves the existing stock of
national wealth, and favours the creation of more. A just dis-
tribution of burthens, by holding up to every citizen an example
of morality and good conscience applied to difficult adjustments,
and an evidence of the value which the highest authorities attach
to them, tends in an eminent degree to educate the moral senti-
ments of the community, both in respect of strength and of
discrimination. Such a mode of levying the taxes as does not
impede the industry, or unnecessarily interfere with the liberty,
of the citizen, promotes, not the preservation only, but the
increase of the national wealth, and encourages a more active
use of the individual faculties. And vice versa, all errors in
finance and taxation which obstruct the improvement of the
people in wealth and morals tend also, if of sufficiently serious
amount, positively to impoverish and demoralise them. It
holds, in short, universally, that when Order and Permanence
are taken in their widest sense, for the stability of existing
advantages, the requisites of Progress are but the requisites of
Order in a greater degree; those of Permanence merely those
of Progress 1n a somewhat smaller measure.

In support of the position that Order is intrinsically different
from Progress, and that preservation of existing and acquisition
of additional good are sufficiently distinct to afford the basis of
a fundamental classification, we shall perhaps be reminded that
Progress may be at the expense of Order; that while we are
acquiring, or striving to acquire, good of one kind, we may be
losing ground in respect to others: thus there may be progress
in wealth, while there is deterioration in virtue. Granting this,
what it proves is not that Progress is generically a different
thing from Permanence, but that wealth 15 a different thing
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from virtue. Progress is permanence and something more; and
it is no answer to this to say that Progress in one thing does not
imply Permanence in everything. No more does Progress in
one thing imply Progress in everything. Progress of any kind
includes Permanence in that same kind; whenever Permanence
is sacrificed to some particular kind of Progress, other Progress is
still more sacrificed to it; and if it be not worth the sacrifice, not
the interest of Permanence alone has been disregarded, but the
general interest of Progress has been mistaken.

If these improperly contrasted ideas are to be used at all in
the attempt to give a first commencement of scientific precision
to the notion of good government, it would be more philo-
sophically correct to leave out of the definition the word Order,
and to say that the best government is that which is most con-
ducive to Progress. For Progress includes Order, but Order
does not include Progress. Progress is a greater degree of that
of which Order is a less. Order, in any other sense, stands only
for a part of the pre-requisites of good government, not for its
idea and essence. Order would find a more suitable place
among the conditions of Progress; since, if we would increase
our sum of good, nothing is more indispensable than to take due
care of what we already have. If we are endeavouring after
more riches, our very first rule should be not to squander use-
lessly our existing means. Order, thus considered, is not an
additional end to be reconciled with Progress, but a part and
means of Progress itself. If a gain in one respect is purchased
by a more than equivalent loss in the same or in any other, there
is not Progress. Conduciveness to Progress, thus understood,
includes the whole excellence of a government.

But, though metaphysically defensible, tlus definition of the
criterion of good government is not appropriate, because, though
it contains the whole of the truth, it recalls only a part. What
is suggested by the term Progress is the idea of moving onward,
whereas the meaning of it here is quite as much the prevention of
falling back. The very same social causes—the same beliefs,
feelings, institutions, and practices—are as much required to
prevent society from retrograding, as to produce a further
advance. Were there no improvement to be hoped for, life
would not be the less an unceasing struggle against causes of
deterioration; as it even now is. Politics, as conceived by the
ancients, consisted wholly in this. The natural tendency of men
and their works was to degenerate, which tendency, however,
by good institutions virtuously administered, it might be possible
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for an indefinite length of time to counteract. Though we no
longer hold this opinion; though most men in the present age
profess the contrary creed, believing that the tendency of things,
on the whole, is towards improvement; we ought not to forget
that there is an incessant and ever-flowing current of human
affairs towards the worse, consisting of all the follies, all the
vices, all the negligences, indolences, and supinenesses of man-
kind; which is only controlled, and kept from sweeping all
before it, by the exertions which some persons constantly, and
others by fits, put forth in the direction of good and worthy
objects. It gives a very insufficient idea of the importance of
the strivings which take place to improve and elevate human
nature and hfe, to suppose that their chief value consists in the
amount of actual improvement realised by their means, and
that the consequence of their cessation would merely be that
we should remain as we are. A very small diminution of those
exertions would not only put a stop to improvement, but would
turn the general tendency of things towards deterioration;
which, once begun, would proceed with increasing rapidity, and
become more and more difficult to check, until it reached a state
often seen in history, and in which many large portions of
mankind even now grovel; when hardly anything short of super-
human power seems sufficient to turn the tide, and give a fresh
commencement to the upward movement.

These reasons make the word Progress as unapt as the terms
Order and Permanence to become the basis for a classification
of the requisites of a form of government. The fundamental
antithesis which these words express does not lie in the things
themselves, so much as in the types of human character which
answer to them. There are, we know, some minds in which
caution, and others in which boldness, predominates: in some,
the desire to avoid imperilling what is already possessed is a
stronger sentiment than that which prompts to improve the
old and acquire new advantages; while there are others who lean
the contrary way, and are more eager for future than careful
of present good. The road to the ends of both is the same;
but they are hable to wander from it in opposite directions. This
consideration 1s of importance in composing the personnel of
any political body: persons of both types ought to be included
in it, that the tendencies of each may be tempered, in so far as
they are excessive, by a due proportion of the other. There
needs no express provision to ensure this object, provided care
is taken to admit nothing inconsistent with it. The natural
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and spontaneous admixture of the old and the young, of those
whose position and reputation are made and those who have
them still to make, will in general sufficiently answer the pur-
pose, if only this natural balance is not disturbed by artificial
regulation.

Since the distinction most commonly adopted for the classifica-
tion of social exigencies does not possess the properties needful
for that use, we have to seek for some other leading distinction
better adapted to the purpose. Such a distinction would seem
to be indicated by the considerations to which I now proceed.

If we ask ourselves on what causes and conditions good govern-
ment in all its senses, from the humblest to the most exalted,
depends, we find that the principal of them, the one which
transcends all others, is the qualities of the human beings com-
posing the society over which the government is exercised.

We may take, as a first instance, the administration of justice;
with the more propriety, since there is no part of public business
in which the mere machinery, the rules and contrivances for
conducting the details of the operation, are of such vital con-
sequence. Yet even these yield in importance to the qualities
of the human agents employed. Of what efficacy are rules of
procedure in securing the ends of justice, if the moral condition
of the people is such that the witnesses generally lie, and the
judges and their subordinates take bribes? Agamn, how can
institutions provide a good municipal administration if there
exists such indifference to the subject that those who would
administer honestly and capably cannot be induced to serve,
and the duties are left to those who undertake them because
they have some private interest to be promoted? Of what avail
is the most broadly popular representative system if the electors
do not care to choose the best member of parliament, but choose
him who will spend most money to be elected? Iow can a
representative assembly work for good if its members can be
bought, or if their excitability of temperament, uncorrected by
public discipline or private self-control, makes them incapable
of calm deliberation, and they resort to manual violence on the
floor of the House, or shoot at one another with rifles? How,
again, can government, or any joint concern, be carried on in a
tolerable manner by people so envious that, if one among them
seems likely to succeed in anything, those who ought to co-
operate with him form a tacit combination to make him fail?
Whenever the general disposition of the people is such that each
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individual regards those only of his interests which are selfish,
and does not dwell on, or concern himself for, his share of the
general interest, in such a state of things good government is
impossible. The influence of defects of intelligence in obstruct-
ing all the elements of good government requires no illustration.
Government consists of acts done by human beings; and if the
agents, or those who choose the agents, or those to whom the
agents are responsible, or the lookers-on whose opinion ought to
influence and check all these, are mere masses of ignorance,
stupidity, and baleful prejudice, every operation of government
will go wrong; while, in proportion as the men risc above this
standard, so will the government improve in quality; up to the
point of excellence, attainable but nowhere attained, where the
officers of government, themselves persons of superior virtue
and intellect, are surrounded by the atmosphere of a virtuous
and enlightened public opinion.

The first element of good government, therefore, being the
virtue and intelligence of the human beings composing the com-
munity, the most important point of excellence which any form
of government can possess is to promote the virtue and intelli-
gence of the people themselves. The first question in respect
to any political institutions is, how far they tend to foster in
the members of the community the various desirable qualities,
moral and intellectual; or rather (following Bentham’s more
complete classiﬁcatlon) moral, intellectual, and active. The
government which does this the best has every likelihood of
being the best in all other respects, since it is on these qualities,
so far as they exist in the people, that all possibility of goodness
in the practical operations of the government depends.

We may consider, then, as one criterion of the goodness of a
government, the degree in which it tends to increase the sum
of good qualities in the governed, collectively and individually;
since, besides that their well-being is the sole object of govern-
ment, their good qualities supply the moving force which works
the machinery: This leaves, as the other constituent element
of the merit of a government, the quality of the machinery
itself; that is, the degree in which it 1s adapted to take advan-
tage of the amount of good qualities which may at any time exist,
and make them instrumental to the right purposes. Let us
again take the subject of judicature as an example and illustra-
tion. The judicial system being given, the goodness of the
administration of justice is in the compound ratio of the worth of
the men composing the tribunals, and the worth of the public
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opinion which influences or controls them. But all the difference
between a good and a bad system of judicature lies in the con-
trivances adopted for bringing whatever moral and intellectual
worth exists in the community to bear upon the administration
of justice, and making it duly operative on the result. The
arrangements for rendering the choice of the judges such as to
obtain the highest average of virtue and intelhgence; the
salutary forms of procedure; the publicity which allows observa-
tion and criticism of whatever is amiss; the liberty of discussion
and censure through the press; the mode of taking evidence,
according as it is well or 1l adapted to elicit truth; the facili-
ties, whatever be their amount, for obtaining access to the
tribunals; the arrangements for detecting crimes and appre-
hending offenders;—all these things are not the power, but the
machinery for bringing the power into contact with the obstacle:
and the machinery has no action of itself, but without it the
power, let it be ever so ample, would be wasted and of no effect.
A similar distinction exists in regard to the constitution of the
executive departments of administration. Their machinery is
good, when the proper tests are prescribed for the qualifications
of officers, the proper rules for their promotion; when the business
is conveniently distributed among those who are to transact it,
a convenient and methodical order established for its transaction,
a correct and intelligible record kept of it after being transacted;
when each individual knows for what he is responsible, and is
known to others as responsible for it; when the best-contrived
checks are provided against negligence, favouritism, or jobbery,
inany of the acts of the department. But political checks will no
more act of themselves than a bridle will direct a horse without
a rider. If the checking functionaries are as corrupt or as
negligent as those whom they ought to check, and if the public,
the mainspring of the whole checking machinery, are too ignorant,
too passive, or too careless and inattentive, to do their part,
little benefit will be derived from the best administrative
apparatus. Yet a good apparatus is always preferable to a bad.
Tt enables such insufficient moving or checking power as exists
to act at the greatest advantage; and without it, no amount of
moving or checking power would be sufficient. Publicity, for
instance, is no impediment to evil nor stimulus to good if the
public will not look at what is done; but without publicity, now
could they either check or encourage what they were not per-
mitted tosee? The ideally perfect constitution of a public office
is that in which the interest of the functionary is entirely coin-
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cident with his duty. No mere system will make it so, but still
less can it be made so without a system, aptly devised for the
purpose.

What we have said of the arrangements for the detailed
administration of the government is still more evidently true
of its general constitution. ~All government which aims at being
good 1s an organisation of some part of the good qualities
existing in the individual members of the community for the
conduct of its collective affairs. A representative constitution
is a means of bringing the general standard of intelligence and
honesty existing in the community, and the individual intellect
and virtue of its wisest members, more directly to bear upon the
government, and investing them with greater influence in it,
than they would in general have under any other mode of organi-
sation; though, under any, such influence as they do have is the
source of all good that there is in the government, and the
hindrance of every evil that there is not. The greater the amount
of these good qualities which the institutions of a country succeed
in organising, and the better the mode of organisation, the better
will be the government.

We have now, therefore, obtained a foundation for a twofold
division of the merit which any set of political institutions can
possess. It consists partly of the degree in which they promote
the general mental advancement of the community, including
under that phrase advancement in intellect, in virtue, and in
practical activity and efficiency; and partly of the degree of
perfection with which they organise the moral, intellectual, and
active worth already existing, so as to operate with the greatest
effect on public affairs. A government is to be judged by its
action upon men, and by its action upon things; by what it
makes of the citizens, and what it does with them; its tendency
to improve or deteriorate the people themselves, and the good-
ness or badness of the work it performs for them, and by means
of them. Government is at once a great influence acting on the
human mind, and a set of organised arrangements for public
business: in the first capacity its beneficial action is chiefly
indirect, but not therefore less vital, while its mischievous action
may be direct.

The difference between these two functions of a government
is not, like that between Order and Progress, a difference merely
in degree, but in kind. We must not, however, suppose that
they have no intimate connection with one another. The institu-
tions which ensure the best management of public affairs practi-
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cable in the existing state of cultivation tend by this alone to
the further improvement of that state. A people which had
the most just laws, the purest and most efficient judicature,
the most enlightened administration, the most equitable and
least onerous system of finance, compatible with the stage it
had attained in moral and intellectual advancement, would be in
a fair way to pass rapidly into a higher stage. Nor is there any
mode in which political institutions can contribute more effectu-
ally to the improvement of the people than by doing their more
direct work well. And, reversely, if their machinery is so badly
constructed that they do their own particular business ill, the
effect is felt in a thousand ways in lowering the morality and
deadening the intelligence and activity of the people. But the
distinction is nevertheless real, because this is only one of the
means by which political institutions improve or deteriorate the
human mind, and the causes and modes of that beneficial or
injurious influence remain a distinct and much wider subject of
study.

Of the two modes of operation by which a form of government
or set of political institutions affects the welfare of the community
—its operation as an agency of national education, and its
arrangements for conducting the collective affairs of the com-
munity in the state of education in which they already are; the
last evidently varies much less, from difference of country and
state of civilisation, than the first. It has also much less to do
with the fundamental constitution of the government. The
mode of conducting the practical business of government, which
is best under a free constitution, would generally be best also in
an absolute monarchy: only an absolute monarchy is not so
likely to practise it. The laws of property, for example; the
principles of evidence and judicial procedure; the system of
taxation and of financial administration, need not necessarily
be different in different forms of government. Each of these
matters has principles and rules of its own, which are a subject
of separate study. General jurisprudence, civil and penal
legislation, finanical and commercial policy, are sciences in
themselves, or rather, separate members of the comprehensive
science or art of government: and the most enlightened doctrines
on all these subjects, though not equally likely to be understood.
or acted on under all forms of government, yet, if understood
and acted on, would in general be equally beneficial under them
all. Ttis true that these doctrines could not be applied without
some modifications to all states of society and of the human
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mind: nevertheless, by far the greater number of them would
tequire modifications solely of details, to adapt them to any
state of society sufficiently advanced to possess rulers capable
of understanding them. A government to which they would
be wholly unsuitable must be one so bad in itself, or so opposed
to public fecling, as to be unable to maintain itself in existence by
honest means.

It is otherwise with that portion of the interests of the com-
munity which relate to the better or worse training of the people
themselves. Considered as instrumental to this, institutions
need to be radically different, according to the stage of advance-
ment already reached. The recognition of this truth, though for
the most part empircally rather than philosophically, may be
regarded as the main point of superiority in the political theories
of the present above those of the last age; i which it was
customary to claim representative democracy for England or
France by arguments which would equally have proved it the
only fit form of government for Bedouins or Malays. The state
of different communities, in point of culture and development,
ranges downwards to a condition very little above the highest
of the beasts. The upward range, too, is considerable, and the
future possible extension vastly greater. A community can only
be developed out of one of these states into a higher by a
concourse of influences, among the principal of which is the
government to which they are subject. In all states of human
improvement ever yet attained, the natureand degree of authority
exercised over individuals, the distribution of power, and the
conditions of command and obedience, are the most powerful
of the influences, except their religious belief, which make them
what they are, and enable them to become what they can be.
They may be stopped short at any point in their progress by
defective adaptation of their government to that particular
stage of advancement. And the one indispensable merit of a
government, in favour of which it may be forgiven almost any
amount of other demerit compatible with progress, is that its
operation on the people is favourable, or not unfavourable, to
the next step which 1t is necessary for them to take, in order to
raise themselves to a higher level.

Thus (to repeat a former example), a pcople in a state of savage
independence, in which every one lives for lumsclf, exempt,
unless by fits, from any external control, is practically incapable
of making any progress in civilisation until it has learnt to obey.
The ingispensable virtue, therefore, in a government which

H 482
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establishes itself over a people of this sort is, that it make itself
obeyed. To enable it to do this, the constitution of the govern-
ment must be nearly, or quite, despotic. A constitution in any
degree popular, dependent on the voluntary surrender by the
different members of the community of their individual freedom
of action, would fail to enforce the first lesson which the pupils,
in this stage of their progress, require. Accordingly, the civilisa-
tion of such tribes, when not the result of juxtaposition with
others already civilised, is almost always the work of an absolute
ruler, deriving his power either from religion or military prowess;
very often from foreign arms.

Again, uncivilised races, and the bravest and most energetic
still more than the rest, are averse to continuous labour of an
unexciting kind. Yet all real civilisation is at this price; with-
out such labour, neither can the mind be disciplined into the
habits required by civilised society, nor the material world
prepared to receive it. There needs a rare concurrence of cir-
cumstances, and for that reason often a vast length of time, to
reconcile such a people to industry, unless they are for a while
compelled to it. Hence even personal slavery, by giving a com-
mencement to industrial life, and enforcing it as the exclusive
occupation of the most numerous portion of the community,
may accelerate the transition to a better freedom than that of
fighting and rapine. It is almost needless to say that this
excuse for slavery is only available in a very early state of society.
A civilised people have far other means of imparting civilisation
to those under their influence; and slavery is, in all its details, so
repugnant to that government of law, which is the foundation
of all modern life, and so corrupting to the master-class when
they have once come under civilised influences, that its adoption
under any circumstances whatever in modern society is a rclapse
into worse than barbarism.

At some period, however, of their history, almost every people,
now civilised, have consisted, in majority, of slaves. A people
in that condition require to raise them out of it a very different
polity from a nation of savages. If they are energetic by nature,
and especially if there be associated with them in the same com-
munity an industrious class who are neither slaves nor slave-
owners (as was the case in Greece), they need, probably, no more
to ensure their improvement than to make them free: when
freed, they may often be fit, like Roman freedmen, to be admitted
at once to the full rights of citizenship. This, however, is not
the normal condition of slavery, and is generally a sign that it
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is becoming obsolete. A slave, properly so called, is a being
who has not learnt to help himsclf. He is, no doubt, one step
in advance of a savage. He has not the first lesson of political
society still to acquire. He has learnt to obey. But what he
obeys is only a direct command. It is the characteristic of born
slaves to be incapable of conforming their conduct to a rule, or
law. They can only do what they are ordered, and only when
they are ordered to do it. If a man whom they fear is standing
over them and threatening them with punishment, they obey;
but when his back is turned, the work remains undone. The
motive determining them must appeal not to their interests,
but to their instincts; immediate hope or immediate terror.
A despotism, which may tame the savage, will, in so far as it is
a despotism, only confirm the slaves in their incapacities. Yet
a government under their own control would be entircly un-
manageable by them. Their improvement cannot come from
themselves, but must be superinduced from without. The step
which they have to take, and their only path to improvement,
is to be raised from a government of will to one of law. They
have to be taught self-government, and this, in its initial stage,
means the capacity to act on general instructions. What they
require is not a government of force, but one of gindance.  Being,
however, in too low a state to yield to the guidance of any hut
those to whom they look up as the possessors of force, the sort
of government fittest for them is one which possesses force, but
seldom uses it: a parental despotism or aristocracy, resembling
the St. Simonian form of Socialism; maintaining a general super-
intendence over all the operations of society, so as to keep
before each the sense of a present force sufficient to compel his
obedience to the rule laid down, but which, owing to the im-
possibility of descending to regulate all the minutie of industry
and life, necessarily leaves and induces ndividuals to do much
of themselves. This, which may be termed the government
of leading-strings, seems to be the one required to carry such a
people the most rapidly through the next necessary step in social
progress. Such appears to have been the idea of the govern-
ment of the Incas of Peru; and such was that of the Jesuits of
Paraguay. I need scarcely remark that leading-strings are only
admissible as a means of gradually training the people to walk
alone.

1t would be out of place to carry the illustration further. To
attempt to investigate what kind of government is suited to
every known state of society would be to compose a treatisc,



200 Representative Government

not on representative government, but on political science at
large. For our more limited purpose we borrow from political
philosophy only its general principles. To determine the form
of government most suited to any particular people, we must
be able, among the defects and shortcomings which belong to
that people, to distinguish those that are the immediate impedi-
ment to progress; to discover what it is which (as it were) stops
the way. The best government for them is the one which tends
most to give them that for want of which they cannot advance,
or advance only in a Jame and lopsided manner. We must not,
however, forget the reservation necessary m all things which
have for their object improvement, or Progress; namely, that
in seeking the good which is needed, no damage, or as little as
possible, be done to that already possessed. A people of savages
should be taught obedience, but not in such a manner as to
convert them into a people of slaves. And (to give the observa-
tion a higher generality) the form of government which is most
effectual for carrying a people through the next stage of progress
will still be very improper for them if 1t does this in such a manner
as to obstruct, or positively unfit them for, the step next beyond.
Such cases are frequent, and are among the most melancholy
facts in history. The Egyptian hierarchy, the paternal despotism
of China, were very fit instruments for carrying those nations up
to the pomnt of civilisation which they attammed. But having
reached that point, they were brought to a permanent halt for
want of mental liberty and individuality ; requisites of improve-
ment which the mstitutions that had carried them thus far
entirely incapacitated them from acquiring; and as the institu-
tions did not brecak down and give place to others, further
improvement stopped. In contrast with these nations, let us
consider the example of an opposite character afforded by another
and a comparatively insigmficant Oriental people—the Jews.
They, too, had an absolute monarchy and a hierarchy, and their
organised stitutions were as obviously of sacerdotal origin as
those of the Hindoos. These did for them what was done for
other Oriental races by their institutions—subdued them to
mndustry and order, and gave them a national life. But neither
their kings nor their priests ever obtamned, as in those other
countries, the exclusive moulding of their character. Their
religion, which enabled persons of genius and a high religious
tone to be regarded and to regard themselves as inspired frém
heaven, gave existence to an mestimably precious unorganised
institution—the Order (if it may be so termed) of Prophets.
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Under the protection, generally though not always effectual,
of their sacred character, the Prophets were a power in the
nation, often more than a ‘match for kings and priests, and kept
up, in that little corner of the earth, the antagonism of mfluences
which is the only real security for contmued progress. Religion
consequently was not there what it has been i so many other
places—a consecration of all that was once established, and a
barrier against further improvement. The remark of a dis-
tinguished Hebrew, M. Salvador, that the Prophets were, in
Church and State, the equivalent of the modern hberty of the
press, gives a just but not an adequate conception of the part
fulfilled in national and universal history by this great element
of Jewish hife; by means of which, the canon of inspiration never
being complete, the persons most eminent in gemus and moral
feeling could not only denounce and reprobate, with the direct
authority of the Almighty, whatever appeared to them deserving
of such treatment, but could give forth better and higher inter-
pretations of the national religion, which thenceforth became
part of the religion. Accordingly, whoever can divest himself
of the habit of reading the Bible as if it was one book, which
until lately was equally inveterate in Christians and n un-
believers, sees with admiration the vast interval between the
morality and rcligion of the Pentateuch, or even of the historical
books (the unmistakable work of Hebrew Conservatives of the
sacerdotal order), and the morality and religion of the Prophecies:
a distance as wide a. between these last and the Gospels. Con-
ditions more favourable to Progress could not easily exist:
accordingly, the Jews, instead of being stationary hke other
Asiatics, were, next to the Greeks, the most progressive people
of antiquity, and, jointly with them, have been the starting-
point and main propelling agency of modern cultivation.

It is, then, impossible to understand the question of the
adaptation of forms of government to states of society without
taking into account not only the next step, but all the steps
which society has yet to make; both those which can be fore-
seen, and the far wider indefinite range which 1s at present out
of sight. It follows, that to judge of the ments of forms of
government, an ideal must be constructed of the form of govern-
ment most ehgible in 1itself, that is, which, 1f the necessary con-
ditions existed for giving effect to its beneficial tendencies, would,
more than all others, favour and promote not some one improve-
ment, but all forms and degrees of it. This having been done,
we must consider what are the mental conditions of all sorts,
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necessary to enable this government to realise its tendencies, and
what, therefore, are the various defects by which a people is
made incapable of reaping its benefits. It would then be pos-
sible to construct a theorem of the circumstances in which that
form of government may wisely be introduced; and also to
judge, in cases in which it had better not be introduced, what
inferior forms of polity will best carry those communities through
the intermediate stages which they must traverse before they
can become fit for the best form of government.

Of these inquiries, the last does not concern us here; but the
first is an essential part of our subject: for we may, without
rashness, at once enunciate a proposition, the proofs and illus-
trations of which will present themselves in the ensuing pages;
that this ideally best form of government will be found in some
onc or other variety of the Representative System.

CHAPTER III

THAT THE IDEALLY BEST FORM OF GOVERNMENT IS
REPRESENTATIVE GOVERNMENT

It has long (perhaps throughout the entire duration of British
treedom) been a common saying, that if a good despot could be
ensured, despotic monarchy would be the best form of govern-
ment. I look upon this as a radical and most pernicious mis-
conception of what good government 1s; which, until 1t can be
got rid of, will fatally vitiate all our speculations on government.

The supposition 1s, that absolute power, in the hands of an
eminent ndividual, would ensure a virtuous and intelligent
performance of all the dutics of government. Good laws would
be established and enforced, bad laws would be reformed; the
best men would be placed in all situations of trust; justice would
be as well administered, the public burthens would be as light
and as judiciously imposed, every branch of administration would
be as purely and as intelligently conducted, as the circumstances
of the country and its degree of intellectual and moral cultivation
would admit. I am willing, for the sake of the argument, to
concede all this; but I must point out how great the concession
is; how much more is needed to produce even an approxima-
tion to these results than is conveyed in the simple expression,
agood despot. Their realisation would in fact imply, not merely
a good monarch, but an all-seeing one. He must be at all times
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informed correctly, in considerable detail, of the conduct and
working of every branch of administration, in every district of
the country, and must be able, in the twenty-four hours per day
which are all that is granted to a king as to the humblest labourer,
to give an effective share of attention and superintendence to
all parts of this vast field; or he must at least be capable of
discerning and choosing out, from among the mass of his
subjects, not only a large abundance of honest and able men,
fit to conduct every branch of public administration under
supervision and control, but also the small number of men of
eminent virtues and talents who can be trusted not only to do
without that supervision, but to exercise it themselves over
others. So extraordinary are the faculties and energies required
for performing this task in any supportable manner, that the
good despot whom we are supposing can hardly be imagined as
consenting to undertake it, unless as a refuge from mtolerable
evils, and a transitional preparation for something beyond. But
the argument can do without even this immense item in the
account. Suppose the difficulty vanquished. What should we
then have? One man of superhuman mental activity managing
the entire affairs of a mentally passive people. Their passivity
is implied in the very idea of absolute power. The nation as a
whole, and every individual composing it, are without any
potential voice in their own destiny. They exercise no will in
respect to their collective interests. All is decided for them
by a will not their own, which it is legally a crime for them to
disobey. What sort of human beings can be formed under such
a regimen? What development can erther their thinking or
their active faculties attain under it? On matters of pure theory
they might perhaps be allowed to speculate, so long as their
speculations either did not approach politics, or had not the
remotest connection with its practice. On practical affairs
they could at most be only suffered to suggest; and even under
the most moderate of despots, none but persons of already
admitted or reputed superiority could hope that their sugges-
tions would be known to, much less regarded by, those who had
the management of affairs. A person must have a very unusual
taste for intellectual exercise in and for itself, who will put
himself to the trouble of thought when it is to have no outward
effect, or qualify himself for functions which he has no chance
of being allowed to exercise. The only sufficient incitement to
mental exertion, in any but a few minds in a generation, is the
prospect of some practical use to be made of its results. Tt
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does not follow that the nation will be wholly destitute of in-
tellectual power. The common business of life, which must
necessarily be performed by each individual or family for them-
selves, will call forth some amount of intelligence and practical
ability, within a certain narrow range of ideas. There may be
a select class of savants, who cultivate science with a view to its
physical uses, or for the pleasure of the pursuit. There will be
a bureaucracy, and persons in training for the bureaucracy, who
will be taught at least some empirical maxims of government
and public administration. There may be, and often has been,
a systematic organisation of the best mental power in the country
in some special direction (commonly mihtary) to promote the
grandeur of the despot. But the public at large remain without
information and without interest on all the greater matters of
practice; or, if they have any knowledge of them, it is but a
dilettante knowledge, like that which people have of the
mechanical arts who have never handled a tool. Nor is it only
in their intelligence that they suffer. Their moral capacities
are equally stunted. Wherever the sphere of action of human
beings is artificially circumscribed, their sentiments are narrowed
and dwarfed in the same proportion. The food of feeling is
action: even domestic affection lives upon voluntary good
offices. Let a person have nothing to do for his country, and
he will not care for1t. It has been said of old, that in a despotism
there is at most but one patriot, the despot himself; and the
saying rests on a just appreciation of the effects of absolute
subjection, even to a good and wise master. Religion remains:
and here at least, it may be thought, is an agency that may be
relied on for lifting men’s eyes and minds above the dust at their
feet. But religion, even supposing it to escape perversion for
the purposes of despotism, ceases in these circumstances to be a
social concern, and narrows into a personal affair between an
individual and his Maker, in which the 1ssue at stake is but his
private salvation. Religion in this shape is quite consistent
with the most selfish and contracted egoism, and identifies the
votary as little in feeling with the rest of us kind as sensuality
itself.

A good despotism means a government in which, so far as
depends on the despot, there is no positive oppression by officers
of state, but in which all the collective interests of the people
are managed for them, all the thinking that has relation to
collective interests done for them, and 1n which their minds are
formed by, and consenting to, this abdication of their own
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energies. Leaving things to the Government, like leaving them
to Providence, is synonymous with caring nothing about them,
and accepting their results, when disagreeable, as visitations
of Nature. With the exception, therefore, of a few studious men
who take an intellectual interest in speculation for its own sake,
the intelligence and sentiments of the whole people are given up
to the maternial interests, and, when these are provxded for, to
the amusement and ornamentatlon, of private life. But to say
this is to say, if the whole testimony of history is worth anything,
that the era of national decline has arrived: that is, if the nation
had ever attained anything to decline from. If it has never
risen above the condition of an Oriental people, in that cendition
it continues to stagnate. But if, like Greece or Rome, it had
realised anything higher, through the energy, patriotism, and
enlargement of mmd which as national qualities are the fruits
solely of freedom, it re]apses in a few generations into the Oriental
state. And that state does not mean stupid tranquillity, with
security against change for the worse; it often means being
overrun, conquered, and reduced to domestic slavery, either by
a stronger despot, or by the nearest barbarous people who
retain along with their savage rudeness the encrgies of freedom.

Such are not merely the natural tendencies, but the inherent
necessities of despotic government; from which there is no outlet,
unless in so far as the despotism consents rot to be despotism;
in so far as the supposed good despot abstains from exercising his
power, and, though holding it in reserve, allows the general
business of government to go on as if the people really governed
themselves. However little probable 1t may be, we may imagine
a despot observing many of the rules and restraints of constitu-
tional government. He might allow such freedom of the press
and of discussion as would enable a public opinion to form and
express itself on national affairs. He mught suffer local interests
to be managed, without the interference of authority, by the
people themselves. He might even surround himself with a
council or councils of government, freely chosen by the whole
or some portion of the nation; retaining in his own hands the
power of taxation, and the supreme legislative as well as execu-
tive authority. Were he to act thus, and so far abdicate as a
despot, he would do away with a considerable part of the evils
characteristic of despotism. Political activity and capacity for
public affairs would no longer be prevented from growing up
in the body of the nation; and a public opinion would form

ltseli not the mere echo of the government. But such improve-
H 402
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ment would be the beginning of new difficulties. This public
opinion, independent of the monarch’s dictation, must be either
with him or against him; if not the one, it will be the other. Al
governments must displease many persons, and these having
now regular organs, and being able to express their sentiments,
opinions adverse to the measures of government would often
be expressed. What is the monarch to do when these unfavour-
able opinions happen to be in the majority? Is he to alter his
course? Is he to defer to the nation? If so, he is no longer a
despot, but a constitutional king; an organ or first minister of
the people, distinguished only by being irremovable. If not,
he must either put down opposition by his despotic power, or
there will arise a permanent antagonism between the people and
one man, which can have but one possible ending. Not even a
religious principle of passive obedience and “right divine”
would long ward off the natural consequences of such a position.
The monarch would have to succumb, and conform to the
conditions of constitutional royalty, or give place to some one
who would. The despotism, being thus chiefly nominal, would
possess few of the advantages supposed to belong to absolute
monarchy; while it would realise in a very imperfect degree
those of a free government; since however great an amount
of liberty the citizens might practically enjoy, they could never
forget that they held it on sufferance, and by a concession which
under the existing constitution of the state might at any moment
be resumed; that they were legally slaves, though of a prudent,
or indulgent, master.

It is not much to be wondered at if impatient or disappointed
reformers, groaning under the impediments opposed to the
most salutary public improvements by the ignorance, the in-
difference, the intractableness, the perverse obstinacy of a
people, and the corrupt combinations of selfish private interests
armed with the powerful weapons afforded by free institutions,
should at times sigh for a strong hand to bear down all these
obstacles, and compel a recalcitrant people to be better governed.
But (setting aside the fact, that for one despot who now and
then reforms an abuse, there are ninety-nine who do nothing but
create them) those who look in any such direction for the realisa-
tion of their hopes leave out of the idea of good government its
principal element, the improvement of the people themselves.
One of the benefits of freedom is that under it the ruler cannot
pass by the people’s minds, and amend their affairs for them
without amending them. If it were possible for the people to
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be well governed in spite of themselves, their good government
would last no longer than the freedem of a people usually lasts
who have been liberated by foreign arms without their own
co-operation. It is true, a despot may educate the people; and
to do so really, would be the best apology for his despotism.
But any education which aims at making human beings other
than machines, in the long run makes them claim to have the
control of their own actions. The leaders of French philosophy
in the eighteenth century had been educated by the Jesuits.
Even Jesuit education, it seems, was sufficiently real to call forth
the appetite for freedom. Whatever invigorates the faculties,
in however small a measure, creates an increased desire for their
more unimpeded exercise; and a popular education is a failure,
if it educates the people for any state but that which it will
certainly induce them to desire, and most probably to demand.

I am far from condemning, in cases of extreme exigency, the
assumption of absolute power in the form of a temporary dictator-
ship. Free nations have, in times of old, conferred such power
by their own choice, as a necessary medicine for diseases of the
body politic which could not be got rid of by less violent means.
But its acceptance, even for a time strictly limited, can only be
excused, if, hke Solon or Pittacus, the dictator employs the
whole power he assumes in removing the obstacles which debar
the nation from the enjoyment of freedom. A good despotism
1s an altogether false ideal, which practically (except as a means
to some temporary purpose) becomes the most senseless and
dangerous of chimeras. Ewil for evil, a good despotism, in a
country at all advanced in civilisation, is more noxious than a
bad one; for it is far more relaxing and enervating to the
thoughts, feelings, and energies of the people. The despotism
of Augustus prepared the Romans for Tiberius. If the whole
tone of their character had not first been prostrated by nearly
" two generations of that mild slavery, they would probably have
had spirit enough left to rebel against the more odious one.

There is no difficulty in showing that the ideally best form of
government is that in which the sovereignty, or supreme con-
trolling power in the last resort, is vested in the entire aggregate
of the community; every citizen not only having a voice in the
exercise of that ultimate sovereignty, but being, at least occa-
sionally, called on to take an actual part in the government, by
the personal discharge of some public function, local or general.

To test this proposition, it has to be examined in reference to
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the two branches into which, as pointed out in the last chapter,
the inquiry into the goodness of a government conveniently
divides itself, namely, how far it promotes the good management
of the affairs of society by means of the existing faculties, moral,
intellectual, and active, of its various members, and what is its
effect in improving or deteriorating those faculties.

The ideally best form of government, it is scarcely necessary
to say, does not mean one which is practicable or eligible in all
states of civilisation, but the one which, in the circumstances in
which it is practicable and ehigible, is attended with the greatest
amount of beneficial consequences, immcdiate and prospective.
A completely popular government is the only polity which can
make out any claim to this character. 1t is pre-eminent in both
the departments between which the excellence of a political
constitution is divided. 1t is both more favourable to present
good government, and promotes a better and higher form of
national character, than any other polity whatsoever.

Its superiority in reference to present well-being rests upon two
principles, of as universal truth and applicability as any general
propositions which can be laid down respecting human affairs.
The first is, that the rights and interests of every or any person
are only secure from being disregarded when the person
interested is himself able, and habitually disposed, to stand up
for them. The second is, that the general prosperity attains a
greater height, and is more widely diffused, in proportion to the
amount and variety of the personal encrgies enlisted in pro-
moting it.

Putting these two propositions into a shape more special to
their present application; human beings are only secure {rom
evil at the hands of others in proportion as they have the power
of being, and are, self-protecting ; and they only achieve a high
degree of success in their struggle with Nature in proportion as
they are self-dependent, relying on what they themselves can do,
either separately or in concert, rather than on what others do
for them.

The former proposition—that each 1s the only safe guardian
of his own rights and interests—is one of those elementary
maxims of prudence, which every person, capable of conducting
his own affairs, implicitly acts upon, wherever he himself is
interested. Many, indeed, have a great dishke to it as a political
doctrine, and are fond of holding it up to obloquy, as a doctrine
of universal selfishness. To which we may answer, that when-
ever it ceases to be true that mankind, as a rule, prefer them-
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selves to others, and those nearest to them to those more remote,
from that moment Communism 1s not on'y practicable, but the
only defensible form of society; and will, when that time arrives,
be assuredly carried into effect. For my own part, not believing
in universal selfishness, I have no difficulty mn admitting that
Communism would even now be practicable among the élite of
mankind, and may become so among the rest. But as this
opinion is anything but popular with those defenders of existing
institutions who find fault with the doctrine of the general
predominance of self-interest, I am inclined to think they do in
reality believe that most men consider themselves before other
people. It 1s not, however, necessary to affirm even thus much
in order to support the claim of all to participate in the sovereign
power. We need not suppose that when power resides in an
exclusive class, that class will knowingly and deliberately sacrifice
the other classes to themselves: it suffices that, in the absence of
its natural defenders, the interest of the excluded is always in
danger of being overlooked; and, when looked at, is seen with
very different eyes from those of the persons whom it directly
concerns. In this country, for example what are called the
working classes may be considered as excluded from all direct
participation in the government. I do not believe that the
classes who do participate mn 1t have in general any intention
of sacrificing the working classcs to themselves. They once had
that intention; witness the persevering attempts so long made
to keep down wages by law. But in the present day their
ordinary disposition is the very opposite: they willingly make
considerable sacrifices, especially of their pecuniary interest, for
the benefit of the working classes, and err rather by too lavish
and mdiscrimmating beneficence; nor do I believe that any
rulers in history have been actuated by a more sincere desire to
do their duty towards the poorer portion of their countrymen.
Yet does Parliament, or almost any of the members composing
it, ever for an nstant look at any question with the eyes of a
work ng man? When a subject arises in which the labourers as
such have an interest, is it regarded from any point of view but
that of the employers of labour? I do not say that the working
men’s view of these questions is in general nearer to the truth
than the other: but it is sometimes quite as near; and in any
case it ought to be respectfully lLstened to, instead of being, as
it is, not merely turned away from, but ignored. On the question
of strikes, for instance, it is doubtful if there is so much as one
among the leading members of either House who is not firmly
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convinced that the reason of the matter is unquahfiedly on the
side of the masters, and that the men’s view of it is simply absurd.
Those who have studied the question know well how far this is
from being the case; and mn how different, and how infinitely
less superficial a manner the point would have to be argued, if
the classes who strike were able to make themselves heard in
Parliament.

It is an adherent condition of human affairs that no intention,
however sincere, of protecting the interests of others can make
it safe or salutary to tie up their own hands. Still more
obviously true is it, that by their own hands only can any
positive and durable improvement of their circumstances in hife
be worked out. Through the joint influence of these two prin-
ciples, all free communities have both been more exempt from
social injustice and crime, and have attained more brilliant
prosperity, than any others, or than they themselves after they
lost their freedom. Contrast the free states of the world, while
their freedom lasted, with the cotemporary subjects of
monarchical or oligarchical despotism: the Greek cities with the
Persian satrapics; the Italian republics and the free towns of
Flanders and Germany, with the feudal monarchies of Europe;
Switzerland, Holland, and England, with Austria or ante-
revolutionary France. Their superior prosperity was too
obvious ever to have been gainsaid: while their superiority in
good government and social relations is proved by the prosperity,
and is manifest besides in every page of history. If we compare,
not one age with another, but the different governments which
co-existed In the same age, no amount of disorder which exaggera-
tion itself can pretend to have existed amidst the publicity
of the free states can be compared for a moment with the
contemptuous trampling upon the mass of the people which
pervaded the whole life of the monarchical countries, or the
disgusting individual tyranny which was of more than daily
occurrence under the systems of plunder which they called fiscal
arrangements, and in the secrecy of their frightful courts of
justice.

It must be acknowledged that the benefits of freedom, so far
as they have hitherto been enjoyed, were obtained by the
extension of its privileges to a part only of the community; and
that a government in which they are extended impartially to all
is a desideratum still unrealised. But though every approach
to this has an independent value, and in many cases more than
an approach could not, in the existing state of general improve-
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ment, be made, the participation of all in these benefits is the
1deally perfect conception of free government. In proportion as
any, no matter who, are excluded from it, the interests of the
excluded are left without the guarantee accorded to the rest, and
they themselves have less scope and encouragement than they
might otherwise have to that exertion of their energies for the
good of themselves and of the community, to which the general
prosperity is always proportioned.

Thus stands the case as regards present well-being; the good
management of the affairs of the existing generation. If we
now pass to the influence of the form of government upon char-
acter, we shall find the superiority of popular government over
every other to be, if possible, still more decided and indisputable

This question really depends upon a still more fundamental
one, viz., which of two common types of character, for the general
good of humanity, it is most desirable should predominate—the
active, or the passive type; that which struggles against evils,
or that which endures them; that which bends to circumstances,
or that which endeavours to make circumstances bend to itself.

The commonplaces of moralists, and the general sympathies of
mankind, are in favour of the passive type. Energetic char-
acters may be admired, but the acquiescent and submissive are
those which most men personally prefer. The passiveness of
our neighbours increases our sense of security, and plays into
the hands of our wilfulness. Passive characters, if we do not
happen to need their activity, seem an obstruction the less in
our own path. A contented character is not a dangerous rival.
Yet nothing is more certain than that improvement in human
affairs is wholly the work of the uncontented characters; and,
moreover, that it is much easier for an active mind to acquire the
virtues of patience than for a passive one to assume those of
energy.

Of the three varieties of mental excellence, intellectual,
practical, and moral, there never could be any doubt in regard to
the first two which side had the advantage. All intellectual
superiority 1s the fruit of active effort. Enterprise, the desire
to keep moving, to be trying and accomplishing new things for
our own benefit or that of others, is the parent even of specula-
tive, and much more of practical, talent. The intellectual
culture compatible with the other type is of that feeble and
vague description which belongs to a mind that stops at amuse-
ment, or at simple contemplation. The test of real and vigorous
thinking, the thinking which ascertains truths instead of dream-
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ing dreams, is successful application to practice. Where that
purpose does not exist, to give definiteness, precision, and sn
intelligible meaning to thought, it generates nothing better than
the mystical metaphysics of the Pythagoreans or the Vedas.
With respect to practical improvement, the case is still more
evident. The character which improves human life 1s that which
struggles with natural powers and tendencics, not that which
gives way to them. The sclf-benefiting qualties are all on the
side of the active and energetic character: and the habits and
conduct which promote the advantage of each individual member
of the community must be at least a part of those which conduce
most in the end to the advancement of the community as a whole.

But on the point of moral preferability, there seems at first
sight to be room for doubt. I am not referring to the religious
feeling which has so generally existed m favour of the inactive
character, as being more m harmony with the submission due
to the divine will. Christianity as well as other religions has
fostered this sentiment; but it is the prerogative of Christianity,
as regards this and many other perversions, that it is able to
throw them off. Abstractedly from rehgious considerations, a
passive character, which yields to obstacles instead of striving
to overcome them, may not indeed be very uscful to others, no
more than to itself, but it might be expected to be at least in-
offensive. Contentment 1s always counted among the moral
virtues. But it is a complete error to suppose that contentment
is necessarily or naturally attendant on passivity of character;
and useless it is, the moral consequences are mischievous.
Where there exists a desire for advantages not possessed, the
mind which does not potentially possess them by means of its
own energies is apt to look with hatred and malice on those who
do. The person bestirring himself with hopeful prospects to
improve lus circumstances is the one who fecls good-ill towards
others engaged in, or who have succeeded in, the same pursuit.
And where the majority are so engaged, those who do not attain
the object have had the tone given to their feelings by the general
habit of the country, and ascribe their failure to want of effort
or opportunity, or to their personal ill luck. But those who,
while desiring what others possess, put no energy into strivirg
for it, are either incessantly grumbling that fortune does not do
for them what they do not attempt to do for themselves, or
overflowing with envy and ill-will towards those who possess
what they would like to have.

In proportion as success in life is seen or believed to be the



The Ideally Best Polity 213

fruit of fatality or accident, and not of excrtion, in that same
ratio does envy develop itself as a point of national character.
"I'he most envious of all mankind are the Orientals. In Oriental
moralists, in Oriental tales, the envious man is remarkably
prominent. In real life, he is the terror of all who possess any-
thing desirable, be it a palace, a handsome child, or even good
health and spints: the supposed effect of his mere look con-
stitutes the all-pervading superstition of the evil eye. Next to
Orientals in envy, as in activity, are some of the Southern
Europeans. The Spaniards pursued all their great men with it,
embittered their lives, and generally succeeded in putting an
early stop to therr successes." With the French, who are
essentially a southern people, the double education of despotism
and Catholicism has, in spite of their impulsive temperament,
made submission and endurance the common character of the
people, and their most received notion of wisdoin and excellence:
and 1if envy of one another, and of all superionty, 1s not more rife
among them than it is, the circumstance must be ascribed to the
many valuable counteracting elements in the French character,
and most of all to the great individual energy which, though
less persistent and more intermittent than in the self-helping
and struggling Anglo-Saxons, has nevertheless manifested itself
among the French 1n nearly every direction in which the opera-
tion of their institutions has been favourable to it.

There are, no doubt, n all countries, really contented char-
acters, who not merely do not seek, but do not desire, what they
do not already possess, and these naturally bear no ill-will
towards such as have apparently a more favoured lot. But the
great mass of seeming contentment is real discontent, combined
with indolence or self-indulgence, which, while taking no legiti-
mate means of raising 1tself, dehghts in bringing others down to
its own level. And if we look narrowly even at the cases of
innocent contentment, we perceive that they only win our
admiration when the indifference is solely to improvement in
outward circumstances, and there is a striving for perpetual
advancement in spiritual worth, or at least a disinterested zeul
to benefit others. The contented man, or the contented famuly,

!'T hmit the expression to past time, because I would say nothing
derogatory of a great, and now at last a free, people, who are entering into
the general movement of European progress with a vigour which bids
fair to make up rapidly the ground they have lost. No one can doubt
what Spanish intellect and energy are capable of; and their faults as a
people are chiefly those for which freedom and industrial ardour are a real
specific,
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who have no ambition to make any one else happier, to promote
the good of their country or their neighbourhood, or to improve
themselves in moral excellence, excite in us neither admiration
nor approval. We rightly ascribe this sort of contentment to
mere unmanliness and want of spirit. The content which we
approve is an ability to do cheerfully without what cannot be
had, a just appreciation of the comparative value of different
objects of desire, and a willing renunciation of the less when
incompatible with the greater. These, however, are excellences
more natural to the character, in proportion as it is actively
engaged in the attempt to improve its own or some other lot.
He who is continually measuring his energy against difficulties
learns what are the difficulties insuperable to him, and what are
those which, though he might overcome, the success is not worth
the cost. He whose thoughts and activities are all needed for,
and habitually employed 1n, practicable and useful enterprises,
is the person of all others least likely to let his mind dwell with
brooding discontent upon things either not worth attaining, or
which are not so to him.  Thus the active, self-helping character
1s not only intrinsically the best, but is the likehest to acquire
all that is really excellent or desirable in the opposite type.

The striving, go-ahead character of England and the United
States is only a fit subject of disapproving criticism on account
of the very secondary objects on which it commonly expends its
strength. In itself it is the foundation of the best hopes for
the general improvement of mankind. It has been acutely
remarked that whenever anything goes amiss the habitual
impulse of French people is to say, ‘1l faut de la patience; ”
and of English people, “ What a shame.” The pcople who
think it a shame when anything goes wrong—who rush to the
conclusion that the evil could and ought to have been prevented,
are those who, in the long run, do most to make the world better.
If the desires are low placed, if they extend to little beyond
physical comfort, and the show of riches, the immediate
results of the energy will not be much more than the
continual extension of man’s power over material objects; but
even this makes room, and prepares the mechanical appliances,
for the greatest intellectual and social achievements; and while
the energy is there, some persons will apply it, and it will be
applied more and more, to the perfecting not of outward cir-
cumstances alone, but of man’s inward nature. Inactivity,
unaspiringness, absence of desire, are a more fatal hindrance to
improvement than any misdirection of energy; and are that
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through which alone, when existing in the mass, any very
formidable misdirection by an energetic few becomes possible.
It is this, mainly, which retains in a savage or semi-savage state
the great majority of the human race.

Now there can be no kind of doubt that the passive type of
character is favoured by the government of one or a few, and
the active self-helping type by that of the Many. Irresponsible
rulers need the quiescence of the ruled more than they need
any activity but that which they can compel. Submissiveness
to the prescriptions of men as necessities of nature is the lesson
inculcated by all governments upon those who are wholly with-
out participation in them. The will of superiors, and the law as
the will of superiors, must be passively yielded to. But no men
are mere instruments or materials 1n the hands of their rulers
who have will or spirit or a spring of internal activity in the rest
of their proceedings: and any manifestation of these qualities,
instead of receiving encouragement from despots, has to get
itself forgiven by them. Even when irresponsible rulers are
not sufficiently conscious of danger from the mental activity of
their subjects to be desirous of repressing it, the position itself is
a repression. Endeavour is even more effectually restrained by
the certainty of its impotence than by any positive discourage-
ment. Between subjection to the will of others, and the virtues
of self-help and self-government, there is a natural incom-
patibility. This is more or less complete, according as the
bondage is strained or relaxed. Rulers differ very much in the
length to which they carry the control of the free agency of
their subjects, or the supersession of it by managing their busi-
ness for them. But the difference is in degree, not in principle;
and the best despots often go the greatest lengths in chaining
up the free agency of their subjects. A bad despot, when his
own personal indulgences have been provided for, may some-
times be willing to let the people alone; but a good despot
insists on doing them good, by making them do their own
business in a better way than they themselves know of. The
regulations which restricted to fixed processes all the leading
branches of French manufactures were the work of the great
Colbert.

Very different is the state of the human faculties where a
human being feels himself under no other external restraint
than the necessities of nature, or mandates of society which he
has his share in imposing, and which it is open to him, if he thinks
them wrong, publicly to dissent from, and exert himself actively
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to get altered. No doubt, under a government partially popular,
this freedom may be exercised even by those who are not par-
takers in the full privileges of citizenship. But it is a great addi-
tional stimulus to any one’s self-help and self-reliance when he
starts from even ground, and has not to feel that his success
depends on the impression he can make upon the sentiments
and dispositions of a body of whom he is not one. It is a great
discouragement to an individual, and a still greater one to a
class, to be left out of the constitution; to be reduced to plead
from outside the door to the arbiters of their destiny, not taken
into consultation within. The maximum of the invigorating
effect of freedom upon the character 1s only cotained when the
person acted on either 1s, or is looking forward to becoming, a
citizen as fully privileged as any other. What is still more
important than even this matter of feeling is the practical disci-
pline which the character obtains from the occasional demand
made upon the citizens to exercise, for a time and mn their turn,
some social function. It is not sufficiently considered how little
there is in most men’s ordimnary life to give any largeness either
to their conceptions or to their sentiments. Their work is a
routine; not a labour of love, but of self-interest in the most
elementary form, the satisfaction of daily wants; neither the
thing done, nor the process of doing 1t, introduces the mind to
thoughts or feelings extending beyond individuals; if mstructive
books are within their reach, there is no stimulus to read them;
and in most cases the individual has no access to any person
of cultivation much superior to his own. Giving him something
to do for the public, supplies, in a measure, all these deficiences.
If circumstances allow the amount of public duty assigned him
to be considerable, it makes him an educated man. Notwith-
standing the defects of the social system and moral ideas of
antiquity, the practice of the dicastery and the ecclesia raised
the intellectual standard of an average Athenian citizen far
beyond anything of which there is yet an example in any other
mass of men, ancient or modern.  The proofs of this are apparent
in every page of our great historian of Greecce; but we need
scarcely look further than to the high quality of the addresses
which their great orators deemed best calculated to act with
effect on their understanding and will. A benefit of the same
kind, though far less in degree, is produced on Englishmen of
the lower middle class by their liability to be placed on juries
and to serve parish oflices; which, though it does not occur to so
many, nor 1s so continuous, nor introduces them to so great a
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variety of elevated considerations, as to admit of comparison
with the public education which every citizen of Athens obtained
from her democratic institutions, must make them nevertheless
very different beings, in range of ideas and development of
faculties, from those who have done nothing in their lives but
duive a quill, or sell goods over a counter. Still more salutary is
the moral part of the mnstruction afforded by the participation
of the private citizen, if even rarely, in public functions. ~He is
called upon, while so engaged, to weigh interests not his own;
to be guided, in case of conflicting claims, by another rule than
his private partialities; to apply, at every turn, principles and
maxims which have for their reason of existence the common
good: and he usually finds associated with him in the same work
minds more famiharised than his own with these ideas and
operations, whose study it will be to supply reasons to his under-
standing, and stimulation to his feeling for the general interest.
He is made to feel himself one of the public, and whatever is
for their benefit to be for his benefit. Where this school of public
spirit does not exist, scarcely any sense is entcrtained that
private persons, in no eminent social situation, owe any duties
to society, except to obey the laws and submit to the government.
There is no unselfish sentiment of identification with the public.
Every thought or feeling, either of interest or of duty, is absorbed
in the individual and mn the family. The man never thinks of
any collective interest, of any objects to be pursued jontly with
others, but only in compctition with them, and in some measure
at their expense. A neighbour, not being an ally or an associate,
since he is never engaged in any common undertaking for joint
benefit, is therefore only a rival. Thus even private morality
suffers, while public is actually extinct. Were this the universal
and only possible state of things, the utmost aspirations of the
lawgiver or the moralist could only stretch to make the bulk
of the community a flock of sheep mnocently nibbling the grass
side by side.

Fromn these accumulated considerations it is evident that the
only government which can fully satisfy all the exigencies of the
soclal state is one in which the whole people participate; that
any participation, even in the smallest public function, 1s useful;
that the participation should everywhere be as great as the
general degree of improvement of the community will allow;
and that nothing less can be ultimately desirable than the
admission of all to a share in the sovereign power of the state.
But since all cannot, in a community exceeding a single small
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town, participate personally in any but some very minor portions
of the public business, it follows that the ideal type of a perfect
government must be representative.

CHAPTER 1V

UNDER WHAT SOCIAL CONDITIONS REPRESENTATIVE
GOVERNMENT IS INAPPLICABLE

WE have recognised n representative government the 1deal type
of the most perfect polity, for which, in consequence, any portion
of mankind are better adapted in proportion to their degree of
gencral improvement.  As they range lower and lower in develop-
ment, that form of government will be, generally speaking, less
suitable to them; though this is not true universally: for the
adaptation of a people to representative government does not
depend so much upon the place they occupy in the general scale
of humanity as upon the degree in which they possess certain
special requisites; requisites, however, so closely connected with
their degree of general advancement, that any variation between
the two 1s rather the exception than the rule. Let us examine
at what point in the descending series representative government
ceases altogether to be admissible, either through its own un-
fitness, or the superior fitness of some other regimen.

First, then, representative, like any other government, must
be unsuitable in any case in which it cannot permanently subsist
—i.e. in which it does not fulfil the threc fundamental condi-
tions enumerated in the first chapter. These were—1. That the
people should be willing to receive it. 2. That they should be
willing and able to do what is necessary for its preservation.
3. That they should be wilhing and able to fulfil the duties and
discharge the functions which it imposes on them.

The willingness of the people to accept representative govern-
ment only becomes a practical question when an enlightened
ruler, or a foreign nation or nations who have gained power over
the country, are disposed to offer it the boon. To individual
reformers the question is almost irrelevant, since, if no other
objection can be made to their enterprise than that the opinion
of the nation is not yet on their side, they have the ready and
proper answer, that to bring it over to their side is the very
end they aim at. When opinion is really adverse, its hostility
is usually to the fact of change, rather than to representative
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government in itself. The contrary case is not indeed unex-
ampled; there has sometimes been a religious repugnance to
any limitation of the power of a particular line of rulers; but,
in general, the doctrine of passive obedience meant only sub-
mission to the will of the powers that be, whether monarchical
or popular. In any case in which the attempt to introduce re-
presentative government is at all likely to be made, indifference
to it, and inability to understand its processes and requirements,
rather than positive opposition, are the obstacles to be expected.
These, however, are as fatal, and may be as hard to be got rid
of, as "actual aversion; it bemg easier, in most cases, to change
the direction of an active feeling, than to create one in a state
previously passive. When a people have no sufficient value
for, and attachment to, a representative constitution, they have
next to no chance of retaining it. In every country, the execu-
tive is the branch of the government which wields the immediate
power, and is in direct contact with the public; toit, principally,
the hopes and fears of individuals are directed, and by it both
the benefits, and the terrors and prestige, of govemment are
mainly 1epresented to the public eye. Unless, therefore, the
authorities whose office it is to check the executive are backed
by an effective opinion and feeling in the country, the executive
has always the means of setting them aside, or compelling them
to subservience, and is sure to be well supported in doing so.
Representative institutions necessarly depend for permanence
upon the readiness of the people to fight for them in case of their
being endangered. If too lttle valued for this, they seldom
obtain a footing at all, and if they do, are almost sure to be
overthrown, as soon as the head of the government, or any
party leader who can muster force for a coup de main, is willing
to run some small risk for absolute power.

These considerations relate to the first two causes of failure
in a representative government. The third is, when the people
want either the will or the capacity to fulfil the part which
belongs to them in a representative constitution. When nobody,
or only some small fraction, feels the degree of interest in the
general affairs of the State necessary to the formation of a public
opinion, the electors will seldom make any use of the right of
suffrage but to serve their private interest, or the interest of
their locality, or of some one with whom thcy are connected as
adherents or dependents.  The small class who, in this state of
public feeling, gain the command of the representative body, for
the most part use it solely as a means of seeking their fortune.
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If the executive is weak, the country 1s distracted by mere
struggles for place; 1f strong, it makes itself despotic, at the
cheap price of appeasing the represcntatives, or such of them as
are capable of giving trouble, by a share of the spoil; and the
only fruit produced by national representation is, that in addition
to those who really govern, there is an asscmbly quartered on
the public, and no abuse in which a portion of the assembly are
interested is at all likely to be removed. When, however, the
evil stops here, the price may be worth paying, for the publicity
and discussion which, though not an invanable, are a natural
accompaniment of any, even nominal, representation. In the
modern kingdom of Greece, for example,' 1t can hardly be
doubted, that the placehunters who chiefly compose the repre-
sentative assembly, though they contribute hittle or nothing
directly to good government, nor even much temper the arbi-
trary power of the executive, yet keep up the 1dea of popular
rights, and conduce greatly to the real liberty of the press which
exists in that country. This benefit, however, 1s entirely de-
pendent on the co-existence with the popular body of an here-
ditary king. T, instead of struggling for the favours of the
chief ruler, these selfish and sordid factions struggled for the
chief place itself, they would certainly, as in Spanish America,
keep the country in a state of chronic revolution and civil war.
A despotism, not even legal, but of 1illegal violence, would be
alternately exercised by a succession of political adventurers,
and the name and forms of representation would have no effect
but to prevent despotism from attaining the stability and security
by which alone its evils can be mitigated, or 1ts few advantages
realised.

The preceding are the cases in which representative govern-
ment cannot permanently cxist. There are others in which it
possibly might exist, but in which some other form of govern-
ment would be preferable. These are principally when the
people, in order to advance in civilisation, have some lesson to
learn, some habit not yet acquired, to the acquisition of which
representative government is hikely to be an impediment.

The most obvious of these cases 1s the one alrcady considered,
in which the people have still to learn the first lesson of civilisa-
tion, that of obedience. A race who have been trained in energy

1 Written before the salutary revolution of 1862, which, provoked by
popular disgust at the system of governing by corruption, and the general
demoralisation of political men, has opcned to that rapidly improving
people a new and hopeful chance of real constitutional government.
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and courage by struggles with Nature and their neighbours,
but who have not yet scttled down into permanent obedience
to any common superior, would be little likely to acquire this
habit under the collective government of their own body. A
representative assembly drawn from among themselves would
simply reflect their own turbulent insubordination. It would
refuse its authority to all proceedings which would impose, on
their savage independence, any improving restraint. The mode
in which such tribes are usually brought to submit to the
primary conditions of civilised society is through the necessities
of warfare, and the despotic authority indispensable to military
command. A military leader is the only superior to whom they
will submit, except occasionally some prophet supposed to be
inspired from above, or conjurer regarded as possessing miracu-
lous power. These may exercise a temporary ascendancy, but
as it 1s merely personal, it rarely effects any change in the general
habits of the people, unless the prophet, like Mahomet, is also
a military chief, and goes forth thearmed apostle of a new rehgion;
or unless the military chiefs ally themselves with his influence,
and turn it into a prop for their own government.

A people are no less unfitted for representative government by
the contrary fault to that last specified; by extreme passiveness,
and ready submission to tyranny. If a people thus prostrated
by character and circumstances could obtain representative
institutions, they would inevitably choose their tyrants as
their representatives, and the yoke would be made heavier
on them by the contrivance which prima facie might be cxpected
to lighten it. On the contrary, many a people has gradually
emerged from this condition by the aid of a central authority,
whose position has made it the rival, and has ended by making
it the master, of the local despots, and which, above all, has
been single. French history, from Hugh Capet to Richelieu and
Louis XIV., is a continued example of this course of things.
Even when the King was scarcely so powerful as many of his
chief feudatories, the great advantage which he derived from
being but one has been recognised by French historians. To
hun the eyes of all the locally oppressed were turned; he was
the object of hope and reliance throughout the kingdom; while
each local potentate was only powerful within a more or less
confined space. At his hands, refuge and protection were sought
from every part of the country, against first one, then another,
of the immediate oppressors. His progress to ascendancy was
slow; but it resulted from successively taking advantage of
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opportunities which offered themselves only to him. Tt was,
therefore, sure; and, in proportion as it was accomplished, it
abated, in the oppressed portion of the community, the habit of
submitting to oppression. The king’s interest lay in encourag-
ing all partial attempts on the part of the serfs to emancipate
themselves from their masters, and place themselvesinimmediate
subordination to himself. Under his protection numerous com-
munities were formed which knew no one above them but the
King. Obedience to a distant monarch is liberty itself compared
with the dominion of the lord of the neighbouring castle: and
the monarch was long compelled by necessities of position to
exert his authority as the ally, rather than the master, of the
classes whom he had aided in effecting their liberation. In this
manner a central power, despotic in principle though generally
much restricted in practice, was mainly instrumental in carrying
the people through a necessary stage of improvement, which
representative government, if real, would most lkely have
prevented them from entering upon. Nothing short of despotic
rule, or a general massacre, could have effected the emancipa-
tion of the serfs in the Russian Empire.

The same passages of history forcibly 1illustrate another mode
in which unlimited monarchy overcomes obstacles to the pro-
gress of civilisation which representative government would have
had a decided tendency to aggravate. One of the strongest
hindrances to improvement, up to a rather advanced stage, is
an inveterate spirit of locality. Portions of mankind, in many
other respects capable of, and prepared for, freedom, may be
unqualified for amalgamating into even the smallest nation.
Not only may jealousies and antipathies repel them from one
another, and bar all possibility of voluntary union, but they
may not yet have acquired any of the feelings or habits which
would make the union real, supposing it to be nominally accom-
plished. They may, like the citizens of an ancient community,
or those of an Asiatic village, have had considerable practice in
exercising their faculties on village or town interests, and have
even realised a tolerably effective popular government on that
restricted scale, and may yet have but slender sympathies with
anything beyond, and no habit or capacity of dealing with
interests common to many such communities. I am not aware
that history furnishes any example in which a number of these
political atoms or corpuscles have coalesced into a body, and
learnt to feel themselves one people, except through previous
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subjection to a central authority common to all.' It is through
the habit of deferring to that authority, entering into its plans
and subserving its purposes, that a people such as we have
supposed receive into their minds the conception of large in-
terests, common to a considerable geographical extent. Such
interests, on the contrary, are necessarily the predominant con-
sideration in the mind of the central ruler; and through the
relations, more or less intimate, which he progressively estab-
lishes with the localities, they become familiar to the general
mind. The most favourable concurrence of circumstances under
which this step in improvement could be made, would be one
which should raise up representative institutions without repre-
sentative government; a representative body, or bodies, drawn
from the localities, making itself the auxiliary and instrument
of the central power, but seldom attempting to thwart or control
it. The people being thus taken, as it were, into council, though
not sharing the supreme power, the political education given
by the central authority is carried home, much more effectually
than it could otherwise be, to the local chiefs and to the popula-
tion generally; while, at the same time, a tradition is kept up
of government by general consent, or at least, the sanction of
tradition is not given to government without it, which, when
consecrated by custom, has so often put a bad end to a good
beginning, and is one of the most frequent causes of the sad
fatality which in most countries has stopped improvement
in so early a stage, because the work of some one period has
been so done as to bar the needful work of the ages following.
Meanwhile, it may be laid down as a political truth, that by
irresponsible monarchy rather than by representative govern-
ment can a multitude of insignificant political units be welded
into a people, with common feelings of cohesion, power enough
to protect itself against conquest or foreign aggression, and
affairs sufficiently various and considerable of its own to occupy
worthily and expand to fit proportions the social and political
intelligence of the population.

For these several reasons, kingly government, free from the
control (though perhaps strengthened by the support) of re-
presentative institutions, is the most suitable form of polity for
the earliest stages of any community, not excepting a city-

! [taly, which alone can be quoted as an exception, is only so in regard
to the final stage of its transformation. The more difficult previous
advance from the city isolation of Florence, Pisa, or Milan, to the provincial
unity of Tuscany or Lombardv, took place in the usual manner.
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community like those of ancient Greece: where, accordingly, the
government of kings, under some real but no ostensible or con-
stitutional control by public opinion, did historically precede by
an unknown and probably great duration all free institutions,
and gave place at last, during a considerable lapse of time, to
oligarchies of a few families.

A hundred other infirmities or short-comings in a people
might be pointed out, which pro tanto disqualify them from
making the best use of representative government; but in regard
to these it is not equally obvious that the government of One ora
Few would have any tendency to cure or alleviate the evil.
Strong prejudices of any kind ; obstinate adherence to old habits;
positive defects of national character, or mere ignorance, and
deficiency of mental cultivation, if prevalent in a people, will be
in general faithfully reflected in their representative assemblies:
and should it happen that the executive administration, the
direct management of public affairs, is in the hands of persons
comparatively free from these defects, more good would fre-
quently be done by them when not hampered by the necessity of
carrymg with them the voluntary assent of such bodies. But
the mere position of the rulers does not in these, as it does in the
other cases which we have examined, of itself invest them with
interests and tendencies operating in the beneficial direction.
From the general weaknesses of the people or of the state of
civilisation, the One and his counsellors, or the Few, are not
likely to be habitually exempt; except in the case of their being
foreigners, belonging to a superior people or a more advanced
state of society. 'Then, indeed, the rulers may be, to almost
any extent, superior in civilisation to those over whom they
rule, and subjection to a foreign government of this description,
notwithstanding its inevitable evils, is often of the greatest
advantage to a people, carrying them rapidly through several
stages of progress, and clearing away obstacles to improvement
which might have lasted indefinitely if the subject population
had been left unassisted to its native tendencies and chances.
In a country not under the dominion of foreigners, the only
cause adequate to producing similar benefits is the rare accident
of a monarch of extraordinary genius. 'There have been in
history a few of these, who, happily for humanity, have reigned
long enough to render some of their improvements permanent,
by leaving them under the guardianship of a generation which
had grown up under their influence. Charlemagne may be
cited asone instance ; Peter the Great isanother. Suchexamples
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however are so unfrequent that they can only be classed with
the happy accidents which have so often decided at a critical
moment whether some leading portion of humanity should make
a sudden start, or sink back towards barbarism: chances like the
existence of Themistocles at the time of the Persian invasion, or
of the first or third William of Orange. It would be absurd to
construct institutions for the mere purpose of taking advantage
of such possibilities; especially as men of this calibre, in any
distinguished position, do not require despotic power to enable
them to exert great influence, as is evidenced by the three last
mentioned. The case most requiring consideration in reference
to institutions 1s the not very uncommon one in which a small
but leading portion of the population, from difference of race,
more civilised origin, or other peculiarities of circumstance, are
markedly superior in civilisation and general character to the
remainder. Under those conditions, government by the repre-
sentatives of the mass would stand a chance of depriving them
of much of the benefit they might derive from the greater civilisa-
tion of the superior ranks; while government by the representa-
tives of those ranks would probably rivet the degradation of the
multitude, and leave them no hope of decent treatment except
by ridding themselves of one of the most valuable elements of
future advancement. The best prospect of improvement for a
people thus composed lies in the existence of a constitutionally
unlimited, or at least a practically preponderant, authority in
the chief ruler of the dominant class. He alone has by his posi-
tion an interest 1n raising and improving the mass of whom he
1s not jealous, as a counterpoise to his associates of whom he is.
And if fortunate circumstances place beside him, not as con-
trollers but as subordinates, a body representative of the
superior caste, which by its objections and questionings, and by
its occasional outbreaks of spirit, keeps alive habits of collective
resistance, and may admit of being, in time and by degrees,
expanded into a rcally national representation (which is i
substance the history of the English Parliament), the nation has
then the most favourable prospects of improvement which can
well occur to a community thus circumstanced and constituted.

Among the tendencies which, without absolutely rendering
a people unfit for representative government, seriously incapaci-
tate them from reaping the full benefit of it, one deserves
particular notice. There are two states of the inchnations,
intrinsically very different, but which have something in
common, by virtue of Wthh they often coincide in the direction
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they give to the efforts of individuals and of nations: one is, the
desire to exercise power over others; the other is disinclination to
have power exercised over themselves. The difference between
different portions of mankind in the relative strength of these
two dispositions is one of the most important elements in their
history. There are nations in whom the passion for governing
others is so much stronger than the desire of personal inde-
pendence, that for the mere shadow of the one they are found
ready to sacrifice the whole of the other. Each one of their
number is willing, like the private soldier in an army, to abdicate
his personal freedom of action into the hands of his gencral,
provided the army is triumphant and victorious, and he is able
to flatter himself that he is one of a conquering host, though the
notion that he has himself any share in the domination exercised
over the conquered is an illusicn. A government strictly
limited 1n its powers and attributions, required to hold its hands
from over-meddling, and to let most things go on without its
assuming the part of guardian or director, is not to the taste of
such a people. In their eyes the possessors of authority can
hardly take too much upon themselves, provided the authority
itself is open to general competition. An average individual
among them prefers the chance, however distant or improbable,
of wielding some share of power over his fellow-citizens, above
the certainty, to himself and others, of having no unnecessary*
power exercised over them. These are the elements of a people
of place-hunters; in whom the course of politics is mainly
determined by place-hunting; where equality alone is cared for,
but not liberty; where the contests of political parties are but
struggles to decide whether the power of meddling in everything
shall belong to one class or another, perhaps merely to one knot of
public men or another; where the idea entertained of democracy
1s merely that of opening offices to the competition of all instead
of a few; where, the more popular the institutions, the more
mnumerable are the places created, and the more monstrous the
over-government exercised by all over each, and by the executive
over all. Tt would be as unjust as it would be ungenerous to
offer this, or anything approaching to it, as an unexaggerated
picture of the French people; yet the degree in which they do
participate in this type of character has caused representative
government by a limited class to break down by excess of cor-
ruption, and the attempt at representative government by the
whole male population to end in giving one man the power of
consigning any number of the rest, without trial, to Lambessa or
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Cayenne, provided he allows all of them to think themselves not
excluded from the possibility of sharing his favours. The point
of character which, beyond any other, fits the people of this
country for representative government is that they have almost
universally the contrary characteristic. They are very jealous
of any attempt to exercise ‘power over them not sanctioned by
long usage and by their own opinion of right; but they in general
care very little for the exercise of power over others. Not having
the smallest sympathy with the passion for governing, while
they are but too well acquainted with the motives of private
interest from which that office is sought, they prefer that it
should be performed by those to whom it comes without seek-
ing, as a consequence of social position. If foreigners understood
this, it would account to them for some of the apparent contra-
dictions in the political feelings of Englishmen; their unhesi-
tating readiness to let themselves be governed by the higher
classes, coupled with so little personal subservience to them, that
no people are so fond of resisting authority when it oversteps
certain prescribed limits, or so determined to make their rulers
always remember that they will only be governed in the way they
themselves like best. Place-hunting, accordingly, is a form of
ambition to which the English, considered nationally, are almost
strangers. If we except the few famulies or connections of whom
official employment lies directly in the way, Englishmen’s views
of advancement in hfe take an altogether different direction—
that of success in business, or in a profession. They have the
strongest distaste for any mere struggle for office by political
parties or individuals: and there are few things to which they
have a greater aversion than to the multiplication of public
employments: a thing, on the contrary, always popular with
the burcaucracy-ridden nations of the Continent, who would
rather pay higher taxes than diminish by the smallest fraction
their individual chances of a place for themselves or their
relatives, and among whom a cry for retrenchment never means
abolition of offices, but the reduction of the salaries of those
which are too considerable for the ordinary citizen to have any
chance of being appointed to them,
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CHAPTER V
OF THE PROPER FUNCTIONS OF REPRESENTATIVE BODIES

IN treating of representative government, it is above all necessary
to keep in view the distinction between its idea or essence, and
the particular forms in which the idea has been clothed by
accidental historical developments, or by the notions current
at some particular period.

"The meaning of representative government is, that the whole
people, or some numerous portion of them, exercise through
deputies periodically elected by themselves the ultimate con-
trolling power, which, in every constitution, must reside some-
where. This ultimate power they must possess in all its
completeness. They must be masters, whenever they please,
of all the operations of government. There is no need that the
constitutional law should 1tself give them this mastery. It does
not in the British Constitution. But what 1t does give practi-
cally amounts to this. The power of final control is as essentially
single, in a mixed and balanced government, as in a pure
monarchy or democracy. This is the portion of truth in the
opinion of the ancients, revived by great authorities i our own
time, that a balanced constitution is impossible. There is almost
always a balance, but the scales never hang exactly even. Which
of them preponderates 1s not always apparent on the face of the
political institutions. In the British Constitution, each of the
three co-ordinate members of the sovereignty is invested with
powers which, if fully exercised, would enable it to stop all the
machinery of government. Nominally, therefore, each is in-
vested with equal power of thwarting and obstructing the others:
and if, by exerting that power, any of the three could hope to
better its position, the ordinary course of human affairs forbids
us to doubt that the power would be exercised. There can be no
question that the full powers of each would be employed defen-
sively if it found itself assailed by one or both of the others.
What then prevents the same powers from being exerted aggres-
sively? The unwritten maxims of the Constitution—in other
words, the positive political morality of the country: and this
positive political morality is what we must look to, if we would
know in whom the really supreme power in the Constitution
resides.

By constitutional law, the Crown can refuse 1ts assent to any
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Act of Parliament, and can appoint to office and maintain in it
any Minister, in opposition to the remonstrances of Parliament.
But the constitutional morality of the country nullifies these
powers, preventing them from being ever used; and, by requir-
ing that the head of the Administration should always be
virtually appointed by the House of Commons, makes that body
the real sovereign of the State. These unwritten rules, which
limit the use of lawful powers, are, however, only effectual,
and maintain themselves in existence, on condition of harmonis-
ing with the actual distribution of real political strength. There
is in every constitution a strongest power—one which would
gain the victory if the compromises by which the Constitution
habitually works were suspended and there came a tnal of
strength. Constitutional maxims are adhered to, and are practi-
cally operative, so long as they give the predominance in the
Constitution to that one of the powers which has the prepon-
derance of active power out of doors. This, in England, is the
popular power. If, therefore, the legal provisions of the | ritish
Constitution, together with the unwritten maxims by which
the conduct of the different political authoritics is in fact
regulated, did not give to the popular element in the Constitution
that substantial supremacy over every department of the govern-
ment which corresponds to its real power in the country, the
Constitution would not possess the stability which characterises
it; either the laws or the unwritten maxims would soon have
to be changed. The British government is thus a represen-
tative government in the correct sense of the term: and the
powers which 1t leaves in hands not directly accountable to the
people can only be considered as precautions which the ruling
power is willing should be taken against its own errors. Such
precautions have existed in all well-constructed democracies.
The Athenian Constitution had many such provisions; and so
has that of the United States.

But while it is essential to representative government that the
practical supremacy in the state should reside in the represen-
tatives of the people, it is an open question what actual functions,
what precise part in the machinery of government, shall be
directly and personally discharged by the representative body.
Great varieties in tlis respect are compatible with the essence
of representative government, provided the functions are such
as secure to the representative body the control of everything
in the last resort.

Thege is a radical distinction between controlling the business

T4%2
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of government and actually doing it. The same person or
body may be able to control everything, but cannot possibly
do everything; and in many cases its control over everything
will be more perfcct the less i1t personally attempts to do. The
commander of an army could not direct its movements effectually
if he himself fought in the ranks, or led an assault. Itis the same
with bodies of men. Some things cannot be done except by
bodies; other things cannot be well done by them. It is one
question, therefore, what a popular assembly should control,
another what 1t should itself do. It should, as we have already
seen, control all the operations of government. But in order to
determine through what channel this general control may most
expediently be exercised, and what portion of the business of
government the representative assembly should hold in its own
hands, it is necessary to consider what kinds of business a
numerous body 1s competent to perform properly. That alone
which it can do well it ought to take personally upon itself.
With regard to the rest, its proper province 1s not to do it,
but to take means for having it well done by others.

For example, the duty which is considered as belonging more
peculiarly than any other to an assembly representative of the
people, is that of voting the taxes. Nevertheless, in no country
does the representative body undertake, by itself or its delegated
officers, to prepare the estimates. Though the supplies can only
be voted by the House of Commons, and though the sanction
of the House is also required for the appropriation of the revenues
to the different items of the public expenditure, it is the maxim
and the uniform practice of the Constitution that money can
be granted only on the proposition of the Crown. It has, no
doubt, been felt, that moderation as to the amount, and care
and judgment in the detail of its application, can only be
expected when the executive government, through whose hands
1t is to pass, is made responsible for the plans and calculations
on which the disbursements are grounded. Parliament, accord-
ingly, is not expected, nor even permitted, to originate directly
cither taxation or expenditure. All it is asked for is its consent,
and the sole power it possesses is that of refusal.

The principles which are involved and recognised in this
constitutional doctrine, if followed as far as they will go, are a
guide to the limitation and definition of the general functions of
representative assemblies. In the first place, it is admitted in
all countries in which the representative system is practically
understood, that numerous representative bodies ought not to
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administer. The maxim is grounded not only on the most
essential principles of good government, but on those of the
successful conduct of business of any description. No body
of men, unless organised and under command, is fit for action,
in the proper sense. Even a select board, composed of few
members, and these specially conversant with the business to
be done, is always an infcrior instrument to some one individual
who could be found among them, and would be improved in
character if that one person were made the chief, and all the
others reduced to subordinates. What can be done better by
a body than by any individual is deliberation. When it 1s
necessary or important to secure hcaring and consideration to
many conflicting opinions, a deliberative body is indispensable.
‘Those bodies, therefore, are frequently useful, even for admini-
strative business, but in general only as advisers; such business
being, as a rule, better conducted under the responsibility of
one. Even a joint-stock company has always in practice, if
not in theory, a managing director; its good or bad management
depends essentially on some one person’s qualifications, and the
remaining directors, when of any use, are so by their suggestions
to him, or by the power they possess of watching him, and
restraining or removing him in case of misconduct. That they
are ostensibly equal sharers with him in the management is no
advantage, but a considerable set-off against any good which
they are capable of doing: it weakens greatly the sense in his
own mind, and in those of other people, of that individual
responsibility in which he should stand forth personally and
undividedly.

But a popular assembly is still less fitted to administer, or to
dictate in detail to those who have the charge of administration.
Even when honestly meant, the interference is almost always
injurious. Every branch of public administration is a skilled
business, which has its own peculiar principles and traditional
rules, many of them not even known, in any effectual way,
except to those who have at some time had a hand in carrying
on the business, and none of them likely to be duly appreciated
by persons not practically acquainted with the department. T
do not mean that the transaction of public business has esoteric
mysteries, only to be understood by the initiated. Its principles
are all intelligible to any person of good sense, who has in his
mind a true picture of the circumstances and conditions to be
dealt with: but to have this he must know those circumstances
and conditions; and the knowledge does not come by intuition.
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There are many rules of the greatest importance in every branch
of public business (as there are in every private occupation), of
which a person fresh to the subject neither knows the reason or
even suspects the existence, because they are intended to meet
dangers or provide agamnst inconveniences which never entered
into his thoughts. I have known public men, ministers, of more
than ordinary natural capacity, who on their first introduction
to a department of business new to them, have excited the mirth
of their inferiors by the air with which they announced as a
truth hitherto sct at nought, and brought to hght by themselves,
something which was probably the first thought of everybody
who ever looked at the subject, given up as soon as he had got
on to a second. It is true that a great statesman is he who
knows when to depart from traditions, as well as when to adheie
to them., DBut it is a great mistuke to suppose that he will do
this better for being ignorant of the traditions. No one who
does not thoroughly know the modes of action which common
experience has sanctioned 1s capable of judging of the circum-
stances which require a departure from those ordinary modes
of action. The nterests dependent on the acts done by a public
department, the consequences hable to follow from any particular
mode of conducting it, require for weighing and estimating them
a kind of knowledge, and of specially exercised judgment, almost
as rarely found in those not bred to it, as the capacity to reform
the law in those who have not professionally studied it. All
these difficulties are sure to be ignored by a representative
assembly which attempts to decide on special acts of adminis-
tration. At its best, it is inexperience sitting in judgment
on experience, ignorance on knowledge: ignorance which never
suspecting the existence of what it does not know, is equally
carcless and supercilious, making light of, if not resenting, all
pretensions to have a judgment better worth attending to than
its own. Thus it is when no interested motives intervene:
but when they do, the result is jobbery more unblushing and
audacious than the worst corruption which can well take place
in a public office under a government of publicity. It is not
necessary that the interested bias should extend to the majority
of the assembly. In any particular case it is often enough that
it affects two or three of their number. Those two or three will
have a greater interest in misleading the body, than any other of
its members are likely to have in putting it right. The bulk
of the assembly may keep their hands clean, but they cannot
keep their minds vigilant or their judgments discerning in matters
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they know nothing about; and an indolent majority, like an
indolent individual, belongs to the person who takes most pains
with it. The bad measures or bad appointments of a minister
may be checked by Parliament; and the interest of ministers
in defending, and of rival partisans in attacking, secures a toler-
ably equal discussion: but quis custodiet custodes ? who shall
check the Parliament? A minister, a head of an office, feels
himself under some responsibility. An assembly in such cases
feels under no responsibility at all: for when did any member of
Parliament lose his seat for the vote he gave on any detail of
administration? To a minister, or the head of an office, it is
of more importance what will be thought of his proceedings
some time hence than what is thought of them at the instant:
but an assembly, if the cry of the moment goes with it, however
hastily raised or artifically stirred up, thinks itsclf and is thought
by everybody to be completely exculpated however disastrous
may be the consequences. Besides, an assembly never person-
ally experiences the inconveniences of its bad measures until
they have reached the dimensions of national evils. Mimsters
and administrators see them approaching, and have to bear
all the annoyance and trouble of attempting to ward them off.
The proper duty of a representative assembly in regard to
matters of administration is not to decide them by its own vote,
but to take care that the persons who have to dccide them shall
be the proper persons. Even this they cannot advantageously
do by nominating the individuals. There is no act which more
imperatively requires to be performed under a strong sense of
individual responsibility than the nomination to employments.
The experience of every person conversant with public affairs
bears out the assertion, that there is scarcely any act respecting
which the conscience of an average man is less sensitive; scarcely
any case in which less consideration is paid to quabfications,
partly because men do not know, and partly because they do not
care for, the difference in qualifications between one person and
another. When a minister makes what is meant to be an honest
appomtment, that is when he does not actually job it for his
personal connections or his party, an ignorant person might
suppose that he would try to give it to the person best qualified.
No such thing. An ordinary minister thinks himself a miracle
of virtue if he gives it to a person of merit, or who has a claim
on the public on any account, though the claim or the merit may
be of the most opposite description to that required. Il fallaut
un calculateur, ce fut un danseur qui lobtint, is hardly more of a
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caricature than in the days of Figaro; and the minister doubtless
thinks himself not only blameless but meritorious if the man
dances well. Besides, the qualifications which fit special
dividuals for special duties can only be recognised by those
who know the individuals, or who make it their business to
examine and judge of persons from what they have done, or
{rom the evidence of those who are in a position to judge. When
these conscientious obligations are so little regarded by great
public officers who can be made responsible for their appoint-
ments, how must it be with assemblies who cannot? Even now,
the worst appointments are those which are made for the sake
of gaining support or disarming opposition in the representative
body: what might we expect if they were made by the body
itself? Numerous bodies never regard special qualfications at
all. Unless a man is fit for the gallows, he is thought to be
about as fit as other people for almost anything for which he can
offer himself as a candidate. When appointments made by a
public body are not decided, as they almost always are, by party
connection or private jobbing, a man is appointed either because
he has a reputation, often quite undeserved, for general ability,
or frequently for no better reason than that he is personally
popular.

It has never been thought desirable that Parliament should
itself nominate even the members of a Cabinet. It is enough
that it virtually decides who shall be prime minister, or who
shall be the two or three individuals from whom the prime
minister shall be chosen. In doing this it merely recognises the
fact that a certain person is the candidate of the party whose
general policy commands its support. In reality, the only thing
which Parhament decides is, which of two, or at most three,
parties or bodies of men, shall furnish the executive government:
the opinion of the party itself decides which of its members is
fittest to be placed at the head. According to the existing
practice of the British Constitution, these things seem to be
on as good a footing as they can be. Parliament does not
nominate any minister, but the Crown appoints the head of the
administration in conformity to the general wishes and inclina-
tions manifested by Parliament, and the other ministers on the
recommendation of the chief; while every minister has the un-
divided moral responsibility of appointing fit persons to the other
offices of administration which are not permanent. In a re-
public, some other arrangement would be necessary: but the
nearer it approached in practice to that which has long existed
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in England, the more likely it would be to work well. Either,
as in the American republic, the head of the Executive must
be elected by some agency entirely independent of the repre-
sentative body; or the body must content itself with naming
the prime minister, and making him responsible for the choice
of his associates and subordinates. To all these considerations,
at least theoretically, I fully anticipate a general assent: though,
practically, the tendency is strong in representative bodies to
interfere more and more in the details of adminstration, by virtue
of the general law, that whoever has the strongest power is
more and more tempted to make an excessive use of it; and this
is one of the practical dangers to which the futurity of repre-
sentative governments will be exposed.

But it is equally true, though only of late and slowly beginning
to be acknowledged, that a numerous assembly is as little fitted
for the direct business of legislation as for that of administration.
There is hardly any kind of intellectual work which so much
needs to be done, not only by experienced and exercised minds,
but by minds trained to the task through long and laborious
study, as the business of making laws. This is a sufficient
reason, were there no other, why they can never be well made
but by a committee of very few persons. A reason no less
conclusive is, that every provision of a law requires to be
framed with the most accurate and long-sighted perception of
its effect on all the other provisions; and the law when made
should be capable of fitting into a consistent whole with the
previously existing laws. It is impossible that these conditions
should be in any degree fulfilled when laws are voted clause by
clause in a miscellaneous assembly. The incongruity of such
a mode of legislating would strike all minds, were it not that
our laws are already, as to form and construction, such a chaos,
that the confusion and contradiction seem incapable of being
made greater by any addition to the mass. Yet even now, thc
utter unfitness of our legislative machinery for its purpose is
making itself practically felt every year more and more. The
mere time necessarily occupied in getting through Bills renders
Parliament more and more incapable of passing any, except on
detached and narrow points. If a Bill is prepared which even
attempts to deal with the whole of any subject (and it is impos-
sible to legislate properly on any part without having the whole
present to the mind), it hangs over from session to session through
sheer impossibility of finding time to dispose of it. It matters
not though the Bill may have been deliberately drawn up by
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the authority deemed the best qualified, with all appliances and
means to boot; or by a select commission, chosen for their
conversancy with the subject, and having employed years in
considering and digesting the particular measure; it cannot be
passed, because the House of Commons will not forego the
precious privilege of tinkering it with their clumsy hands. The
custom has of late been to some extent introduced, when the
principle of a Bill has been affirmed on the second reading, of
referring it for consideration in detail to a Select Committee:
but it has not been found that this practice causes much less
time to be lost afterwards in carrying it through the Committee
of the whole House: the opinions or private crotchets which
have been overruled by knowledge always insist on giving
themselves a second chance before the tribunal of ignorance.
Indeed, the practice itself has been adopted principally by the
Ilouse of Lords, the members of which are less busy and fond
of meddling, and less jealous of the importance of their individual
voices, than those of the elective House. And when a Bill
of many clauses does succeed in getting itself discussed in detail,
what can depict the state in which 1t comes out of Committee!
Clauses omitted which are essential to the working of the rest;
incongruous ones inserted to conciliate some private interest,
or some crotchety member who threatens to delay the Bill;
articles foisted 1n on the motion of some sciolist with a mere
smattering of the subject, leading to consequences which the
member who introduced or those who supported the Bill did not
at the moment foresee, and which need an amending Act in the
next session to correct their mischiefs. It is one of the evils of
the present mode of managing these things that the explaining
and defending of a Bill, and of its various provisios, is scarcely
ever performed by the person from whose mind they emanated,
who probably has not a seat in the House. Their defence rests
upon some minister or member of Parliament who did not frame
them, who is dependent on cramming for all his arguments but
those which are perfectly obvious, who does not know the full
strength of his case, nor the best reasons by which to support
it, and is wholly incapable of meeting unforeseen objections.
This evil, as far as Government bills are concerned, admits of
remedy, and has been remedied in some representative constitu-
tions, by allowing the Government to be represented in either
House by persons in its confidence, having a right to speak,
though not to vote.

If that, as yet considerable, majority of the House of Commons
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who never desire to move an amendment or make a speech would
no longer leave the whole regulation of business to those who
do; if they would bethink themselves that better qualifications
for legislation exist, and may be tound if sought for, than a fluent
tongue and the faculty of getting elected by a constituency;
it would soon be recognised that, in legislation as well as ad-
ministration, the only task to which a representative assembly
can possibly be competent is not that of doing the work, but
of causing 1t to be done; of determihing to whom or to what
sort of people it shall be confided, and giving or withholding the
national sanction to it when performed. Any government fit
for a high state of civilisation would have as one of its funda-
mental elements a small body, not exceeding in number the
members of a Cabinet, who should act as a Commission of legis-
lation, having for its appointed office to make the laws. If the
laws of this country were, as surely they will soon be, revised
and put into a connected form, the Commussion of Codification
by which this is effected should remain as a permanent institu-
tion, to watch over the work, protect 1t from deterioration, and
make further improvements as often as required. No one would
wish that this body should of itself have any power of enacting
laws: the Commussion would only embody the element of in-
telligence in their construction; Parliament would represent
that of will. No measure would become a law until expressly
sanctioned by Parliament: and Parhament, or either House,
would have the power not only of rejecting but of sending back
a Bill to the Commussion for reconsideration or improvement.
Either House might also exercise its initiative, by referring any
subject to the Commission, with directions to prepare a law.
The Commission, of course, would have no power of refusing
its instrumentality to any legislation which the country desired.
Instructions, concurred in by both Houses, to draw up a Bill
which should effect a particular purpose, would be imperative
on the Commissioners, unless they preferred to resign their
office. Once framed, however, Parhament should have no
power to alter the measure, but solely to pass or reject it; or,
if partially disapproved of, remit it to the Commission for
reconsideration. The Commussioners should be appointed by
the Crown, but should hold their offices for a time certain, say
five years, unless removed on an address from the two Houses
of Parliament, grounded either on personal misconduct (as in
the case of judges), or on refusal to draw up a Bill in obedience

to the demands of Parliament. At the expiration of the five
*I 482
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years a member should cease to hold office unless reappointed,
n order to provide a convenient mode of getting rid of those
who had not been found equal to their duties, and of infusing
new and younger blood into the body.

The necessity of some provision corresponding to this was felt
even in the Athenian Democracy, where, in the time of its most
complete ascendancy, the popular Ecclesia could pass Psephisms
(mostly decrees on single matters of policy), but laws, so called,
could only be made or altered by a different and less numerous
body, renewed annually, called the Nomothete, whose duty
it also was to revise the whole of the laws, and keep them con-
sistent with one another. In the English Constitution there is
great difficulty in introducing any arrangement which is new
both in form and in substance, but comparatively little repug-
nance is felt to the attainment of new purposes by an adaptation
of existing forms and traditions. It appears to me that the
means might be devised of enriching the Constitution with this
great improvement through the machinery of the House of Lords.
A Commission for preparing Bills would in itself be no more
an innovation on the Constitution than the Board for the adminis-
tration of the Poor Laws, or the Inclosure Commission. If, in
consideration of the great importance and dignity of the trust,
it were made a rule that every person appeinted a member of
the Legislative Commission, unless removed from office on an
address from Parliament, should be a Peer for Lfe, it is probable
that the same good sense and taste which leave the judicial
functions of the Peerage practically to the exclusive care of the
law lords, would leave the business of legislation, except on
questions involving political principles and interests, to the
professional legislators; that Bills originating in the Upper
House would always be drawn up by them; that the Govern-
ment would devolve on them the framing of all its Bills; and
that private members of the House of Commons would gradually
find 1t convenient, and likely to facilitate the passing of their
measures through the two Houses, if instead of bringing in a
Bill and submitting it directly to the House, they obtained leave
to introduce it and have it referred to the Legislative Commission.
For it would, of course, be open to the House to refer for the
consideration of that body not a subject merely, but any specific
proposal, or a Draft of a Bill i# extenso, when any member
thought himself capable of preparing one such as ought to pass;
and the House would doubtless refer every such draft to the
Commission, if only as materials, and for the benefit of the
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suggestions it might contain: as they would, in like manner,
refer every amendment or objection which might be proposed
in writing by any member of the House after a measure had
left the Commissioners’ hands. The alteration of Bills by a
Committee of the whole House would cease, not by formal
abolition, but by desuctude; the right not being abandoned,
but laid up in the same armoury with the royal veto, the right
of withholding the supplies, and other ancicnt instruments of
political warfare, which no one desires to see used, but no one
likes to part with, lest they should at any time be found to be
still needed in an extraordinary emergency. By such arrange-
ments as these, legislation would assume its proper place as a
work of skilled labour and special study and experience; while
the most important liberty of the nation, that of being governed
only by laws assented to by its elected representatives, would
be fully preserved, and made more valuable by being detached
from the serious, but by no means unavoidable, drawbacks
which now accompany it in the form of ignorant and ill-considered
legislation.

Instead of the function of governing, for which it is radically
unfit, the proper office of a representative assembly is to watch
and control the government: to throw the hght of publiaty
on its acts: to compel a full exposition and justification of all
of them which any one considers questionable; to censure them
if found condemnable, and, if the men who compose the govern-
ment abuse their trust, or fulfil it in a manner which conflicts
with the deliberate sense of the nation, to expel them from office,
and either expressly or virtually appoint their successors. This
is surely ample power, and security enough for the hiberty of the
nation. In addition to this, the Parliament has an office, not
infcrior even to this in importance; to be at once the nation’s
Committce of Grievances, and its Congress of Opinions; an arena
i1 which not only the general opinion of the nation, but that of
every section of it, and as far as possible of every eminent indi-
vidual whom it contains, can produce itself in full light and
challenge discussion; where every person in the country may
count upon finding somebody who speaks his mind, as well or
better than he could speak it himseli—not to friends and
partisans exclusively, but in the face of opponents, to be tested
by adverse controversy; where those whose opinion is overruled,
feel satisfied that it is heard, and set aside not by a mere act
of will, but for what are thought superior reasons, and commend
themselves as such to the representatives of the majority of the
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nation; where every party or opinion in the country can muster
its strength, and be cured of any 1illusion concerning the number
or power of its adherents; where the opinion which prevails in
the nation makes itself manifest as prevailing, and marshals
its hosts in the presence of the government, which is thus
enabled and compelled to give way to it on the mere manifesta-
tion, without the actual employment, of its strength; where
statesmen can assure themselves, far more certainly than by any
other signs, what elements of opinion and power are growing,
and what declining, and are enabled to shape their measures
with some regard not solely to present exigencies, but to ten-
dencies in progress. Representative assemblies are often taunted
by their enemies with being places of mere talk and bavardage.
There has seldom been more misplaced derision. I know not
how a representative assembly can more usefully employ itself
than in talk, when the subject of talk is the great public interests
of the country, and every sentence of it represents the opinion
either of some important body of persons in the nation, or of an
individual in whom some such body have reposed their confi-
dence. A place where every interest and shade of opinion in
the country can have its cause even passionately pleaded, in the
face of the government and of all other interests and opinions,
can compel them to listen, and either comply, or state clearly
why they do not, is in itself, if it answered no other purpose, one
of the most important political institutions that can exist any-
where, and one of the foremost benefits of free government.
Such “talkig ” would never be looked upon with disparage-
ment if it were not allowed to stop * doing;” which it never
would, if assemblies knew and acknowledged that talking and
discussion are their proper business, while doing, as the result
of discussion, is the task not of a miscellaneous body, but of
individuals specially trained to it; that the fit office of an
assembly is to see that those individuals are honestly and in-
tellhgently chosen, and to interfere no further with them, except
by unhmited latitude of suggestion and criticism, and by apply-
ing or withholding the final seal of national assent. It is for
want of this judicious reserve that popular assemblies attempt
to do what they cannot do well—to govern and legislate—and
provide no machinery but their own for much of it, when of
course every hour spent in talk is an hour withdrawn from actual
business. But the very fact which most unfits such bodies for
a Council of Legislation qualifies them the more for their other
office—namely, that they are not a selection of the greatest
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political minds in the country, from whose opinions little could
with certainty be inferred concerning those of the nation, but
are, when properly constituted, a fair sample of every grade of
intellect among the people which is at all entitled to a voice in
public affairs. Their part is to indicate wants, to be an organ
for popular demands, and a place of adverse discussion for all
opinions relating to public matters, both great and small; and,
along with this, to check by criticism, and eventually by with-
drawing their support, those high public officers who really
conduct the public business, or who appoint those by whom it 1s
conducted. Nothing but the restriction of the function of repre-
sentative bodies within these rational limits will enable the
benefits of popular control to be enjoyed in conjunction with the
no less important requisites (growing ever more important as
human affairs increase in scale and in complexity) of skilled
legislation and administration. There are no means of com-
bining these benefits except by separating the functions which
guarantee the one from those which essentially require the other;
by disjoining the office of control and criticism from the actual
conduct of affairs, and devolving the former on the representa-
tives of the Many, while securing for the latter, under strict
responsibility to the nation, the acquired knowledge and practised
intelligence of a specially trained and experienced Few.

The preceding discussion of the functions which ought to
devolve on the sovereign representative assembly of the nation
would require to be followed by an inquiry into those properly
vested in the minor representative bodies, which ought to exist
for purposes that regard only localities. And such an inquiry
forms an essential part of the present treatise; but many reasons
require its postponement, until we have considered the most
proper composition of the great representative body, destined
to control as sovereign the enactment of laws and the adminus-
tration of the general affairs of the nation,
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CHAPTER VI

OF THE INFIRMITIES AND DANGERS TO WHICII REPRESENTATIVE
GOVERNMENT IS LIABLE

TuE defects of any form of government may be either negative
or positive. It is negatively defective if it does not concentrate
in the hands of the authorities power sufficient to fulfil the
necessary offices of a government; or if it does not sufficiently
develop by exercise the active capacities and social feelings
of the individual citizens. On neither of these points is it neces-
sary that much should be said at this stage of our inquiry.

The want of an amount of power in the government, adequate
to preserve order and allow of progress in the people, is incident
rather to a wild and rude state of society generally, than to any
particular form of political union. When the people are too
much attached to savage independence to be tolerant of the
amount of power to which it is for their good that they should
be subject, the state of society (as already observed) is not yet
ripe for representative government. When the time for that
government has arrived, sufficient power for all needful purposes
15 sure to reside in the sovereign assembly; and if enough of it
15 not entrusted to the executive, this can only arise from a
jealous feeling on the part of the assembly towards the adminis-
tration, never likely to exist but where the constitutional power
of the assembly to turn them out of office has not yet sufficiently
established itself. Wherever that constitutional right is ad-
mitted in principle, and fully operative in practice, there is no
fear that the assembly will not be willing to trust its own
ministers with any amount of power really desirable; the danger
is, on the contrary, lest they should grant it too ungrudgmgly,
and too indefinite in extent, since the power of the minister is
the power of the body who make and who keep him so. It is,
however, very likely, and is one of the dangers of a control]ing
assembly, that it may be lavish of powers, but afterwards in-
terfere with their exercise; may give power by wholesale, and
take it back in detail, by multiplied single acts of interference
in the business of administration. The evils arising from this
assumption of the actual function of governing, in lieu of that
of criticising and checking those who govern, have been suffi-
ciently dwelt upon in the preceding chapter. No safeguard
can in the nature of things be provided against this improper
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meddling, except a strong and general conviction of its injurious
character.

The other negative defect which may reside in a govern-
ment, that of not bringing into sufficient exercise the individual
faculties, moral, intellectual, and active, of the people, has been
exhibited generally in setting forth the distinctive mischiefs of
despotism. As between one form of popular government and
another, the advantage in this respect lies with that which most
widely diffuses the exercise of public functions; on the one
hand, by excluding fewest from the suffrage; on the other, by
opening to all classes of private citizens, so far as is consistent
with other equally important objects, the widest participation
in the details of judicial and administrative business; as by
jury trial, admission to mumicipal offices, and above all by the
utmost possible publicity and hberty of discussion, whereby
not merely a few individuals in succession, but the whole public,
are made, to a certain extent, participants in the government,
and sharers in the instruction and mental exercise derivable
from it. The further illustration of thesc benefits, as well as
of the hmitations under which they must be aimed at, will be
better deferred until we come to speak of the details of adminis-
tration.

The positive evils and dangers of the representative, as of every
other form of government, may be reduced to two heads: first,
general ignorance and incapacity, or, to speak more moderately,
msufficient mental qualifications, in the controlling body;
secondly, the danger of its being under the influence of interests
not identical with the general welfare of the community.

The former of these evils, deficency in high mental qualifica-
tions, is one to which it is generally supposed that popular
government is liable in a greater degree than any other. The
energy of a monarch, the steadiness and prudence of an aristo-
cracy, are thought to contrast most favourably with the vacilla-
tion and short-sightedness of even a qualified democracy.
‘These propositions, however, are not by any means so well
founded as they at first sight appear.

Compared with simple monarchy, representative government
Is in these respects at no disadvantage. Except in a rude age,
hereditary monarchy, when it is really such, and not aristocracy
in disguise, far surpasses democracy in all the forms of incapacity
supposed to be characteristic of the last. I say, except in a
rude age, because in a rcally rude state of society there is a
considerable guarantee for the intellectual and active capacities
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of the sovereign. His personal will is constantly encountering
obstacles from the wilfulness of his subjects, and of powerful
individuals among their number. The circumstances of society
do not afford him much temptation to mere luxurious self-
indulgence; mental and bodily activity, especially political and
military, are his principal excitements; and among turbulent
chiefs and lawless followers he has little authority, and 1s seldom
long secure even of his throne, unless he possesses a considerable
amount of personal daring, dexterity, and energy. The reason
why the average of talent 1s so high among the Henries and
Edwards of our history may be read in the tragical fate of the
second Edward and the second Richard, and the civil wars and
disturbances of the reigns of John and his incapable successor.
The troubled period of the Reformation also produced several
eminent hereditary monarchs, Elizabeth, Henri Quatre, Gus-
tavus Adolphus; but they were mostly bred up in adversity,
succeeded to the throne by the unexpected failure of nearer
heirs, or had to contend with great difficulties in the commence-
ment of their reign. Since European lfe assumed a settled
aspect, anything above mediocrity in an hereditary king has
become extremely rare, while the general average has been even
below mediocrity, both in talent and in vigour of character. A
monarchy constitutionally absolute now only maintains itself
in existence (except temporarily in the hands of some active-
minded usurper) through the mental qualifications of a per-
manent bureaucracy. The Russian and Austnan Governments,
and even the French Government in its normal condition, are
ohgarchies of officials, of whom the head of the State does little
more than select the chiefs. I am speaking of the regular course
of their administration; for the will of the master of course
determines many of their particular acts.

The governments which have been remarkable in history
for sustained mental ability and vigour in the conduct of affairs
have generally been aristocracies. But they have been, without
any exception, aristocracies of public functionaries. The ruling
bodies have been so narrow, that each member, or at least each
influential member, of the body, was able to make, and did
make, public business an active profession, and the principal
occupation of his life. The only aristocracies which have
manifested high governing capacities, and acted on steady
maxims of policy, through many generations, are those of Rome
and Venice. But, at Venice, though the privileged order was
numerous, the actual management of affairs was rigidly concen-
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trated in a small oligarchy within the oligarchy, whose whole
lives were devoted to the study and conduct of the affairs of the
state. The Roman government partook more of the character
ot an open aristocracy like our own. But the really governing
body, the Senate, was in general exclusively composed of persons
who had exercised public functions, and had either already filled
or were looking forward to fill the higher offices of the state, at
the peril of a severe responsibility m case of incapacity and
failure. When once members of the Scnate, their lives were
pledged to the conduct of public affairs; they were not permitted
even to leave Italy except in the discharge of some public
trust; and unless turned out of the Senate by the censors for
character or conduct deemed disgraceful, they retained their
powers and responsibilities to the end of hfe. In an aristocracy
thus constituted, every member felt his personal importance
entirely bound up with the dignity and estimation of the common-
wealth which he administered, and with the part he was able to
play in its councils. This dignity and estimation were quite
different things from the prosperity or happiness of the general
body of the citizens, and were often wholly incompatible with
it. But they were closely inked with the external success and
aggrandisement of the State: and it was, consequently, in the
pursuit of that object almost exclusively that either the Roman
or the Venetian aristocracies manifested the systematically wise
collective policy, and the great individual capacities for govern-
ment, for which history has deservedly given them credit.

It thus appears that the only governments, not representative,
in which high political skill and ability have been other than
exceptional, whether under monarchical or aristocratic forms,
have been essentially bureaucracies. The work of government
has been in the hands of governors by profession; which is the
essence and meaning of bureaucracy. Whether the work 1s
done by them because they have been tramed to it, or they are
trained to it because it is to be done by them, makes a great
difference in many respects, but none at all as to the essential
character of the rule. Aristocracies, on the other hand, like
that of England, in which the class who possessed the power
derived it merely from their social position, without being
specially trained or devoting themselves exclusively to it (and
in which, therefore, the power was not exercised directly, but
through representative institutions oligarchically constituted)
have been, n respect to intellectual endowments, much on a par
with democracies; that is, they have manifested such qualities
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in any considerable degree only during the temporary ascen-
dancy which great and popular talents, united with a distin-
guished position, have given to some one man. Themistocles
and Pericles, Washington and Jefferson, were not more com-
pletely exceptions in their several democracies, and were
assuredly much more splendid exceptions, than the Chathams
and Peels of the representative aristocracy of Great Britain, or
even the Sullys and Colberts of the aristocratic monarchy of
France. A great minmister, in the aristocratic governments of
modern Europe, is almost as rare a phenomenon as a great king.

The comparison, therefore, as to the intellectual attributes
of a government, has to be made between a representative demo-
cracy and a bureaucracy; all other governments may be left
out of the account. And here it must be acknowledged that
a bureaucratic government has, mn some important respects,
greatly the advantage. It accumulates experience, acquires
well-tried and well-considered traditional maxims, and makes
provision for appropriate practical knowledge in those who have
the actual conduct of affairs. But it is not equally favourable
to individual energy of mind. The disease which afflicts bureau-
cratic governments, and which they usually die of, is routine.
They perish by the immutability of their maxims; and, still
more, by the universal law that whatever becomes a routine
loses its vital principle, and having no longer a mind acting within
it, goes on revolving mechanically though the work it is intended
to do remains undone. A bureaucracy always tends to became
a pedantocracy. When the bureaucracy 1s the real government,
the spirit of the corps (as with the Jesuits) bears down the
individuality of its more distinguished members. In the pro-
fession of government, as in other professions, the sole idea of
the majority is to do what they have been taught; and it
requires a popular government to enable the conceptions of the
man of original genius among them to prevail over the obstruc-
tive spirit of trained mediocrity. Only in a popular government
(setting apart the accident of a highly intelligent despot) could
Sir Rowland Hill have been victorious over the Post Office.
A popular government installed him ¢z the Post Office, and made
the body, in spite of itself, obey the impulse given by the man
who united special knowledge with individual vigour and
originality. That the Roman aristocracy escaped this charac-
teristic disease of a bureaucracy was evidently owing to its
popular element. All special offices, both those which gave
a seat in the Senate and those which were sought by senators,
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were conferred by popular election. The Russian government
is a characteristic exemplification of both the good and bad side
of bureaucracy; its fixed maxims, directed with Roman perse-
verance to the same unflinchingly-pursued ends from age to age;
the remarkable skill with which those ends are generally pursued ;
the frightful internal corruption, and the permanent organised
hostility to improvements from without, which even the auto-
cratic power of a vigorous-minded Emperor is seldom or never
sufficient to overcome; the patient obstructiveness of the body
being in the long run more than a match for the fitful energy of
one man. The Chincse Government, a bureaucracy of Man-
darins, is, as far as known to us, another apparent example of the
same qualities and defects.

In all human affairs conflicting influences are tequired to
keep one another alive and efficient even for thewr own proper
uses; and the exclusive pursuit of one good object, apart from
some other which should accompany 1t, ends not in excess of one
and defect of the other, but in the decay and loss even of that
which has been exclusively cared for. Government by trained
officials cannot do, for a country, the things which can be done
by a free government; but it might be supposed capable of
doing some things which free government, of 1tself, cannot do.
We find, however. that an outside element of freedom is necessary
to enable it to do effectually or permanently even its own
business. And so, also, freedom cannot produce its best effects,
and often breaks down altogether, unless means can be found
of combining it with trained and skilled administration. There
could not be a moment’s hesitation between representative
government, among a people in any degree ripe for it, and the
most perfect imaginable bureaucracy. But it is, at the same
time, one of the most important ends of political institutions,
to attain as many of the qualities of the one as are consistent
with the other; to secure, as far as they can be made compatible,
the great advantage of the conduct of affairs by skilled persons,
bred to it as an intellectual profession, along with that of a general
control vested in, and seriously exercised by, bodies representa-
tive of the entire people. Much would be done towards this end
by recognising the line of separation, discussed in the preceding
chapter, between the work of government properly so called,
which can only be well performed after special cultivation, and
that of selecting, watching, and, when needful, controlling the
governors, which in this case, as in others, properly devolves,
not on those who do the work, but on those for whose benefit
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it ought to be done. No progress at all can be made towards
ohtaining a skilled democracy unless the democracy are willing
that the work which requires skill should be done by those who
possess it. A democracy has enough to do in providing itself
with an amount of mental competency sufficient for its own
proper work, that of superintendence and check.

How to obtain and secure this amount is one of the questions
to be taken into consideration in judging of the proper constitu-
tion of a representative body. In proportion as its composition
fails to secure this amount, the assembly will encroach, by special
acts, on the province of the executive; it will expel a good, or
elevate and uphold a bad, mimstry; it will connive at, or over-
look in them, abuses of trust, will be deluded by their false
pretences, or will withhold support from those who endeavour
to fulfil their trust conscientiously; it will countenance, or
impose, a selfish, a capricious and impulsive, a short-sighted,
ignorant, and prejudiced general policy, foreign and domestic;
1t will abrogate good laws, or enact bad ones, let in new evils, or
cling with perverse obstinacy to old; it will even, perhaps, under
misleading impulses, momentary or permanent, emanating from
itself or from its constituents, tolerate or connive at proceedings
which set law aside altogether, in cases where equal justice
would not be agreeable to popular feeling. Such are among the
dangers of representative government, arising from a constitu-
tion of the representation which does not secure an adequate
amount of intelligence and knowledge in the representative
assembly.

We next proceed to the evils arising from the prevalence of
modes of action in the representative body, dictated by sinister
interests (to employ the useful phrase introduced by Bentham),
that is, interests conflicting more or less with the general good of
the community.

It is universally admitted that, of the evils incident to
monarchical and aristocratic governments, a large proportion
arise from this cause. The interest of the monarch, or the
interest of the aristocracy, either collective or that of its indi-
vidual members, is promoted, or they them.elves think that it
will be promoted, by conduct opposed to that which the general
interest of the community requires. The interest, for example,
of the government is to tax heavily: that of the community is
to be as little taxed as the necessary expenses of good govern-
ment permit, The interest of the king, and of the governing
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aristocracy, is to possess, and exercise, unlimited power over
the people; to enforce, on their part, complete conformity to
the will and preferences of the rulers. The interest of the people
is to have as little control exercised over them in any respect
as is consistent with attaining the legitimate ends of government.
The interest, or apparent and supposed interest, of the king or
aristocracy is to permit no censure of themselves, at least in
any form which they may consider either to threaten their
power, or seriously to interfere with their free agency. The
interest of the people is that there should be full liberty of censure
on every public officer, and on every public act or measure. The
interest of a ruling class, whether in an aristocracy or an aristo-
cratic monarchy, 1s to assume to themselves an endless variety
of unjust privileges, sometimes benefiting their pockets at the
expense of the people, sometimes merely tending to exalt them
above others, or, what is the same thing in different words, to
degrade others below themselves. If the people are disaffected,
which under such a government they are very likely to be, it is
the interest of the king or aristocracy to keep them at a low level
of intelligence and education, foment dissensions among them,
and even prevent them from being too well off, lest they should
“wax fat, and kick:” agreeably to the maxim of Cardinal
Richelieu in his celebrated Testament Politique. All these
things are for the interest of a king or aristocracy, in a purely
selfish point of view, unless a sufficiently strong counter-interest
is created by the fear of provoking resistance. All these evils
have been, and many of them still are, produced by the sinister
interests of kings and aristocracies, where their power is suffi-
cient to raise them above the opinion of the rest of the com-
munity; nor is it rational to expect, as the consequence of such
a position, any other conduct.

These things are superabundantly evident in the case of a
monarchy or an aristocracy; but it 15 sometimes rather gratuit-
ously assumed that the same kind of injurious influences do
not operate in a democracy. Looking at democracy in the way
in which it is commonly conceived, as the rule of the numerical
majority, it is surely possible that the ruling power may be under
the dominion of sectional or class interests, pointing to conduct
different from that which would be dictated by impartial regard
for the interest of all. Suppose the majority to be whites, the
minority negroes, or vice versa : is it hkely that the majority
would allow equal ]ustlce to the minority? Suppose the
majority Catholics, the minority Protestants, or the reverse;
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xll there not be the same danger? Or let the majority be
English, the minority Irish, or the contrary: is there not a great
probabulity of similar evil? In all countries there is a majority
of poor, a minority who, in contradistinction, may be called
rich. Between these two classes, on many questions, there is
complete opposition of apparent interest. We will suppose
the majority sufficiently intelligent to be aware that it is not
for their advantage to weaken the'security of property, and that
it would be weakened by any act of arbitrary spoliation. Butis
there not a considerable danger lest they should throw upon the
possessors of what is called realised property, and upon the
larger incomes, an unfair share, or even the whole, of the burden
of taxation; and having done so, add to the amount without
scruple, expending the proceeds in modes supposed to conduce to
the profit and advantage of the labouring class? Suppose,
again, a minority of skilled labourers, a majority of unskilled:
the experience of many trade unions, unless they are greatly
calumniated, justifies the apprehension that equality of earnings
might be imposed as an obligation, and that piecework, payment
by the hour, and all practices which enable superior industry or
abilities to gain a superior reward might be put down. Legis-
lative attempts to raise wages, limitation of competition in the
labour market, taxes or restrictions on machinery, and on im-
provements of all kinds tending to dispense with any of the
existing labour—even, perhaps, protection of the home producer
against foreign industry—are very natural (I do not venture to
say whether probable) results of a feeling of class interest in a
governing majority of manual labourers.

It will be said that none of thesc things are for the real interest
of the most numerous class: to which I answer, that if the con-
duct of human beings was determined by no other interested
considerations than those which constitute their ““ real ” interest,
neither monarchy nor oligarchy would be such bad governments
as they are; for assuredly very strong arguments may be, and
often have been, adduced to show that either a king or a govern-
ing senate are in much the most enviable position, when ruling
justly and vigilantly over an active, wealthy, enlightened, and
high-minded people. But a king only now and then, and an
oligarchy in no known instance, have taken this exalted view of
their self-intercst: and why should we expect a loftier mode of
thinking from the labouring classes? It is not what their
interest is, but what they suppose it to be, that is the important
consideration with respect to their conduct: and it is quite
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conclusive against any theory of government that it assumes
the numerical majority to do habitually what is never done, nor
expected to be done, save in very exceptional cases, by any
other depositaries of power—namely, to direct their conduct by
their real ultimate interest, in opposition to their immediate and
apparent interest. No one, surely, can doubt that many of the
pernicious measures above enumerated, and many others as bad,
would be for the immediate interest of the general body of
unskilled labourers. It is quite possible that they would be for
the selfish interest of the whole existing generation of the class.
The relaxation of industry and activity, and dimini-hed en-
couragement to saving which would be their ultimate conse-
quence, might perhaps be little felt by the class of unskilled
labourers in the space of a single lifetime. Some of the most
fatal changes in human affairs have been, as to their more
manifest immediate effects, beneficial. The establishment of
the despotism of the Ceesars was a great benefit to the entire
generation in which it took place. It put a stop to civil war,
abated a vast amount of malversation and tyranny by pretors
and proconsuls; it fostered many of the graces of life, and
intellectual cultivation in all departments not political; it*pro-
duced monuments of literary genius dazzling to the imaginations
of shallow readers of history, who do not reflect that the men to
whom the despotism of Augustus (as well as of Lorenzo de’
Medici and of Louis XIV.) owes its brilliancy, were all formed
in the generation preceding. The accumulated riches, and the
mental energy and activity, produced by centuries of freedom,
remained for the benefit of the first generation of slaves. Yet
this was the commencement of a régime by whose gradual opera-
tion all the civilisation which had been gained insensibly faded
away, until the Empire, which had conquered and embraced the
world in its grasp, so completely lost even its military efficiency,
that invaders whom three or four legions had always sufficed
to coerce were able to overrun and occupy nearly the whole of
1ts vast territory. The fresh impulse given by Christianity came
but just in time to save arts and letters from perishing, and the
human race from sinking back into perhaps endless mght.
When we talk of the interest of a body of men, or even of an
individual man, as a principle determining their actions, the
question what would be considered their interest by an un-
prejudiced observer is one of the least important parts of the
whole matter. As Coleridge observes, the man makes the
motive, not the motive the man. What it is the man’s interest
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to do or refrain from depends less on any outward circumstances
than upon what sort of man he is. If you wish to know what
is practically a man’s interest, you must know the cast of his
habitual feelings and thoughts. Everybody has two kinds of
interests, interests which he cares for, and interests which he
does not care for. Everybody has selfish and unselfish interests,
and .a selfish man has cultivated the habit of caring for the
former, and not caring for the latter. Every one has present
and distant interests, and the improvident man is he who cares
for the present interests and does not care for the distant. It
matters little that on any correct calculation the latter may be
the more considerable, if the habits of lis mind lead him to fix
his thoughts and wishes solely on the former. It would be vain
to attempt to persuade a man who beats his wife and illtreats
his children that he would be happier if he lived in love and
kindness with them. He would be happier if he were the kind
of person who could so live; but he is not, and it is probably too
late for him to become, that kind of person. Being what he is,
the gratification of his love of domineering, and the indulgence
of his ferocious temper, are to his perceptions a greater good to
him¢elf than he would be capable of deriving from the pleasure
and affection of those dependent on him. He has no pleasure
in their pleasure, and does not care for their affection. ITis
neighbour, who does, is probably a happier man than he; but
could he be persuaded of this, the persuasion would, most likely,
only still further exasperate his malignity or his irritability. On
the average, a person who cares for other people, for his country,
or for mankind, is a happier man than one who does not; but of
what use is it to preach this doctrine to a man who cares for
nothing but his own ease, or his own pocket? He cannot care
for other people if he would. It is hike preaching to the worm
who crawls on the ground how much better it would be for him
if he were an eagle.

Now it is a universally observed fact that the two evil dis-
positions in question, the disposition to prefer a man’s selfish
interests to those which he shares with other people, and his
immediate and dircct interests to those which are indirect and
remote, are characteristics most especially called forth and
fostered by the possession of power. The moment a man, or a
class of men, find themselves with power in their hands, the
man’s individual interest, or the class’s separate interest,
acquires an entirely new degree of importance in their eyes.
Finding themselves worshipped by others, they become wor-
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shippers of themselves, and think themselves entitled to be
counted at a hundred times the value of other people; while the
facility they acquire of doing as they like without regard to
consequences insensibly weakens the habits which make men
look forward even to such consequences as affect themselves.
This is the meaning of the universal tradition, grounded on
universal experience, of men’s being corrupted by power.
Every one knows how absurd it would be to infer from what a
man is or docs when in a private station, that he will be and do
exactly the like when a despot on a throne; where the bad parts
of his human nature, instead of being restrained and kept in
subordination by every circumstance of his hfe and by every
person surrounding him, are courted by all persons, and
ministered to by all circumstances. It would be quite as absurd
to entertain a similar expectation in regard to a class of men;
the Demos, or any other. Let them be ever so modest and
amenable to reason while there is a power over them stronger
than they, we ought to expect a total change in this respect
when they themselves become the strongest power.
Governments must be made for human beings as they are, or
as they are capable of speedily becoming: and in any state of
cultivation which mankind, or any class among them, have yet
attained, or are hikely soon to attain, the interests by which they
will be led, when they are thinking only of self-interest, will be
almost exclusively those which are obvious at first sight, and
which operate on their present condition. It is only a dis-
interested regard for others, and especially for what comes after
them, for the idea of posterity, of their country, or of mankind,
whether grounded on sympathy or on a conscientious feeling,
which ever directs the minds and purposes of classes or bodies
of men towards distant or unobvious interests. And 1t cannot
be maintained that any form of government would be rational
which required as a condition that these exalted principles of
action should be the guiding and master motives in the conduct
of average human beings. A certain amount of conscience, and
of disinterested public spirit, may fairly be calculated on in the
citizens of any community ripe for representative government.
But it would be ridiculous to expect such a degree of 1t, combined
with such intellectual discernment, as would be proof against
any plausible fallacy tending to make that which was for their
class interest appear the dictate of justice and of the general
good. We all know what specious fallacies may be urged in
defence of every act of injustice yet proposed for the imaginary
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benefit of the mass. We know how many, not otherwise fools
or bad men, have thought it justifiable to repudiate the national
debt. We know how many, not destitute of ability, and of
considerable popular influence, think it fair to throw the whole
burthen of taxation upon savings, under the name of realised
property, allowing those whose progenitors and themselves have
always spent all they received to remain, as a reward for such
exemplary conduct, wholly untaxed. We know what powerful
arguments, the more dangerous because there is a portion of
truth in them, may be brought against all inheritance, against
the power of bequest, against every advantage which one person
seems to have over another. We know how easily the useless-
ness of almost every branch of knowledge may be proved, to
the complete satisfaction of those who do not possess it. How
many, not altogether stupid men, think the scientific study of
languages useless, think ancient literature useless, all erudition
useless, logic and metaphysics useless, poetry and the fine arts
idle and frivolous, political economy purely mischievous? Even
history has been pronounced useless and mischievous by able
men. Nothing but that acquaintance with external nature,
empirically acquired, which serves directly for the production of
objects necessary to existence or agreeable to the senses, would
get its utility recognised if people had the least encouragement
to disbelieve it. Is it reasonable to think that even much more
cultivated minds than those of the numerical majonity can be
expected to be will have so delicate a conscience, and so just an
appreciation of what is against their own apparent interest, that
they will reject these and the innumerable other fallacies which
will press in upon them from all quarters as soon as they come
into power, to induce them to follow their own selfish inclinations
and short-sighted notions of their own good, in opposition to
justice, at the expense of all other classes and of posterity?

One of the greatest dangers, therefore, of democracy, as of all
other forms of government, lies in the sinister interest of the
holders of power: it is the danger of class legislation; of govern-
ment intended for (whether really effecting 1t or not) the imme-
diate benefit of the dominant class, to the lasting detriment of
the whole. And one of the most important questions demand-
ing consideration, in determining the best constitution of a
representative government,is how to provide efficacioussecurities
against this evil.

If we consider as a class, politically speaking, any number of
persons who have the same sinister interest—that is, whose
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direct and apparent interest points towards the same description
of bad measures; the desirable object would be that no class,
and no combination of classes likely to combine, should be able
to exercise a preponderant influence in the government. A
modern community, not divided within itself by strong anti-
pathies of race, language, or nationality, may be consideredas
1n the main divisible into two sections, which, in spite of partial
variations, correspond on the whole with two divergent directions
of apparent interest. Let us call them (in brief general terms)
labourers on the one hand, employers of labour on the other:
including however along with employers of labour, not only
retired capitalists, and the possessors of inherited wealth, but
all that highly paid description of laboureis (such as the profes-
sions) whose education and way of life assimilate them with the
rich, and whose prospect and ambition it is to raise themselves
into that class. With the labourers, on the other hand, may be
ranked those smaller employers of labour, who by interests,
habits, and educational impressions are assimilated in wishes,
tastes, and objects to the labouring classes; comprehending a
large proportion of petty tradesmen. In a state of society thus
composed, 1f the representative system could be made 1deally
perfect, and if it were possible to maintain it in that state,
its organisation must be such that these two classes, manual
labourers and their affinities on Jne side, employers of labour
and their affinities on the other, should be, in the arrangement of
the representative system, equally balanced, each influencing
about an equal number of votes in Parliament: since, assuming
that the majority of each class, in any difference between them,
would be mainly governed by their class interests, there would
be a minority of each in whom that consideration would be sub-
ordinate to reason, justice, and the good of the whole; and this
minority of either, joining with the whole of the other, would
turn the scale against any demands of their own majority which
were not such as ought to prevail. The reason why, in any
tolerably constituted society, justice and the general interest
mostly 1n the end carry their point, is that the separate and
selfish interests of mankind are almost always divided; some are
interested in what is wrong, but some, also, have their private
interest on the side of what is right: and those who are governed
by higher considerations, though too few and weak to prevail
against the whole of the others, usually after sufficient discussion
and agitation become strong enough to turn the balance in
favour of the body of private interests which is on the same side
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with them. The representative system ought to be so con-
stituted as to maintain this state of things: it ought not to
allow any of the various sectional interests to be so powerful as
to be capable of prevailing against truth and justice and the
other sectional interests combined. There ought always to be
such a balance preserved among personal interests as may
render any one of them dependent for its successes on carrying
with it at least a large proportion of those who act on higher
motives and more comprehensive and distant views.

CHAPTER VII

OF TRUE AND FALSE DEMOCRACY ; REPRESENTATION OF ALL, AND
REPRESENTATION OF THE MAJORITY ONLY

IT has been seen that the dangers incident to a representative
democracy are of two kinds: danger of a low grade of intelli-
gence in the representative body, and in the popular opinion
which controls 1t; and danger of class legislation on the part of
the numerical majority, these being all composed of the same
class. We have next to consider how far 1t 1s possible so to
organise the democracy as, without interfering materially with
the characteristic benefits of democratic government, to do away
with these two great evils, or at least to abate them, in the utmost
degree attainable by human contrivance.

The common mode of attempting this is by limiting the
democratic character of the representation, through a more or
less restricted suffrage. But there is a previous consideration
which, duly kept in view, considerably modifies the circumstances
which are supposed to render such a restriction necessary. A
completely equal democracy, in a nation in which a single class
composes the numerical majority, cannot be divested of certain
evils; but those evils are greatly aggravated by the fact that the
democracies which at present exist are not equal, but systemati-
cally unequal in favour of the predominant class. Two very
difierent ideas are usually confounded under the name democracy.
The pure idea of democracy, according to its definition, is the
government of the whole people by the whole people, equally
represented. Democracy as commonly conceived and hitherto
practised is the government of the whole people by a mere
majority of the people, exclusively represented. The former is
synonymous with the equality of all citizens; the latter, strangely
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confounded with it, is a government of privilege, in favour of the
numerical majority, who alone possess practically any voice in
the State. This is the inevitable consequence of the manner in
which the votes are now taken, to the complete disfranchisement
of minorities.

The confusion of ideas here is great, but it is so easily cleared
up that one would suppose the slightest indication would be
sufficient to place the matter in its true light before any mind of
average intelligence. It would be so, but for the power of habit ;
owing to which the simplest idea, if unfamiliar, has as great diffi-
culty in making 1ts way to the mmd as a far more complicated
one. That the minority must yield to the majority, the smaller
number to the greater, is a familiar idea; and accordingly men
think there 1s no necessity for using their minds any further, and
it does not occur to them that there is any medium between
allowing the smaller number to be equally powerful with the
greater, and blotting out the smaller number altogether. In a
representative body actually deliberating, the minority must
of course be overruled; and in an equal democracy (since the
opinions of the constituents, when they insist on them, deter-
mine those of the representative body) the majornity of the people,
through their representatives, will outvote and prevail over the
minority and their representatives. But does it follow that the
minority should have no representatives at all? Because the
majority ought to prevall over the minority, must the majority
have all the votes, the minority none? Is it necessary that the
minority should not even be heard? Nothing but habit and old
association can reconcile any reasonable being to the needless
injustice. In a really equal democracy, every or any section
would be represented, not disproportionately, but propor-
tionately. A majority of the electors would always have a
majority of the representatives; but a minority of the electors
would always have a minority of the representatives. Man for
man they would be as fully represented as the majority. Unless
they are, there is not equal government, but a government of
inequality and privilege: one part of the people rule over the
rest: there is a part whose fair and equal share of influence in
the representation is withheld from them; contrary to all just
government, but, above all, contrary to the principle of demo-
cracy, which professes equality as its very root and foundation.

The injustice and violation of principle are not less flagrant
because those who suffer by them are a minority; for there is
not equal suffrage where every single individual does not count
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for as much as any other single individual in the community.
But it is not only a minority who suffer. Democracy, thus con-
stituted, does not even attain its ostensible object, that of giving
the powers of government in all cases to the numerical majority.
It does something very different: it gives them to a majority of
the majority ; who may be, and often are, but a minority of the
whol..  All principles are most effectually tested by extreme
cases. Suppose then, that, in a country governed by equal and
universal suffrage, there 1s a contested election in every con-
stituency, and every election is carried by a small majority.
The Parliament thus brought together represents little more than
a bare majority of the people. This Parhament proceeds to
legislate, and adopts important measures by a bare majority of
itself. What guarantee is there that these measures accord
with the wishes of a majority of the people? Nearly half the
electors, having been outvoted at the hustings, have had no
influence at all in the decision; and the whole of these may be, a
majority of them probably are, hostile to the measures, having
voted against those by whom they have been carried. Of the
remaining electors, nearly half have chosen representatives who,
by supposition, have voted against the measures. It is possible,
therefore, and not at all improbable, that the opimon which has
prevailed was agreeable only to a minority of the nation, though
a majority of that portion of it whom the institutions of the
country have erected into a ruling class. 1f democracy means
the certain ascendancy of the majority, there are no means of
insuring that but by allowing every individual figure to tell
equally in the summing up. Any minority left out, either pur-
posely or by the play of the machinery, gives the power not to
the majority, but to a minority in some other part of the scale.

The only answer which can possibly be made to this reasoning
is, that as different opinions predominate in different localities,
the opinion which is in a minority in some places has a majority
in others, and on the whole every opinion which exists in the
constituencies obtains its fair share of voices in the representa-
tion. And this is roughly true in the present state of the con-
stituency; if it were not, the discordance of the House with the
general sentiment of the country would soon become evident.
But it would be no longer true if the present constituency were
much enlarged; still less, if made co-extensive with the whole
population; for in that case the majority in every locality would
consist of manual labourers; and when there was any question
pending, on which these classes were at issue with the rest of the
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community, no other class could succeed in getting represented
anywhere. Even now, is it not a great grievance that in every
Parliament a very numerous portion of the electors, willing and
anxious to be represented, have no member in the House for
whom they have voted? Is it just that every elector of Maryle-
bone is obliged to be represented by two nominees of the vestries,
every elector of Finsbury or Lambeth by those (as is generally
believed) of the publicans? The constituencies to which most of
the highly educated and public spirited persons in the country
belong, those of the large towns, are now, in great part, either
unrepresented or misrepresented. The electors who are on a
different side in party politics from the local majority are un-
represented. Of those who are on the same side, a large pro-
portion are misrepresented; having been obliged to accept the
man who had the greatest number of supporters in their political
party, though his opinions may differ from theirs on every other
point. The state of things is, in some respects, even worse than
if the minority were not allowed to vote at all; for then, at least,
the majority might have a member who would represent their
own best mind: while now, the necessity of not dividing the
party, for fear of letting in its opponents, induces all to vote
either for the first person who presents himself wearmg their
colours, or for the one brought forward by their local leaders;
and these, if we pay them the compliment, which they very
seldom deserve, of supposing their choice to be unbiassed by
their personal interests, are compelled, that they may be sure
of mustering their whole strength, to bring forward a candidate
whom none of the party will strongly object to—that is, a man
without any distinctive peculiarity, any known opinions except
the shibboleth of the party. This is strikingly exemplified in
the United States; where, at the election of President, the
strongest party never dares put forward any of its strongest men,
because every one of these, from the mere fact that he has been
long in the public eye, has made himself objectionable to some
portion or other of the party, and is therefore not so sure a card
for rallying all their votes as a person who has never been heard
of by the public at all until he is produced as the candidate.
Thus, the man who is chosen, even by the strongest party,
represents perhaps the real wishes only of the narrow margin by
which that party outnumbers the other. Any section whose
support is necessary to success possesses a veto on the candidate.
Any section which holds out more obstinately than the rest can
compel all the others to adopt its nominee; and this superior
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pertinacity is unhappily more likely to be found among those
who are holding out for their own interest than for that of the
public. The choice of the majority is therefore very likely to be
determined by that portion of the body who are the most timid,
the most narrow-minded and prejudiced, or who cling most
tenaciously to the exclusive class-interest; in which case the
electoral rights of the minority, while useless for the purposes
for which votes are given, serve only for compelling the majority
to accept the candidate of the weakest or worst portion of
themselves.

That, while recogmsing these evils, many should consider
them as the necessary price paid for a free government is in no
way surprising: it was the opinion of all the friends of freedom
up to a recent period. But the habit of passing them over as
irremediable has become so inveterate that many persons seem
to have lost the capacity of looking at them as things which they
would be glad to remedy 1f they could. From despairing of a
cure, there 1s too often but one step to denying the disease; and
from this follows dislike to having a remedy proposed, as if the
proposer were creating a mischief instead of offering relief from
one. People are so inured to the evils that they feel as if it
were unreasonable, if not wrong, to complain of them. Yet,
avoidable or not, he must be a purblind lover of liberty on whose
mind they do not weigh; who would not rejoice at the discovery
that they could be dispensed with. Now, nothing 1s more
certain than that the virtual blotting-out of the minority is no
necessary or natural consequence of freedom; that, far from
having any connection with democracy,itis diametrically opposed
to the first principle of democracy, representation in proportion
to numbers. It is an essential part of democracy that minorities
should be adequately represented. No real democracy, nothing
but a false show of democracy, is possible without it.

Those who have seen and felt, in some degree, the force of
these considerations, have proposed various expedients by which
the evil may be, in a greater or less degree, mitigated. Lord
John Russell, in one of his Reform Bills, introduced a provision,
that certain constituencies should return three members, and
that in these each elector should be allowed to vote only for two;
and Mr. Disraeli, in the recent debates, revived the memory of
the fact by reproaching him for it; being of opinion, apparently,
that it befits a Conservative statesman to regard only means,
and to disown scornfully all fellow-feeling with any one who is
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betrayed, even once, into thinking of ends.! Otliers have pro-
posed that each elector should be allowed to vote only for one.
By either of these plans, a minority equalling or exceeding a
third of the local constituency, would be able, if it attempted no
more, to return one out of three members. The same result
might be attained 1n a still better way if, as proposed in an able
pamphlet by Mr. James Garth Marshall, the elector retained his
three votes, but was at liberty to bestow them all upon the same
candidate. These schemes, though infinitely better than none
at all, are yet but makeshifts, and attain the end in a very im-
perfect manner; since all local minoritics of less than a third,
and all minorities, however numerous, which are made up from
several constituencies, would remain unrepresented. It is much
to be lamented, however, that none of these plans have been
carried into effect, as any of them would have recognised the
right principle, and prepared the way for its more complete
application. But real equality of representation 1s not obtained
unless any set of electors amounting to the average number of
a constituency, wherever in the country they h.ppen to reside,
have the power of combining with one another to return a
representative. This degree of perfection in representation
appeared impracticable until a man of great capacity, fitted
alike for large general views and for the contrivance of practical
details—Mr. Thomas Hare—had proved its possibility by draw-
ing up a scheme for its accomplishment, embodied in a Draft
of an Act of Parliament: a scheme which has the almost un-
paralleled merit of carrying out a great principle of government
in a manner approaching to ideal perfection as regards the
special object in view, while it attains incidentally several other
ends of scarcely inferior importance,

! This blunder of Mr. Disrael1 (from which, greatly to his credit, Sir John
Pakington took an opportunity, soon after, of separating himself) 1s a
speaking instance among many, how little the Conservative leaders under-
stand Conservative principles. Without presuming to require from political
parties such an amount of virtue and discernment as that they should
comprehend, and know when to apply, the principles of their opponents,
we may yet say that 1t would be a great improvement if each pariy under-
stood and acted upon 1ts own. Well would 1t be for England if Con-
servatives voted consistently for everything conservative, and Liberals for
cverything liberal. We should not then have to wait long for things
which, like the present and many other great measures, are eminently both
the one and the other. The Conservatives, as being by the law of their exist-
ence the stupidest party, have much the greatest sins of this description
to answer for: and it is a melancholy truth, that if an?’ measure were
proposed, on any subject, truly, largely, and far-sightedly conservative,
even if Liberals were willing to vote for it, the great builk of the Conserva-
tive party would rush blindly 1n and prevent it from being carried.

K 483
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According to this plan, the unit of representation, the quota of
electors who would be entitled to have a member to themselves,
would be ascertained by the ordinary process of taking averages,
the number of voters being divided by the number of seats in the
House: and every candidate who obtained that quota would be
returned, from however great a number of local constituencies
1t might be gathered. The votes would, as at present, be given
locally; but any elector would be at liberty to vote for any
candidate in whatever part of the country he might offer himself.
Those electors, therefore, who did not wish to be represented
by any of the local candidates, might aid by their vote in the
return of the person they liked best among all those throughout
the country who had expressed a willingness to be chosen. This
would, so far, give reality to the electoral rights of the othcrwise
virtually disfranchised minority. But it is important that not
those alone who refuse to vote for any of the local candidates,
but those also who vote for one of them and are defeated, should
be enabled to find elsewhere the representation which they have
not succeeded in obtaining in their own district. It is therefore
provided that an elector may deliver a voting paper, containing
other names in addition to the one which stands foremost in his
preference. His vote would only be counted for one candidate;
but if the object of his first choice failed to be returned, from not
having obtained the quota, his second perhaps might be more
fortunate. He may extend his list to a greater number, in the
order of his preference, so that if the names which stand near
the top of the list either cannot make up the quota, or are able
to make it up without his vote, the vote may still be used for
some one whom it may assist in returning. To obtain the full
number of members required to complete the House, as well as
to prevent very popular candidates from engrossing nearly all
the suffrages, it is necessary, however many votes a candidate
may obtain, that no more of them than the quota should be
counted for his return: the remainder of those who voted for him
would have their votes counted for the next person on their
respective lists who needed them, and could by their aid com-
plete the quota. To determine which of a candidate’s votes
should be used for his return, and which set free for others,
several methods are proposed, into which we shall not here enter.
He would of course retain the votes of all those who would not
otherwise be represented; and for the remainder, drawing lots,
in default of better, would be an unobjectionable expedient.
The voting papers would be conveyed to a central office, where
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the votes would be counted, the number of first, second, third,
and other votes given for each candidate ascertained, and the
quota would be allotted to every one who could make it up, until
the number of the House was complete: first votes being pre-
ferred to second, second to third, and so forth. The voting
papers, and all the elements of the calculation, would be placed
In public repositories, accessible to all whom they concerned;
and if any one who had obtained the quota was not duly returned
it would be in his power easily to prove it.

These are the main provisions of the scheme. For a more
minute knowledge of its very simple machinery, I must refer to
Mr. Hare’s Treatise on the Election of Representatives (a small
volume published in 1859),! and to a pamphlet by Mr. Henry
Fawcett (now Professor of Political Economy in the University
of Cambridge), published in 1860, and entitled Mr. Hare's
Rcform Bill simplified and explained. This last is a very clear
and concise exposition of the plan, reduced to its simplest
elements, by the omission of some of Mr. Hare’s original pro-
visions, which, though in themselves beneficial, were thought
to take more from the simplicity of the scheme than they added
to its practical usefulness. The more these works are studied
the stronger, I venture to predict, will be the impression of the
perfect feasibility of the scheme,andits transcendant advantages.
Such and so numerous are these, that, in my conviction, they
place Mr. Hare’s plan among the very greatest improvements
yet made in the theory and practice of government.

In the first place, it secures a representation, in proportion to
numbers, of every division of the electoral body: not two great
parties alone, with perhaps a few large sectional minorities in
particular places, but every minority in the whole nation, con-
sisting of a sufficiently large number to be, on principles of equal
justice, entitled to a representative. Secondly, no elector would,
as at present, be nominally represented by some one whom he
had not chosen. Every member of the House would be the
representative of a unanimous constituency. He would repre-
sent a thousand electors, or two thousand, or five thousand,
or ten thousand, as the quota might be, every one of whom
would have not only voted for him, but selected him from the
whole country; not merely from the assortment of two or three
perhaps rotten oranges, which may be the only choice offered to
him in his local market. Under this relation the tie between

! In a second edition, Fub\ished recently, Mr. Hare has made important
improvements in some of the detailed provisions.
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the elector and the representative would be of a strength, and a
value, of which at present we have no experience. Every one of
the electors would be personally identified with his representa-
tive, and the representative with his constituents. Every
elector who voted for him would have done so either because,
among all the candidates for Parliament who are favourably
known to a certain number of electors, he is the one who best
expresses the voter's own opinions, or because he is one of those
whose abilities and character the voter most respects, and whom
he most willingly trusts to think for him. The member would
represent persons, not the mere bricks and mortar of the town—
the voters themselves, not a few vestrymen or parish notabilities
merely. All, however, that is worth preserving in the repre-
sentation of places would be preserved. Though the Parliament
of the nation ought to have as little as possible to do with purely
local affairs, vet, while it has to do with them, there ought to be
members specially commissioned to look after the interests of
every important locality: and these there would still be. In
every locality which could make up the quota within itself, the
majority would generally prefer to be represented by one of
themselves; by a person ot local knowledge, and residing in the
locality, if there is any such person to be found among the
candidates, who is otherwise well qualified to be their representa-
tive. It would be the minorities chiefly, who being unable to
return the local member, would look out elsewhere for a can-
didate likely to obtain other votes in addition to their own.

Of all modes in which a national representation can possibly
be constituted, this one affords the best security for the intel-
lectual qualifications desirable in the representatives. At
present, by universal admission, it is becoming more and more
difficult for any one who has only talents and character to gain
admission into the House of Commons. The only persons who
can get elected are those who possess local influence, or make
their way by lavish expenditure, or who, on the invitation of
three or four tradcsmen or attorneys, are sent down by one of the
two great parties {rom their London clubs, as men whose votes
the party can depend on under all circumstances. On Mr.
Hare’s system, those who did not like the local candidates, or
who could not succeed in carrying the local candidate they pre-
ferred, would have the power to fill up their voting papers by a
selection from all the persons of national reputation, on the
list of candidates, with whose general political principles they
were in sympathy. Almost every person, therefore, who had
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made himself in any way honourably distinguished, though
devoid of local influence, and having sworn allegiance to no
political party, would have a fair chance of making up the quota;
and with this encouragement such persons might be expected
to offer themselves, in numbers hitherto undreamt of. Hundreds
of able men of independent thought, who would have no chance
whatever of being chosen by the majority of any existing con-
stituency, have by their writings, or their exertions in some field
of public usefulness, made themselves known and approved by
a few persons in almost every district of the kingdom; and if
every vote that would be given for them in every place could be
counted for their election, they might be able to complete the
number of the quota. In no other way which it seems possible
to suggest would Parliament be so certain of containing the
very élite of the country.

And it is not solely through the votes of minorities that this
system of election would raise the intellectual standard of the
House of Commons. Majorities would be compelled to look out
for members of a much higher calibre. When the individuals
composing the majority would no longer be reduced to Hobson’s
choice, of either voting for the person brought forward by their
local leaders or not voting at all; when the nominee of the
leaders would have to encounter the competition not solely of the
candidate of the minority, but of all the men of established
reputation in the country who were willing to serve; it would be
impossible any longer to foist upon the electors the first person
who presents himself with the catchwords of the party in his
mouth and three or four thousand pounds in his pocket. The
majority would insist on having a candidate worthy of their
choice, or they would carry their votes somewhere else, and the
minority would prevail. The slavery of the majority to the
least estimable portion of their number would be at an end:
the very best and most capable of the local notabilities would
be put forward by preference; if possible, such as were known
in some advantageous way beyond the locality, that their local
strength might have a chance of being fortified by stray votes
from elsewhere. Constituencies would become competitors for
the best candidates, and would vie with one another in selecting
from among the men of local knowledge and connections those
who were most distinguished in every other respect.

‘The natural tendency of representative government, as of
modern civilisation, is towards collective mediocrity: and this
tendency is increased by all reductions and extensions of the
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franchise, their effect being to place the principal power in the
hands of classes more and more below the highest level of instruc-
tion in the community. But though the superior intellects and
characters will necessarily be outnumbered, it makes a great
difference whether or not they are heard. In the false demo-
cracy which, instead of giving representation to all gives 1t only
to the local majorities, the voice of the instructed minority may
have no organs at all in the representative body. It is an
admitted fact that in the American democracy, which is con-
structed on this faulty model, the highly-cultivated members
of the community, except such of them as are willing to sacrifice
their own opinions and modes of judgment, and become the
servile mouthpieces of their inferiors in knowledge, seldom even
offer themselves for Congress or the State Legislatures, so little
likelihood have they of being returned. Had a plan like Mr.
Hare’s by good fortune suggested itself to the enlightened and
patriotic founders of the American Republic, the Federal and
State Assemblies would have contained many of these distin-
guished men, and democracy would have been spared its greatest
reproach and one of its most formidable evils. ~Against this evil
the system of personal representation, proposed by Mr. Hare,
15 almost a specific. The minority of instructed minds scattered
through the local constituencies would unite to return a number,
proportioned to their own numbers, of the very ablest men the
country contains. They would be under the strongest induce-
ment to choose such men, since in no other mode could they
make their small numerical strength tell for anything con-
siderable. The representatives of the majority, besides that
they would themselves be improved in quality by the operation
of the system, would no longer have the whole field to themselves.
They would indeed outnumber the others, as much as the one
class of electors outnumbers the other in the country: they
could always outvote them, but they would speak and vote in
their presence, and subject to their criticism. When any differ-
ence arose, they would have to meet the arguments of the
instructed few by reasons, at least apparently, as cogent; and
since they could not, as those do who are speaking to persons
already unanimous, simply assume that they are in the right, it
would occasionally happen to them to become convinced that
they were n the wrong. As they would in general be well-
meaning (for thus much may reasonably be expected from a
fairly-chosen national representation), their own minds would be
insensibly raised by the influence of the minds with which they
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were in contact, or even in conflict. The champions of un-
popular doctrines would not put forth their arguments merely in
books and periodicals, read only by their own side; the opposing
ranks would meet face to face and hand to hand, and there
would be a fair comparison of their intellectual strength in the
presence of the country. It would then be found out whether
the opinion which prevailed by counting votes would also prevail
if the votes were weighed as well as counted. The multitude
have often a true instinct for distinguishing an able man, when
he has the means of displaying his ability in a fair field before
them. If such a man fails to obtain at least some portion of his
just weight, 1t is through institutions or usages which keep him
out of sight. In the old democracies there were no means of
keeping out of sight any able man: the bema was open to him;
he needed nobody’s consent to become a public adviser. It is
not so n a representative government; and the best friends
of representative democracy can hardly be without misgivings
that the Themistocles or Demosthenes, whose counsels would
have saved the nation, might be unable during his whole life
ever to obtain a seat. Butif the presence in the representative
assembly can be insured of even a few of the first minds in the
country, though the remainder consist only of average minds,
the influence of these leading spirits is sure to make itself sensibly
felt in the general deliberations, even though they be known to
be, in many respects, opposed to the tone of popular opinion
and feeling. T am unable to conceive any mode by which the
presence of such minds can be so positively insured as by that
proposed by Mr. Hare.

This portion of the Assembly would also be the appropriate
organ of a great social function, for which there is no provi-
sion in any existing democracy, but which in no government
can remain permanently unfulfilled without condemning that
government to infallible degeneracy and decay. This may be
called the function of Antagonism. In every government there
is some power stronger than all the rest; and the power which is
strongest tends perpetually to become the sole power. Partly
by intention, and partly unconsciously, it is ever striving to
make all other things bend to itself; and is not content while
there is anything which makes permanent head against it, any
in‘luence not in agreement with its spirit. Yet if 1t succeeds in
suppressing all rival influences, and moulding everything after
its own model, improvement, in that country, is at an end, and
decline commences. Human improvement is a product of many
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factors, and no power ever yet constituted among mankind
includes them all: even the most beneficent power only contains
in itself some of the requisities of good, and the remainder, if
progress is to continue, must be derived from some other source.
No community has ever long continued progressive, but while a
conflict was going on between the strongest power in the com-
munity and some rival power; between the spiritual and
temporal authorities; the military or territorial and the in-
dustrious classes; the king and the people; the orthodox and
religious reformers. When the victory on either side was so
complete as to put an end to the strife, and no other conflict
took its place, first stagnation followed, and then decay. The
ascendancy of the numerical majority is less unjust, and on the
whole less mischievous, than many others, but it is attended with
the very same kind of dangers, and even more certainly; for
when the government is in the hands of One or a Few, the Many
are always existent as a rival power, which may not be strong
enough ever to control the other, but whose opinion and senti-
ment are a moral, and even a social, support to all who, either
from conviction or contrariety of interest, are opposed to any of
the tendencies of the ruling authority. But when the Demo-
cracy is supreme, there is no One or Few strong enough for
dissentient opinions and injured or menaced interests to lean
upon. The great difficulty of democratic government has
hitherto seemed to be, how to provide, in a democratic society,
what circumstances have provided hitherto in all the societies
which have maintained themselves ahead of others—a social
support, a pownt d'appui, for individual resistance to the
tendencies of the ruling power; a protection, a rallying point,
for opinions and interests which the ascendant public opinion
views with disfavour. For want of such a point d’appui, the
older societies, and all but a few modern ones, either fell into dis-
solution or became stationary (which means slow deterioration)
tarough the exclusive predominance of a part only of the con-
ditions of social and mental well-being.

Now, this great want the system of Personal Representation
is fitted to supply in the most perfect manner which the cir-
cumstances of modern society admit of. The only quarter in
which to look for a supplement, or completing corrective, to the
instincts of a democratic majority, is the instructed minority:
but, in the ordinary mode of constituting democracy, this
minority has no organ: Mr. Hare’s system provides one. The
representatives who would be returned to Parliament by the
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aggregate of minorities would afford that organ in its greatest
perfection. A separate organisation of the instructed classes,
even if practicable, would be invidious, and could only escape
from being offensive by being totally without influence. But
if the élite of these classes formed part of the Parliament, by the
same title as any other of its members—by representing the
same number of citizens, the same numerical fraction of the
national will—their presence could give umbrage to nobody,
while they would be in the position of highest vantage, both
for making their opinions and counsels heard on all important
subjects, and for taking an active part in public business. Their
abilities would probably draw to them more than their numerical
share of the actual administration of government; as the
Athenians did not confide responsible public functions to Cleon or
Hyperbolus (the employment of Cleon at Pylos and Amphipolis
was purely exceptional), but Nicias, and Theramenes, and
Alcibiades, were in constant employment both at home and
abroad, though known to sympathise more with oligarchy than
with democracy. The instructed minority would, in the actual
voting, count only for their numbers, but as a moral power they
would count for much more, in virtue of their knowledge, and
of the influence it would give them over the rest. An arrange-
ment better adapted to keep popular opinion within reason and
justice, and to guard it from the various deteriorating influences
which assail the weak side of democracy, could scarcely by human
ingenuity be devised. A democratic people would in this way
be provided with what in any other way it would almost certainly
miss—leaders of a higher grade of intellect and character than
itself. Modern democracy would have its occasional Pericles,
and its habitual group of superior and guiding minds.

With all this array of reasons, of the most fundamental char-
acter, on the affirmative side of the question, what is there on the
negative? Nothing that will sustain examination, when people
can once be induced to bestow any real examination upon a
new thing. Those indeed, if any such there be, who, under
pretence of equal justice, aim only at-substituting the class
ascendancy of the poor for that of the rich, will of course be
unfavourable to a scheme which places both on a level. But
I do not believe that any such wish exists at present among the
working classes of this country, though I would not answer for
the effect which opportunity and demagogic artifices may here-
after have in exciting it. In the United States, where the

numerical majority have long been in full possession of collective
*g 48
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despotism, they would probably be as unwilling to part with it
as a single despot or an aristocracy. But I believe that the
English democracy would as yet be content with protection
against the class legislation of others, without claiming the power
to exercise it in their turn.

Among the ostentible objectors to Mr. Hare’s scheme, some
profess to think the plan unworkable; but these, it will be found,
are generally people who have barely heard of it, or have given
it a very shght and cursory examination. Others are unable
to reconcile themselves to the loss of what they term the local
character of the representation. A nation does not seem to
them to consist of persons, but of artificial units, the creation
of geography and statistics. Parliament must represent towns
and counties, not human beings. But no one secks to annihilate
towns and counties. Towns and counties, it may be presumed,
are represented, when the human beings who inhabit them are
represented. Local feelings cannot exist without somebody who
feels them; nor local interests without somebody interested in
them. If the human beings whose feelings and mterests these
are have their proper share of representation, these feelings and
interests are represented in common with all other feelings and
interests of those persons. But I cannot see why the feelings
and interests which arrange mankind according to localities
should be the only ones thought worthy of being represented; or
why people who have other feelings and interests, which they
value more than they do their geographical ones, should be
restricted to these as the sole principle of their political classifica-
tion. ‘The notion that Yorkshire and Middlesex have rights apart
from those of their inhabitants, or that Liverpool and Exeter
are the proper objects of the legislator’s care, in contradistinction
to the population of those places, is a curious specimen of delusion
produced by words.

In gencral, however, objectors cut the matter short by
afiirming that the people of England will never consent to such
a system. What the people of England are likely to think of
those who pass such a summary sentence on their capacity of
understanding and judgment, deeming it superfluous to consider
whether a thing is right or wrong before athrming that they are
certain to reject it, I will not undertake to say. F.r my own
part, I do not think that the people of England have deserved
to be, without trial, stigmatised as insurmountably prejudiced
against anything which can be proved to be good either for
themselves or for others. It also appears to me that when
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prejudices persist obstinately, it is the fault of nobody so much
as of those who make a point of proclaiming them insuperable,
as an excuse to themselves for never joining in an attempt to
remove them. Any prejudice whatever will be insurmountable
if those who do not share it themselves truckle to it, and flatter
it, and accept it as a law of nature. I believe, however, that
in this case there is in general, among those who have yet heard
of the proposition, no other hostility to it than the natural and
healthy distrust attaching to all novelties which have not been
sufficiently canvassed to make generally manifest all the pros
and cons of the question. The only serious obstacle is the
unfamiliarity: this indeed is a formidable one, for the imagina-
tion much more easily reconciles itself to a great alteration in
substance, than to a very small one in names and forms. But
unfamiliarity is a disadvantage which, when there is any real
value in an idea, it only requires time to remove. And in these
days of discussion, and generally awakened interest in improve-
ment, what formerly was the work of centuries, often requires
only years.

Since the first publication of this Treatise, several adverse
criticisms have been made on Mr. Hare’s plan, which indicate at
least a careful examination of it, and a more intelligent considera-
tion than had previously been given to its pretensions. This is
the natural progress of the discussion of great improvements.
They are at first met by a blind prejudice, and by arguments to
which only blind prejudice could attach any value. As the pre-
judice weakens, the arguments it employs for some time increase
in strength; since, the plan being better understood, its inevit-
able inconveniences, and the circumstances which militate
against its at once producing all the benefits it is intrinsically
capable of, come to light along with its merits. But, of all the
objections, having any semblance of reason, which have come
under my notice, there is not one which had not been foreseen,
considered,and canvassed by the supportersof the plan,and found
either unreal or easily surmountable.

The most serious, in appearance, of the objections may be
the most bricfly answered; the assumed impossibility of guard-
ing against fraud, or suspicion of fraud, in the operations of the
Central Office. Publicity, and complete liberty of inspecting
the voting papers after the election, were the securities provided;
but these, it is maintained, would be unavailing; because, to
check the returns, a voter would have to go over all the work
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that had been done by the staff of clerks. This would be a very
weighty objection, if there were any necessity that the returns
should be verified individually by every voter. All that a simple
voter could be expected to do in the way of verification would
be to check the use made of his own voting paper; for which
purpose every paper would be returned, after a proper interval,
to the place from whence it came. But what he could not do
would be done for him by the unsuccessful candidates and their
agents. Those among the defeated who thought that they ought
to have been returned would, singly or a number together,
employ an agency for verifying the entire process of the election;
and if they detected material error, the documents would be
referred to a Committee of the House of Commans, by whom the
entire electoral operations of the nation would be examined and
verified, at a tenth part the expense of time and money necessary
for the scrutiny of a single return before an Election Committee
under the system now in force.

Assuming the plan to be workable, two modes have been
alleged in which its benefits might be frustrated, and injurious
consequences produced in lieu of them. First, it is said that
undue power would be given to knots or cliques; sectarian com-
binations; associations for special objects, such as the Maine
Law League, the Ballot or Liberation Society; or bodies united
by class interests or community of religious persuasion. It is
in the second place objected that the system would admit of
being worked for party purposes. A central organ of each
political party would send its list of 658 candidates all through
the country, to be voted for by the whole of its supporters in
every constituency. Their votes would far outnumber those
which could ever be obtained by any independent candidate.
The “ticket” system, it is contended, would, as it does in
America, operate solely in favour of the great organised parties,
whose tickets would be accepted blindly, and voted for in their
integrity; and would hardly ever be outvoted, except occasion-
ally, by the sectarian groups, or knots of men bound together
by a common crotchet, who have been already spoken of.

The answer to this appears to be conclusive. No one pretends
that under Mr. Hare’s or any other plan organisation would
cease to be an advantage. Scattered elements are always at
disadvantage compared with organised bodies. As Mr. Hare’s
plan cannot alter the nature of things, we must expect that all
parties or sections, great or small, which possess organisation,
would avail themselves of it to the utmost to strengthen their
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influence. But under the existing system those influences are
everything. The scattered elements are absolutely nothing.
The voters who are neither bound to the great political nor to
any of the little sectarian divisions have no means of making
their votes available. Mr. Hare’s plan gives them the means.
‘Lhey might be more, or less, dexterous in using it. They might
obtain their share of influence, or much less than their share.
But whatever they did acquire would be clear gain. And when
it is assumed that every petty interest, or combination for a
petty object, would give itself an organisation, why should we
suppose that the great interest of national intellect and character
would alone remain unorganised? If there would be Temperance
tickets, and Ragged School tickets, and the like, would not one
public-spirited person in a constituency be sufficient to put
forth a *“ personal merit " ticket, and circulate it through a whole
neighbourhood? And might not a few such persons, meeting in
London, select from the list of candidates the most distinguished
names, without regard to technical divisions of opinion, and
publish them at a trifling expense through all the constituencies?
It must be remembered that the influence of the two great
parties, under the present mode of election, is unhmited: in
Mr. Hare’s scheme it would be great, but confined within bounds.
Neither they, nor any of the smaller knots, would be able to
elect more members than in proportion to the relative number
of their adherents. The ticket system in America operates
under conditions the reverse of this. In America electors vote
for the party ticket, because the election goes by a mere majority,
and a vote for any one who is certain not to obtain the majority
is thrown away. But, on Mr. Hare’s system, a vote given to a
person of known worth has almost as much chance of obtaining
its object as one given to a party candidate. It might be
hoped, therefore, that every Liberal or Conservative, who was
anything besides a Liberal or a Conservative—who had any
preferences of his own in addition to those of his party—would
scratch through the names of the more obscure and mnsignificant
party candidates, and inscribe in their stead some of the men
who are an honour to the nation. And the probability of this
fact would operate as a strong inducement with those who drew
up the party lists not to confine themselves to pledged party
men, but to include along with these, in their respective tickets,
such of the national notabilities as were more in sympathy with
their side than with the opposite.

The real difficulty, for 1t is not to be dissembled that there is
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a difficulty, is that the independent voters, those who are desirous
of voting for unpatronised persons of merit, would be apt to put
down the names of a few such persons, and to fill up the re-
mainder of their List with mere party candidates, thus helping
to swell the numbers against those by whom they would prefer
to be represented. ‘There would be an easy remedy for thus,
should it be necessary to resort to it, namely, to impose a limit
to the number of secondary or contingent votes. No voter is
likely to have an independent preference, grounded on know-
ledge, for 658, or even for 1oo candidates. There would be
httle objection to his being limited to twenty, fifty, or whatever
might be the number in the selection of whom there was some
probability that his own choice would be exercised—that he
would vote as an individual, and not as one of the mere rank
and file of a party. But even without this restriction, the evil
would be likely to cure itself as soon as the system came to be
well understood. To counteract it would become a paramount
object with all the knots and cliques whose influence is so
much deprecated. From these, each m itself a small minority,
the word would go forth, “ Vote for your special candidates
only; or at least put their names foremost, so as to give them
the full chance which your numerical strength warrants, of
obtaining the quota by means of first votes, or without descend-
ing low in the scale.” And those voters who did not belong to
any clique would profit by the lesson.

The minor groups would have precisely the amount of power
which they ought to have. The influence they could exercise
would be exactly that which their number of voters entitled
them to; not a particle more; while, to ensurc even that, they
would have a motive to put up, as representatives of their
special objects, candidates whose other recommendations would
enable them to obtain the suffrages of voters not of the sect or
clique. Itis curious to observe how the popular line of argument
in defence of existing systems veers round, according to the
nature of the attack made upon them. Not many years ago it
was the favourite argument in support of the then existing
system of representation, that under it all interests” or
“classes "’ were represented. And certainly, all interests or
classes of any importance ought to be represented, that is, ought
to have spokesmen, or advocates, in Parliament. But from
thence it was argued that a system ought to be supported which
gave to the partial interests not advocates merely, but the
tribunal itself. Now behold the change. Mr. Hare’s system
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makes it impossible for partial interests to have the command
of the tribunal, but it ensures them advocates, and for doing
even this it is reproached. Because it unites the good points
of class representation and the good points of numerical repre-
sentation, it is attacked from both sides at once.

But it is not such objections as these that are the real difficulty
in getting the system accepted; it is the exaggerated notion
entertained of its complexity, and the consequent doubt whether
it is capable of being carried into effect. The only complete
answer to this objection would be actual trial. When the merits
of the plan shall have become more generally known, and shall
have gained for it a wider support among impartial thinkers,
an effort should be made to obtain its introduction experiment-
ally in some hmited field, such as the municipal election of some
great town. An opportunity was lost when the decision was
taken to divide the West Riding of Yorkshire for the purpose
of giving it four members; instead of trymg the new principle,
by leaving the constituency undivided, and allowing a candidate
to be returned on obtaining either in first or secondary votes
a fourth part of the whole number of votes given. Such experi-
ments would be a very imperfect test of the worth of the plan:
but they would be an exemplification of its mode of working;
they would enable people to convince themselves that it is not
impracticable; would famihanse them with 1ts machinery, and
afford some matenals for judging whether the difficulties which
are thought to be so formidable are real or only imaginary.
The day when such a partial trial shall be sanctioned by Parlia-
ment will, I believe, inaugurate a new era of Parliamentary
Reform; destined to give to Representative Government a
shape fitted to its mature and triumphant period, when it shall
have passed through the mihtant stage in which alone the world
has yet seen it.!

}In the interval between the last and present editions of this treatise,
it has become known that the experiment here suggested has actually been
made on a larger than any municipal or provincial scale, and has been in
course of trial for several years. In the Danish Constitution {not that of
Denmark proper, but the Constitution framed for the entire Danish
kingdom) the egual representation of minorities was provided for on a
plan so nearly identical with Mr. Hare’s, as to add another to the many
cxamples how the ideas which resolve difficulties arising out of a general
situation of the human mind or of society, present themselves, without
communication, to scveral superior minds at once. This feature of the
Dauish electoral law has been brought fully and clearly before the British
public in an able paper by Mr. Robert Lytton, forming one of the valu-
able reports by Secretaries of Legation, printed by oider of the House
of Commons in 1864. Mr. Hare’s plan, which may now be also called
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CHAPTER VIII
OF THE EXTENSION OF THE SUFFRAGRE

SucH a representative democracy as has now been sketched,
representative of all, and not solely of the majority—in which
the interests, the opinions, the grades of intcllect which are
outnumbered would nevertheless be heard, and would have a
chance of obtaining by weight of character and strength of
argument an influence which would not belong to their numerical
force—this democracy, which is alone equal, alone impartial,
alone the government of all by all, the only true type of demo-
cracy—would be free from the greatest evils of the falsely-called
democracies which now prevail, and from which the current idea
of democracy is exclusively derived. But even in this demo-
cracy, absolute power, if they chose to exercise it, would rest with
the numerical majority ; and these would be composed exclusively
of a single class, alike in biasses, prepossessions, and general

M. Andra’s, has thus advanced from the position of a simple project to that
of a realised political fact.

Though Denmark 1s as yet the only country in which Personal Repre-
sentation has become an institution, the progress of the idea among think-
ing minds has been very rapid. In almost all the countries in which
universal suffrage is now regarded as a necessity, the scheme is rapidly
making its way: with the friends of democracy, as a logical consequence
of their principle; with those who rather accept than prefer democratic
government, as an indispensable corrective of its inconveniences. The
political thinkers of Switzerland led the way. Those of France followed.
To mention no others, within a very recent period two of the most in-
fluential and authoritative political writers in France, one belonging to the
moderate liberal and the other to the extreme democratic school, have given
in a public adhesion to the plan. Among its German supporters is numbered
one of the most eminent political thinkers in Germany, who is also a dis-
tinguished member of the liberal Cabinct of the Grand Duke of Baden.
This subject, among others, has its share in the important awakening of
thought in the American republic, which 1s already one of the fruits of
the great pending contest for human freedom In the two principal of our
Australian colonies Mr. Hare’s plan has been brought under the considera-
tion of their respective legislatures, and though not yet adopted, has already
a strong party in 1ts favour; while the clear and complete understanding
of its principles, shown by the majority of the speakers both on the Con-
servative and on the Radical side of general politics, shows how unfounded
is the notion of its being too complicated to be capable of being generally
comprehended and acted on. Nothing is required to make both the plan
and its advantages perfectly intelligible to all, except that the time should
have come when they will think it worth their while to take the trouble
of really attending to it.
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modes of thinking, and a class, to say no more, not the most
highly cultivated. The constitution wpuld therefore still be
liable to the characteristic evils of class government: in a far
less degree, assuredly, than that exclusive government by a
class, which now usurps the name of democracy ; but still, under
no effective restraint, except what might be found in the good
sense, moderation, and forbearance of the class itself. If checks
of this description are sufficient, the philosophy of constitutional
government 1s but solemn trifling. All trust in constitutions
is grounded on the assurance they may afford, not that the
depositaries of power will not, but that they cannot, misemploy
it. Democracy is not the ideally best form of government
unless this weak side of it can be strengthened; unless it can be
so organised that no class, not even the most numerous, shall be
able to reduce all but itself to political insignificance, and direct
the course of legislation and administration by its exclusive
class interest. The problem is, to find the means of preventing
this abuse, without sacrificing the charactenistic advantages of
popular government.

These twofold requisites are not fulfilled by the expedient of
a limitation of the suffrage, involving the compulsory exclusion
of any portion of the citizens from a voice in the representation.
Among the foremost benefits of free government is that education
of the intelligence and of the sentiments which is carried down
to the very lowest ranks of the people when they are called to
take a part in acts which directly affect the great interests of
their country. On this topic I have already dwelt so emphati-
cally that I only return to it because there are few who seem to
attach to this effect of popular institutions all the importance to
which it is entitled. People think it fanciful to expect so much
from what scems so slight a cause —to recognise a potent in-
strument of mental improvement in the exercise of political
franchises by manual labourers. Yet unless substantial mental
cultivation in the mass of mankind is to be a mere vision, this
is the road by which it must come. If any one supposes that
this road will not bring it, I call to witness the entire contents
of M. de Tocqueville’s great work; and especially his estimate of
the Americans. Almost all travellers are struck by the fact that
every American is in some sense both a patriot, and a person
of cultivated intelligence; and M. de Tocqueville has shown
how close the connection is between these qualities and their
democratic institutions. No such wide diffusion of the ideas,
tastes, and sentiments of educated minds has ever been seen
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elsewhere, or even conceived as attainable.! Yet this is nothing
to what we might look for in a government equally democratic
in its unexclusiveness, but better organised in other important
points. For political life is indeed in America a most valuable
school, but it is a school from which the ablest teachers are
excluded; the first minds in the country being as effectually
shut out from the national representation, and from public
functions gencrally, as if they were under a formal disqualifica-
tion. The Demos, too, being in America the one source of
power, all the selfish ambition of the country gravitates towards
it, as it does 1n despotic countries towards the monarch: the
people, like the despot, is pursued with adulation and sycophancy,
and the corrupting effects of power fully keep pace with its
improving and ennobling influences. If, even with this alloy,
democratic institutions produce so marked a superiority of
mental development in the lowest class of Americans, compared
with the corresponding classes in England and elsewhere, what
would 1t be if the good portion of the influence could be retained
without the bad? And this, to a certain extent, may be done;
but not by excluding that portion of the people who have fewest
intellectual stimuli of other kinds from so inestimable an
introduction to large, distant, and complicated interests as 1s
afforded by the attention they may be induced to bestow on
political affairs. It is by political discussion that the manual
labourer, whose employment is a routine, and whose way of
life brings him in contact with no varety of impressions, cir-
cumstances, or ideas, 1s taught that remote causes, and events
which take place far off, huve a most sensible effect even on his
personal interests; and it is from political discussion, and col-

1 The followmy ‘‘ extract from the Report of the English Commissioner
to the New York Eahibition,” which I qunte from Mr. Carey’s Principles
of Socsal Science, bears striking testimony to one part, at least, of the asser-
tion 1n the text.—

““ We have a few great engineers and mechanics, and a large body of
clever workmen; but the Americans seem likely to become a whole nation
of such piople. Already, their rivers swaim with steamboats; their
valleys are becominy crowded with factories; their towns, surpassing those
of every state of Europe, except Belgium, Holland, and England, are the
abodes of all the skill which now distinguishes a town population; and
there 1s scarcely an art 1n Burope not carried on in America with equal
or greater shill than in Europe, though it has been here cultivated and im-

roved through ages. A whole nation of Franklins, Stephensons, and Watts
in prospect, is something wonderful for other nations to contemplate. In
contrast with the comparative nertness and ignorance of the bulk of the
people of Europe, whatever may be the supcriority of a few well-instructed
and gifted persons, the great intelligence of the whole people of America
is the circumstance most worthy of public attention.”
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lective political action, that one whose daily occupations con-
centrate his interests in a small circle round himself, learns to
feel for and with his fellow-citizens, and becomes consciously a
member of a great community. But political discussions fly
over the heads of those who have no votes, and are not endeavour-
ing to acquire them. Their position, in comparison with the
electors, is that of the audience in a court of justice, compared
with the twelve men 1n the jury-box. It is not their suffrages
that are asked, it is not their opinion that is sought to be in-
fluenced; the appeals are made, the arguments addressed, to
others than them; nothing depends on the decision they may
arrive at, and there is no necessity and very lhttle inducement
to them to come to any. Whoever, in an otherwise popular
government, has no vote, and no prospect of obtamning it, will
either be a permanent malcontent, or will feel as one whom the
general affairs of society do not concern; for whom they are to
be managed by others; who “ has no business with the laws
except to obey them,” nor with public interests and concerns
except as a looker-on. What he will know or care about them
from this position may partly be measured by what an average
woman of the middle class knows and cares about politics,
compared with her husband or brothers.

Independently of all these considerations, it is a personal in-
justice to withhold from any one, unless for the prevention of
greater evils, the ordinary privilege of having his voice reckoned
in the disposal of affairs in which he has the same interest as
other people. If he is compelled to pay, if he may be compelled
to fight, if he is required imphcitly to obey, he should be legally
entitled to be told what for; to have his consent asked, and his
opinion counted at its worth, though not at more than its worth.
There ought to be no pariahs in a full-grown and civilised nation;
no persons disqualified, except through their own default.
Every one is degraded, whether aware of it or not, when other
people, without consulting him, take upon themselves unlimited
power to regulate his destiny. And even in a much more im-
proved state than the human mind has ever yet reached, it is
not in nature that they who are thus disposed of should meet
with as fair play as those who have a voice. Rulers and ruling
classes are under a necessity of considering the interests and
wishes of those who have the suffrage; but of those who are
excluded, it is in their option whether they will do so or not, and,
however honestly disposed, they are in general too fully occupied
with things which they must attend to, to have much room in
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their thoughts for anything which they can with impunity
disregard. No arrangement of the suffrage, therefore, can be
permanently satisfactory in which any person or class is peremp-
torily excluded; in which the electoral privilege is not open to
all persons of full age who desire to obtain it.

There are, however, certain exclusions, required by positive
reasons, which do not conflict with this principle, and which,
though an evil in themselves, are only to be got rid of by the
cessation of the state of things which requires them. I regard
it as wholly inadmissible that any person should participate
in the suffrage without being able to read, write, and, I will add,
perform the common operations of arithmetic. Justice demands,
even when the suffrage does not depend on it, that the means
of attaining these clementary acquirements should be within
the reach of every person, either gratuitously, or at an expense
not exceeding what the poorest who earn their own living can
afford. If this were really the case, people would no more think
of giving the suffrage to a man who could not read, than of
giving it to a child who could not speak; and it would not be
society that would exclude him, but his own laziness. When
society has not performed its duty, by rendering this amount of
instruction accessible to all, there is some hardship in the case,
but it is a hardship that ought to be borne. If society has
neglected to discharge two solemn obligations, the more im-
portant and more fundamental of the two must be fulfilled first:
universal teaching must precede universal enfranchisement.
No one but those n whom an a priorz theory has silenced common
sense will maintain that power over others, over the whole com-
munity, should be imparted to people who have not acquired
the commonest and most essential requisites for taking care of
themselves; for pursuing intelligently their own interests, and
those of the persons most nearly allied to them. This argument,
doubtless, might be pressed further, and made to prove much
more. It would be eminently desirable that other things
besides reading, writing, and arithmetic could be made necessary
to the suffrage; that some knowledge of the conformation of the
earth, its natural and political divisions, the elements of general
lnstory, and of the history and institutions of their own country,
could be required from all electors. But these kinds of know-
ledge, however indispensable to an intelligent use of the suffrage,
are not, in this country, nor probably anywhere save in the
Northern United States, accessible to the whole people; nor
does there exist any trustworthy machinery for ascertaining
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whether they have been acquired or not. The attempt, at
present, would lead to partiality, chicanery, and every kind
of fraud. It is better that the suffrage should be conferred
indiscriminately, or even withheld indiscriminately, than that
it should be given to one and withheld from another at the
discretion of a public officer. In regard, however, to reading,
writing, and calculating, there need be no difficulty. It would
be easy to require from every one who presented himself for
registry that he should, in the presence of the registrar, copy a
sentence from an English book, and perform a sum in the rule of
three; and to secure, by fixed rules and complete publicity, the
honest application of so very simple a test. This condition,
therefore, should in all cases accompany universal sufirage; and
it would, after a few years, exclude none but those who cared
so little for the privilege, that their vote, if given, would not in
general be an indication of any real political opinion.

It is also important, that the assembly which votes the taxes,
erther general or local, should be elected exclusively by those who
pay something towards the taxes imposed. Those who pay no
taxes, disposing by their votes of other people’s money, have
every motive to be lavish and none to economise. As far as
money matters are concerned, any power of voting possessed by
them is a violation ot the fundamental principle of free govern-
ment; a severance of the power of control from the interest
in its beneficial exercise. It amounts to allowing them to put
their hands into other people’s pockets for any purpose which
they think fit to call a public one; which in some of the great
towns of the United States 15 known to have produced a scale
of local taxation onerous beyond example, and wholly borne by
the wealthier classes. That representation should be co-exten-
sive with taxation, not stopping short of it, but also not going
beyond it, is in accordance with the theory of British institutions.
But to reconcile this, as a condition annexed to the representa-
tion, with universality, it is essential, as it is on many other
accounts desirable, that taxation, in a visible shape, should
descend to the poorest class. In this country, and in most
others, there is probably no labouring family which does not

contribute to the indirect taxes, by the purchase of tea, coffee,
sugar, not to mention narcotics or stimulants. But this mode
of defraying a share of the public expenses 1s hardly felt: the
payer, unless a person of education and reflection, does not
identify his interest with a low scale of public expendxture as
closely as when money for its support is demanded directly
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from himself; and even supposing him to do so, he would
doubtless take care that, however lavish an expenditure he
might, by his vote, assist in imposing upon the government,
it should not be defrayed by any additional taxes on the articles
which he himself consumes. It would be better that a direct
tax, in the simple form of a capitation, should be levied on every
grown person in the community; or that every such person
should be admitted an elector on allowing himself to be rated
extra ordinem to the assessed taxes; or that a small annual
payment, rising and falling with the gross expenditure of the
country, should be required from every registered elector;
that so every one might feel that the money which he assisted
mn voting was partly his own, and that he was interested in
keeping down its amount,

However this may be, I regard it as required by first prin-
ciples, that the reccipt of parish relief should be a peremptory
disqualification for the franchise. He who cannot by his labour
suffice for his own support has no claim to the privilege of
helping himself to the money of others. By becoming dependent
on the remaining members of the community for actual sub-
sistence, he abdicates his claim to equal nghts with them in other
respects. Those to whom he is indebted for the continuance of
his very existence may justly claim the exclusive management
of those common concerns, to which he now brings nothing, or
less than he takes away. As a condition of the franchise, a term
should be fixed, say five years previous to the registry, during
which the applicant’s name has not been on the parish books as
a recipient of relief. To be an uncertified bankrupt, or to have
taken the benefit of the Insolvent Act, should disqualify for the
franchise until the person has paid his debts, or at least proved
that he is not now, and has not for some long period been,
dependent on eleemosynary support. Non-payment of taxes,
when so long persisted in that it cannot have arisen from inad-
vertence, should disqualify while it lasts. These exclusions are
not in their nature permanent. They exact such conditions
only as all are able, or ought to be able, to fulfil if they choose.
They leave the suffrage accessible to all who are in the normal
condition of a human being: and if any one has to forego it, he
either does not care sufficiently for it to do for its sake what he
is already bound to do, or he is in a general condition of depres-
sion and degradation in which this shght addition, necessary for
the security of others, would be unfelt, and on emerging from
which, this mark of inferiority would disappear with the rest.
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In the long run, therefore (supposing no restrictions to exist
but those of which we have now treated), we might expect that
all, except that (it is to be hoped) progressively diminishing
class, the recipients of parish relief, would be in possession of
votes, so that the suffrage would be, with that slight abatement,
universal. That it should be thus widely expanded 1s, as we
have seen, absolutely necessary to an enlarged and elevated
conception of good government. Yet in this state of things, the
great majority of voters, in most countries, and emphatically in
this, would be manual labourers; and the twofold danger, that
of too low a standard of political intelligence, and that of class
legislation, would still exist in a very perilous degree. It
remains to be seen whether any means exist by which these evils
can be obviated.

They are capable of being obviated, if men sincerely wish 1t;
not by any artificial contrivance, but by carrying out the natural
order of human hife, which recommends itself to every one in
things in which he has no interest or traditional opinion running
counter to it. In all human affairs, every person directly
interested, and not under positive tutelage, has an admitted
claim to a voice, and when his exercise of 1t is not inconsistent
with the safety of the whole, cannot justly be excluded from 1t.
But though every one ought to have a voice—that every one
should have an equal voice is a totally different proposition.
When two persons who have a joint interest in any business
differ in opinion, does justice require that both opinions should
be held of exactly equal value? If, with equal virtue, one is
superior to the other in knowledge and intelligence—or if, with
equal intelligence, one excels the other in virtue—the opinion,
the judgment, of the higher moral or intellectual being is worth
more than that of the inferior: and if the institutions of the
country virtually assert that they are of the same value, they
assert a thing which isnot. One of the two, as the wiser or better
man, has a claim to superior weight: the diffliculty is in ascertain-
ing which of the two 1t is; a thing impossible as between indi-
viduals, but, taking men in bodies and in numbers, it can be
done with a certain approach to accuracy. There would be no
pretence for applying this doctrine to any case which could with
reason be considered as one of individual and private right. In
an affair which concerns only one of two persons, that one is
entitled to follow his own opinion, however much wiser the other
may be than himself. But we are speaking of things which
equally concern them both; where, if the more ignorant does
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not yield his share of the matter to the guidance of the wiser
man, the wiser man must resign his to that of the more ignorant.
Which of these modes of getting over the difficulty is most for
the interest of both, and most conformable to the general fitness
of things? If it be deemed unjust that either should have to
give way, which injustice is greatest? that the better judgment
should give way to the worse, or the worse to the better?

Now, national affairs are exactly such a joint concern, with the
difference, that no one nceds ever be call>d upon for a complete
sacrifice of his own opinion. It can always be taken into the
calculation, and counted at a certain figure, a higher figure
being assigned to the suffrages of those whose opinion is entitled
to greater weight. There is not, in this arrangement, anything
necessarily invidious to those to whom it assigns the lower
degrees of influence. Entire exclusion from a voice in the
common concerns is one thing: the concession to others of a
more potential voice, on the ground of greater capacity for the
management of the joint interests, is another. The two things
are not merely different, they are incommensurable. Every
one has a right to feel insulted by being made a nobody, and
stamped as of no account at all. No one but a fool, and only a
fool of a peculiar description, feels offended by the acknowledg-
ment that there are others whose opinion, and even whose wish,
1s entitled to a greater amount of consideration than his. To
have no voice in what are partly his own concerns is a thing
which nobody willingly submits to; but when what is partly his
concern is also partly another’s, and he feels the other to under-
stand the subject better than himself, that the other’s opinion
should be counted for more than his own accords with his
expectations, and with the course of things which in all other
affairs of life he is accustomed to acquiesce in. It is only neces-
sary that this superior influence should be assigned on grounds
which he can comprehend, and of which he is able to perceive the
justice.

I hasten to say that I consider it entirely inadmissible, unless
as a temporary makeshift, that the superiority of influence
should be conferred in consideration of property. I do not
deny that property is a kind of test; education in most countries,
though anything but proportional to riches, is on the average
better in the richer half of society than in the poorer. But the
criterion is so imperfect; accident has so much more to do than
merit with enabling men to rise in the world; and it is so impos-
sible for any one, by acquiring any amount of instruction, to
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make sure of the corresponding rise in station, that this founda-
tion of electoral privilege is always, and will continue to be,
supremely odious. To connect plurahty of votes with any
pecuniary qualification would be not only objectionable in itself,
but a sure mode of discrediting the principle, and making its
permanent maintenance impracticable. The Democracy, at
least of this country, are not at present jealous of personal
superiority, but they are naturally and must justly so of that
which is grounded on mere pecuniary circumstances. The only
thing which can justify reckoning one person’s opinion as
equivalent to more than one is individual mental superiority;
and what is wanted is some approximate means of ascertaining
that. If there existed such a thing as a really national education
or a trustworthy system of general examination, education might
be tested directly. In the absence of these, the nature of a
person’s occupation is some test. An employer of labour is on
the average more intelligent than a labourer; for he must
labour with his head, and not solely with his hands. A foreman
is generally more intelligent than an ordinary labourer, and a
labourer in the skilled trades than in the unskilled. A ba.ker,
merchant, or manufacturer is likely to be more intelligent than
a tradesman, because he has larger and more complicated
interests to manage. In all these cases it is not the having
merely undertaken the superior function, but the successful
performance of it, that tests the qualifications; for which
reason, as well as to prevent persons from engaging nominally
n an occupation for the sake of the vote, it would be proper to
require that the occupation should have been persevered in for
some length of time (say three years). Subject to some such
condition, two or more votes might be allowed to every person
who exercises any of these superior functions. The liberal pro-
fessions, when really and not nominally practised, imply, of
course, a still higher degree of instruction; and wherever a
sufficient examination, or any serious conditions of education,
are required before entering on a profession, its members could
be admitted at once to a plurality of votes. The same rule
might be applied to graduates of universities; and even to those
who bring satisfactory certificates of having passed through the
course of study required by any school at which the higher
branches of knowledge are taught, under proper securities that
the teaching is real, and not a mere pretence. The “local ” or
““middle class” examination for the degree of Associate, so
laudably and public-spiritedly established by the Universities
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of Oxford and Cambridge, and any similar ones which may be
instituted by other competent bodies (provided they are fairly
open to all comers), afford a ground on which plurality of votes
might with great advantage be accorded to those who have
passed the test. All these suggestions are open to much dis-
cussion in the detail, and to objections which it is of no use to
anticipate. The time is not come for giving to such plans a
practical shape, nor should I wish to be bound by the particular
proposals which I have made. But it is to me evident, that in
this direction hes the true ideal of representative government;
and that to work towards it, by the best practical contrivances
which can be found, is the path of real pohtical improvement.

if it be asked to what length the principle admits of being
carried, or how many votes might be accorded to an individual
on the ground of superior qualifications, I answer, that this is
not in itself very material, provided the distinctions and grada-
tions are not made arbitrarily, but are such as can be understood
and accepted by the general conscience and understanding.
But it is an absolute condition not to overpass the limit pre-
scribed by the fundamental principle laid down in a former
chapter as the condition of excellence in the constitution of a
representative system. The plurality of votes must on no
account be carned so far that those who are privileged by it,
or the class (if any) to which they mamly belong, shall outweigh
by means of it all the rest of the community. The distinction
in favour of education, right in itself, is further and strongly
rccommended by its preserving the educated from the class
legislation of the uneducated; but it must stop short of enabling
them to practise class legislation on their own account. Let me
add, that I consider it an absolutely necessary part of the
plurality scheme that it be open to the poorest individual in the
community to claim its privileges, if he can prove that, in spite
of all difficulties and obstacles, he is, in point of intelligence,
entitled to them. There ought to be voluntary examinations
at which any person whatever might present himself, might
prove that he came up to the standard of knowledge and ability
laid down as sufficient, and be admitted, in consequence, to the
plurality of votes. A privilege which is not refused to any one
who can show that he has realised the conditions on which in
theory and principle it is dependent would not necessarily be
repugnant to any one’s sentiment of justice: but it would cer-
tainly be so, if, while conferred on general presumptions not
always infallible, it were denied to direct proof.
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Plural voting, though practised in vestry elections and those
of poor-law guardians, is so unfamiliar in elections to Parliament
that it is not hkely to be soon or willingly adopted: but as the
time will certainly arrive when the only choice will be between
this and equal universal suffrage, whoever does not desire the
last, cannot too soon begin to reconcile himself to the former.
In the meantime, though the suggestion, for the present, may
not be a practical one, it will serve to mark what is best in prin-
ciple, and enable us to judge of the eligibility of any indirect
means, either existing or capable of being adopted, which may
promote 1n a less perfect manner the same end. A person may
have a double vote by other means than that of tendering two
votes at the same hustings; he may have a vote in each of two
different constituencies: and though this exceptional privilege
at present belongs rather to superiority of means than of intelli-
gence, I would not abolish it where it exists, since until a truer
test of education is adopted it would be unwise to dispense with
even so imperfect a one as is afforded by pecuniary circumstances.
Means might be found of giving a further extension to the
privilege, which would connect it in a more direct manner with
superior education. In any future Reform Bill which lowers
greatly the pecuniary conditions of the suffrage, it might be
a wise provision to allow all graduates of universities, all persons
who have passed creditably through the higher schools, all
members of the liberal professions, and perhaps some others, to
be registered specifically in those characters, and to give their
votes as such in any constituency in which they choose to
register; retaining, in addition, their votes as simple citizens in
the locahities in which they reside.

Until there shall have been devised, and until opinion is
willing to accept, some mode of plural voting which may assign
to education, as such, the degree of superior influence due to 1t,
and sufficient as a counterpoise to the numerical weight of the
least educated class; for so long the benefits of completely
universal suffrage cannot be obtained without bringing with
them, as it appears to me, a chance of more than equivalent
evils. It is possible, indeed (and this is perhaps one of the
transitions through which we may have to pass in our progress
to a really good representative system), that the barriers which
restrict the suffrage might be entirely levelled in some particular
constituencies, whose members, consequently, would be returned
principally by manual labourers; the existing electoral qualifica-
tion being maintained elsewhere, or any alteration in it being
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accompanied by such a grouping of the constituencies as to
prevent the labouring class from becoming preponderant in
Parliament. By such a compromise, the anomalies in the repre-
sentation would not only be retained, but augmented: this
however is not a conclusive objection; for if the country does
not choose to pursue the right ends by a regular system directly
leading to them, it must be content with an irrcgular makeshift,
as being greatly preferable to a system free from irregularities,
but regularly adapted to wrong ends, or in which some ends
equally necessary with the others have been left out. Itis a
far graver objection, that this adjustment is incompatible with
the intercommunity of local constituencies which Mr. Hare’s
planrequires; thatunder it every voter would remain imprisoned
within the one or more constituencies in which his name is
registered, and unless willing to be represented by one of the
candidates for those localities, would not be represented at all.
So much importance do I attach to the emancipation of those
who already have votes, but whose votes are useless, because
always outnumbered; so much should I hope from the natural
influence of truth and reason, if only secured a hearing and a
competent advocacy—that I should not despair of the operation
even of equal and universal suffrage, if made real by the propor-
tional representation of all minorities, on Mr. Hare’s principle.
But if the best hopes which can be formed on this subject
were certainties, I should still contend for the principle of plural
voting. I do not propose the plurality as a thing in 1tself unde-
sirable, which, like the exclusion of part of the community from
the suffrage, may be temporarily tolerated while necessary to
prevent greater evils. I do not look upon equal voting as
among the things which are good in themselves, provided they
can be guarded against inconveniences. I look upon it as only
relatively good; less objectionable than inequality of privilege
grounded on irrelevant or adventitious circumstances, but in
principle wrong, because recognising a wrong standard, and
exercising a bad influence on the voter’s mind. It is not useful,
but hurtful, that the constitution of the country should declare
ignorance to be entitled to as much political power asknowledge.
"The national institutions should place all things that they are
concerned with before the mind of the citizen in the light in
which it is for his good that he should regard them: and as it is
for his good that he should think that every one is entitled to
some influence, but the better and wiser to more than others, it is
important that this conviction should be professed by the State,



Extension of the Suffrage 289

and embodied in the national institutions. Such things con-
stitute the sperit of the institutions of a country: that portion
of their influence which is least regarded by common, and
especially by English, thinkers; though the institutions of evervy
country, not under great positive oppression, produce more
effect by their spirit than by any of their direct provisions, since
by it they shape the national character. The American institu-
tions have imprinted strongly on the American mind that any
one man (with a white skin) is as good as any other; and it is
felt that this false creed is nearly connected with some of the
more unfavourable points 11 American character. It is not a
small mischief that the constitution of any country should
sanction this creed; for the belief in it, whether express or tacit,
1s almost as detrimental to moral and intellectual excellence as
any effect which most forms of government can produce.

It may, perhaps, be said, that a constitution which gives equal
influence, man for man, to the most and to the least instructed,
is nevertheless conducive to progress, because the appeals con-
stantly made to the less instructed classes, the exercise given to
their mental powers, and the exertions which the more instructed
are obliged to make for enlightening their judgment and ridding
them of errors-and prejudices, are powerful stimulants to their
advance in intelligence. That this most desirable effect really
attends the admission of the less educated classes to some, and
even to a large share of power, I admit, and have already
strenuously maintained. But theory and experience alike
prove that a counter current sets in when they are made the
possessors of all power. Those who arc supreme over every-
thing, whether they be One, or Few, or Many, have no longer
need of the arms of reason: they can make their mere will
prevail; and those who cannot be resisted are usually far too
well satisfied with their own opinions to be willing to change
them, or listen without impatience to any one who tells them that
they are in the wrong. The position which gives the strongest
stimulus to the growth of intelligence is that of rising into power,
not that of having achieved it; and of all resting- points,
temporary or permanent, in the way to ascendancy, the one
which develops the best and highest qualities is the position of
those who are strong enough to make reason prevail, but not
strong enough to prevail against reason. This is the position in
which, according to the principles we have laid down, the rich
and the poor, the much and the little educated, and all the other
classes and denominations which divide society between them,
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ought as far as practicable to be placed. And by combining this
principle with the otherwise just one of allowing superiority of
weight to superiority of mental qualitics, a political constitution
would realise that kind of relative perfection which is alone
compatible with the complicated nature of human affairs.

In the preceding argument for universal, but graduated
suffrage, I have taken no account of difference of sex. I con-
sider it to be as entirely irrelevant to political rights as difference
in height or in the colour of the hair. All human beings have
the same interest in good government; the welfare of all is alike
aficcted by 1t, and they have equal need of a voice in it to secure
their share of its benefits. If there be any difference, women
require it more than men, since, being physically weaker, they are
more dependent on law and society for protection. Mankind
have long since abandoned the only premises which will support
the conclusion that women ought not to have votes. No one
now holds that women should be in personal servitude; that
they should have no thought, wish, or occupation, but to be
the domestic drudges of husbands, fathers, or brothers. It is
allowed to unmarried, and wants but little of being conceded
to married women, to hold property, and have pecuniary and
business interests, in the same manner as men. It is considered
suitable and proper that women should think, and write, and be
teachers. As soon as these things are admitted, the political
disqualification has no principle to rest on. The whole mode of
thought of the modern world is with increasing emphasis pro-
nouncing against the claim of society to decide for individuals
what they are and are not fit for, and what they shall and shall
not be allowed to attempt. If the principles of modern politics
and political economy are good for anything, it is for proving
that these points can only be rightly judged of by the individuals
themselves: and that, under complete freedom of choice, wher-
ever there are real diversities of aptitude, the great number
will apply themselves to the things for which they are on the
average fittest, and the exceptional course will only be taken by
the exceptions. Either the whole tendency of modern social
improvements has been wrong, or it ought to be carried out to the
total abolition of all exclusions and disabilities which close any
honest employment to a human being.

But it is not even necessary to maintain so much in order to
prove that women should have the suffrage. Were it as right,
as it is wrong, that they should be a subordinate class, confined to
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domestic occupations and subject to domestic authority, they
would not the less require the protection of the suffrage to secure
them from the abuse of that authority. Men, as well as women,
do not need political rights in order that they may govern, but in
order that they may not be misgoverned. The majority of the
male sex are, and will be all their lives, nothing else than labourers
in corn-fields or manufactories; but this does not render the
sufirage less desirable for them, nor their claim to it less irre-
sistible, when not likely to make a bad use of it. Nobody
pretends to think that woman would make a bad use of the
suffrage. The worst that is said is that they would vote as mere
dependents, at the bidding of their male relations. 1f it be so,
so letit be. If they think for themselves, great good will be done,
and if they do not, no harm. It is a bencfit to human beings
to take off their fetters, even if they do not desire to walk. It
would already be a great improvement in the moral position of
women to be no longer declared by law incapable of an opinion,
and not entitled to a preference, respecting the most important
concerns of humanity. There would be some benefit to thein
individually in having something to bestow which their male
relatives cannot exact, and are yet desirous to have. It would
also be no small benefit that the husband would necessarily dis-
cuss the matter with his wife, and that the vote would not be his
exclusive affair, but a joint concern. People do not sufficiently
consider how markedly the fact that she is able to have some
action on the outward world independently of him raises her
dignity and value in a vulgar man’s eyes, and makes her the
object of a respect which no personal qualities would ever obtain
for one whose social existence he can entirely appropriate. The
vote itself, too, would be improved in quality. The man would
often be obliged to find honest reasons for his vote, such as might
induce a more upright and impartial character to serve with him
under the same banner. The wife’s influence would often keep
him true to his own sincere opinion. Often, indeed, it would be
used, not on the side of public principle, but of the personul
interest or worldly vanity of the family. But wherever this
would be the tendency of the wife’s influence, it is exerted to
the full already in that bad direction; and with the more
certainty, since under the present law and custom she is generally
too utter a stranger to politics in any sense in which they involve
principle to be able to realise to herself that there is a point of
honour in them, and most people have as little sympathy in the
point of honour of others, when their own is not placed in the
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same thing, as they have in the religious feelings of those whose
religion differs from theirs. Give the woman a vote, and she
comes under the operation of the political point of honour. She
learns to look on politics as a thing on which she is allowed to
have an opinion, and in which if one has an opinion it ought to be
acted upon; she acquires a sense of personal accountability in
the matter, and will no longer feel, as she does at present, that
whatever amount of bad influence she may exercise, if the man
can but be persuaded, all 1s right, and his responsibility covers
all. It is only by being herself encouraged to form an opinion,
and obtain an intelligent comprehension of the reasons which
ought to prevail with the conscience against the temptations of
personal or family intcrest, that she can ever cease to act as a
disturbing force on the political conscience of the man. Her
indirect agency can only be prevented from being politically
misthievous by being exchanged for direct.

1 have supposed the right of suffrage to depend, as in a good
state of things it would, on personal conditions. Where it
depends, as in this and most other countries, on conditions of
property, the contradiction is even more flagrant. There is
something more than ordinarily irrational in the fact that when
a woman can give all the guarantees required from a male
elector, independent circumstances, the position of a house-
holder and head of a family, payment of taxes, or whatever may
be the conditions imposed, the very principle and system of a
representation based on property is set aside, and an exception-
ally personal disqualification is created for the mere purpose of
excluding her. When it is added that in the country where this
is done a woman now reigns, and that the most glorious ruler
whom that country ever had was a woman, the picture of
unreason, and scarcely disguised injustice, is complete. Let us
hope that as the work proceeds of pulling down, one after another,
the remains of the mouldering fabric of monopoly and tyranny,
tlus one will not be the last to disappear; that the opinion of
Bentham, of Mr. Samuel Bailey, of Mr. Hare, and many other of
the most powerlul political thinkers of this age and country (not
to speak of others), will make its way to all minds not rendered
obdurate by selfishness or inveterate prejudice; and that, before
the lapse of another generation, the accident of sex, no more
than the accident of skin, will be deemed a sufficient justification
for depriving its possessor of the equal protection and just
privileges of a citizen.
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CHAPTER IX
SHOULD THERE BE TWO STAGES OF ELECTION?

IN some representative constitutions the plan has been adopted
of choosing the members of the representative body by a double
process, the primary electors only choosing other electors, and
these electing the member of parliament. This contrivance
was probably intended as a slight impediment to the full sweep
of popular feeling; giving the suffrage, and with it the complete
ultimate power, to the Many, but compelling them to exercise it
through the agency of a comparatively few, who, 1t was supposed,
would be less moved than the Demos by the gusts of popular
passion; and as the electors, being already a select body, might
be expected to exceed in intellect and character the common
level of their constituents, the choice made by them was thought
Ikely to be more careful and enlightened, and would in any case
be made under a greater feeling of responsibility, than election
by the masses themselves. This plan of filtering, as it were, the
popular suffrage through an intermediate body admits of a very
plausible defence; since it may be said, with great appearance of
reason, that less intellect and instruction are required for judging
who among our neighbours can be most safely trusted to choose
a member of parliament, than who is himself fittest to be one.
In the first place, however, if the dangers incident to popular
power may be thought to be in some degree lessened by this
indirect arrangement, so also are its benefits; and the latter
eftect is much more certain than the former. To enable the
system to work as desired, it must be carried into effect in the
spirit in which it is planned; the electors must use the suffrage
in the manner supposed by the theory, that is, each of them must
not ask himself who the member of parliament should be, but
only whom he would best like to choose one for him. It is
evident that the advantages which indirect is supposed to have
over direct election require this disposition of mind in the voter,
and will only be realised by his taking the doctrine au sérieux,
that his sole business is to choose the choosers, not thé member
himself. The supposition must be, that he will not occupy his
thoughts with political opinions and measures, or political men,
but will be guided by his personal respect for some private indi-
vidual, to whom he will give a general power of attorney to act
for hirr;. Now if the primary electors adopt this view of their
L 4%
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position, one of the principal uses of giving them a vote at all is
defeated: the political function to which they are called fails of
developing public spirit and political intelligence; of making
public affairs an object of interest to their feelings and of exercise
to their faculties. The supposition, moreover, involves incon-
sistent conditions; for if the voter feels no interest in the final
result, how or why can he be expected to feel any in the process
which leads to it? To wish to have a particular individual for
his representative in parliament is possible to a person of a very
moderate degree of virtue and intelligence; and to wish to choose
an elector who will elect that individual is a natural consequence:
but for a person who does not care who is elected, or feels bound
to put that consideration in abeyance, to take any interest what-
ever in merely naming the worthiest person to clect another
according to his own judgment, implies a zeal for what is right
in the abstract, an habitual principle of duty for the sake of duty,
which is possible only to persons of a rather high grade of culti-
vation, who, by the very possession of 1t, show that they may be,
and deserve to be, trusted with political power in a more direct
shape. Of all public functions which it is possible to confer on
the poorer members of the commumty this surely is the least
calculated to kindle their feelings, and holds out least natural
inducement to care for it, other than a virtuous determination
to discharge conscientiously whatever duty one has to perform:
and 1if the mass of electors cared enough about political affairs to
set any value on so hmited a participation in them, they would
not be likely to be satisfied without one much more extensive.

In the next place, admitting that a person who, from his
narrow range of cultivation, cannot judge well of the qualfica-
tions of a candidate for parliament may be a sufficient judge
of the honesty and general capacity of somebody whom he may
depute to choose a member of larliament for him; I may
remark, that if the voter acquiesces in this estimate of his capa-
bilities, and really wishes to have the choice made for him by
a person in whom he places reliance, there is no need of any
constitutional provision for the purpose; he has only to ask
this confidential person privately what candidate he had better
vote for. In that case the two modes of election coincide in
their result, and every advantage of indirect election is obtained
under direct. The systems only diverge in their operation, if we
suppose that the voter would prefer to use his own judgment
in the choice of a representative, and only lets another choose
for him because the law does not allow him a more direct mode
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of action. But if this be his state of mind; if his will dves not
go along with the limita..on which the law imposes, and he
desires to make a direct choice, he can do so notwithstanding
the law. He has only to choose as elector a known partisan of
the candidate he prefers, or some one who will pledge himself
to vote for that candidate. And this is so much the natural
working of election by two stages that, except in a condition
of complete political indifference, it can scarcely be expected
to act otherwise. It is in this way that the election of the
President of the United States practically takes place. Nomin-
ally, the election is indirect: the population at large does not
vote for the President; it votes for electors who choose the
President. But the electors are always chosen under an express
engagement to vote for a particular candidate: nor does a
citizen ever vote for an elector because of any preference for the
man; he votes for the Lincoln ticket, or the Breckenridge ticket.
It must be remembered that the electors are not chosen in order
that they may search the country and find the fittest person
in it to be President, or to be a member of : arliament. There
would be something to be said for the practice if this were so:
but it is not so; nor ever will be until mankind in general are of
opinion, with Plato, that the proper person to be entrusted with
power is the person most unwilling to acceptit.  The electors are
to make choice of one of those who have offered themselves as
candidates: and those who choose the electors already know
who these are. If there is any political activity in the country,
all electors, who care to vote at all, have made up their minds
which of these candidates they would like to have; and will make
that the sole consideration in giving their vote. The partisans
of each candidate will have their list of electors ready, all pledged
to vote for that individual; and the only question practically
asked of the primary elector will be which of these hists he will
support.

The case in which election by two stages answers well in
practice 15 when the electors are not chosen solely as electors,
but have other important functions to discharge, which precludes
their being selected solely as delegates to give a particular vote.
This combination of circumstances exemplifies itself in another
American institution, the Senate of the United States. That
assembly, the Upper House, as it were, of Congress, is considered
to represent not the people directly, but the States as such, and
to be the guardian of that portion of their sovereign rights which
they have not alienated. As the internal sovereignty of each
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State is, by the nature of an equal federation, cqually sacred
whatever be the size or importance of the State, each returns to
the Senate the same number of members (two), whether it be
little Delaware or the “ Empire State” of New York. These
members are not chosen by the population, but by the State
Legislatures, themselves elected by the people of each State;
but as the whole ordinary business of a legislative assembly,
internal legislation and the control of the executive, devolves
upon these bodies, they are elected with a view to those objects
more than to the other; and in naming two persons to represent
the State in the Federal Senate they for the most part exercise
their own judgment, with only that general reference to public
opinion necessary in all acts of the government of a democracy.
The elections, thus made, have proved eminently successful,
and are conspicuously the best of all the elections in the United
States, the Senate invariably consisting of the most distinguished
men among those who have made themselves sufficiently known
in public Iife. After such an example, it cannot be said that
indirect popular election is never advantageous. Under certain
conditions 1t is the very best system that can be adopted. But
those conditions are hardly to be obtained in practice, except
in a federal government like that of the United States, where
the election can be entrusted to local bodies whose other functions
extend to the most important concerns of the nation. The only
bodies in any analogous position which exist, or are likely to
exist, in this country are the municipalities, or any other boards
which have been or may be created for similar local purposes.
Few persons, however, would think it any improvement in our
parliamentary constitution if the members for the City of
London were chosen by the Aldermen and (Common Council,
and those for the borough of Marylebone avowedly, as they
already are virtually, by the vestries of the component parishes.
Lven if those bodies, considered merely as local boards, were far
less objectionable than they are, the qualities that would fit
them for the limited and peculiar duties of municipal or parochial
adileship are no guarantee of any special fitness to judge of the
comparative qualifications of candidates for a seat in Farlia-
ment. They probably would not fulfil this duty any better
than it is fulhlled by the inhabitants voting directly; while,
on the other hand, if fitness for electing members of Parliament
had to be taken into consideration in selecting persons for the
office of vestrymen or town councillors, many of those who
are fittest for that more limited duty would inevitably be
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excluded from it, if only by the necessity there would be of
choosing persons whose sentiments in general politics agreed
with those of the voters who elected them. The mere indirect
political influence of town-councils has already led to a con-
siderable perversion of municipal elections from their intended
purpose, by making them a matter of party politics. If it
were part of the duty of a man’s book-keeper or steward to
choose his physician, he would not be likely to have a better
medical attendant than if he chose one for himself, while he would
be restricted in his choice of a steward or book-keeper to such as
might without too great danger to his health be entrusted with
the other office.

It appears, therefore, that every benefit of indirect election
which 15 attainable at all is attainable under direct; that such
of the benefits expected from it, as would not be obtained under
direct election, will just as much fail to be obtained under
indirect; while the latter has considerable disadvantages peculiar
to itself. The mere fact that it is an additional and superfluous
wheel in the machinery is no trifling objection. Its decided
inferiority as a means of cultivating public spirit and political
intelligence has already been dwelt upon: and if it had any
effective operation at all—that is, if the primary electors did
to any extent leave to their nominees the selection of their
parliamentary representative — the voter would be prevented
from identifying himself with his member of Parliament, and
the member would feel a much less active sense of responsibility
to his constituents. In addition to all this, the comparatively
small number of persons in whose hands, at last, the election ot
a member of Parliament would reside, could not but afford great
additional facilities to intrigue, and to every form of ccrruption
compatible with the station in life of the electors. The con-
stituencies would universally be reduced, in point of conveniences
for bribery, to the condition of the small boroughs at present.
It would be sufficient to gain over a small number of persons to
be certain of being returned. If it be said that the electors would
be responsible to those who elected them, the answer is obvious,
that, holding no permanent office, or position in the public eye,
they would risk nothing by a corrupt vote except what they
would care little for, not to be appointed electors again: and
the main reliance must still be on the penalties for bribery, the
insufficiency of which reliance, in small constituencies, experience
has made notorious to all the world. The evil would be exactly
proportional to the amount of discretion left to the chosen
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electors. The only case in which they would probably be afraid
to employ their vote for the promotion of their personal interest
would be when they were elected under an express pledge, as
mere delegates, to carry, as it were, the votes of their constituents
to the hustings. The moment the double stage of election began
to have any effect, it would begin to have a bad effect. And
this we shall find true of the principle of indirect election how-
ever applied, except in circumstances similar to those of the
election of Senators in the United States.

The best which could be said for this political contrivance is
that in some states of opinion it might be a more practicable
expedient than that of plural voting for giving to every member
of the community a vote of some sort, without rendering the
mere numerical majority predominant in [arhament: as, for
instance, if the present constituency of this country were in-
creased by the addition of a numerous and select portion of
the labouring classes, elected by the remainder. Circumstances
might render such a scheme a convenient mode of temporary
compromise, but it does not carry out any principle sufficiently
thoroughly to be likely to recommend itself to any class of
thinkers as a permanent arrangement.

CHAPTER X
OF THE MODE OF VOTING

THE question of greatest moment in regard to modes of voting
is that of secrecy or publicity; and to this we will at once address
ourselves.

It would be a great mistake to make the discussion turn on
sentimentalities about skulking or cowardice. Secrecy 1s justi-
fiable in many cases, imperative in some, and it is not cowardice
to seek protection against evils which are honestly avoidable.
Nor can it be reasonably maintained that no cases are conceiv-
able in which secret voting is preferable to public. But I must
contend that these cases, in affairs of a political character, are
the exception, not the rule.

The present is one of the many instances in which, as T have
already had occasion to remark, the spirit of an institution, the
impression it makes on the mind of the citizen, is one of the most
important parts of its operation. The spint of vote by ballot—
the interpretation likely to be put on it in the mind of an
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elector—is that the suffrage is given to him for himself; for his
particular use and benefit, and not as a trust for the public.
For if it is indeed a trust, if the public are entitled to his vote,
are not they entitled to know his vote? This false and pernicious
impression may well be made on the generality, since it has been
made on most of those who of late years have been conspicuous
advocates of the ballot. The doctrine was not so understood by
its earlier promoters; but the effect of a doctrine on the mind is
best shown, not in those who form it, but in those who are
formed by it. Mr. Bright and his school of democrats think
themselves greatly concerned in maintaining that the franchise
is what they term a right, not a trust. Now this one idea,
taking root in the general mind, does a moral mischief outweigh-
ing all the good that the ballot could do, at the highest possible
estimate of it. In whatever way we define or understand the
idea of a right, no person can have a right (except in the purely
legal sense) to power over others: every such power, which he 1s
allowed to possess, is morally, in the fullest force of the term,
a trust. But the exercise of any political function, either as an
elector as or a representative, is power over others. Those who
say that the suffrage is not a trust but a nght will scarcely
accept the conclusions to which their doctrine leads. If it is a
right, if it belongs to the voter for his own sake, on what ground
can we blame him for selling it, or using it to recommend him-
self to any one whom it is his interest to please? A person is not
expected to consult exclusively the public benefit in the use he
makes of his house, or his three per cent. stock, or anything else
to which he really has a right.  The suffrage is indeed due to him,
among other reasons, as a means to his own protection, but
only against treatment from which he is equally bound, so far
as depends on his vote, Lo protect every one of his fellow-citizens.
His vote is not a thing mn which he has an option; it has no more
to do with his personal wishes than the verdict of a juryman. It
is strictly a matter of duty; he is bound to give it according to
his best and most conscientious opinion of the public good.
Whoever has any other idea of it is unfit to have the suffrage;
its effect on him is to pervert, not to elevate his mind. Instead
of opening his heart to an exalted patriotism and the obligation
of public duty, it awakens and nourishes in him the disposition
to use a public function for his own interest, pleasure, or caprice;
the same feelings and purposes, on a humbler scale, which actuate
a despot and oppressor. Now an ordinary citizen in any public
position, or on whom there devolves any social function, is



300 Representative Government

certain to think and feel, respecting the obligations it imposes
on him, exactly what society appears to think and fcel in con-
ferring it. What seems to be expected from him by society
forms a standard which he may fall below, but which he will
seldom rise above. And the interpretation which he is almost
sure to put upon secret voting is that he is not bound to give
his vote with any reference to those who are not allowed to
know how he gives it; but may bestow it simply as he feels
inclined.

This is the decisive reason why the argument does not hold,
from the use of the ballot in clubs and private societies, to its
adoption in parhamentary elections. A member of a club is
really, what the elector falsely believes himself to be, under no
obligation to consider the wishes or intercsts of any one else.
He declares nothing by his vote but that he is or is not willing
to associate, in a manner more or less close, with a particular
person. This is a matter on which, by universal admission,
his own pleasure or inclination is entitled to decide: and that
he should be able so to decide it without risking a quarrel is
best for everybody, the rejected person included. An additional
reason renderg the ballot unobjectionable in these cases is
that it does not necessarily or naturally lead to lying. The
persons concerned are of the same class or rank, and it would be
considered improper in one of them to press another with
questions as to how he had voted. It is far otherwise in parlia-
mentary elections, and is hikely to remain so, as long as the social
relations exist which produce the demand for the ballot; as
long as one person is sufficiently the superior of another to
think himself entitled to dictate his vote. And while this is
the case, silence or an evasive answer is certain to be construed
as proof that the vote given has not been that which was desired.

In any political election, even by universal suffrage (and still
more obviously in the case of a restricted suffrage), the voter is
under an absolute moral obligation to consider the interest of
the public, not his private advantage, and give his vote, to the
best of his judgment, exactly as he would be bound to do if he
were the sole voter, and the clection depended upon him alone.
This being admitted, 1t is at least a prima facie consequence
that the duty of voting, like any other public duty, should be
performed under the eye and criticism of the public; every one
of whom has not only an interest in its performance, but a good
title to consider himself wronged if it is performed otherwise than
honestly and carefully. Undoubtedly neither this nor any other
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maxim of political morality is absolutely inviolable; it may be
overruled by still more cogent consitlerations. But its weight
is such that the cases which admit of a departure from it must
be of a strikingly exceptional character.

It may, unquestionably, be the fact that if we attempt, by
publicity, to make the voter responsible to the public for his
vote, he will practically be made responsible for it to some
powerful individual, whose interest is more opposed to the
general interest of the community than that of the voter him-
self would be if, by the shield of secrecy, he were released from
responsibility altogether. \When this is the condition, in a high
degree, of a large proportion of the voters, the ballot may be
the smaller'evil. When the voters are slaves, anything may
be tolerated which enables them to throw off the yoke. The
strongest case for the ballot is when the mischievous power of
the Few over the Many is increasing. In the decline of the
Roman republic the reasons for the ballot were irresistible. The
oligarchy was yearly becoming richer and more tyrannical, the
people poorer and more dependent, and it was necessary to erect
stronger and stronger barriers against such abuse of the franchise
as rendered it but an instrument the more in the hands of un-
principled persons of consequence. As little can it be doubted
that the ballot, so far as it existed, had a beneficial operation in
the Athenian constitution. Even in the least unstable of the
Grecian commonwealths freedom might be for the time destroyed
by a single unfairly obtained popular vote; and though the
Athenian voter was not sufficiently dependent to be habitually
coerced, he might have been bribed, or intimidated by the law-
less outrages of some knot of individuals, such as were not un-
common even at Athens among the youth of rank and fortunc.
The ballot was in these cases a valuable instrument of order,
and conduced to the Eunomia by which Athens was distinguished
among the ancient commonwealths.

But in the more advanced states of modern Europe, and
especially in this country, the power of coercing voters has de-
clined and is dechining; and bad voting is now less to be appre-
hended from the influences to which the voter 1s subject at the
hands of others than from the sinister interests and discreditable
feelings which belong to himself, either individually or as a
member of a class. To secure him against the first, at the cost
of removing all restraint from the last, would be to exchange
a smaller and a diminishing evil for a greater and increasing one.

On this topic, and on the question generally, as applicable to
*L 482
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England at the present date, I have, in a pamphlet on Parlia-
mentary Reform, expressed myself in terms which, as I do not
feel that I can improve upon, I will venture here to transcribe.

“Thirty years ago it was still truc that in the election of
members of I'arliament the main evil to be guarded against
was that which the ballot would exclude—coercion by landlords,
employers, and customers. At present, I conceive, a much
greater source of evil is the selfishness, or the selfish partialities,
of the voter himself. A base and mischievous vote is now, I
am convinced, much oftener given from the voter’s personal
interest, or class interest, or some mean feeling in his own mind,
than from any fear of consequences at the hands of others:
and to these influences the ballot would enable him %o yield him-
self up, free from all sense of shame or responsibility.

¢ In times not long gone by, the higher and nicher classes were
in complete possession of the government. Their power was
the master grievance of the country. The habit of voting at
the bidding of an employer, or of a landlord, was so firmly estab-
lished, that hardly anything was capable of shaking it but a
strong popular enthusiasm, seldom known to exist but in a
good cause. A vote given in opposition to those influences was
therefore, in general, an honest, a public-spirited vote; but in
any case, and by whatever motive dictated, 1t was almost sure
to be a good vote, for it was a vote against the monster evil,
the over-ruling influence of oligarchy. Could the voter at that
time have been enabled, with safety to himself, to exercise his
privilege freely, even though neither honestly nor mtelligently,
it would have been a great gain to reform; for it would have
broken the yoke of the then ruling power in the country—the
power which had created and which maintained all that was
bad in the institutions and the administration of the State—
the power of landlords and boroughmongers.

“ The ballot was not adopted; but the progress of circum-
stances has done and is doing more and more, 1n this respect,
the work of the ballot. Both the political and the social state
of the country, as they affect this question, have greatly changed,
and are changing every day. The higher classes are not now
masters of the country. A person must be blind to all the signs
of the times who could think that the middle classes are as
subservient to the higher, or the working classes as dependent on
the higher and middle, as they were a quarter of a century ago.
The events of that quarter of a century have not only taught
each class to know its own collective strength, but have put
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the individuals of a lower class in a condition to show a much
bolder front to those of a higher. In a majonty of cases, the
vote of the electors, whether in opposition to or in accordance
with the wishes of their superiors, is not now the effect of
coercion, which there are no longer the same means of applying,
but the expression of their own personal or political partialities.
The very vices of the present electoral system are a proof of this.
The growth of bribery, so loudly complained of, and the spread
of the contagion to places formerly free from it, are evidence
that the local influences are no longer paramount; that the
electors now vote to please themselves, and not other people.
There is, no doubt, in counties, and in the smaller boroughs,
a large amount of servile dependence still remaining; but the
temper of the times is adverse to it, and the force of events is
constantly tending to diminish it. A good tenent can now fecl
that he is as valuable to his landlord as his landlord is to him;
a prosperous tradesman can afford to feel independent of any
particular customer. At every election the votes are more and
more the voter’s own. It is their minds, far more than their
personal circumstances, that now require to be emancipated.
They are no longer passive instruments of other men’s will—
—mere organs for putting power into the hands of a controlling
oligarchy. The electors themselves are becoming the oligarchy.

‘ Exactly 1n proportion as the vote of the elector is deter-
mined by his own will, and not by that of somebody who is his
master, his position is similar to that of a member of Parliament,
and publicity is indispensable. So long as any portion of the
community are unrepresented, the argument of the Chartists
against ballot in conjunction with a restricted suffrage is un-
assailable. The present electors, and the bulk of those whom
any probable Reform Bill would add to the number, are the
middle class; and have as much a class interest, distinct from
the working classes, as landlords or great manufacturers. Were
the suffrage extended to all skilled labourers, even these would,
or might, still have a class interest distinct from the unskilled.
Suppose 1t extended to all men—suppose that what was formerly
called by the misapplied name of universal suffrage, and now
by the silly utle of manhood suffrage, became the law; the
voters would still have a class interest, as distinguished from
women. Suppose that there were a question betore the Legis-
lature specially affecting women; as whether women should be
allowed to graduate at Universities; whether the mild penalties
inflicted on ruffians who beat their wives daily almost to death’s
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door should be exchanged for something more effectual; or
suppose that any one should propose in the British P’arliament,
what one State after another in America is enacting, not by a
mere law, but by a provision of their revised Constitutions—that
married women should have a right to their own property.
Are not a man’s wife and daughters entitled to know whether
he votes for or against a candidate who will support these
propositions?

‘It will of course be objected that these arguments derive
all their weight from the supposition of an unjust state of the
suffrage: That if the opinion of the non-electors is hkely to
make the elector vote more honestly, or more beneficially, than
he would vote if left to himself, they are more fit to be electors
than he is, and ought to have the franchise: That whoever is
fit to influence electors is fit to be an elector: That those to
whom voters ought to be responsible should be themselves
voters; and being such, should have the safeguard of the ballot
to shield them from the undue influence of powerful individuals
or classes to whom they ought not to be responsible.

“This argument is specious, and I once thought it con-
clusive. It now appears to me fallacious. All who are fit
to influence electors are not, for that reason, fit to be them-
selves electors. This last is a much greater power than the
former, and those may be ripe for the minor political function
who could not as yet be safely trusted with the superior.
The opinions and wishes of the poorest and rudest class of
labourers may be very useful as one influence among others
on the minds of the voters, as well as on those of the Legis-
lature; and yet it might be highly mischievous to give them
the preponderant influence by admitting them, in their present
state of morals and intelligence, to the full exercise of the
suffrage. It is precisely this indirect influence of those who have
not the suffrage over those who have which, by its progressive
growth, softens the transition to every fresh extension of the
franchise, and is the means by which, when the time is ripe, the
extension is peacefully brought about. But there is another
and a still deeper consideration, which should never be left out
of the account in political speculations. The notion is 1tself un-
founded, that publicity, and the sense of being answerable to the
public, are of no use unless the public are qualified to form a
sound judgment. It is a very superficial view of the utility of
public opinion tn sappose that it does good only when it
succeeds in enforcing a servile conformity to itself. To be
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under the eyes of others—to have to defend oneself to others—
is never more important than to those who act in opposition
to the opinion of others, for it obliges them to have sure ground
of their own. Nothing has so steadying an influence as working
against pressure. Unless when under the temporary sway of
passionate excitement, no one will do that which he expects to
be greatly blamed for, unless from a preconceived and fixed
purpose of his own; which is always evidence of a thoughtful
and deliberate character, and, except in radically bad men,
generally proceeds from sincere and strong personal convictions.
Even the bare fact of having to give an account of their conduct
is a powerful inducement to adhere to conduct of which at least
some decent account can be given. If any one thinks that the
merc obligation of preserving decency is not a very considerable
check on the abuse of power, he has never had his attention
called to the conduct of those who do not feel under the necessity
of observing that restraint. Publicity 1s inappreciable, even
when it does no more than prevent that which can by no possi-
bility be plausibly defended — than compel deliberation, and
force every one to determine, before he acts, what he shall say
if called to account for his actions.

“ But, if not now (it may be said), at least hereafter, when all
are fit to have votes, and when all men and women are admitted
to vote in virtue of their fitness; then thcere can no longer be
danger of class legislation; then the electors, being the nation,
can have no interest apart from the general interest: even if
individuals still vote according to private or class inducements,
the majority will have no such inducement; and as there will
then be no non-clectors to whom they ought to be responsible,
the effect of the ballot, excluding none but the sinister influences,
will be wholly beneficial.

“ Even in this I do not agree. I cannot think that even if the
people were fit for, and had obtained, universal suffrage, the
ballot would be desirable. First, because it could not, in such
circumstances, be supposed to be needful. Let us only conceive
the state of things which the hypothesis implies; a people
universally educated, and every grown-up human being possessed
of a vote. If, even when only a small proportion are electors,
and the majority of the population almost uneducated, public
opinion is already, as every one now sees that it is, the ruling
power in the last resort; 1t is a chimera to suppose that over
a community who all read, and who all have votes, any power
could be exercised by landlords and rich people against their
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own inclination which it would be at all difficult for them to
throw off. But though the protection of secrecy would then be
needless, the control of publicity would be as needful as ever.
The universal observation of mankind has been very fallacious
if the mere fact of being one of the community, and not being
in a position of pronounced contrariety of interest to the public
at large, is enough to ensure the performance of a pubhc duty,
without either the stimulus or the restraint derived from the
opinion of our fellow-creatures. A man’s own particular share
of the public interest, even though he may have no private
interest drawing him 1n the opposite direction, is not, as a general
rule, found sufficient to make him do his duty to the public
without other external inducements. Neither can it be admitted
that even if all had votes they would give their votes as honestly
in secret as in public. The proposition that the electors when
they compose the whole of the community cannot have an n-
terest in voting against the interest of the community will be
found on examination to have more sound than meaning in it.
Though the community as a whole can have (as the terms imply)
no other interest than its collective interest, any or every
individual in it may. A man’s interest consists of whatever he
takes an interest in. Everybody has as many different interests
as he has feelings; likings or dislikings, either of a selfish or of
a better kind. It cannot be said that any of these, taken by
itself, constitutes ‘his interest;’ he is a good man or a bad
according as he prefers one class of his interests or another.
A man who is a tyrant at home will be apt to sympathise with
tyranny (when not exercised over himself): he will be almost
certain not to sympathise with resistance to tyranny. An
envious man will vote against Aristides because he is called the
Just. A selfish man will prefer even a trifling individual benefit
to his share of the advantage which his country would derive
from a good law; because interests peculiar to himself are
those which the habits of his mind both dispose him to dwell on,
and make him best able to estimate. A great number of the
electors will have two sets of preferences—those on private and
those on public grounds. The last are the only ones which the
elector would bke to avow. The best side of their character
is that which people are anxious to show, even to those who are
no better than themselves. People will give dishonest or mean
vates from lucre, from malice, from pique, from personal rivalry,
even from the interests or prejudices of class or sect, more
readily in secret than in public. And cases exist—they may
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come to be more frequent—in which almost the only restraint
upon a majority of knaves consists in their involuntary respect
for the opinion of an honest minority. In such a case as that of
the repudiating States of North America, 1s there not some check
to the unprincipled voter in the shame of looking an honest man
in the face? Since all this good would be sacrificed by the ballot,
even in the circumstances most favourable to it, a much stronger
case is requisite than can now be made out for its necessity (and
the case is continually becoming still weaker) to make its adoption
desirable.” !

On the other debateable points connected with the mode of
voting it is not necessary to expend so many words. The
system of personal representation, as organised by Mr. Hare,
renders necessary the employment of vosing papers. But it
appears to me indispensable that the signature of the elector
should be affixed to the paper at a public polling place, or if
there be no such place conveniently accessible, at some office
open to all the world, and in the presence of a responsible public
officer. The proposal which has been thrown out of allowing
the voting papers to be filled up at the voter’s own residence, and
sent by the post, or called for by a public officer, I should regard
at fatal. The act would be done in the absence of the salutary
and the presence of all the pernicious influences. The briber
might, in the shelter of privacy, behold with his own eyes his
bargain fulfilled, and the intimidator could see the extorted
obedience rendered irrevocably on the spot; while the beneficent
counter-influence of the presence of those who knew the voter’s
real sentiments, and the mspiring effect of the sympathy of
those of his own party or opinion, would be shut out.?

1 T houghts on Parltamentary Reform, 2nd ed pp. 32-36.

2 This expedient has been recommended, both on the score of saving
expense, and on that of obtaining the votes of many electors who other-
wise would not vote, and who are regarded by the advocates of the plan
as a particularly desirable class of voters The scheme has been carried
into practice 1n the election of poor-law guardians, and its success in that
instance is appealed to in favour of adopting it in the more important
case of voting for a member of the Legislature. But the two cases appear
to me to differ in the point on which the benefits of the expedient depend.
In a local election for a special kind of administrative business, which
consists mainly in the dispensation of a public fund, 1t 1s an object to prevent
the choice from being exclusively in the hands of those who actively concern
themselves about 1t; for the public interest which attaches to the eiection
being of a limited kind, and in most cases not very great in degree, the
disposition to make themselves busy in the matter is apt to be in a great
measure confined to persons who hope to turn their activity to their own
private advantage; and 1t may be very desirable to render the intervention
of other people as little onerous to them as possible, if only for the purpose
of swamping these private interests. But when the matter in hand is
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The polling places should be so numerous as to be within easy
reach of every voter; and no expenses of conveyance, at the
cost of the candidate, should be tolerated under any pretext.
The infirm, and they only on medical certificate, should have
the right of claiming suitable carriage conveyance, at the cost
of the State, or of the locality. Hustings, poll clerks, and all
the necessary machinery of elections, should be at the public
charge. Not only the candidate should not be required, he
should not be permitted, to incur any but a limited and trifling
expense for his election. Mr. Hare thinks it desirable that a
sum of £50 should be required from every one who places his
name on the list of candidates, to prevent persons who have
no chance of success, and no real mntention of attempting it,
from becoming candidates in wantonness or from mere love of
notoriety, and perhaps carrying off a few votes which are needed
for the return of more serious aspirants. There is one expense
which a candidate or his supporters cannot help incurring, and
which it can hardly be expected that the public should defray
for every one who may choose to demand it; that of making
his claims known to the electors, by advertisements, placards,
and circulars. Tor all necessary expenses of this kind the £s0
proposed by Mr. Hare, if allowed to be drawn upon for these
purposes (it might be made froo if requisite), ought to be
sufficient. If the friends of the candidate choose to go to expense
for committees and canvassing there are no means of preventing
them; but such expenses out of the candidate’s own pocket, or
any expenses whatever beyond the deposit of f50 (or f100),
should be illegal and punishable. If there appeared any likeli-
hood that opinion would refuse to connive at falsehood, a de-
claration on oath or honour should be required from every
member on taking his seat that he had not expended, nor would
expend, money or money’s worth beyond the {50, directly or

the great business of national government, mn which every one must take
an interest who cares for anything out of himself, or who cares even for
himself intelligently, it 1s much rather an object to prevent those from
voting who are indifferent to the subject, than to induce them to vote by
any other means than that of awakening their dormant minds. The voter
who does not care enough about the election to go to the poll, is the very
man who, 1f he can vote without that small trouble, will give his vote to
the first person who asks for it, or on the most trifling or frivolous induce-
ment. A man who does not care whether he votes, is not likely to care
much which way he votes; and he who 1s 1n that state of mind has no
moral right to vote at all; since, if he does so, a vote which is not the
expression of a conviction, counts for as much, and goes as far in deter-
mining the result, as one which represents the thoughts and purposes of a
life.”—Thoughts, etc., p. 39.
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indirectly, for the purposes of his election; and if the assertion
were proved to be false or the pledge to have been broken, he
should be liable to the penalties of perjury. It is probable that
those penalties, by showing that the Legislature was in earnest,
would turn the course of opinion in the same direction, and would
hinder it from regarding, as it has hitherto done, this most
serious crime against society as a venial peccadillo. When once
this effect has been produced, there need be no doubt that the
declaration on oath or honour would be considered binding.:
“Opinion tolerates a false disclaimer, only when it already
tolerates the thing disclaimed.” This is notoriously the case
with regard to electoral corruption. Therc has never yet been,
among political men, any real and serious attempt to prevent
bribery, because there has been no real desire that elections
should not be costly. Their costliness is an advantage to those

1 Several of the witnesses before the Committee of the House of Commons
m 1860, on the operation of the Corrupt Practices Prevention Act, some of
them of great practical experience 1n election matters, were favourable
(either absolutely or as a last resort) to the principle of requiring a declara-
tion from members of Parliament; and were of opinion that, it supported
by penalties, 1t would be, to a great degree, eflectual (Lvidence, pp 46,
54-7, 67, 123, 198-202, 208 ) The Chief Commissioner of the Walkefield
Inquiry said (in reference certainly to a different proposal),  If they see
that the Legislature 1s earnest upon the subject, the machinery will
work. . . I am quite sure that if some personal stigma were applied
upon conviction of bribery, 1t would change the current of public opinion ”
(pp. 26 and 32). A distinguished member of the Committee (and of the
present Cabinet) seemed to think 1t very objectionable to attach the penal-
ties of perjury to a merely promissory as distinguished from an assertory
oath; but he was reminded, that the oath taken by a witness in a court
of justice is a promissory oath. and the rejoinder (that the witness’s
promise relates to an act to be done at once, while the member’s would be
a promise for all future time) would only be to the purpose, 1f 1t could
be supposed that the swearer might forget the obligation he had entered
into, or could possibly violate 1t unawares: contingencies which, 1n a case
Like the present, are out of the question.

A more substantial difficulty 1s that one of the forms most frequently
assumed by election expenditure 1s that of subscriptions to local charities,
or other local objects; and it woild be a strong measure to enact that
money should not be given in charity, within a place, by the member for it.
When such subscriptions are bona fide, the popularity which may be
derived from them 1s an advantage which it seems hardly possible to denv
to superior riches. But the greatest part of the mischiet consists in the
fact that money so contributed 1s employed in bribery, under the euphe-
mistic name of keeping up the member’s interest To guard against this,
1t should be part of the member’s promissory declaration, that all sums
expended by him in the place, or for any purpose connected with it or with
any of its inhabitants (with the exception perhaps of his own hotel expenses),
should pass through the hands of the election auditor, and be by him (and
not by the member himself or his friends) applied to 1ts declared purpose.

The principle of making all lawful expenses of elections a charge not
upon the candidate, but upon the locality, was upheld by two of the best
witnesses (pp. 20, 65-70, 277).2
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who can afford the expense, by excluding a multitude of com-
petitors; and anything, however noxious, is cherished as having
a conservative tendency if it limits the access to Parliament
to rich men. This is a rooted feeling among our legislators of
both political parties, and is almost the oniy pomnt on which I
believe them to be really ill-intentioned. They care compara-
tively little who votes, as long as they feel assured that none
but persons of their own class can be voted for. They know
that they can rely on the fellow-feeling of one of their class with
another, while the subservience of nouveaux enrichis, who are
knocking at the door of the class, is a still surer reliance; and
that nothing very hostile to the class interests or feelings of
the rich need be apprehended under the most democratic
suffrage as long as democratic persons can be prevented from
being elected to Parhament. But, even from their own point
of view, this balancing of evil by evil, instead of combining good
with good, is a wretched policy. The object should be to bring
together the best members of both classes, under such a tenure
as shall induce them to lay aside their class preferences, and
pursue jointly the path traced by the common interest; instead
of allowing the class feelings of the Many to have full swing in
the constituencies, subject to the impediment of having to act
through persons imbued with the class feelings of the Few.
There is scarcely any mode in which political institutions
are more morally mischievous—work greater evil through their
spirit—than by representing political functions as a favour to be
conferred, a thing which the depositary is to ask for as desiring
it for himself, and even pay for as 1f it were designed for his
pecuniary benefit. Men are not fond of paying large sums for
leave to perform a laborious duty. Plato had a much juster
view of the conditions of good government when he asserted
that the persons wha should be sought out to be invested with
political power are those who are personally most averse to it,
and that the only motive which can be relied on for inducing the
fittest men to take upon themselves the toils of government is
the fear of being governed by worse men. What must an elector
think, when he sces three or four gentlemen, none of them pre-
viously observed to be lavish of their money on projects of dis-
interested beneficence, vying with one another in the sums they
expend to be enabled to write M.P. after their names? Ts it
likely he will suppose that it is for Ais interest they incur all this
cost? And if he forms an uncomplimentary opinion of their
part in the affair, what moral obligation is he likely to feel as
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to his own? DPoliticians are fond of treating it as the dream
of enthusiasts that the electoral body will ever be uncorrupt:
truly enough, until they are willing to become so themselves:
for the electors, assuredly, will take their moral tone from the
candidates. So long as the elected member, 1n any shape or
manner, pays for his seat, all endeavours will fail to make the
business of election anything but a selfish bargain on all sides.
‘“ So long as the candidate himself, and the customs of the world,
seem to regard the function of a member of ’arliament less as a
duty to be discharged than a personal favour to be solicited, no
effort will avail to implant in an ordinary voter the feeling that
the election of a member of Parliament is also a matter of duty,
and that he is not at liberty to bestow his vote on any other
consideration than that of personal fitness.”

The same principle which demands that no payment of money
for election purposes should be either required or tolerated on
the part of the person elected dictates another conclusion,
apparently of contrary tendency, but really directed to the same
object. It negatives what has often been proposed as a means
of rendering Parliament accessible to persons of all ranks and
circumstances; the payment of members of Parliament. 1If, as
in some of our colonies, there are scarcely any fit persons who
can afford to attend to an unpaid occupation, the payment
should be an indemnity for loss of time or money, not a salary.
The greater latitude of choice which a salary would give is an
illusory advantage. No remuneration which any one would
think of attaching to the post would attract to it those who were
seriously engaged in other lucrative professions with a prospect
of succeeding in them. The business of a member of Parliament
would therefore become an occupation in itself; carried on, like
other professions, with a view chiefly to its pecuniary returns,
and under the demoralising influences of an occupation essen-
tially precarious. It would become an object of desire to adven-
turers of a low class; and 658 persons in possession, with ten
or twenty times as many in expectancy, would be incessantly
bidding to attract or retamn the suffrages of the electors, by
promising all things, honest or dishonest, possible or impossible,
and rivalling each other in pandering to the meanest feelings
and most ignorant prejudices of the vulgarest part of the crowd.
The auction between Cleon and the sausage-seller in Aristophanes
is a fair caricature of what would be always going on. Such an
institution would be a perpetual blister applied to the most
peccant parts of human nature. It amounts to offering 658
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prizes for the most successful flatterer, the most adroit mis-
leader, of a body of his fellow-countrymen. Under no despoti>m
has there been such an organised system of tillage for raising a rich
crop of vicious courtiership.! When, by reason of pre-emment
qualifications (as may at any time happen to be the case), it is
desirable that a person entirely without independent means,
either derived from property or from a trade or profession, should
be brought into Parliament to render services which no other
person accessible can rener as well, there is the resource of a
public subscription; he may be supported while in Parliament,
like Andrew Marvel, by the contributions of his constituents.
‘This mode is unobjectionable, for such an honour will never be
paid to mere subserviency: bodics of men do not care so much
for the difference between one sycophant and another as to go
to the expense of his maintenance ir: order to be flattered by that
particular individual.  Such a support will only be given in con-
sideration of striking and impressive personal quahties, which,
though no absolute proof of fitness to be a national representa-
tive, are some presumption of it, and, at all events, some
guarantez for the possession of an independent opinion and will.

CHAPTER XI
OF THE DURATION OF PARLIAMENTS

AFTER how long a term should members of Parliament be subject
to re-election? The principles involved are here very obvious;
the difficulty lies in their application. On the one hand, the
member ought not to have so long a tenure of his seat as to make
nim forget his responsibility, take his duties easily, conduct them
with a view to his own personal advantage, or neglect those free
and public conferences with his constituents which, whether he

' As Mr. Lorimer remarks, by creating a pecumary inducement to
persons of the lowest class to devote themselves to public affairs, the calling
of the demagogue would be formally mnaugurated Nothing 1s more to
be deprecated than maling it the private interest of a number of active
persons to urge the form of government in the direction of 1its natural
perversion. The indications which either a multitude or an individual
can give, when merely left to their own weaknesses, afford but a faint idea
of what those weaknesses would become when played upon by a thousand
Alatterers. 1f there were 658 places of certain, however moderate, emolu-
ment, to be gained by persuading the multitude that ignorance 1s as good
as knowledge, and better, it is terrible odds that they would believe and
act upon the lesson ""—(Article in Fraser's Magazine for April 1859, headed
‘“ Recent Writers on Reform ”’)
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agrees or differs with them, are one of the benefits of represcnta-
tive government. On the other hand, he should have such a
term of office to look forward to as will enable him to be judged,
not by a single act, but by his course of action. It is important
that he should have the greatest latitude of individual opinion
and discretion compatible with the popular control essential to
free government; and for this purpose it is necessary that the
control should be exercised, as in any case it is best exercised,
after sufficient time has been given him to show all the qualities
he possesses, and to prove that there is some other way than
that of a mere obedient voter and advocate of their opinions, by
which he can render himself in the eyes of his constituents a
desirable and creditable representative.

It is impossible to fix, by any umversal rule, the boundary
between these principles. Where the democratic power in the
constitution is weak or over-passive, and requires stimulation;
where the representative, on leaving his constituents, enters at
once into a courtly or aristocratic atmosphere, whose influences
all tend to deflect his course into a different direction from the
popular one, to tone down any democratic feelings which he may
have brought with him, and make him forget the wishes and
grow cool to the interests of those who chose I'im - the obligation
of a frequent return to them for a renewal of his commission is
indispensable to keeping his temper and character up to the right
mark. Even three years, in such circumstances, are almost too
long a period; and any longer term is absolutely inadmissible.
Where, on the contrary, democracy is the ascendant power,
and still tends to increase, requiring rather to be moderated in
its exercise than encouraged to any abnormal activity; where
unbounded publicity, and an ever-present newspaper press, give
the representative assurance that his every act will be imme-
diately known, discussed, and judged by his constituents, and
that he is always either gaining or losing ground in their estima-
tion; while by the same means the influence of their sentiments,
and all other democratic influences, are kept constantly alive and
active in his own mind—Iless than five years would hardly be a
sufficient period to prevent timid subserviency. The change
which has taken place in English politics as to all these features
explains why annual Parliaments, which forty years ago stood
prominently in front of the creed of the more advanced reformers,
are so little cared for and so scldom heard of at present. It
deserves consideration that, whether the term is short or long,
during the last year of it the members are in the position in which
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they would always be if Parliaments were annual: so that if the
term were very brief, there would virtually be annual Parlia-
ments during a great proportion of all time. As things now are,
the period of seven years, though of unnecessary length, is hardly
worth altering for any benefit hikely to be produced; especially
since the possibility, always impending, of an earher dissolution
keeps the motives for standing well with constituents always
before the member’s eyes.

Whatever may be the term most eligible for the duration of
the mandate, it might seem natural that the individual member
should vacate his seat at the expiration of that term from the
day of his election, and that there should be no general renewal
of the whole House. A great deal might be said for this system
if there were any practical object in recommending it. But it is
condemned by much stronger reasons than can be alleged in its
support. One is, that there would be no means of promptly
cetting rid of a majority which had pursued a course offensive to
the nation. The certainty of a general election after a limited,
which would often be a nearly expired, period, and the possi-
bility of it at any time when the munister either desires it for his
own sake, or thinks that it would make him popular with the
country, tend to prevent that wide divergence between the
feelings of the assembly and those of the constituency, which
might subsist indefinitely if the majority of the House had
always several years of their term still to run—if it received new
infusions drop by drop, which would be more likely to assume
than to modify the qualities of the mass they were joined to.
It is as essential that the general sense of the House should accord
in the main with that of the nation as it is that distinguished
individuals should be able, without forfeiting their seats, to give
free utterance to the most unpopular sentiments. There is
another reason, of much weight, against the gradual and partial
renewal of a representative assembly. It is useful that there
should be a periodical general muster of opposing forces, to
gauge the state of the national mind, and ascertain, beyond
dispute, the relative strength of different parties and opinions.
This is not done conclusively by any partial renewal, even where,
as in some of the French constitutions, a large fraction, a fifth or
a third, go out at once.

The reasons for allowing to the executive the power of dissolu-
tion will be considered in a subsequent chapter, relating to the
constitution and functions of the Executive in a repiesentative
governmenty .
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CHAPTER XII

OUGHT PLEDGES TO BE REQUIRED FROM MEMBERS
OF PARLIAMENT?

SHoULD a member of the legislature be bound by the instructions
of his constituents? Should he be the organ of their sentiments,
or of his own? their ambassador to a congress, or their profes-
sional agent, empowered not only to act for them, but to judge
for them what ought to be done? These two theories of the duty
of a legislator in a representative government have each its
supportcrs and each is therecognised doctrine of some representa-
tive governments. In the Dutch United Provinces, the members
of the States General were mere delegates; and to sur,h a length
was the doctrine carried, that when any important question
arose which had not been provided for in their instructions, they
had to refer back to their constituents, exactly as an ambassador
does to the government from which he 1s accredited. In this
and most other countries which possess representative con-
stitutions, law and custom warrant a member of ’arhament in
voting according to his opinion of right, however different from
that of his constituents: but there is a floating notion of the
opposite kind, which has considerable practical operation on
many minds, even of members of Parliament, and often makes
them, independently of desire for popularity, or concern for their
re-election, feel bound in conscience to let their conduct, on
questions on which their constituents have a decided opinion,
be the expression of that opinion rather than of their own.
Abstractedly from positive law, and from the historical traditions
of any particular people, which of these notions of the duty of a
representative is the true one?

Unlike the questions which we have hitherto treated, this is
not a question of constitutional legislation, but of what may
more properly be called constitutional morality—the ethics of
representative government. It does not so much concern
institutions, as the temper of mind which the electors ought to
bring to the discharge of their functions; the ideas which should
prevail as to the moral duties of an elector. For, let the system
of representation be what it may, it will be converted into one
of mere delegation 1f the electors so choose. As long as they are
free not to vote, and free to vote as they like, thev cannot be
prevented from making their vote depend on any condition they
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think fit to annex to it. By refusing to elect any one who will
not pledge himself to all their opinions, and even, if they please,
to consult with them before voting on any important subject not
foreseen, they can reduce their representative to their mere
mouthpiece, or compel him in honour, when no longer willing to
act in that capacity, to resign his seat. And since they have the
power of doing this, the theory of the Constitution ought to sup-
pose that they will wish to do it; since the very principle of con-
stitutional government requires it to be assumed that political
power will be abused to promote the particular purposes of the
holder; not because it always is so, but because such is the
natural tendency of things, to guard against which is the
especial use of free institutions. However wrong, therefore, or
however foolish, we may think it in the electors to convert their
representative mnto a delegate, that stretch of the electoral
privilege being a natural and not improbable one, the same pre-
cautions ought to be taken as if it were certain. We may hope
that the electors will not act on this notion of the use of the
suffrage; but a representative government needs to be so framed
that, even if they do, they shall not be able to effect what ought
not to be in the power of any body of persons—class legislation
for their own benefit.

When it is said that the question 1s only one of political
morality, this does not extenuate its importance. Questions
of constitutional morality are of no less practical moment than
those relating to the constitution itself. The very existence of
some governments, and all that renders others endurable, rests
on the practical observance of doctrines of constitutional
morality; traditional notions in the minds of the several con-
stituted authorities, which modify the use that might otherwise
be made of their powers. In unbalanced governments—pure
monarchy, pure aristocracy, pure democracy—such maxims are
the only barrier which restrains the government from the utmost
excesses In the direction of its characteristic tendency. In
imperfectly balanced governments, where some attempt is made
to set constitutional hmits to the impulses of the strongest power,
but where that power is strong enough to overstep them with
at least temporary impunity, it is only by doctrines of constitu-
tional morality, recognised and sustained by opinion, that any
regard at all is preserved for the checks and limitations of the
constitution. In well-balanced governments, in which the
supreme power is divided, and each sharer is protected against
the usurpations of the others in the only manner possible—
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namely, by being armed for defence with weapons as strong as
the others can wield for attack—the governmcent can only be
carried on by forbearance on all sides to exercise those extreme
powers, unless provoked by conduct equally extreme on the part
of some other sharer of power: and in this case we may truly
say that only by the regard paid to maxims of constitutional
morality is the constitution kept in existence. The question of
pledges is not one of those which vitally concern the existence
of representative governments; but it is very material to their
beneficial operation. The laws cannot prescribe to the electors
the principles by which they shall direct their choice; but it
makes a great practical difference by what principles they think
they ought to direct it. And the whole of that great question
is involved in the inquiry whether they should make it a con-
dition that the representative shall adhere to certain opinions
laid down for him by his constituents.

No reader of this treatise can doubt what conclusion, as to this
matter, results from the general principles which it professes.
We have from the first affirmed, and unvaryingly kept in view,
the co-equal importance of two great requisites of government:
responsibility to those for whose benefit political power ought
to be, and always professes to be, employed; and jointly there-
with to obtain, in the greatest measure possible, for the function
of government the benefits of superior intellect, trained by long
meditation and practical discipline to that special task. If this
second purpose is worth attaining, it is worth the necessary price.
Superior powers of mind and profound study are of no use if
they do not sometimes lead a person to different conclusions from
those which are formed by ordinary powers of mind without
study: and if it be an object to possess representatives in any
intellectual respect superior to average electors, it must be
counted upon that the representative will sometimes differ in
opinion from the majority of his constituents, and that when he
does, his opinion will be the oftenest right of the two. It follows
that the electors will not do wisely if they insist on absolute con-
formity to their opinions as the condition of his retaining his
seat.

‘The principle is, thus far, obvious; but there are real diffi-
culties in its application: and we will begin by stating them in
their greatest force. If it is important that the electors should
choose a representative more highly instructed than themselves,
it is no less necessary that this wiser man should be responsible
to them; in other words, they are the judges of the manner in
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which he fulfils his trust: and how are they to judge, except by
the standard of their own opinions? How are they even to
select him in the first instance but by the same standard? It
will not do to choose by mere brlliancy—by superiority of
showy talent. The tests by which an ordinary man can judge
beforehand of mere ability are very imperfect: such as they
are, they have almost exclusive reference to the arts of expres-
sion, and little or none to the worth of what is expressed.
The latter cannot be inferred from the former; and if the
electors are to put their own opinions in abeyance, what criterion
remains to them of the ability to govern well? Neither, if
they could ascertan, even infallibly, the ablest man, ought
they to allow him altogether to judge for them, without any
reference to their own opinions. The ablest candidate may be a
Tory and the electors Liberals; or a Liberal and they may be
Tories. The political questions of the day may be Church ques-
tions, and he may be a High Churchman or a Rationalist, while
they may be Dissenters or Evangelicals; and vice versa. His
abilities, in these cases, might only enable him to go greater
lengths, and act with greater effect, in what they may con-
scientiously believe to be a wrong course; and they may be
bound, by their sincere convictions, to think it more important
that their representative should be kept, on these points, to
what they deem the dictate of duty, than that they should be
represented by a person of more than average abilities. They
may also have to consider, not solely how they can be most
ably represented, but how their particular moral position and
mental pont of view shall be represented at all. The influence of
every mode of thinking which is shared by numbers ought to be
felt in the legislature: and the constitution being supposed to
have made due provision that other and conflicting modes of
thinking shall be represented likewise, to secure the proper
representation for their own mode may be the most important
matter which the electors on the particular occasion have to
attend to. In some cases, too, it may be necessary that the
representative should have his hands tied, to keep him true to
their interest, or rather to the public interest as they conceive
it. This would not be needful under a political system which
assured them an indefinite choice of honest and unprejudiced can-
didates; but under the existing system, in which the electors
are almost always obliged, by the expenses of election and the
general circumstances of society, to select their representative
from persons of a station in life widely different from theirs, and
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having a different class-interest, who will affirm that they ought
to abandon themselves to his discretion? Can we blame an
elector of the poorer classes, who has only the choice among two
or three rich men, for requiring from the one he votes for a Ppledge
to those measures which he considers as a test of emancipation
from the class - interests of the nch? It moreover always
happens to some members of the electoral body to be obliged to
accept the representative selected by a majority of therr own
side. But though a candidate of their own choosing would have
no chance, their votes may be necessary to the success of the one
chosen for them; and their only means of exerting their share
of influence on his subsequent conduct, may be to make theu
support of him dependent on his pledging himself to certain
conditions.

These considerations and counter - considerations are so in-
timately interwoven with one another; it is so important that
the electors should choose as their representatives wiser men than
themselves, and should consent to be governed according to that
superior wisdom, while it 1s impossible that conformity to their
own opinions, when they have opinions, should not enter largely
into their judgment as to who posscsses the wisdom, and how
far its presumed possessor has venfied the presumption by his
conduct; that it seems quite impracticable to lay down for the
elector any positive rule of duty: and the result will depend, less
on any exact prescription, or authorntative doctrine of political
morality, than on the general tone of mind of the electoral body,
in respect to the important requisite of deference to mental
superiority. Individuals, and peoples, who are acutely sensible
of the value of superior wisdom, are likely to recognise it, where
it exists, by other signs than thinking exactly as they do, and
even in spite of considerable differences of opinion: and when
they have recognised it they will be far too desirous to secure it,
at any admissible cost, to be prone to impose their own opinion
as a law upon persons whom they look up to as wiser than them-
selves. On the other hand, there is a character of mind which
does not look up to any one; which thinks no other person’s
opinion much better than its own, or nearly so good as that of a
hundred or a thousand persons like itself. Where this is the
turn of mind of the electors, they will elect no one who is not, or
at least who does not profess to be, the image of their own senti-
ments, and will continue him no longer than while he reflects
those sentiments in his conduct: and all aspirants to political
honours will endeavour, as Plato says in the * Gorgias,” to fashion
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themselves after the model of the Demos, and make themselves
as like to it as possible. It cannot be denied that a complete
democracy has a strong tendency to cast the sentiments of the
electors in this mould. Democracy is not favourable to the
reverential spirit. That it destroys reverence for mere social
position must be counted among the good, not the bad part of its
influences; though by doing this it closes the principal school of
reverence (as to merely human relations) which exists in society.
But also democracy, in its very essence, insists so much more
forcibly on the things in which all are entitled to be considered
equally, than on those in which one person is entitled to more
consideration than another, that respect for even personal
superiority is likely to be below the mark. It is for this, among
other reasons, I hold it of so much importance that the institu-
tions of the country should stamp the opinions of persons of a
more educated class as entitled to greater weight than those of
the less educated: and I should still contend for assigning
plurality of votes to authenticated superiority of education,
were it only to give the tone to public fecling, irrespective of any
direct political consequences.

When there does exist in the electoral body an adequate sense
of the extraordinary difference in value between one person and
another, they will not lack signs by which to distinguish the
persons whose worth for their purposes is the greatest. Actual
public services will naturally be the foremost indication: to have
filled posts of magnitude, and done important things in them, of
which the wisdom has been justified by the results; to have been
the author of measures which appear from their effects to have
been wisely planned; to have made predictions which have
been often verified by the event, seldom or never falsified by 1t;
to have given advice, which when taken has been followed by
good consequences, when neglected, by bad. There is doubtless
a large portion of uncertainty in these signs of wisdom; but we
are seeking for such as can be applied by persons of ordinary
discernment. They will do well not to rely much on any one
indication, unless corroborated by the rest; and, in their estima-
tion of the success or merit of any practical effort, to lay great
stress on the general opinion of disinterested persons conversant
with the subject matter. The tests which I have spoken of are
only applicable to tried men; among whom must be reckoncd
those who, though untried practically, have been tried specula-
tively; who, in public speech or in print, have discussed public
affairs in a manner which proves that they have given serious
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study to them. Such persons may, in the mere character of
political thinkers, have exhibited a considerable amount of the
same titles to confidence as those who have been proved in the
position of practical statesmen. When it is necessary to choose
persons wholly untried, the best criteria are, reputation for
ability among those who personally know them, and the con-
fidence placed and recommendations given by persons already
looked up to. By tests like these, constituencies who sufficiently
value mental ability, and eagerly seek for it, will generally
succeed in obtaining men beyond mediocrity, and often men
whom they can trust to carry on public affairs according to
their unfettered judgment; to whom it would be an affront
to require that they should give up that judgment at the
behest of their inferiors in knowledge. 1f such persons,
honestly sought, are not to be found, then indeed the elec-
tors are justified in taking other precautions; for they cannot
be expected to postpone their particular opinions, unless in
order that they may be served by a person of superior know-
ledge to their own. They would do well, indeed, even then, to
remember, that when once chosen, the representative, if he
devotes himself to his duty, has greater opportunities of correct-
ing an original false judgment than fall to the lot of most of his
constituents; a consideration which generally ought to prevent
them (unless compelled by necessity to choose some one whose
impartiality they do not fully trust) from exacting a pledge not
to change his opinion, or, if he does, to resign his seat. But
when an unknown person, not certified in unmistakable terms
by some high authority, is elected for the first time, the elector
cannot be expected not to make conformity to his own senti-
ments the primary requisite. It is enough if he does not regard
a subsequent change of those sentiments, honestly avowed, with
its grounds undisguisedly stated, as a peremptory reason for
withdrawing his confidence.

Even supposing the most tried ability and acknowledged
cminence of character in the representative, the private opinions
of the electors are not to be placed entirely in abeyance. Defer-
ence to mental superiority is not to go the length of self-annihila-
tion —abnegation of any personal opinion. But when the
difference does not relate to the fundamentals of politics,
however decided the elector may be in his own sentiments, he
ought to consider that when an able man differs from him there
is at least a considerable chance of his being in the wrong, and
that even if otherwise, it is worth while to give up his opiniop in
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things not absolutely essential, for the sake of the inestimable
advantage of having an able man to act for him in the many
matters in which he himself is not qualified to form a judgment.
In such cases he often endeavours to reconcile both wishes, by
inducing the able man to sacrifice his own opinion on the points
of difference: but, for the able man to lend himself to this com-
promise, is treason against his especial office; abdication of the
peculiar duties of mental superiority, of which it is one of the
most sacred not to desert the cause which has the clamour against
it, nor to deprive of his services those of his opmnions which need
them the most. A man of conscience and known abulity should
insist on full freedom to act as he in his own judgment deems
best; and should not consent to serve on any other terms. But
the electors are entitled to know how he means to act; what
opinions, on all things which concern his public duty, he intends
should guide his conduct. If some of these are unacceptable to
them, it 1s for him to satisfy them that he nevertheless deserves
to be their representative; and if they are wise, they will over-
look, in favour of his general value, many and great differences
between his opimons and their own. There are some differences,
however, which they cannot be expected to overlook. Whoever
feels the amount of interest in the government of his country
which befits a freeman, has some convictions on national affairs
which are hke his life-blood; which the strength of his belief in
their truth, together with the importance he attaches to them,
forbid him to make a subject of compromise, or postpone to the
judgment of any person, however greatly his superior. Such
convictions, when they exist in a people, or in any appreciable
portion of one, are entitled to influence in virtue of their mere
existence, and not solely in that of the probabihty of their being
grounded in truth. A people cannot be well governed in opposi-
tion to their primary notions of right, even though these may be
in some points erroneous. A correct estimate of the relation
which should subsist between governors and governed, does not
require the electors to consent to be represented by one who
intends to govern them in opposition to their fundamental con-
victions. If they avail themselves of his capacities of useful
service in other respects, at a time when the points on which he is
vitally at issue with them are not likely to be mooted, they are
justified in dismissing him at the first moment when a question
arises involving these, and on which there is not so assured a
majority for what they deem right as to make the dissent-
ing voice of that particular individual unimportant. Thus (I
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mention names to illustrate my meaning, not for any personal
application) the opinions supposed to be entertained by Mr.
Cobden and Mr. Bright on resistance to foreign aggression might
be overlooked during the Crimean war, when there was an over-
whelming national feeling on the contrary side, and might yet
very properly lead to their rejection by the electors at the time
of the Chinese quarrel (though 1n itself a more doubtful question),
because it was then for some time a moot point whether their
view of the case might not prevail.

As the general result of what precedes, we may affirm that
actual pledges should not be required, unless, from unfavourable
social circumstances or faulty institutions, the electors are so
narrowed in their choice as to be compelled to fix it on a person
presumptively under the influence of partialities hostile to their
interest: That they are entitled to a full knowledge of the
political opinions and sentiments of the candidate; and not only
entitled, but often bound, to reject one who differs from them-
selves on the few articles which are the foundation of their
political belief: That in proportion to the opinion they entertain
of the mental superiority of a candidate, they ought to put up
with his expressing and acting on opmions different from theirs
on any number of things not included in theirr fundamental
articles of belief: That they ought to be unremitting in their
search for a representative of such calibre as to be entrusted with
full power of obeying the dictates of his own judgment: That
they should consider it a duty which they owe to their fellow-
countrymen, to do their utmost towards placing men of this
quality in the legislature: and that it 1s of much greater im-
portance to themselves to be represented by such a man than
by one who professes agreement in a greater number of their
opinions: for the benefits of his ability are certain, while the
hypothesis of his being wrong and their being right on the
points of difference is a very doubtful one.

I have discussed this question on the assumption that the
electoral system, in all that depends on positive institution,
conforms to the principles laid down in the preceding chapters.
Even on this hypothesis, the delegation theory of representation
seems to me false, and its practical operation hurtful, though
the mischief would in that case be confined within certain
bounds. But if the securities by which I have endeavoured to
guard the representative principle are not recognised®by the
Constitution; if provision is not made for the representation of
minorities, nor any difference admitted in the numerical value of
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votes, according to some criterion of the amount of education
possessed by the voters; in that case no words can exaggerate
the importance in principle of leaving an unfettered discretion
to the representative; for it would then be the only chance,
under universal suffrage, for any other opinions than those of the
majority to be heard in Parliament. In that falsely called
democracy which is really the exclusive rule of the operative
classes, all others being unrepresented and unheard, the only
escape from class legislation in its narrowest, and political ignor-
ance in its most dangerous, form, would lie in such disposition as
the uneducated might have to choose educated representatives,
and to defer to thewr opinions. Some willingness to do this
might reasonably be expected, and everything would depend
upon cultivating it to the highest point. But, once invested
with political omnipotence, if the operative classes voluntarily
concurred in imposing in this or any other manner any consider-
able limitation upon their self-opinion and self-will, they would
prove themselves wiser than any class, possessed of absolute
power, has shown itself, or, we may venture to say, is ever hkely
to show itself, under that corrupting influence.

CHAPTER XIII
OF A SECOND CHAMBER

OF all topics relating to the theory of representative government,
none has been the subject of more discussion, especially on the
Continent, than what is known as the question of the Two
Chambers. It has occupied a greater amount of the attention of
thinkers than many questions of ten times its importance, and
has been regarded as a sort of touchstone which distinguishes
the partisans of limited from those of uncontrolled democracy.
For my own part, I set little value on any check which a Second
Chamber can apply to a democracy otherwise unchecked; and
I am inclined to think that if all other constitutional questions
are rightly decided, it is but of secondary importance whether
the Parliament consists of two Chambers, or ouly of one.

If there are two Chambers, they may either be of similar, or
of dissimilar composition. If of similar, both will obey the same
influcnces, and whatever has a majority in one of the Houses will
be likely to have it in the other. It is true that the necessity of
obtaining the consent of both to the passing of any measure may
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at times be a material obstacle to improvement, since, assuming
both the Houses to be representative, and equal in their numbers,
a number slightly exceeding a fourth of the entire representation
may prevent the passing of a Bill; while, if there is but one
House, a Bill is secure of passing if it has a bare majority. But
the case supposed is rather abstractedly possible than likely to
occur in practice. It will not often happen that of two Houses
similarly composed, one will be almost unanimous, and the other
nearly cqually divided: if a majority in one rejects a measure.
there will generally have been a large minority unfavourable to
it in the other; any improvement, therefore, which could be
thus impeded, would in almost all cascs be one which had not
much more than a simple majority in the entire body, and the

\
worst consequence that could ensue would be to delay for a
short time the passing of the measure, or give rise to a fresh
appeal to the eclectors to ascertan if the small majority in
Parliament corresponded to an effective one in the country.
The inconvenience of delay, and the advantages of the appcal
to the nation, might be regarded in this case as about equally
balanced.

Tattach little weight to the argument oftenest urged for having
two Chambers—to prevent precipitancy, and compel a second
dehberation; for it must be a very ill-constituted representative
assembly in which the estabhshed forms of business do not re-
quire many more than two deliberations. The consideration which
tells most, in my judgment, in favour of two Chambers (and this
I do regard as of some moment) is the evil effect produced upon
the mind of any holder of power, whether an individual or an
assembly, by the consciousness of having only themselves to
consult. It is important that no set of persons should, in great
affairs, be able, even temporarily, to make their sic volo prevail
without asking any one else for his consent. A majority in a
single assembly, when it has assumed a permanent character—
when composed of the same persons habitually acting together,
and always assured of victory in their own House— easily
becomes despotic and overweening, if released from the neces-
sity of considering whether its acts will be concurred in by
another constituted authority. The same reason which induced
the Romans to have two consuls makes it desirable there sho 1d
bz two Chambers: that neither of them may be exposed to the
corrupting influence of undivided power, even for the space of a
single year. One of the most indispensable requisites in the
pra.cticz;l conduct of politics, especially in the management of

M 482
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free institutions, is conciliation: a readiness to compromise; a
willingness to concede something to opponents, and te shape
good measures so as to be as little offensive as possible to persons
of opposite views; and of this salutary habit, the mutual give
and take (as it has been called) between two Iouses is a per-
petual school; useful as such even now, and its utiity would
probably be even more felt in a more democratic constitution
of the Legislature.

But the Houses need not both be of the same composition;
they may be intended as a check on one another. One being
supposed democratic, the other will naturally be constituted
with a view to 1ts being some restraint upon the democracy.
But its efficacy in this respect wholly depends on the social
support which 1t can command outside the House. An assembly
which does not rest on the basis of some great power in the
country is ineffectual against one which does. An aristocratic
House is only powerful in an aristocratic state of society. The
House of Lords was once the strongest power in our Constitutio ,
and the Commons only a checking body: but this was when
the Barons were almost the only power out of doors. I cannot
believe that, in a really democratic state of society, the House
of Lords would be of any practical value as a moderator of
democracy. When the force on one side 1s fecble in comparison
with that on the other, the way to give it effect is not to draw
both out in line, and muster their strength in open field over
against one another. Such tactics would ensure the utter defeat
of the less powerful. It can only act to advantage by not
holding itself apart, and compelling every one to declare himself
either with or against it, but taking a position among, rather
than in opposition to, the crowd, and drawing to itself the
elcments most capable of allying themselves with 1t on any given
point; not appearing at all as an antagonist body, to provoke a
general rally against 1t, but working as one of the elements in a
mixed mass, infusing 1ts leaven, and often making what would
be the weaker part the stronger, by the addition of its influence.
‘The really moderating power in a democratic constitution must
act in and through the democratic House.

That there should be, in every polity, a centre of resistance to
the predominant power in the Constitution—and in a democratic
constitution, therefore, a nucleus of resistance to the democracy
—1I have already maintained; and I regard it as a fundamental
maxim of government. If any people, who possess a democratic
representation, are, from their historical antecedents, more
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willing to tolerate such a centre of resistance in the form of a
Second Chamber or House of Lords than in any other shape, this
constitutes a strong rcason for having it in that shape. But it
does not appear to me the best shape in itself, nor by any means
the most efficacious for its object. If there are two Houses, onc
considered to represent the people, the other to represent only
a class, or not to be representative at all, I cannot think that
where democracy is the ruling power in society the Second
House would have any real ability to resist even the aberrations
of the first. It might be suffered to exist in deference to habit
and association, but not as an effective check. If it exercised an
independent will, it would be required to do so in the same
general spirit as the other House; to be equally democratic with
it, and to content itself with correcting the accidental oversights
of the more popular branch of the legislature, or competing with
it in popular measures.

The practicability of any real check to the ascendancy of the
majority depends henceforth on the distribution of strength in
the most popular branch of the governing body; and 1 have
indicated the mode in which, to the best of my judgment, a
balance of forces might most advantageously be established
there. I have also pointed out, that even if the numerical
majority were allowed to exercise complete predominance by
means of a corresponding majorrty in Parliament, yet if minori-
ties also are permutted to enjoy the equal right due to them on
strictly democratic principles, of being represented proportion-
ally to their numbers, this provision will ensure the perpetual
presence in the House, by the same popular title as its other
members, of so many of the first intellects in the country, that
without being in any way banded apart, or invested with any
invidious prerogative, this portion of the national representation
will have a personal weight much more than in proportion to its
numerical strength, and will afford, in a most eflective form,
the moral centre of resistance which is needed. A Second
Chamber, therefore, is not required for this purpose, and would
not contribute to it, but might even, in some conceivable modes,
impede its attainment. If, however, for the other reasons
already mentioned, the decision were taken that there should
be such a Chamber, it is desirable that it should be composed of
elements which, without being open to the imputation of class
interests adverse to the majority, would incline it to oppose
itself to the class interests of the majority, and qualify it to
raise its voice with authority against their errors and weaknesses.
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These conditions evidently are not found in a body constituted
in the manner of our House of Lords. So soon as conventional
rank and individual riches no longer overawe the democracy, a
House of Lords becomes insignificant.

Of all principles on which a wisely conservative body, des-
tined to moderate and regulate democratic ascendancy, could
possibly be constructed, the best seems to be that exemplified
in the Roman Senate, itself the most consistently prudent and
sagacious body that ever administered public affairs. The
deficiencies of a democratic assembly, which represents the
general public, are the deficiencies of the public itself, want of
special training and knowledge. The appropriate corrective is
to associate with it a body of which special training and know-
ledge should be the characteristics. If one House represents
popular feeling, the other should represent personal merit, tested
and guaranteed by actual public service, and fortified by
practical experience. If one is the People’s Chamber, the other
should be the Chamber of Statesmen; a council composed of
all living public men who have passed through important
political offices or employments. Such a Chamber would be
fitted for much more than to be a merely moderating body. It
would not be exclusively a check, but also an impelling force.
In 1ts hands the power of holding the people back would be
vested in those most competent, and who would generally be
most inclined, to lead them forward in any right course. The
council to whom the task would be entrusted of rectifying the
people’s mistakes would not represent a class believed to be
opposed to their interest, but would consist of their own natural
leaders in the path of progress. No mode of composition could
approach to this in giving weight and efficacy to their function
of moderators. It would be impossible to cry down a body
always foremost in promoting improvements as a mere obstruc-
tive body, whatever amount of mischief it might obstruct.

Were the place vacant in England for such a Senate (I need
scarcely say that this is a mere hypothesis), it might be composed
of some such elements as the following. All who were or had
been members of the Legislative Commission described in a
former chapter, and which I regard as an indispensable ingredient
in a well-constituted popular government. All who were or had
been Chief Justices, or heads of any of the superior courts of law
or equity. All who had for five years filled the office of puisne
judge. All who had held for two years any Cabinet office: but
these should also be eligible to the House of Commons, and if
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elected members of it, their peerage or senatorial office should
be held in suspense. The condition of time is needed to prevent
persons from being named Cabinet Ministers merely to give them
a seat in the Senate; and the period of two years is suggested,
that the same term which qualifies them for a pension might
entitle them to a senatorship. All who had filled the office
of Commander-in-Chief; and all who, having commanded an
army or a fleet, had been thanked by Parliament for military
or naval successes. All who had held, during ten years, first-
class diplomatic appointments. All who had been Governors-
General of India or British America, and all who had held for ten
years any Colonial Governorships. The permanent civil service
should also be represented ; all should be senators who had filled,
during ten years, the important offices of Under-Secretary to
the Treasury, permanent Under-Secretary of State, or any others
equally high and responsible. If, along with the persons thus
qualified by practical experience in the administration of public
affairs, any representation of the speculative class were to be
included—a thing in itself desirable—it would be worth con-
sideration whether certain professorships, in certain national
institutions, after a tenure of a few years, might confer a seat
in the Senate. Mere scientific and literary eminence are too
indefinite and disputable: they imply a power of selection,
whereas the other qualifications speak for themselves; if the
writings by which reputation has been gained are unconnected
with politics, they are no evidence of the special qualitiesrequired,
while if political, they would enable successive Ministries to
deluge the House with party tools.

The historical antecedents of England render it all but certain
that, unless in the improbable case of a violent subversion of the
existing Constitution, any Second Chamber which could possibly
exist would have to be built on the foundation of the House of
Lords. Itis out of the question to think practically of abolish-
ing that assembly, to replace it by such a Senate as I have
sketched, or by any other; but there might not be the
same insuperable difficulty in aggregating the classes or cate-
gories just spoken of to the existing body, in the character
of Peers for life. An ulterior, and perhaps, on this supposi-
tion, a necessary step, might be, that the hereditary Peerage
should be present in the House by their representatives
instead of personally: a practice already established in the
case of the Scotch and Irish Peers, and which the mere multipli-
cation of the order will probably at some time or other render
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incvitable. An easy adaptation of Mr. Hare’s plan would pre-
vent the representative Peers from representing exclusively the
party which has the majority in the Peerage. If, for example,
one representative were allowed for every ten I'eers, any ten
might be admitted to choose a representative, and the leers
might be free to group themselves for that purpose as they
pleased. The election might be thus conducted: All eers who
were candidates for the representation of their order should be
required to declare themselves such, and enter their names in
a list. A day and place should be appointed at which Peers
desirous of voting should be present, either in person, or, in the
usual parliamentary manner, by their proxies. The votes should
be taken, each Peer voting for only one. Every candidate who
had as many as ten votes should be declared elected. If any
one had more, all but ten should be allowed to withdraw their
votes, or ten of the number should be selected by lot. These
ten would form his constituency, and the remainder of his voters
would be set free to give their votes over again for some one else.
This process should be repeated until (so far as possible) every
I’eer present either personally or by proxy was represented.
When a number less than ten remained over, if amounting to
five they might still be allowed to agree on a representative; if
fewer than five, their votes must be lost, or they might be per-
mitted to record them in favour of somebody already_elected.
With this inconsiderable exception, every representative Peer
would represent ten members of the Peerage, all of whom had
not only voted for him, but selected him as the one, among all
open to their choice, by whom they were most desirous to be
represented. As a compensation to the Peers who were not
chosen representatives of their order, they should be eligible to
the House of Commons; a justice now refused to Scotch Peers,
and to Irish Peers in their own part of the kingdom, while the
representation n the House of Lords of any but the most
numerous party in the Peerage is denied equally to both.

The mode of composing a Senate, which has been here advo-
cated, not only seems the best in itself, but is that for which
historical precedent, and actual brilliant success, can to the
greatest extent be pleaded. It is not, however, the only feasible
plan that might be proposed. Another possible mode of form-
ing a Second Chamber would be to have 1t elected by the First;
subject to the restriction that they should not nominate any
of their own members. Such an assembly, emanating like the
American Senate from popular choice, only once removed, would
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not be considered to clash with democratic institutions, and
would probably acquire considerable popular influence. From
the mode of its nomination it would be peculiarly unlikely to
excite the jealousy of, or to come into any hostile collision with,
the popular House. It would, moreover (due provision being
made for the representation of the minority), be almost sure to be
well composed, and to comprise many of that class of highly
capable men, who, either from accident or for want of showy
qualities, had been unwilling to seek, or unable to obtain, the
suffrages of a popular constituency.

The best constitution of a Second Chamber is that which
embodies the greatest number of elements exempt from the class
nterests and prejudices of the majonity, but having in themselves
nothing offensive to democratic feeling. T repeat, however, that
the main reliance for tempering the ascendancy of the majority
cannot be placed in a Second Chamber of any kind. The char-
acter of a representative government is fixed by the constitution
of the popular House. Compared with this, all other questions
relating to the form of government are insigmficant.

CHAPTER XIV
OF THE EXECUTIVE IN A REPRESENTATIVE GOVERNMENT

It would be out of place, in this treatise, to discuss the question
into what departments or branches the executive business of
government may most conveniently be divided. In this respect
the exigencies of different governments arc different; and there is
little probability that any great mistakewill be made in the classi-
fication of the duties when men are willing to begin at the
beginning, and do not hold themselves bound by the series of
accidents which, in an old government like ours, has produced
the existing division of the public business. It may be suffi-
cient to say that the classification of functionaries should
correspond to that of subjects, and that there should not be
several departments independent of one another to superintend
different parts of the same natural whole; as in our own military
administration down to a recent period, and in a less degree even
at present. Where the object to be attained is single (such as
that of having an efficient army), the authority commissioned to
attend to it should be single likewise. The entire aggregate of
means provided for one end should be under one and the same
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control and responsibility. If they are divided among inde-
pendent authorities, the means, with each of those authorities,
hecome ends, and it is the business of nobody except the head
of the Government, who is probably without the appropriate
departmental experience, to take carc of the real end. The
different classes of means are not combined and adapted to one
another under the guidance of any leading idea; and while everv
department pushes forward its own requirements, regardless of
those of the rest, the purpose of the work is perpetually sacrificed
to the work itself.

As a general rule, every executive function, whether superior
or subordinate, should be the appointed duty of some given
individual. It should be apparent to all the world who did
everything, and through whose default anything was left undone.
Responsibility is null when nobody knows who is responsible.
Nor, even when real, can it be divided without being weakened.
To maintain it at its highest there must be one person who
receives the whole praise of what is well done, the whole blame
of what is ill. There are, however, two modes of sharing
responsibility: by one it is only enfeebled, by the other, abso-
lutely destroyed. It is enfeebled when the concurrence of more
than one functionary is required to the same act. Each one
among them has still a real responsibility ; if a wrong has been
done, none of them can say he did not do it; he is as much a
participant as an accomplice is in an offence: if there has been
legal criminality they may all be punished legally, and their
punishment needs not be less severe than if there had been only
one person concerned.  But it is not so with the penalties, any
more than with the rewards, of opinion: these are always
diminished by being shared. Where there has been no definite
legal offence, no corruption or malversation, only an error or an
imprudence, or what may pass for such, every participator has
an excuse to himself and to the world, in the fact that other
persons are jointly involved with him. There is hardly anything,
even to pecuniary dishonesty, for which men will not feel them-
selves almost absolved, if those whose duty it was to resist and
remonstrate have failed to do it, still more if they have given a
formal assent.

In this case, however, though responsibility is weakened, there
still is responsibility: every one of those implicated has in his
individual capacity assented to, and joined in, the act. Things
are much worse when the act itself is only that of a majority—
a Board, deliberating with closed doors, nobody knowing, or,
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except in some extreme case, being ever likely to know, whether
an individual member voted for the act or against it. Responsi-
bility in this case is a mere name. “ Boards,” it is happily said
by Bentham, “ are screens.” What “ the Board ” does is the
act of nobody; and nobody can be made to answer for it. The
Board suffers, even in reputation, only in its collective character;
and no individual member fcels this further than his disposition
leads him to identify his own estimation with that of the body—
a feeling often very strong when the body is a pcrmanent one,
and he 1s wedded to it for better for worse; but the fluctuations
of a modern official career give no time for the formation of such
an esprit de corps ; which, if it exists at all, exists only in the
obscure ranks of the permanent subordinates. Boards, there-
fore, are not a fit instrument for executive business; and are
only admissible in it when, for other reasons, to give full dis-
cretionary power to a single minister would be worse.

On the other hand, it is also a maxim of experience that in
the multitude of counsellors there is wisdom; and that a man
seldom judges right, even in his own concerns, still less in those
of the public, when he makes habitual use of no knowledge but
his own, or that of some single adviser. There is no necessary
incompatibility between this principle and the other. It is easy
to give the effective power, and the full responsibility, to one,
providing him when necessary with advisers, each of whom is
responsible only for the opinion he gives.

In general, the head of a department of the executive govern-
ment is a mere politician. He may be a good politician, and a
man of merit; and unless this is usually the case, the govern=
ment is bad. But his general capacity, and the knowledge he
ought to possess of the general interests of the country, will not,
unless by occasional accident, be accompanied by adequate, and
what may be called professional, knowledge of the department
over which he is called to preside. Professional advisers must
therefore bg provided for him. Wherever mere experience and
attainments are sufficient—wherever the qualitics required in a
professional adviser may possibly be united in a single well-
selected individual (as in the case, for example, of a law officer),
one such person for general purposes, and a staff of clerks to
supply knowledge of details, meet the demands of the case
But, more frequently, it is not sufficient that the minister should
consult some one competent person, and, when himself not con-
versant with the subject, act implicitly on that person’s advice.
It is* oftsen necessary that he should, not only occasionally
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but habitually, listen to a variety of opinions, and inform his
judgment by the discussions among a body of advisers. This,
for example, is emphatically necessary in military and naval
affairs. The military and naval ministers, therefore, and pro-
bably several others, should be provided with a Council, com-
poscd, at least in those two departments, of able and experienced
professional men. As a means of obtaining the best men for the
purpose under every change of administration, they ought to be
permanent: by which I mean, that they ought not, like the
Lords of the Admiralty, to beexpected to resign with the mimistry
by whom they were appointed: but it is a good rule that all who
hold high appointments to which they have risen by selection,
and not by the ordinary course of promotion, should retain their
office only for a fixed term, unless reappointed; as is now the
rule with Staff appointments in the Bntish army. This rule
renders appointments somewhat less likely to be jobbed, not
being a provision for life, and at the same time affords a means,
without affront to any one, of getting rid of those who are least
worth keeping, and bringing in highly quahficd persons of
younger standing, for whom there might never be room if death
vacancies, or voluntary resignations, were waited for.

The Councils should be consultative merely, in this sense,
that the ultimate decision should rest undividedly with the
minister himself: but neither ought they to be looked upon, or to
look upon themselves, as ciphers, or as capable of being reduced
to such at his pleasure. The advisers attached to a powerful
and perhaps self-willed man ought to be placed under con-
ditions which make it impossible for them, without discredit,
not to express an opinion, and impossible for him not to listen
to and consider their recommendations, whether he adopts them
or not. The relation which ought to exist between a chief and
this description of advisers is very accurately hit by the con-
stitution of the Council of the Governor-General and those of the
different Presidencies in India. These Councils arg composed
of persons who have professional knowledge of Indian affairs,
which the Governor-General and Governors usually lack, and
which it would not be desirable to require of them. As a rule,
every member of Council is expected to give an opinion, which
is of course very often a simple acquiescence: but if there is a
difference of sentiment, it is at the option of every member, and is
the invariable practice, to record the reasons of his opinion: the
Governor-General, or Governor, doing the same. In ordinary
cases the decision is according to the sense of the majority; the
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Council, therefore, has a substantial part in the government: but
if the Governor-General, or Governor, thinks fit, he may set
aside even their unanimous opinion, recording his rcasons. The
result is, that the chief 1s individually and effectively responsible
for every act of the Government. The members of Council have
only the responsibility of advisers; but it is always known, from
documents capable of being produced, and which if called for by
Parliament or public opinion always are produced, what each
has advised, and what reasons he gave for his advice: while,
from therr dignified position, and ostensible participation in all
acts of government, they have nearly as strong motives to apply
themsclves to the public business, and to form and express a
well-considered opinion on every part of it, as if the whole
responsibility rested with themselves.

This mode of conducting the highest class of administrative
business is one of the most successful instances of the adapta-
tion of mrans to ends which political history, not hitherto very
prolific in works of skill and contrivance, has yet to show. It
1s one of the acquisitions with which the art of politics has been
enriched by the experience of the East India Company’s rule;
and, like most of the other wise contrivances by which India has
been preserved to this country, and an amount of good govern-
ment produced which is truly wonderful considering the circum-
stances and the materials, it is probably destined to perish in the
general holocaust which the traditions of Indian government
seem fated to undergo, since they have been placed at the mercy
of public ignorance, and the presumptuous vanity of political
men. Already an outcry is raised for abohishing the Councils, as
a superfluous and expensive clog on the wheels of government:
while the clamour has long been urgent, and 1s daily obtaining
more countenance in the highest quarters, for the abrogation of
the professional civil service which breeds the men that compose
the Counails, and the existence of which is the sole guarantee
for their being of any value.

A most important principle of good government in a popular
constitution is that no executive functionaries should be
appointed by popular election: neither by the votes of the
people themselves, nor by those of their representatives. The
entire business of government is skilled employment; the
qualifications for the discharge of it are of that special and pro-
fessional kind which cannot be properly judged of except by
persons who have themselves some share of those qualifications,
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or some practical experience of them. The business of finding
the fittest persons to fill public employments—not mercly select-
ing the best who offer, but looking out for the absolutely best,
and taking note of all fit persons who are met with, that they
may be found when wanted—is very laborious, and requires a
delicate as well as highly conscientious discernment; and as
there is no public duty which is in general so badly performed,
so there is none for which it is of greater importance to enforce
the utmost practicable amount of personal responsibility, by
imposing it as a special obligation on high functionaries in the
several departments. All subordinate public officers who are
not appointed by some mode of public competition should be
selected on the direct responsibility of the minister under whom
they serve. The ministers, all but the chief, will naturally be
selected by the chief; and the chief himself, though really
designated by Parliament, should be, in a regal government,
officially appointed by the Crown. The functionary who
appoints should be the sole person empowered to remove any
subordinate officer who is liable to removal; which the far greater
number ought not to be, except for personal misconduct; since
it would be vain to expect that the body of persons by whom
the whole detail of the public business is transacted, and whose
qualifications are generally of much more importance to the
public than those of the minister himself, will devote themselves
to their profession, and acquire the knowledge and skill on which
the minister must often place entire dependence, if they are
liable at any moment to be turned adnft for no fault, that the
minister may gratify himself, or promote his political interest,
by appointing somebody else.

To the principle which condemns the appointment of executive
officers by popular suffrage, ought the chief of the executive, in
a republican government, to be an exception? Is it a good rule,
which, in the American Constitution, provides for the election of
the President once in every four years by the entire people?
The question is not free from difficulty. There is unquestionably
some advantage, in a country like America, where no appre-
hension needs be entertained of a coup d’état, in making the
chief minister constitutionally independent of the legislative
body, and rendering the two great branches of the government,
while equally popular both in their origin and in their responsi-
bility, an effective check on one another. The plan is in accord-
ance with ‘hat sedulous avoidance of the concentration of
great masses of power in the same hands, which is a marked
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characteristic of the American Federal Constitution. But the
advantage, in this instance, is purchased at a price above all
reasonable estimates of its value. It seems far better that the
chief magistrate in a republic should be appointed avowedly,
as the chief mimster in a constitutional monarchy is virtually,
by the representative body. In the first place, he is certain,
when thus appointed, to be a more eminent man. The party
which has the majority in Parliament would then, as a rule,
appomt its own leader; who is always one of the foremost,
and often the very foremost person in political hfe: while the
President of the United States, since the last survivor of the
founders of the republic disappeared from the scene, is almost
always either an obscure man, or one who has gained any reputa-
tion he may possess in some other field than politics. And this,
as T have before observed, is no accident, but the natural effect
of the situation. The eminent men of a party, in an election
extending to the whole country, are never its most available
candidates. All eminent men have made personal enemies, or
have done something, or at the lowest professed some opinion,
obnoxious to some local or other considerable division of the
community, and likely to tell with fatal effect upon the number
of votes; whereas a man without antecedents, of whom nothing
1s known but that he professes the creed of the party, is readily
voted for by its entire strength. Another important considera-
tion is the great mischief of unintermitted electioneering. When
the highest dignity in the State is to be conferred by popular
election once in every few years, the whole intervening time
is spent in what is virtually a canvass. President, ministers,
chiefs of parties, and their followers, are all electioneerers: the
whole community is kept intent on the mere personalities of
politics, and every public question is discussed - nd decided with
less reference to its merits than to its expected bearing on the
presidential election. If a system had been devised to make
party spirit the ruling principle of action in all public affairs,
and create an inducement not only to make every question a
party question, but to raise questions for the purpose of founding
parties upon them, it would have been difficult to contrive any
means better adapted to the purpose. )

I will not afirm that it would at all times and places be
desirable that the head of the executive should be so completely
dependent upon the votes of a representative assembly as the
Prime Minister is in England, and is without inconvenience. If
it were thought best to avoid this, he might, though appointed by
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Parliament, hold his office for a fixed period, independent of
a parliamentary vote: which would be the American system,
minus the popular election and its evils. There is another mode
of giving the head of the administration as much independence
of the legislature as is at all compatible with the essentials of
free government. He never could be unduly dependent on a
vote of Parliament, if he had, as the British |rime Minister
practically has, the power to dissolve the House and appeal to the
people: if instead of being turned out of office by a hostile vote,
he could only be reduced by it to the alternative of resignation
or dissolution  The power of dissolving Parliament 1s one which
I think it desirable he should possess, even under the system
by which his own tenure of office is secured to him for a fixed
period. There ought not to be any possibility of that deadlock
in politics which would ensue on 2 quarrel breaking out between
a President and an Assembly, neither of whom, during an interval
which might amount to years, would have any legal means of
ridding itself of the other. To get through such a period without
a coup d’étal being attempted, on either side or on both, requires
such a combination of the love of liberty and the habit of self-
restraint as very few nat ons have yet shown themselves capable
of: and though this extremity were avoided, to expect that the
two authorities would not paralyse each other’s operations is to
suppose that the poltical life of the country will always be
pervaded by a spirit of mutual forbearance and compromise,
imperturbable by the passions and excitements of the keenest
party struggles. Such a spint may exist, but even where it
does there is imprudence n trying it too far.

Other reasons make it desirable that some power in the state
(which can only be the executive) should have the liberty of at
any time, and at discretion, calling a new Parliament. When
there is a real doubt which of two contending parties has the
strongest following, it is important that there should exist a
constitutional means of immediately testing the point, and
setting it at rest. No other political topic has a chance of being
properly attended to while this is undecided: and such an
interval is mostly an interregnum for purposes of legislative or
administrative improvement; neither party having sufficient
confidence in its strength to attempt things likely to promote
opposition in any quarter that has either direct or indirect
influence in the pending struggle.

I have not taken account of the case in which the vast power
centralised in the chief magistrate, and the insufficient attach-
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ment of the mass of the people to free institutions, give him a
chance of success in an attempt to subvert the Constitution, and
usurp sovereign power. Where such peril exists, no first magis-
trate 1s admissible whom the Parliament cannot, by a single vote,
reduce to a private station. In a state of things holding out
any encouragement to that most audacious and profligate of all
breaches of trust, even this entireness of constitutional depend-
ence is but a weak protection.

Of all officers of government, those in whose appointment
any participation of popular suffrage is the most objectionable
are judicial officers. While there are no functionaries whose
special and professional quahfications the popular judgment is
less fitted to estimate, there are none in whose case absolute
impartiality, and freedom from connection with politicians or
sections of politicians, are of anything like equal importance.
Some thinkers, among others Mr. Bentham, have been of opinion
that, although it is better that judges should not be appointed by
popular election, the people of their district ought to have the
power, after sufficient experience, of removing them from their
trust. It cannot be denied that the irremovability of any public
officer, to whom great interests are entrusted, is 1n itself an evil,
It is far from desirable that there should be no means of getting
rid of a bad or incompetent judge, unless for such misconduct
as he can be made to answer for in a criminal court; and that a
functionary on whom so much depends shovld have the feeling
of being free from responsibility except to opinion and his own
conscience. The question however is, whether in the peculiar
position of a judge, and supposing that all practicable securities
have been taken for an honest appointment, irresponsibility.
except to his own and the public conscience, has not on the whole
less tendency to pervert his conduct than respons ibility to the
government, or to a popular vote. Experience has long decided
this point in the affirmative as regards responsibility to the
executive; and the case is quite equally strong when the re-
sponsibility sought to be enforced is to the suffrages of electors.
Among the good qualities of a popular constituency, those
peculiarly incumbent upon a judge, calmness and impar-
tiality, are not numbered. Happily, in that intervention of
popular suffrage which is essential to freedom they are not the
qualities required. Even the quality of justice, though necessary
to all human beings, and therefore to all electors, is not the
inducement which decides any popular election. Justice and
impartiality are as little wanted for electing a member of Parlia-
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ment as they can be in any transaction of men. The electors
have not to award something which either candidate has a right
to, nor to pass judgment on the general merits of the competitors.
but to declare which of them has most of their personal confi-
dence, or best represents their political convictions. A judge is
bound to treat his political friend, or the person best known to
him, exactly as he treats other people; but it would be a breach
of duty as well as an absurdity if an elector did so. No argu-
ment can be grounded on the beneficial effect produced on
judges, as on all other functionares, by the moral jurisdiction
of opinion; for even in this respect, that which really exercises
a useful control over the proceedings of a judge, when fit for the
judicial office, is not (except somctimes mn political cases) the
opinion of the community generally, but that of the only
public by whom his conduct or qualfications can be duly
estimated, the bar of his own court. I must not be understood
to say that the participation of the gencral pullic in the ad-
ministration of justice is of no importance; it is of the greatest:
but in what manner? By the actual discharge of a part of the
judicial office, in the capacity of jurymen. This is one of the
few cases in politics in which it is better that the people should
act directly and personally than through their representatives;
being almost the only case in which the errors that a person
exercising authority may commit can be better borne than the
consequences of making him responsiblé for them. If a judge
could be removed from office by a popular vote, whoever was
desirous of supplanting him would make capital for that purpose
out of all his judicial decisions; would carry all of them, as far
as he found practicable, by irregular appeal before a public
opinion wholly incompetent, for want of having heard the case,
or from having heard it without either the precautions or the
impartiality belonging to a judicial hearing; would play upon
popular passion and prejudice where they existed, and take
pains to arouse them where they did not. And in thus, if the
case were interesting, and he took sufficient trouble, he would
infallibly be successful, unless the judge or his friends descended
into the arena, and made equally powerful appeals on the other
side. Judges would end by feeling that they risked their office
upon every decision they gave in a case susceptible of general
interest, and that it was less essential for them to consider what
decision was just than what would be most applauded by the
public, or would least admit of insidious misrepresentation. The
practice introduced by some of the new or revised State Constitu-
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tions in America, of submitting judicial officers to periodical
popular re-election, will be found, I apprehend, to be one of the
most dangerous errors ever yet comnutted by democracy: and,
were it not that the practical good sense which never totally
deserts the people of the United States is said to be producing a
reaction, likely in no long time to lead to the retractation of the
error, it might with reason be regarded as the first great down-
ward step in the degeneration of modern democratic government.’

With regard to that large and important body which con-
stitutes the permanent strength of the public service, those who
do not change with changes of politics, but remain to aid every
minister by their experience and traditions, inform him by their
knowledge of business, and conduct official details under his
general control; those, in short, who form the class of profes-
sional public servants, entering their profession as others do
while young, in the hope of rising progressively to its higher
grades as they advance in life; it is evidently madmissible that
these should be liable to be turned out, and deprived of the whole
benefit of their previous service, except for positive, proved,
and serious misconduct. Not, of course, such delinquency only
as makes them amenable to the law; but voluntary neglect of
duty, or conduct implying untrustworthiness for the purposes
for which their trust is given them. Since, thercfore, unless in
case of personal culpability, there is no wav of getting rid of them
except by quartering them on the public as pensioners, it is of the
greatest importance that the appointments should be well made
in the first instance; and it remains to be considered by what
mode of appointment this purpose can best be attained.

In making first appointments, little danger is to be appre-
hended from want of special skill and knowledge in the choosers,
but much from partiality, and private or political interest.
Being, as a rule, appointed at the commencement of manhood,
not as having learnt, but in order that they may learn, their
profession, the only thing by which the best candidates can be

1] have been informed, however, that 1n the States which have made
their judges elective, the choice is not really made by the people, but by
the leaders of parties; no elector ever thinking of voting for any one but
the party candidate: and that, in consequence, the person elected is usually
in effect the same who would have been appointed to the office by the
President or by the Governor of the State. hus one bad practice limits
and corrects another; and the habit of voting en masse under a party
banner, which is so full of evil in all cases in which the function of electing
is rightly vested in the people, tends to alleviate a still greater mischief

in a case where the officer to be elected is one who ought to be chosen not
by the people tut for them.
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discriminated is proficiency in the ordinary branches of liberal
education: and this can be ascertained without difficulty, pro-
vided there be the requisite pains and the requisite impar-
tiality in those who are appointed to nquire into it. Neither
the one nor the other can reasonably be expected from
a minister; who must rely wholly on recommendations, and
however disinterested as to his personal wishes, never will be
proof against the solicitations of persons who have the power
of influencing hus own election, or whose political adherence is
important to the ministry to which he belongs. These con-
siderations have introduced the practice of submitting all candi-
dates for first appomtments to a public examination, conducted
by persons not engaged in politics, and of the same class and
quality with the examiners for honours at the Universities.
This would probably be the best plan under any system; and
under our parliamentary government it 1s the only one which
affords a chance, I do not say of honest appointment, but even of
abstinence from such as are manifestly and flagrantly profligate.

It is also absolutely necessary that the examinations should
be competitive, and the appointments given to those who are
most successful. A mere pass exammation never, in the long
run, does more than exclude absolute dunces. When the ques-
tion, in the mind of an examiner, lies between bhlighting the
prospects of an individual, and neglecting a duty to the public
which, in the particular instance, seldom appears of first-rate
importance; and when he 1s sure to be bitterly reproached for
doing the first, while in general no one will either know or care
whether he has done the latter; the balance, unless he is a man
of very unusual stamp, mclines to the side of good nature. A
relaxation in one instance establishes a claim to it in others,
which every repetition of indulgence makes it more difficult to
resist; each of these in succession becomes a precedent for more,
until the standard of proficiency sinks gradually to something
almost contemptible. Examinations for degrees at the two
great Universities have generally been as slender in their require-
ments as those for honours are trying and serious. Where
there is no inducement to exceed a certain minimum, the
minimum comes to be the maximum: it becomes the general
practice not to aim at more, and as in everything there are some
who do not attain all they aim at, however low the standard
may be pitched, there are always several who fall short of it.
When, on the contrary, the appointments are given to those,
among a great number of candidates, who most distinguish
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themselves, and where the successful competitors are classed in
order of merit, not only each is stimulated to do his very utmost,
but the influence is felt in every place of hberal education
throughout the country. It becomes with every schoolmaster
an object of ambition, and an avenue to success, to have
furnished pupils who have gained a high place in these com-
petitions; and there is hardly any other mode in which the State
can do so much to raise the quality of educational institutions
throughout the country. Though the principle of competitive
examinations for public employment is of such recent introduc-
tion in this country, and is still so imperfectly carried out, the
Indian service being as yet nearly the only case in which 1t exists
in its completeness, a sensible effect has already begun to be
produced on the places of middle-class education; notwithstand-
ing the difficulties which the principle has encountered from
the disgracefully low existing state of education in the country;
which these very examinations have brought into strong light.
So contemptible has the standard of acquirement been found
to be among the youths who obtain the nomination from the
minister which entitles them to offer themselves as candidates,
that the competition of such candidates produces almost a poorer
result than would be obtained from a mere pass examination;
for no one would think of fixing the conditions of a pass examina-
tion so low as is actually found sufficient to enable a young man
to surpass his fellow-candidates. Accordingly, it is said that
successive years show on the whole a decline of attainments,
less effort being made because the results of former examinations
have proved that the exertions then used were greater than
would have been sufficient to attain the object. Partly from this
decrease of effort, and partly because, even at the examinations
which do not require a previous nomination, conscious ignorance
reduces the number of competitors to a mere handful, it has so
happened that though there have always been a few instances
of great proficiency, the lower part of the list of successful can-
didates represents but a very moderate amount of acquirement;
and we have it on the word of the Commissioners that nearly all
who have been unsuccessful have owed their failure to ignorance
not of the higher branches of instruction, but of its very humblest
elements—spelling and arithmetic.

The outcries which continue to be made against these examina-
tions by some of the organs of opinion, are often, I regret to say,
as little creditable to the good faith as to the good sense of the
assailants. They proceed partly by misrepresentation of the
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kind of ignorance which, as a matter of fact, actually leads to
failure in the examinations. They quote with emphasis the
most recondite questions ! which can be shown to have been
ever asked, and make it appear as if unexceptionable answers to
all these were made the sune qud non of success.  Yet it has been
repeated to satiety that such questions are not put because it is
expected of every one that he should answer them, but in order
that whoever is able to do so may have the means of proving
and availing himself of that portion of his knowledge. It is not
as a ground of rejection, but as an additional means of success,
that this opportunity is given. We are then asked whether the
kind of knowledge supposed in this, that, or the other question
is calculated to be of any use to the candidate after he has
attained his object. People differ greatly in opinion as to what
knowledge is useful. There are persons in existence, and a late
Foreign Secretary of State is one of them, who think English
spelling a useless accomplishment in a diplomatic attaché, or a
clerk in a government office. About one thing the objectors
seem to be unanimous, that general mental cultivation is not
useful in these employments, whatever else may be so. If, how-
ever (as I presume to think), it is useful, or if any education at
all is useful, it must be tested by the tests most Likely to show
whether the candidate possesses it or not. To ascertain whether
he has been well educated, he must be intcrrogated in the things
which he is likely to know if he has been well educated, even
though not directly pertinent to the work to which he is to be
appointed. Will those who object to his being questioned in
classics and mathematics, in a country where the only things
regularly taught are classics and mathematics, tell us what they
would have him questioned in? There seems, however, to be
equal objection to examining him in these, and to examining
him in anything dut these. If the Commissioners—anxious to
open a door of admission to those who have not gone through
the routine of a grammar school, or who make up for the small-
ness of their knowledge of what is there taught by greater know-
ledge of something else—allow marks to be gained by proficiency
in any other subject of real utility, they are reproached for that
too. Nothing will satisfy the objectors but free admission of
total ignorance.

! Not always, however, the most recondite; for a late denouncer of com-
petitive examination in the House of Commons had the naiv«{é to produce
a set of almost elementary questions in algebra, history, and geography,
as a proof of the exorbitant amount of high scientific attainment which
the Commmigsioners were so wild as to exact.
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We are triumphantly told that neither Clive nor Wellington
could have passed the test which is prescribed for an aspirant
to an engineer cadetship. As if, because Clive and Wellington
did not do what was not required of them, they could not have
done it if 1t had been required. If it be only meant to inform us
that it is possible to be a great general without these things, so
it is without many other things which are very useful to great
generals. Alexander the Great had never heard of Vauban’s
rules, nor could Julius Casar speak French. We are next
informed that bookworms, a term which scems to be held
applicable to whoever has the smallest tincture of book-know-
ledge, may not be good at bodily exercises, or have the habits of
gentlemen. This 1s a very common line of remark with dunces
of condition; but whatever the dunces may think, they have
no monopoly of either gentlemanly habits or bodily activity.
Wherever these are need:d, let them be inquired into and
separately provided for, not to the exclusion of mental qualifica-
tions, but in addition. Meanwhile, I am credibly informed,
that in the Military Academy at Woolwich the competition
cadets are as superior to those admitted on the old system of
nomination in these respects as in all others; that they learn
even their drill more quickly; as indeed might be expected, for
an intelligent person learns all things sooner than a stupid one:
and that in general demeanour they contrast so favourably with
their predecessors, that the authorities of the institutions are
impatient for the day to arrive when the last remains of the old
leaven shall have disappeared from the place. If this be so,
and it is easy to ascertain whether it is so, it is to be hoped we
shall soon have heard for the last time that ignorance is a better
qualification than knowledge for the military, and a fortzori tor
every other, profession; or that any one good quality, however
little apparently connected with liberal education, is at all hikely
to be promoted by going without 1it.

Though the first admission to government employment hec
decided by competitive examination, it would in most cases be
impossible that subsequent promotion should be so decided:
and it seems proper that this should take place, as it usually does
at present, on a mixed system of seniority and selection. Those
whose duties are of a routine character should rise by seniority
to the highest point to which duties merely of that description
can carry them; while those to whom functions of particular
trust, and requiring special capacity, are confided, should be
selected from the body on the discretion of the chief of the office.
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And this selection will generally be made honestly by him if the
original appointments take place by open competition: for under
that system his establishment will generally consist of indi-
viduals to whom, but for the official connection, he would have
been a stranger. 1f among them there be any in whom he, or
his political friends and supporters, take an interest, it will be
but occasionally, and only when, to this advantage of connection,
is added, as far as the initiatory examination could test it, at
least equality of real merit. And, except when there is a very
strong motive to job these appointments, there is always a strong
one to appoint the fittest person; being the one who gives to his
chief the most useful assistance, saves him most trouble, and
helps most to build up that reputation for good management of
public business which necessarily and properly redounds to the
credit of the minister, however much the qualities to which it is
immediately owing may be those of his subordinatcs.

CHAPTER XV
OF LOCAL REPRESENTATIVE BODIES

It is but a small portion of the public business of a country
which can be well done, or safely attempted, by the central
authorities; and even in our own government, the least central-
ised in Europe, the legislative portion at least of the governing
body busies itself far too much with local affairs, employing
the supreme power of the State in cutting small knots which there
ought to be other and better means of untying. The enormous
araount of private business which takes up the time of Parha-
ment, and the thoughts of its individual members, distracting
them from the proper occupations of the great council of the
nation, is felt by all thinkers and observers as a serious evil, and
what is worse, an increasing one.

It would not be appropriate to the limited design of this
treatise to discuss at large the great question, in no way peculiar
to representative government, of the proper limits of govern-
mental action. I have said elsewhere ! what seemed to me most
essential respecting the principles by which the extent of that
action ought to be determined. But after subtracting from
the functions performed by most European governments those

' On Liberty, concluding chapter; and, at greater length, in the final
chapter of Principles of Political Economy.
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which ought not to be undertaken by public authorities at all,
there still remains so great and various an aggregate of duties
that, if only on the principle of division of labour, it is indis-
pensable to share them between central and local authorities.
Not only are separate executive officers required for purely local
duties (an amount of separation which exists under all govern-
ments), but the popular control over those officers can only
be advantageously exerted through a separate organ. Their
original appointment, the function of watching and checking
them, the duty of providing, or the discretion of withholding,
the supplies necessary for their operations, should rest, not with
the national Parliament or the national executive, but with the
people of the locality. In some of the New England States
these functionsare still exercised directly by the assembled people;
it is said with better results than might be expected; and those
highly educated communities are so well satisfied with this
primitive mode of local government, that they have no desire
to exchange it for the only representative system they are ac-
quainted with, by wlich all minonties are disfranchised. Such
very peculiar circumstances, however, are required to make this
arrangement work tolerably in practice, that recourse must
generally be had to the plan of representative sub-Parliaments
for local affairs. These exist in England, but very idcompletely,
and with great irregularity and want of system: in some other
countries much less popularly governed their constitution is
far more rational. In England there has always been more
liberty, but worse organisation, while in other countries there is
better organisation, but less liberty. It is necessary, then, that
in addition to the national representation there should be
municipal and provincial representations: and the two ques-
tions which remain to be resolved are, how the local representa-
tive bodies should be constituted, and what should be the extent
of their functions.

In considering these questions two points require an equal
degree of our attention: how the local business itself can be best
done; and how its transaction can be made most instrumental
to the nourishment of public spint and the development of
intelligence. In an earher part of this inquiry T have dwelt
in strong language—hardly any language is strong enough to
express the strength of my conviction—on the importance of
that portion of the operation of free institutions which may be
called the public education of the citizens. Now, of this opera-
tion the local administrative mstitutions are the chief instrument.
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Except by the part they may take as jurymen in the administra-
tion of justice, the mass of the population have very little
opportunity of sharing personally in the conduct of the general
affairs of the community. Reading newspapers, and perhaps
writing to them, public meetings, and solicitations of different
sorts addressed to the political authorities, are the extent of
the participation of private citizens in general politics during
the interval between one parliamentary election and another.
Though it is impossible to exaggerate the importance of thesc
various liberties, both as securities for freedom and as means of
general cultivation, the practice which they give is more in think-
ing than in action, and in thinking without the responsibilities
of action; which with most people amounts to little more than
passively recciving the thoughits of some one else. But in the
case of local bodies, besides the function of electing, many
citizens in turn have the chance of being elected, and many,
either by selection or by rotation, fill one or other of the numerous
local executive offices. In these positions they have to act for
public interests, as well as to think and to speak, and the think-
ing cannot all be done by proxy. It may be added, that these
local functions, not being in general sought by the higher ranks,
carry down the important political education which they are the
means of conferring to a much lower grade in society. The
mental discipline being thus a more important feature in local
concerns than in the general affairs of the State, while there are
not such vital interests dependent on the quality of the adminis-
tration, a greater weight may be given to the former considera-
tion, and the latter admits much more frequently of being
postponed to it than in matters of general legislation and the
conduct of imperial affairs.

The proper constitution of local representative bodies does
not present much difficulty. The principles which apply to it
do not differ in any respect from those applicable to the national
representation. The same obligation exists, as in the case of the
more important function, for making the bodies elective; and
the same reasons operate as in that case, but with still greater
force, for giving them a widely democratic basis: the dangers
being less, and the advantages, in point of popular education
and cultivation, in some respects even greater. As the principal
duty of the local bodies consists of the imposition and expendi-
ture of local taxation, the electoral franchise should vest in all
who contribute to the local rates, to the exclusion of all who do
not. I assume that there is no indirect taxation, no octro:
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duties, or that if thcre are, they are supplementary only; those
on whom their burthen falls being also rated to a direct assess-
ment. The representation of minorities should be provided for
in the same manner as in the national Parliament, and there are
the same strong reasons for plurality of votes. Only, there is
not so decisive an objection, in the inferior as in the higher body,
to making the plural voting depend (as in some of the local
elections of our own country) on a mere money qualification: for
the honest and frugal dispensation of money forms so much
larger a part of the business of the local than of the national
body, that there is more justice as well as policy in allowing a
greater proportional influence to those who have a larger money
intercst at stake.

In the most recently established of our local representative
institutions, the Boards of Guardians, the justices of peace of
the district sit ex officio along with the elected members, in
number limited by law to a third of the whole. In the peculiar
constitution of English society I have no doubt of the beneficial
effect of this provision. It sccures the presence, in these bodies,
of a more educated class than it would perhaps be practicable to
attract thither on any other terms; and while the limitation in
number of the ex officio members precludes them from acquiring
predominance by mere numerical strength, they, as a virtual
representation of another class, having sometimes a different
interest from the rest, are a check upon the class interests of
the farmers or pettv shopkeepers who form the bulk of the
elected Guardians. A similar commendation cannot be given
to the constitution of the only provincial boards we possess,
the Quarter Sessions, consisting of the justices of peace alone;
on whom, over and above their judicial duties, some of the most
important parts of the admimistrative business of the country
depend for their performance. The mode of formation of these
bodies is most anomalous, they being neither elected, nor, in
any proper sense of the term, nominated, but holding their
important functions, like the feudal lords to whom they suc-
ceeded, virtually by right of their acres: the appointment
vested in the Crown (or, speaking practically, in one of them-
selves, the Lord Lieutenant) being made use of only as a means
of excluding any one who it is thought would do discredit to the
body, or, now and then, one who is on the wrong side in politics.
The institution is the most aristocratic in principle which now
remains in England; far more so than the House of Lords, for
it grants public money and disposes of important public interests,
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not in conjunction with a popular assembly, but alone. It is
clung to with proportionate tenacity by our aristocratic classes;
but 1s obviously at variance with all the principles which are the
foundation of representative government. In a County Board
there is not the same justification as in Boards of Guardians, for
cven an admixture of ex officio with elected members: since the
business of a county being on a sufficiently large scale to be an
object of interest and attraction to country gentlemen, they
would have no more difficulty in getting themselves elected to
the Board than they have i being returned to Parliament
as county members.

In regard to the proper circumscription of the constituencies
which elect the local representative bodies; the principle which,
when applied as an exclusive and unbending rule to parlia-
mentary representation, is inappropriate, namely community of
local interests, is here the only just and applicable one. The
very object of having a local representation 1s in order that thosc
who have any interest in common, which they do not share with
the general body of their countrymen, may manage that joint
interest by themselves: and the purpose is contradicted if the
distribution of the local representation follows any other rule
than the grouping of those jont interests. There are local
interests peculiar to every town, whether great or small, and
common to all its inhabitants: every town, thercfore, without
distinction of size, ought to have its municipal council. It is
equally obvious that every town ought to have but one. The
different quarters of the same town have seldom or never any
material diversities of local interest; they all require to have
the same things done, the same expenses incuired; and, except
as to their churches, which it is probably desirable to leave under
simply parochial management, the same arrangements may be
made to serve for all. Paving, lighting, water supply, drainage,
port and market regulations, cannot without great waste and
inconvenience be different for different quarters of the same
town. The subdivision of London into six or seven independent
districts, each with its separate arrangements for local business
(several of them without unity of administration even within
themselves), prevents the possibility of consecutive or well-
regulated co-operation for common objects, precludes any
uniform principle for the discharge of local duties, compels the
general government to take things upon itself which would be
best left to local authorities if there were any whose authority
extended to the entire metropolis, and answers no purpose but
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to keep up the fantastical trappings of that union of modern
jobbing and antiquated foppery, the Corporation of the City of
London.

Another equally important principle is, that in each local
circumscription there should be but one elected body for all local
business, not different bodies for different parts of it. Division
of labour does not mean cutting up every business into minute
fractions; it means the union of such operations as are fit to be
performed by the same persons, and the separation of such as
can be better performed by different persons. The executive
duties of the locality do indeed require to be divided into depart-
ments, for the same reason as those of the State; because they
are of diverse kinds, each requiring knowledge peculiar to itself,
and needing, for its due performance, the undivided attention of
aspecially qualified functionary. Butthe reasons forsubdivision
which apply to the execution do not apply to the control. The
business of the elective body is not to do the work, but to see
that it is properly done, and that nothing necessary is left undone.
This function can be fulfilled for all departments by the same
superintending body; and by a collective and comprehensive
far better than by a minute and microscopic view. It is as
absurd in public affairs as it would be in private that every
workman should be looked after by a superintendent to himself.
The Government of the (rown consists of many departments,
and there are many ministers to conduct them, but those
ministers have not a Parliament apiece to keep them to their
duty. The local, hke the national Parliament, has for its proper
business to consider the interest of the locality as a whole, com-
posed of parts all of which must be adapted to one another, and
attended to in the order and ratio of their importance. There
is another very weighty reason for uniting the control of all
the business of a locality under one body. The greatest imper-
fection of popular local institutions, and the chief cause of the
failure which so often attends them, is the low calibre of the men
by whom they are almost always carried on. That these should
be of a very miscellaneous character is, indeed, part of the use-
fulness of the institution; it is that circumstance chiefly which
renders it a school of political capacity and general intelligence.
But a school supposes teachers as well as scholars; the utility
of the instruction greatly depends on its bringing inferior minds
into contact with superior, a contact which in the ordinary course
of life is altogether exceptional, and the want of which contri-
butes more than anything else to keep the generality of mankind
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on one level of contented ignorance. The school, moreover, is
worthless, and a school of evil instead of good, if through the
want of due surveillance, and of the presence within itself of a
higher order of characters, the action of the body is allowed,
as it so often is, to degenerate into an equally unscrupulous and
stupid pursuit of the self-interest of its members. Now it is
quite hopeless to induce persons of a high class, either socially
or intellcctually, to take a share of local administration in a
corner by piece-meal, as members of a Paving Board or a Drainage
Commission. The entire local business of their town is not more
than a sufficient object to induce men whose tastes incline them
and whose knowledge qualifies them for national affairs to
become members of a mere local body, and devote to it the time
and study which are necessary to render their presence anything
more than a screen for the jobbing of inferior persons under the
shelter of their responsibility. A mere Board of Works, though
it comprehend the entire metropolis, is sure to be composed of
the same class of persons as the vestries of the London parishes;
nor is it practicable, or even desirable, that such should not form
the majority; but it is important for every purpose which local
bodies are designed to serve, whether it be the enlightened and
honest performance of their special duties, or the cultivation
of the political intelligence of the nation, that every such body
should contain a portion of the very best minds of the locality:
who are thus brought into perpetual contact, of the most useful
kind, with minds of a lower grade, receiving from them what
local or professional knowledge they have to give, and in return
inspiring them with a portion of their own more enlarged ideas,
and higher and more enlightened purposes.

A mere village has no claim to a municipal representation.
By a village I mean a place whose inhabitants are not markedly
distinguished by occupation or social relations from those of
the rural districts adjomning, and for whose local wants the
arrangements made for the surrounding territory will suffice.
Such small places have rarcly a sufficient public to furnish a
tolerable municipal council: if they contain any talent or know-
ledge applicable to public business, it is apt to be all concen-
trated 1n some one man, who thereby becomes the dominator
of the place. It s better that such places should be merged in a
larger circumscription. The local representation of rural dis-
tricts will naturally be determined by geographical considera-
tions; with due regard to those sympathies of feeling by which
human beings are so much aided to act in concert, and which
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partly follow historical boundaries, such as those of counties
ot provinces, and partly community of interest and occupation,
as 1n agricultural, maritime, manufacturmg, or mining districts.
Different kinds of local business may require different areas of
representation. The Unions of parishes have been fixed on as
the most appropriate basis for the representative bodies which
superintend the relief of indigence; while, for the proper regula-
tion of highways, or prisons, or police, a large extent, like that
of an average county, is not more than sufficient. In these large
districts, therefore, the maxim, that an elective body constituted
in any locality should have authority over all the local concerns
common to the locality, requires modification from another
principle—as well as from the competing consideration of the
importance of obtaining for the discharge of the local duties the
highest qualifications possible. For example, if it be necessary
(as I believe it to be) for the proper administration of the Poor
Laws that the area of rating should not be more extensive than
most of the present Unions, a principle which requires a Board of
Guardians for each Union—yet, as a much more highly qualified
class of persons is likely to be obtainable for a County Board
than those who compose an average Board of Guardians, it may
on that ground be expedient to reserve for the County Boards
some higher descriptions of local business, which might otherwise
have been conveniently managed within itself by each separate
Union.

Besides the controlling Council, or local sub-Parliament, local
business has its executive department. With respect to this,
the same questions arise as with respect to the executive
authorities in the State; and they may, for the most part, be
answered in the same manner. The principles applicable to all
public trusts are in substance the same. In the first place, each
executive officer should be single, and singly responsible for the
whole of the duty committed to his charge. In the next place,
he should be nominated, not elected. It is ridiculous that a
surveyor, or a health officer, or even a collector of rates, should
be appointed by popular suffrage. The popular choice usually
depends on interest with a few local leaders, who, as they are
not supposed to make the appointment, are not respon51ble for
it; or on an appeal to sympathy, founded on having twelve
chlldren, and having been a rate-payer in the parish for thirty
years. If in cases of this description election by the population
1s a farce, appointment by the local representative body is little
less ob]e(,tlonable Such bodies have a perpetual tendency to
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become joint-stock associations for carrying into cffect the private
jobs of their various members. Appointments should be made
on the individual responsibility of the Chairman of the body, let
him be called Mayor, Chairman of Quarter Sessions, or by what-
ever other title.  He occupies in the locality a position analogous
to that of the prime minister in the State, and under a well-
organised system the appointment and watching of the local
officers would be the most important part of his duty: he himself
being appointed by the Council from its own number, subject
erther to annual re-election, or to removal by a vote of the body.

From the constitution of the local bodies I now pass to the
equally mmportant and more difficult subject of their proper
attributions. This question divides itself into two parts: what
should be their duties, and whether they should have full
authority within the sphere of those duties, or should be liable
to any, and what, interference on the part of the central
government.

It is obvious, to begin with, that all business purely local—all
which concerns only a single locality—should devolve upon the
local authorities. The paving, highting, and cleansing of the
streets of a town, and in ordinary circumstances the draining of
its houses, are of little consequence to any but its inhabitants,
The nation at large is interested in them in no other way
than that in which it is interested in the private well-being of all
its individual citizens. But among the duties classed as local,
or performed by local functionaries, there are many which
might with equal propriety be termed national, being the
share, belonging to the locality, of some branch of the
public administration in the efficiency of which the whole
nation is alike interested: the gaols, for instance, most of
which in this country are under county management; the
local police; the local administration of justice, much of
which, especially in corporate towns, is performed by officers
elected by the locality, and paid from local funds. None of these
can be said to be matters of local, as distinguished from national,
imporcance. It would not be a matter personally indifferent to
the rest of the country if any part of it became a nest of robbers
or a focus of demoralisation, owing to the maladministration
of its police; or if, through the bad regulations of its gaol, the
punishment which the courts of justice intended to inflict on
the criminals confined therein (who might have come from, or
committed their offences in, any other district) might be doubled
in intensity, or lowered to practical impunity. The points,
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moreover, which constitute good management of these things
are the same everywhere; there is no good reason why police,
or gaols, or the administration of justice, should be differently
managed in one part of the kingdom and in another; while there
is great peril that in things so important, and to which the most
instructed minds available to the State are not more than
adequate, the lower average of capacities which alone can be
counted on Tor the service of the localities might commit errors
of such magnitude as to be a serious blot upon the general
administration of the country. Security of person and property,
and equal justice between individuals, are the first needs of
society, and the primary ends of government: if these things
can be left to any responsibility below the highest, there is
nothing, except war and treaties, which requires a general
government at all. Whatever are the best arrangements for
securing these primary objects should be made universally
obligatory, and, to secure their enforcement, should be placed
under central supertendence. It is often useful, and with the
institutions of our own country even necessary, from the scarcity,
1n the localities, of officers representing the gencral government,
that the execution of duties imposed by the central authority
should be entrusted to functionaries appointed for local purposes
by the locahty. But experience is dauly forcing upon the public
a conviction of the necessity of having at least inspectors ap-
pointed by the general government to see that the local officers
do their duty. If prisons are under local management, the
central government appoints inspectors of prisons to take care
that the rules laid down by Parliament are observed, and to
suggest others if the state of the gaols shows them to be requisite:
as there are inspectors of factorics, and inspectors of schools, to
watch over the observance of the Acts of Parliament relating to
the first, and the fulfilment of the conditions on which State
assistance is granted to the latter.

But, if the administration of justice, police and gaols included,
is both so universal a concern, and so much a matter of general
science independent of local peculiarities, that it may be, and
ought to be, uniformly regulated throughout the country, and
its regulation enforced by more trained and skilful hands than
those of purely local authorities—there is also business, such as
the administration of the poor laws, sanitary regulation, and
others, which, while really interesting to the whole country,
cannot consistently with the very purposes of local admimistra-
tion, be managed otherwise than by the localities. In regard to
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such duties the question arises, how far the local authorities
ought to be trusted with discretionary power, frce from any
superintendence or control of the State.

To decide this question it is essential to consider what is the
comparative position of the central and the local authorities
as to capacity for the work, and security aganst negligence
or abuse. In the first place, the local representative bodies
and their officers are almost certain to be of a much lower
¢rade of ntelligence and knowledge than Parliament and the
national executive. Secondly, besides being themselves of inferior
qualifications, they are watched by, and accountable to, an
inferior public opinion. The public under whose eyes they
act, and by whom they are criticised, is both more limited
n extent, and generally far less enlightened, than that which
surrounds and admonishes the highest authorties at the capital;
while the comparative smallness of the interests involved causes
even that inferior public to direct its thoughts to the subject
less intently, and with less solicitude. Far less interference is
exercised by the press and by public discussion, and that which
is exercised may with much more impunity be disregarded in
the proceedings of local than in those of national authorities.
Thus far the advantage seems wholly on the side of management
by the central government. But, when we look more closely,
these motives of preference are found to be balanced by others
fully as substantial. If the local authorities and public are
inferior to the central ones in knowledge of the principles of
administration, they have the compensating advantage of a
far more direct intercst in the result. A man’s neighbours or
his landlord may be much cleverer than himself, and not without
an indirect interest in his prosperity, but for all that his interests
will be better attended to in his own keeping than in theirs, It
is further to be remembered, that even supposing the central
government to administer through its own officers, its officers do
not act at the centre, but in the locality: and however inferior
the local public may be to the central, it is the local public alone
which has any opportunity of watching them, and it is the local
opinion alone which either acts directly upon their own conduct,
or calls the attention of the government to the points in which
they may require correction. It is but in extreme cases that
the general opinion of the country is brought to bear at all upon
details of local administration, and still more rarely has it the
means of deciding upon them with any just appreciation of the
case. Now, the local opinion necessarily acts far more forcibly
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upon purely local administrators. They, in the natural course
of things, are permancnt residents, not expecting to be with-
drawn from the place when they cease to exercise authority in
it; and their authority itself depends, by supposition, on the
will of the local public. I need not dwell on the deficiencies of
the central authority in detailed knowledge of local persons and
things, and the too great engrossment of its time and thoughts
by other concerns, to admit of its acquiring the quantity and
quality of local knowledge necessary even for deciding on com-
plaints, and enforcing responsibility from so great a number
of local agents. In the details of management, therefore, the
local bodies will generally have the advantage; but in compre-
hension of the principles even of purcly local management, the
superiority of the central government, when rightly constituted,
ought to be prodigious: not only by reason of the probably great
personal superiority of the individuals composing it, and the
multitude of thinkers and writers who are at all times engaged
in pressing useful ideas upon their notice, but also because the
knowledge and experience of any local authority is but local
knowledge and cxperience, confined to their own part of the
country and its modes of management, whereas the central
government has the means of knowing all that is to be learnt
from the united experience of the whole kingdom, with the
addition of easy access to that of foreign countries.

The practical conclusion from these premises is not difficult to
draw. The authority which is most conversant with principles
should be supreme over principles, while that which is most com-
petent in details should have the details left to it. The principal
business of the central authority should be to give instruction,
of the local authority to apply it. Power may be localised, but
knowledge, to be most useful, must be centralised; there must
be somewhere a focus at which all its scattered rays are collected,
that the broken and coloured lights which exist elsewhere may
find there what is necessary to complete and purify them. To
every branch of local administration which affects the general
interest there should be a corresponding central organ, either a
minister, or some specially appointed functionary under him;
even if that functionary does no more than collect information
from all quarters, and bring the experience acquired in one
locality to the knowledge of another where it is wanted. But
there is also something more than this for the central authonty
to do. It ought to keep open a perpetual communication with
the localities: informing itself by their experience, and them by
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its own; giving advice freely when asked, volunteering it when
seen to be required; compelling publicity and recordation of pro-
ceedings, and enforcing obedience to every general law which the
legislature has laid down on the subject of local management.
That some such laws ought to be laid down few are likely to deny.
The localities may be allowed to mismanage their own interests,
but not to prejudice those of others, nor violate those principles
of justice between one person and another of which it is the duty
of the State to maintain the rigid observance. If the local
majority attempts to oppress the minority, or one class another,
the State is bound to interpose. For example, all local rates
ought to be voted exclusively by the local representative body;
but that body, though elected solely by rate-payers, may raise its
revenues by imposts of such a kind, or assess them in such a
manner, as to throw an unjust share of the burthen on the poor,
the rich, or some particular class of the population: it is the duty,
therefore, of the legislature, while leaving the mere amount of
the local taxes to the discretion of the local body, to lay down
authoritatively the modes of taxation, and rules of assessment,
which alone the localities shall be permitted to use. Again, in
the administration of public charity the industry and morahty
of the whole labouring population depend, to a most serious
extent, upon adherence to certain fixed principles in awarding
relief. Though it belongs essentially to the local functionaries
to determine who, according to those principles, is entitled to be
relieved, the national Parliament 1s the proper authority to pre-
scribe the principles themselves; and it would neglect a most
important part of its duty if it did not, in a matter of such grave
national concern, lay down imperative rules, and make effectual
provision that those rules should not be departed from. What
power of actual interference with the local administrators it
may be necessary to retain, for the due enforcement of the laws,
is a question of detail into which it would be useless to enter.
The laws themselves will naturally define the penalties, and fix
the mode of their enforcement. It may be requisite, to meet
extreme cases, that the power of the central authority should
extend to dissolving the local representative council, or dismissing
the local executive: but not to making new appointments, or
suspending the local institutions. Where Parliament has not
interfered, neither ought any branch of the executive to interfere
with authority; but as an adviser and critic, an enforcer of the
laws, and a denouncer to Parliament or the local constituencies
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of conduct which it deems condemnable, the functions of the
executive are of the greatest possible value.

Some may think that however much the central authority
surpasses the local in knowledge of the principles of administra-
tion, the great object which has been so much insisted on, the
social and political education of the citizens, requires that they
should be left to manage these matters by their own, however
imperfect, ights.  To this it might be answered, that the educa-
tion of the citizens is not the only thing to be considered; govern-
ment and administration do not exist for that alone, great as 1ts
importance is. But the objection shows a very imperfect under-
standing of the function of popular institutions as a means of
political instruction. It 1s but a poor education that associates
1ignorance with ignorance, and leaves them, if they care for know-
ledge, to grope their way to it without help, and to do without it
if they donot. Whatis wanted is, the means of making ignorance
aware of itself, and able to profit by knowledge; accustoming
minds which know only routine to act upon, and feel the value
of, principles: teaching them to compare different modes of
action, and learn, by the use of their reason, to distinguish the
best. When we desire to have a good school, we do not eliminate
the teacher. The old remark, ‘ as the schoolmaster 1s, so will be
the school,” is as true of the indirect schooling of grown people by
public business as of the schooling of youth in academies and
colleges. A government which attempts to do everything is
aptly compared by M. Charles de Rémusat to a schoolmaster who
does all the pupils’ tasks for them; he may be very popular with
the pupils, but he will teach them little. A government, on the
other hand, which neither does anything itself that can possibly
be done by any one else, nor shows any one else how to do any-
thing, is like a school in which there is no schoolmaster, but only
pupll teachers who have never themselves been taught,.

CHAPTER XVI

OF NATIONALITY, AS CONNECTED WITH REPRESENTATIVE
GOVERNMENT

A porTION of mankind may be said to constitute a Nationality
if they are united among themselves by common sympathies
which do not exist between them and any others—which make
them co-operate with each other more willingly than with other
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people, desire to be under the same government, and desire that
it should be government by themselves or a portion of them-
selves exclusively. This feeling of nationality may have been
generated by various causes. Sometimes it is the effect of
identity of race and descent. Community of language, and com-
munity of rchigion, greatly contribute to it. Geographical limits
are one of 1ts causes. But the strongest of all is identity of
political antecedents; the possession of a national history, and
consequent community of recollections; collective pride and
humiliation, pleasure and regret, connected with the same in-
cidents in the past. None of these circumstances. however, are
either indispensable, or necessarily sufficient by themselves.
Switzerland has a strong sentiment of nationality, though the
cantons are of different races, different languages, and different
religions.  Sicily has, throughout history, felt itself quite distinct
in nationality from Naples, notwithstanding identity of religion,
almost 1dentity of language, and a considerable amount of
common historical antecedents. The Flemish and the Walloon
provinces of Belgium, notwithstanding diversity of race and
language, have a much greater fecling of common nationality
than the former have with Holland, or the latter with France.
Yet in general the national feeling is proportionally weakened by
the failure of any of the causes which contribute to it. Identity
of language, literature, and, to some extent, of race and recollec-
tions, have maintained the feeling of nationality in considerable
strength among the different portions of the German name,
though they have at no time been really united under the same
government; but the feeling has never reached to making the
separate states desire to get rid of their autonomy. Among
Italians an 1dentity far from complete, of language and literature,
combined with a geographical position which separates them by
a distinct line from other countries, and, perhaps more than
everything else, the possession of a common name, which makes
them all glory in the past achievements in arts, arms, politics,
religious primacy, science, and literature, of any who share the
same designation, give rise to an amount of national feeling in the
population which, though still imperfect, has been sufficient to
produce the great events now passing before us, notwithstanding
a great mixture of races, and although they have never, in either
ancient or modern history, been under the same government,
except while that government extended or was extending itself
cever the greater part of the known world.

Where the sentiment of nationality exists in any force, there
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is a pruma facte case for uniting all the members of the nationality
under the same government, and a government to themselves
apart. This is merely saying that the question of government
ought to be decided by the governed. One hardly knows what
any division of the human race should be free to do if not to
determine with which of the various collective bodies of human
beings they choose to associate themselves. But, when a people
are ripe for free institutions, there is a still more vital considera-
tion. Free institutions are next to impossible in a country made
up of different nationalitics. Among a people without fellow-
feeling, especially 1f they read and speak different languages, the
united public opinion, necessary to the working of representative
government, cannot exist. The influences which form opinions
and decide political acts are different in the different sections of
the country. An altogether different set of leaders have the
confidence of one part of the country and of another. The same
books, newspapers, pamphlets, speeches, do not reach them.
One section does not know what opinions, or what instigations,
are circulating in another. The same incidents, the same acts,
the same system of government, affect them in different ways,
and each fears more injury to itself from the other nationalities
than from the common arbiter, the state. Their mutual
antipathies are generally much stronger than jealousy of the
government. That any one of them feels aggrieved by the
policy of the common ruler is sufficient to determine another to
support that policy. Even if all are aggrieved, none feel that
they can rely on the others for fidelity in a joint resistance; the
strength of none is sufficient to resist alone, and each may
reasonably think that it consults its own advantage most by
bidding for the favour of the government against the rest.
Above all, the grand and only effectual security in the last resort
against the despotism of the government is in that case wanting:
the sympathy of the army with the people. The military are
the part of every community in whom, from the nature of the
case, the distinction between their fellow - countrymen and
foreigners is the deepest and strongest. To the rest of the people
foreigners are merely strangers; to the soldier, they are men
against whom he may be called, at a week’s notice, to fight for
life or death. The difference to him is that between friends and
foes—we may almost say between fellow-men and another kind
of animals: for as respects the enemy, the only law is that of
force, and the only mitigation the same as in the case of other
animals—that of simple humanity. Soldiers to whose feelings
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half or three-fourths of the subjects of the same government are
foreigners wi 1 have no more scruple in mowing them down, and
no more desire to ask the reason why, than they would have in
doing the same thing against declared enemies. An army com-
posed of various nationalities has no other patriotism than
devotion to the flag. Such armies have been the executioners
of liberty through the whole duration of modern history. The
sole bond which holds them together is their officers and the
government which they serve; and their only 1dea, if they have
any, of public duty is obedience to orders. A government thus
supported, by keeping its Hungarian regiments in Italy and its
Italian in Hungary, can long continue to rule in both places with
the iron rod of foreign conquerors.

If it besaid that so broadly marked a distinction between what
is due to a fellow-countryman and what is due merely to a human
creature is more worthy of savages than of civilised beings, and
ought, with the utmost energy, to be contended against, no one
holds that opinion more strongly than myself. But this object,
one of the worthiest to which human endeavour can be directed,
can never, in the present state of civilisation, be promoted by
keeping different nationalities of anything lke equivalent
strength under the same government. In a barbarous state of
society the case is sometimes different. The government may
then be interested in softening the antipathies of the races that
peace may be preserved and the country more easily governed.
But when there are either free institutions or a desire for them,
n any of the peoples artificially tied together, the interest of the
government lies in an exactly opposite direction. It is then
interested in keeping up and envenoming their antipathies that
they may be prevented from coalescing, and it may be enabled
to use some of them as tools for the enslavement of others. The
Austrian Court has now for a whole generation made these
tactics its principal means of government; with what fatal
success, at the time of the Vienna insurrection and the Hun-
garian contest, the world knows too well. Happily there are
now signs that improvement is too far advanced to permit this
policy to be any longer successful.

For the preceding reasons, it is in general a necessary con-
dition of free institutions that the boundaries of governments
should comncide in the main with those of nationalties. But
several considerations are liable to conflict in practice with this
general principle. In the first place, its application is often
precluded by geographical hindrances. There are parts even
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of Europe in which different nationalities are so locally inter-
mingled that 1t 1s not practicable for them to be under separate
governmer.ts. The population of Hungary is composed of
Magyars, Slovacks, Croats, Serbs, Roumans, and 1n some districts
Germans, so mixed up as to be incapable of local separation;
and there is no course open to them but to make a virtue of
necessity, and reconcile themselves to living together under
equal rights and laws. Their community of servitude, which
dates only from the destruction of Hungarian independence
1849, seems to be ripening and disposing them for such an cqual
union. The German colony of East Prussia is cut off from
Germany by part of the ancient Poland, and being too weak
to maintain separate independence, must, if geographical con-
tinuity is to be maintained, be either under a non-German
government, or the intervening Polish territory must be under
a German one. Another considerable region in which the
dominant element of the population is German, the provinces
of Courland, Esthonia, and Livoma, is condemned by 1ts local
situation to form part of a Slavonian state. In Eastern Germany
itself there is a large Slavonic population: Bohemua is principally
Slavonic, Siesia and other districts partially so. The most
united country in Europe, France, is far from being homo-
geneous: independently of the fragments of foreign nationalities
at its remote extremities, it consists, as language and history
prove, of two portions, one occupied almost exclusively by
a Gallo-Roman population, while in the other the Frankish,
Burgundian, and other Teutonic races form a considerable
ingredient.

When proper allowance has been made for geographical
exigencies, another more purely moral and social considcration
offers itself. Experience proves that it 1s possible for one
nationality to merge and be absorbed in another: and when 1t
was originally an inferior and more backward portion of the
human race the absorption is greatly to its advantage. Nobody
can suppose that it is not more beneficial to a Breton, or a
Basque of French Navarre, to be brought into the current of the
ideas and feelings of a highly civilised and cultivated people—
to be a member of the French nationahty, admitted on equal
terms to all the privileges of French citizenship, sharing the
advantages of French protection, and the dignity and prestige of
French power—than to sulk on his own rocks, the half-savage
relic of past times, revolving in his own little mental orbit, with-
out participation or interest in the general movement of the
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world. The same remark applies to the Welshman or the
Scottish Highlander as members of the British nation.

Whatever really tends to the admixture of nationalities, and
the blending of their attributes and peculiarities in a common
union, is a benefit to the human race. Not by extinguishing
types, of which, 1 these cases, sufficient examples are sure to
remain, but by softening their extreme forms, and filling up
the intervals betwcen them. The united people, like a crossed
breed of animals (but in a still greater degree, because the
mfluences in operation are moral as well as physical), inherits
the special aptitudes and excellences of all its progenitors, pro-
tected by the admixture from being exaggerated into the neigh-
bouring vices. But to render this admixture possible, there must
be peculiar conditions. The combinations of circumstances
which occur, and which effect the result, are various.

The nationalities brought together under the same govern-
ment may be about equal in numbers and strength, or they may
be very unequal. If unequal, the least numerous of the two
may either be the superior in civilisation, or the inferior. Sup-
posing it to be superior, it may either, through that superiority,
be able to acquire ascendancy over the other, or it may be over-
come by brute strength and reduced to subjection. This last
is a sheer mischief to the human race, and one which civilised
humanity with one accord should rise in arms to prevent. The
absorption of Greece by Macedonia was one of the greatest
misfortunes which ever happened to the world: that of any of
the principal countries of Europe by Russia would be a similar
one.

If the smaller nationality, supposed to be the more advanced
in improvement, is able to overcome the greater, as the Mace-
donians, reinforced by the Greeks, did Asia, and the English
India, there is often a gain to civilisation: but the conquerors
and the conquered cannot in this case live together under the
same frée institutions. The absorption of the conquerors in
the less advanced people would be an evil: these must be
governed as subjects, and the state of things is either a bencfit
or a misfortune, according as the subjugated people have or
have not reached the state in which it is an injury not to be under
a free government, and according as the conquerors do or do
not use their superiority in a manner calculated to fit the con-
quered for a higher stage of improvement. This topic will be
particularly treated of in a subsequent chapter.

When the nationality which succeeds in overpowering the
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other is both the most numerous and the most improved; and
especially if the subdued nationality is small, and has no hope of
reasserting its independence; then, if it is governed with any
tolerable justice, and 1if the members of the more powerful
nationality are not made odious by being invested with exclusive
privileges, the smaller nationality is gradually reconciled to its
position, and becomes amalgamated with the larger. No Bas-
Breton, nor even any Alsatian, has the smallest wish at the
present day to be separated from France. If all Irishmen have
not yet arrived at the same disposition towards England, it is
partly because they are sufficiently numerous to be capable of
constituting a respectable nationality by themselves; but prin-
cipally because, until of late years, they had been so atrociously
governed, that all their best feelings combined with their bad
ones in rousing bitter resentment against the Saxon rule. This
disgrace to England, and calamity to the whole empire, has, it
may be truly said, completely ceased for nearly a generation.
No Irishman is now less free than an Anglo-Saxon, nor has a less
share of every benefit either to his country or to his individual
fortunes than if he were sprung from any other portion of the
British dominions. The only remaining real grievance of
[reland, that of the State Church, is one which half, or nearly
half, the people of the larger island have in common with them.
There is now next to nothing, except the memory of the past,
and the difference in the predominant religion, to keep apart
two races, perhaps the most fitted of any two in the world to be
the completing counterpart of one another. The consciousness
of being at last treated not only with equal justice but with equal
consideration is making such rapid way in the Irish nation as
to be wearing off all feelings that could make them insensible to
the benefits which the less numerous and less wealthy people
must necessarily derive from being fellow-citizens nstead of
foreigners to those who are not only their nearest neighbours, but
the wealthiest, and one of the freest, as well as most civilised and
powerful, nations of the earth.

The cases in which the greatest practical obstacles exist to the
blending of nationalities are when the nationalities which have
been bound together are nearly equal in numbers and in the
other elements of power. In such cases, each, confiding in its
strength, and feeling itself capable of maintaining an equal
struggle with any of the others, is unwilling to be merged in it:
each cultivates with party obstinacy its distinctive peculiarities;

obsolete customs, and even declining languages, are revived to
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deepen the separation; each deems itself tyrannised over if any
authority is exercised within itself by functionaries of a rival
race; and whatever is given to one of the conflicting nationalities
is considered to be taken from all the rest. When nations, thus
divided, are under a despotic government which is a stranger
to all of them, or which, though sprung from one, yet feeling
greater interest in its own power than in any sympathies of
nationality, assigns no privilege to either nation, and chooses its
mstruments indifferently from all; in the course of a few genera-
tions, identity of situation often produces harmony of feeling,
and the different races come to feel towards each other as fellow-
countrymen; particularly if they are dispersed over the same
tract of country. But if the era of aspiration to free government
arrives before this fusion has been effected, the opportunity has
gone by for effecting it. From that time, if the unreconciled
nationalities are geographically separate, and especially if their
local position is such that there is no natural fitness or conveni-
ence in their being under the same government (as in the case of
an Italian province under a French or German yoke), there is not
only an obvious propriety, but, if either freedom or concord is
cared for, a necessity, for breaking the connection altogether.
There may be cases in which the provinces, after separation,
might usefully remain united by a federal tie: but it generally
happens that if they are willing to forego complete independence,
and become members of a federation, each of them has other
neighbours with whom it would prefer to connect itself, having
more sympathies in common, if not also greater community of
interest.

CIIAPTER XVII
OF FEDERAL REPRESENTATIVE GOVERNMENTS

PorTIiONS of mankind who are not fitted, or not disposed, to live
under the same internal government, may often with advantage
be federally united as to their relations with foreigners: both
to prevent wars among themselves, and for the sake of more
effectual protection against the aggression of powerful States.
To render a federation advisable, several conditions are neces-
sary. The first is, that there should be a sufficient amount of
mutual sympathy among the populations. The federation binds
them always to fight on the same side; and if they have such
feelings towards one another, or such diversity of fecling towards
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their neighbours, that they would generally prefer to fight on
opposite sides, the federal tie is neither likely to be of long dura-
tion, not to be well observed while it subsists. The sympathies
available for the purpose are those of race, language, religion, and,
above all, of political institutions, as conducing most to a
feeling of 1dentity of political interest. When a few free states,
separately insufficient for their own defence, are hemmed in on
all sides by military or feudal monarchs, who hate and despise
freedom even in a neighbour, those states have no chance for
preserving liberty and its blessings but by a federal union.
The common interest arising from this cause has in Switzerland,
for several centuries, been found adequate to maintain efficiently
the federal bond, in spite not only of difference of religion when
religion was the grand source of irreconcilable political enmity
throughout Europe, but also in spite of great weakness in the
constitution of the federation itself. In America, where all the
conditions for the maintenance of union existed at the highest
point, with the sole drawback of difference of institutions in the
single but most important article of Slavery, this one difference
has gone so far in alienating from each other’s sympathies the
two divisions of the Union, that the maintenance or disruption
of a tie of so much value to them both depends on the issue of
an obstinate civil war.

A second condition of the stability of a federal government
is that the separate states be not so powerful as to be able to
rely, for protection against foreign encroachment, on their indi-
vidual strength. If they are, they will be apt to think that they
do not gain, by union with others, the equivalent of what they
sacrifice in their own liberty of action; and consequently, when-
ever the policy of the Confederation, in things reserved to its
cognisance, is different from that which any one of its members
would separately pursue, the internal and scctional breach will,
through absence of sufficient anxiety to preserve the union, be 1n
danger of going so far as to dissolve it.

A third condition, not less important than the two others, is
that there be not a very marked inequality of strength among the
several contracting states. They cannot, indeed, be exactly
equal in resources: in all federations there will be a gradation of
power among the members; some will be more populous, rich,
and civilised than others. There is a wide difference in wealth
and population between New York and Rhode Island; between
Bern and Zug or Glaris. The essential is, that there should not
be any one State so much more powerful than the rest as to be
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capable of vying in strength with many of them combined. If
there be such a one, and only one, it will insist on being master
of the joint deliberations: if there be two, they will be irresistible
when they agree; and whenever they differ everything will be
decided by a struggle for ascendancy between the rivals. Lhis
cause is alone enough to reduce the German Bund to almost a
nullity, independently of its wretched internal constitution.
It effects none of the real purposes of a confederation. It has
never bestowed on Germany a uniform system of customs, nor
so much as a uniform coinage; and has served only to give
Austria and Prussia a legal right of pouring in their troops to
assist the local sovereigns in keeping their subjects obedient
to despotism: while in regard to external concerns, the Bund
would make all Germany a dependency of Prussia if there were
no Austria, and of Austria if there were no Prussia: and in the
meantime each petty prince has little choice but to be a partisan
of one or the other, or to intrigue with foreign governments
against both.

There are two different modes of organising a Federal Union.
The federal authorities may represent the Governments solely,
and their acts may be obligatory only on the Governments as
such; or they may have the power of enacting laws and issuing
orders which are binding directly on ndividual citizens. The
former is the plan of the German so-called Confederation, and
of the Swiss Constitution previous to 1847. It was tried in
America for a few years immediately following the War of Inde-
pendence. The other principle 1s that of the existing Constitu-
tion of the United States, and has been adopted within the last
dozen years by the Swiss Confederacy. The Federal Congress
of the American Union is a substantive part of the government
of every individual State. Within the limits of its attributions,
it makes laws which are obeyed by every citizen individually,
exccutes them through its own officers, and enforces them by
its own tribunals. This is the only principle which has been
found, or which is ever likely, to producc an effective federal
government. A union between the governments only is a
mere alliance, and subject to all the contingencies which render
alliances precarious. If the acts of the President and of Con-
gress were binding solely on the Governments of New York,
Virginia, or Pennsylvania, and could only be carried into effect
through orders issued by those Governments to officers appointed
by them, under responsibility to their own courts of justice, no
mandates of the Federal Government which were disagreeable
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to a local majority would ever be executed. Requisitions issued
to a government have no other sanction, or means of enforce-
ment, than war: and a federal army would have to be always in
readiness to enforce the decrees of the Federation against any
recalcitrant State; subject to the probability that other States,
sympathising with the rccusant, and perhaps sharing 1its senti-
ments on the particular point in dispute, would withhold their
contingents, if not send them to fight in the ranks of the dis-
obedient State. Such a federation is more likely to be a cause
than a preventive of internal wars: and if such was not its effect
n Switzerland until the events of the years immediately preced-
ing 1847, it was only because the Federal Government felt its
weakness so strongly that it hardly ever attempted to exercise
any real authority. In America, the experiment of a I'ederation
on this principle broke down in the first few years of its existence;
happily while the men of enlarged knowledge and acquired
ascendancy, who founded the independence of the Republc,
were still alive to guide it through the difficult transition. The
Federdlivt,a collection of papers by three of these eminent men,
written in explanation and defence of the new Federal Con-
stitution while still awaiting the national acceptance, is even
now the most instructive treatise we possess on federal govern-
ment.! In Germany, the more imperfect kind of federation, as
all know, has not even answered the purpose of maintaining an
alhance. It has never, in any European war, prevented single
members of the Confederation from allying themselves with
foreign powers against the rest. Yet this is the only federation
which seems possible among monarchical states. A king, who
holds his power by inheritance, not by delegation, and who
cannot be deprived of it, nor made responsible to any one for
its use, is not likely to renounce having a separate army, or to
brook the exercise of sovereign authority over his own subjects,
not through him but directly, by another power. To enable
two or more countries under kingly government to be joined
together in an effectual confederation it seems necessary that
they should all be under the same king. England and Scotland
were a federation of this description during the interval of about
a century between the union of the Crowns and that of the
Parliaments. Even this was effective, not through federal

UMr. Freeman’s History of Federal Governments, ot which only the first
volume has yet appeared, is already an accession to the literature of the
subject, equally valuable by its enlightened principles and its mastery
of historical details.
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institutions, for none existed, but because the regal power in
both Constitutions was during the greater part of that time so
nearly absolute as to enable the foreign policy of both to be
shaped according to a single will.

Under the more perfect mode of federation, where every
citizen of each particular State owes obedience to two Govern-
ments, that of his own state and that of the federation, it is
evidently necessary not only that the constitutional imits of the
authority of each should be precisely and clearly defined, but
that the power to decide between them in any case of dispute
should not reside in either of the Governments, or in any
functionary subject to it, but in an umpire independent of both.
‘There must be a Supreme Court of Justice, and a system of sub-
ordinate Courts in every State of the Union, before whom such
questions shall be carried, and whose judgment on them, in the
last stage of appeal, shall be final. Every State of the Union,
and the Federal Government itself, as well as every functionary
of each, must be hable to be sued 1n those Courts for exceeding
their powers, or for non-performance of their federal duties, and
must in general be obliged to employ those Courts as the m-
strument for enforcing their federal nghts. This involves the
remarkable consequence, actually realised in the United States,
that a Court of Justice, the highest federal tribunal, is supreme
over the various Governments, both State and Federal; having
the right to declare that any law made, or act done by them,
exceeds the powers assigned to them by the Federal Constitution,
and, in consequence, has no legal vahdity. It was natural to
feel strong doubts, before trial had becn made, how such a
provision would work; whether the tribunal would have the
courage to exercise its constitutional power; if it did, whether
it would exercise it wisely and whether the Governments would
consent to submit peaceably to its decision. The discussions
on the American Constitution, before its final adoption, give
evidence that these natural apprehensions were strongly felt;
but they are now entirely quieted, since, during the two genera-
tions and more which have subsequently elapsed, nothing has
occurred to verify them, though there have at times been
disputes of considerable acrimony, and which became the
badges of parties, respecting the limits of the authority of the
Federal .and State Governments. The eminently beneficial
working of so singular a provision is probably, as M. de Tocque-
ville remarks, in a great measure attributable to the peculiarity
inherent in a Court of Justice acting as such —namely, that
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it does not declare the law eo nomine and in the abstract, but
waits until a case between man and man is brought before
it judicially involving the point in dispute: from which arises
the happy effect that its declarations are not made n a very
early stage of the controversy; that much popular discussion
usually precedes them; that the Court decides after hearing
the point fully argued on both sides by lawyers of reputation;
decides only as much of the question at a time as is required by
the case before it, and its decision, instead of being volunteered
for political purposes, is drawn from 1t by the duty which it
cannot refuse to fulfil, of dispensing justice impartially between
adverse htigants. Even these grounds of confidence would not
have sufficed to produce the respectful submission with which
all authorities have yielded to the decisions of the Supreme
Court on the interpretation of the Constitution, were it not that
complete reliance has been felt, not only on the intellectual pre-
eminence of the judges composing that exalted tribunal, but
on their entire superiority over either private or sectional partiali-
ties. This reliance has been in the main justified; but there is
nothing which more vitally imports the American people than
to guard with the most watchful solicitude against everything
which has the remotest tendency to produce deterioration in the
quality of this great national mstitution. The confidence on
which depends the stability of federal institutions was for the
first time imparied by the judgment declaring slavery to be of
common right, and consequently lawful in the Territories while
not yet constituted as States, even against the will of a majority
of their inhabitants. This memorable decision has probably
done more than anything else to bring the sectional division to
the crisis which has issued in civil war. The main pillar of the
American Constitution is scarcely strong enough to bear many
more such shocks.

The tribunals which act as umpires between the Federal and
the State Governments naturally also decide all disputes between
two States, or between a citizen of one State and the government
of another. The usual remedies between nations, war and
diplomacy, being precluded by the federal union, it is necessary
that a judicial remedy should supply their place. 'The Supreme
Court of the Federation dispenses international law, and is the
first great example of what is now one of the most prominent
wants of civilised society, a real International Tribunal.

The powers of a Federal Government naturally extend not
only to peace and war, and all questions which arise between
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the country and foreign governments, but to making any other
arrangements which are, in the opinion of the States, necessary
to their enjoyment of the full benefits of union. For example, it
is a great advantage to them that their mutual commerce should
be free, without the impediment of frontier duties and custom-
houses. But this internal freedom cannot exist if each State
has the power of fixing the duties on interchange of commodities
between itself and foreign countries; since every foreign product
let in by one State would be let into all the rest. And hence
all custom duties and trade regulations, in the United States,
are made or repealed by the Federal Government exclusively.
Again, it 15 a great convenience to the States to have but one
coinage, and but one system of weights and measures; which can
only be ensured if the regulation of these matters is entrusted
to the Federal Government. The certainty and celerity of Post
Office communication is impeded, and its expense increased, if a
letter has to pass through half a dozen sets of public offices,
subject to different supreme authorities: it is convenient, there-
fore, that all Post Offices should be under the Federal Govern-
ment. But on such questions the feelings of different com-
munities are liable to be different. One of the American States,
under the guidance of a man who has displayed powers as a
speculative political thinker superior to any who has appeared
in American politics since the authors of the Federalsst)!
claimed a veto for each State on the custom laws of the Federal
Congress: and that statesman, in a posthumous work of great
ability, which has been printed and widely circulated by the
legislature of South Carolina, vindicated this pretension on the
general principle of limiting the tyranny of the majority, and
protecting minorities by admitting them to a substantial partici-
pation m political power. One of the most disputed topics in
American politics, during the early part of this century, was
whether the power of the Federal Government ought to extend,
and whether by the Constitution it did extend, to making roads
and canals at the cost of the Union. It is only in transactions
with foreign powers that the authority of the Federal Govern-
ment is of necessity complete. On every other subject, the
question depends on how closely the people in general wish to
draw the federal tie; what portion of their local freedom of
action they are willing to surrender, in order to enjoy more fully
the benefit of being one nation.

Respecting the fitting constitution of a federal government

1 Mr. Calhoun.
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within itself much need not be said. It of course consists of a
legislative branch and an executive, and the constitution of each
is amenable to the same principles as that of representative
governments generally. As regards the mode of adapting these
general principles to a federal government, the provision of the
American Constitution seems exceedingly judicious, that Con-
gress should consist of two Houses, and that while one of them is
constituted according to population, each State being entitled to
representatives in the ratio of the number of its inhabitants, the
other should represent not the citizens, but the State Govern-
ments, and every State, whether large or small, should be repre-
sented in it by the same number of members. This provision
precludes any undue power from being exercised by the more
powerful States over the rest, and guarantees the reserved rights
of the State Governments, by making it impossible, as far as the
mode of representation can prevent, that any measure should
pass Congress unless approved not only by a majority of the
citizens, but by a majonity of the States. Ihave before adverted
to the further incidental advantage obtained of raising the
standard of qualifications in one of the Houses. Being nomi-
nated by select bodies, the Legislatures of the various States,
whose choice, for reasons already indicated, is more likely to fall
on eminent men than any popular election—who have not only
the power of electing such, but a strong motive to do so, because
the influence of their State in the general deliberations must be
materially affected by the personal weight and abulities of its
representatives; the Senate of the United States, thus chosen,
has always contained nearly all the political men of established
and high reputation in the Union: while the Lower House of
Congress has, in the opinion of competent observers, been
generally as remarkable for the absence of conspicuous personal
merit as the Upper House for its presence.

When the conditions exist for the formation of cfficient and
durable Federal Unions, the multiplication of them is always a
benefit to the world. It has the same salutary effect as any
other extension of the practice of co-operation, through which
the weak, by uniting, can meet on equal terms with the strong.
By diminishing the number of those petty states which are not
equal to their own defence, it weakens the temptations to an
aggressive policy, whether working directly by arms, or through
the prestige of superior power. It of course puts an end to war
and diplomatic quarrels, and usually also to restrictions on
commerce, between the States composing the Union; whle, in
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reference to neighbouring nations, the increased military strength
conferred by it 1s of a kind to be almost exclusively available for
defensive, scarcely at all for aggressive, purposes. A federal
government has not a sufficiently concentrated authority to
conduct with much efficiency any war but one of self-defence, in
which it can rely on the voluntary co-operation of every citizen:
nor is there anything very flattering to national vanity or ambi-
tion in acquiring, by a successful war, not subjects, nor even
fellow-citizens, but only new, and perhaps troublesome, in-
dependent members of the confederation. The warlike pro-
ceedings of the Americans 1n Mexico were purely exceptional,
having been carried on principally by volunteers, under the
influence of the migratory propensity which prompts individual
Americans to possess themselves of unoccupied land; and
stimulated, if by any public motive, not by that of national
aggrandisement, but by the purely sectional purpose of extend-
ing slavery. There are few signs in the proceedings of Americans,
nationally or individually, that the desire of ternitorial acquisi-
tion for their country as such has any considerable power over
them. Ther hankering after Cuba is, in the same manner,
merely sectional, and the northern States, those opposed to
slavery, have never in any way favoured it.

The question may present itself (as in Italy at its present
uprising) whether a country, which is determined to be united,
should form a complete or a merely federal union. The point is
sometimes necessarily decided by the mere territorial magnitude
of the united whole. There is a limit to the extent of country
which can advantageously be governed, or even whose govern-
ment can be conveniently superintended, from a single centre.
There are vast countries so governed; but they, or at least their
distant provinces, are in general deplorably 11l administered, and
it is only when the inhabitants are almost savages that they
could not manage their affairs better separately. This obstacle
does not exist in the case of Italy, the size of which does not come
up to that of several very efficiently governed single statcs in past
and present times. The question then is, whether the different
parts of the nation require to be governed in a way so essentially
different that it is not probable the same Legislature, and the
same ministry or administrative body, will give satisfaction to
them all. Unless this be the case, which is a question of fact, it
is better for them to be completely united. That a totally
differcnt system of laws, and very different administrative in-
stitutions, may exist in two portions of a country without being
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any obstacle to legislative unity is proved by the case of England
and Scotland. Perhaps, however, this undisturbed co-existence
of two legal systems, under one united legislature, making differ-
ent laws for the two sections of the country in adaptation to the
previous differences, might not be so well preserved, or the same
confidence might not be felt in its preservation, in a country
whose legislators were more possessed (as is apt to be the case on
the Continent) with the mania for uniformity. A people having
that unbounded toleration which is characteristic of this country
for every description of anomaly, so long as those whose interests
it concerns do not feel aggrieved by it, afforded an exceptionally
advantageous field for trying this difficult experiment. In most
countries, if it was an object to retain different systems of law,
1t might probably be neccssary to retain distinct legislatures
as guardians of them; which is perfectly compatible with a
national Parliament and King, or a national Parliament without
a King, supreme over the external relations of all the members of
the body.

Whenever it is not deemed necessary to maintain permanently,
in the different provinces, different systems of jurisprudence, and
fundamental institutions grounded on different principles, it 1s
always practicable to reconcile minor diversities with the main-
tenance of unity of government. All that is needful is to give a
sufficiently large sphere of action to the local authorities. Under
oneand the same central government there may be local governors,
and provincial assemblies for local purposes. It may happen, for
instance, that the people of different provinces may have pre-
ferences in favour of different modes of taxation. If the general
legislature could not be depended on for being guided by the
members for each province 1n modifying the general system of
taxation to suit that province, the Constitution might provide
that as many of the expenses of the government as could by any
possibility be made local should be defrayed by local rates im-
posed by the provincial assemblies, and that those which must of
necessity be general, such as the support of an army and navy,
should, in the estimates for the year, be apportioned among the
different provinces according to some general estimate of their
resources, the amount assigned to each being levied by the local
assembly on the principles most acceptable to the locality, and
paid en bloc into the national treasury. A practice approaching
to this existed even in the old French monarchy, so far as re-
garded the pays d’états ; each of which, having consented or been
required to furnish a fixed sum, was left to assess it upon the in-
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habitants by its own officers, thus escaping the grinding despotism
of the royal éntendants and subdélégués ; and this privilege 1s
always mentioned as one of the advantages which mainly con-
tributed to render them, as some of them were, the most flourish-
ing provinces of France.

Identity of central government is compatible with many
different degrees of centralisation, not only administrative, but
even legislative. A people may have the desire, and the capacity,
for a closer union than one merely federal, while yet their local
peculiarities and antecedents render considerable diversitics
desirable in the details of their government. But if there is a
real desire on all hands to make the experiment successful, there
needs seldom be any difficulty in not only preserving these
diversities, but giving them the guarantee of a constitutional pro-
vision against any attempt at assimilation, except by the volun-
tary act of those who would be affected by the change.

CHAPTER XVIII
OF THE GOVERNMENT OF DEPENDENCIES BY A FREE STATE

FREE States, like all others, may possess dependencies, acquired
cither by conquest or by colonisation; and our own is the
greatest instance of the kind in modern history. It is a most
important question how such dependencies ought to be governed.
It is unnecessary to discuss the case of small posts, like
Gibraltar, Aden, or Heligoland, which are held only as naval or
mulitary positions. The military or naval object is in this case
paramount, and the inhabitants cannot, consistently with it, be
admitted to the government of the place; though they ought
to be allowed all liberties and privileges compatible with that
restriction, including the free management of municipal affairs;
and as a compensation for being locally sacrificed to the con-
venience of the governing State, should be admitted to equal
rights with its native subjects in all other parts of the empire.
Outlying territories of some size and population, which are
held as dependencies, that is, which are subject, more or less, to
acts of sovereign power on the part of the paramount country,
without being equally represented (if represented at all) in
its legislature, may be divided into two classes. Some are
composed of people of similar civilisation to the ruling country,
capable of, and ripe for, representative government: such as the
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British possessions in America and Australia. Others, like
India, are still at a great distance from that state.

In the case of dependencies of the former class, this country
has at length realised, in rare completeness, the true principle of
government. England has always felt under a certain degree of
obligation to bestow on such of her outlying populations as were
of her own blood and language, and on some who were not, repre-
sentative institutions formed in imitation of her own: but until
the present generation, she has been on the same bad level with
other countries as to the amount of self-government which she
allowed them to exercise through the representative institutions
that she conceded to them. She claimed to be the supreme
arbiter even of their purely internal concerns, according to her
own, not their,ideas of how those concerns could be best regulated.
This practice was a natural corollary from the vicious theory of
colonial policy—once common to all Europe, and not yet com-
pletely relinquished by any other people—whichregarded colonies
as valuable by affording markets for our commodities, that could
be kept entirely to ourselves: a privilege we valued so highly
that we thought it worth purchasing by allowing to the colonies
the same monopoly of our market for their own productions
which we claimed for our commodities in theirs. This notable
plan for enriching them and ourselves, by making each pay
enormous sums to the other, dropping the greatest part by the
way, has been for some time abandoned. But the bad habit of
meddling in the internal government of the colonies did not at
once terminate when we relinquished the idea of making any
profit by it. We continued to torment them, not for any benefit
to ourselves, but for that of a section or faction among the
colonists: and this persistence in domineering cost us a Canadian
rebellion before we had the happy thought of giving it up.
England was like an ill-brought-up elder brother, who persists in
tyrannising over the younger ones from mere habit, till one of
them, by a spirited resistance, though with unequal strength,
gives him notice to desist. We were wise enough not to require
a second warning. A new era in the colonial policy of nations
began with Lord Durham’s Report; the imperishable memorial
of that nobleman’s courage, patriotism, and enhghtened liberality,
and of the intellect and practical sagacity of its joint authors, Mr.
Wakefield and the lamented Charles Buller.!

'1 am speaking here of the adopfton of this improved policy, not, of
course, of its origindl suggestion. 1he honour of having been its earliest
champion belongs unquestionably to Mr. Roebuck.
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It is now a fixed principle of the policy of Great Britain,
professed in theory and faithfully adhered to in practice, that
her colonies of European race, equally with the parent country,
possess the fullest measure of internal self-government. They
have been allowed to make their own free representative con-
stitutions by altering in any manner they thought fit the
already very popular constitutions which we had given them.
Each1s governed by its own legislature and executive, constituted
on highly democratic principles. The veto of the Crown and of
Parliament, though nominally reserved, is only exercised (and
that very rarely) on questions which concern the empire, and not
solely the particular colony. How liberal a construction has
been given to the distinction between imperial and colonial
questions is shown by the fact that the whole of the unappro-
priated lands in the regions behind our American and Australian
colonies have been given up to the uncontrolled disposal of the
colonial communities; though they might, without injustice,
have been kept in the hands of the Imperial Government, to be
administered for the greatest advantage of future emigrants
from all parts of the empire. Every colony has thus as full
power over its own affairs as it could have 1f it were a member of
even the loosest federation; and much fuller than would belong
to it under the Constitution of the United States, being free even
to tax at its pleasure the commodities imported from the mother
country. Their union with Great Britain is the slightest kind of
federal union; but not a strictly equal federation, the mother
country retaining to itself the powers of a Federal Government,
though reduced in practice to their very narrowest limits. This
nequality is, of course, as far as it goes, a disadvantage to the
dependencies, which have no voice in foreign policy, but are
bound by the decisions of the superior country. They are com-
pelled to join England in war, without being in any way con-
sulted previous to engaging in it.

Those (now happily not a few) who think that justice is as
binding on communities as it is on individuals, and that men are
not warranted in doing to other countries, for the supposed
benefit of their own country, what they would not be justified in
doing to other men for their own benefit-—feel even this limited
amount of constitutional subordination on the part of the colonies
to be a violation of principle, and have often occupied themselves
in looking out for means by which it may be avoided. With this
view it has been proposed by some that the colonies should
return representatives to the British legislature; and by others,
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that the powers of our own, as well as of their Parliaments,
should be confined to internal policy, and that there should be
another representative body for foreign and imperial concerns, in
which last the dependencies of Great Britain should be repre-
sented in the same manner, and with the same completeness, as
Great Britain itself. On this system there would be a perfectly
equal federation between the mother country and her colonies,
then no longer dependencies.

The feelings of equity, and conceptions of public morahty,
from which these suggestions emanate, are worthy of all praise;
but the suggestions themselves are so inconsistent with rational
principles of government that it 1s doubtful if they have been
seriously accepted as a possibility by any reasonable thinker.
Countries separated by half the globe do not present the natural
conditions for being under one government, or even members of
one federation. If they had sufficiently the same interests, they
have not, and never can have, a sufficient habit of taking counsel
together. They are not part of the same public; they do not
discuss and deliberate in the same arena, but apart, and have
only a most imperfect knowledge of what passes in the minds of
one another. They neither know each other’s objects, nor have
confidence in each other’s principles of conduct. Let any
Englishman ask himself how he should like his destinies to
depend on an assembly of which one-third was British American,
and another third South African and Australan. Yet to this it
must come if there were anything hke fair or equal representa-
tion; and would not every one feel that the representatives of
Canada and Australia, even in matters of an imperial character,
could not know, or feel any sufficient concern for, the interests,
opinions, or wishes of English, Irish, and Scotch? Even for
strictly federative purposes the conditions do not exist which
we have seen to be essential to a federation. England is sufficient
for her own protection without the colonies; and would be in a
much stronger, as well as more dignified position, if separated
from them, than when reduced to be a single member of an
American, African, and Australian confederation. Over and
above the commerce which she might equally enjoy after separa-
tion, England derives little advantage, except in prestige, from
her dependencies; and the little she does derive is quite out-
weighed by the expense they cost her, and the dissemination they
necessitate of her naval and military force, which in case of war,
or any real apprehension of it, requires to be double or treble
what would be needed for the defence of this countrv alone.
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But though Great Britain could do perfectly well without her
colonies, and though on every principle of morality and justice
she ought to consent to their separation, should the time come
when, after full trial of the best form of union, they deliberately
desire to be dissevered — there are strong reasons for maintaining
the present slight bond of connection, so long as not disagreeable
to the feelings of either party. It is a step, as far as it goes,
towards universal peace, and general friendly co-operation
among nations. It renders war impossible among a large number
of otherwise independent communities; and moreover hinders
any of them from being absorbed into a foreign state, and becom-
ing a source of additional aggressive strength to some rival
power, cither more despotic or closer at hand, which might not
always be so unambitious or so pacific as Great Britain. It at
least kecps the markets of the different countries open to one
another, and prevents that mutual exclusion by hostile tariffs,
which none of the great communities of mankind, except Eng-
land, have yet completely outgrown. And in the case of the
British possessions it has the advantage, especially valuable at
the present time, of adding to the moral influence, and weight in
the councils of the world, of the Power which, of all in existence,
best understands liberty —and whatever may have been its
errors in the past, has attained to more of conscience and moral
principle in its dealings with foreigners than any other great
nation seems either to conceive as possible or recognise as desir-
able. Since, then, the union can only continue, while it does
continue, on the footing of an unequal federation, it is important
to consider by what means this small amount of inequality can
be prevented from being either onerous or humiliating to the
communities occupying the less exalted position.

The only inferiority necessarily inherent in the case is that the
mother country decides, both for the colonies and for herself, on
questions of pcace and war. They gain, in return, the obligation
on the mother country to repel aggressions directed against
them; but, except when the minor community is so weak that
the protection of a stronger power is indispensable to it, re-
ciprocity of obligation is not a full equivalent for non-admission
to a voice in the dehberations. It is essential, therefore, that in
all wars, save those which, like the Caffre or New Zealand wars,
are incurred for the sake of the particular colony, the colonists
should not (without their own voluntary request) be called on to
contnbute anything to the expense, except what may be required
for the specific local defence of their own ports, shorcs, and
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frontiers against invasion. Moreover, as the mother country
claims the privilege, at her sole discretion, of taking measures or
pursuing a policy which may expose them to attack, it is just
that she should undertake a considerable portion of the cost of
their military defence even in time of peace; the whole of it, so
far as it depends upon a standing army.

But there is a means, still more effectual than these, by which,
and in general by which alone, a full equivalent can be given to a
smaller community for sinking its individuality, as a substantive
power among nations, in the greater individuality of a wide and
powerful empire. This one indispensable and, at the same time,
sufficient expedient, which meets at once the demands of justice
and the growing exigencies of policy, is to open the service of
Government in all its departments, and in every part of the
empire, on perfectly equal terms, to the inhabitants of the
Colonies. Why does no one ever hear a breath of disloyalty
from the Islands in the British Channel? By race, religion, and
geographical position *hey belong less to England than to France.
But, while they enjoy, like Canada and New South Wales, com-
plete control over their internal affairs and their taxation, every
office or dignity in the gift of the Crown is freely open to the
native of Guernsey or Jersey. Generals, admirals, peers of the
United Kingdom, are made, and there is nothing which hinders
prime ministers to be made, from those insignificant islands.
The same system was commenced in reference to the Colonies
generally by an enlightened Colonial Secretary, too early lost,
Sir William Molesworth, when he appointed Mr. Hinckes, a
leading Canadian politician, to a West Indian government. It
is a very shallow view of the springs of political action in a
community which thinks such things unimportant because the
number of those in a position actually to profit by the concession
might not be very considerable. That limited number would be
composed precisely of those who have most moral power over the
rest: and men are not so destitute of the sense of collective
degradation as not to feel the withholding of an advantage from
even one person, because of a circumstance which they all have
in common with him, an affront to all.  If we prevent the leading
men of a community from standing forth to the world as its chiefs
and representatives in the general councils of mankind, we owe it
both to their legitimate ambition, and to the just pride of the
community, to give them in return an equal chance of occupying
the same prominent position in a nation of greater power and
importance.
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Thus far of the dependencies whose population is in a suffi-
ciently advanced state to be fitted for representative government.
But there are others which have not attained that state, and
which, if held at all, must be governed by the dominant country,
or by persons dclegated for that purpose by it. This mode of
government is as legitimate as any other if it is the one which
in the existing state of civilisation of the subject people most
facilitates their transition to a higher stage of improvement.
There are, as we have already seen, conditions of society in which
a vigorous despotism is in itself the best mode of government for
training the people in what is specifically wanting to render them
capable of a higher civilisation. There are others, in which the
mere fact of despotism has indeed no beneficial effect, the lessons
which it teaches having already been only too completely learnt;
but in which, there being no spring of spontaneous 1mprovement
in the people themselves, their almost only hope of making any
steps in advance depends on the chances of a good despot.
Under a native despotism, a good despot is a rare and transitory
accident: but when the dominion they are under is that of a
more civilised people, that people ought to be able to supply it
constantly. The ruling country ought to be able to do for its
subjects all that could be done by a succession of absolute
monarchs, guaranteed by irresistible force against the precarious-
ness of tenure attendant on barbarous despotisms, and qualified
by their genius to anticipate all that experience has taught to the
more advanced nation. Such is the ideal rule of a free people
over a barbarous or semi-barbarous one. We need not expect to
see that ideal realised; but unless some approach to it is, the
rulers are guilty of a dereliction of the highest moral trust which
can devolve upon a nation: and if they do not even aim at it,
they are selfish usurpers, on a par in criminality with any of
those whose ambition and rapacity have sported from age to age
with the destiny of masses of mankind.

As it is already a common, and is rapidly tending to become
the universal, condition of the more backward populations, to be
either held in direct subjection by the more advanced, or to be
under their comnlete political ascendancy; there are in this age
of the world few more .mportant problems than how to organise
this rule, so as to make 1t a good instead of an evil to the subject
people; providing them with the best attainable present govern-
ment, and with the conditions most favourable to future per-
manent improvement. But the mode of fitting the government
for this purpose is by no means so well understood as the condi-
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tions of good government in a people capable of governing them-
sclves. We may even say that it is not understood at all.

The thing appears perfectly easy to superficial observers. If
India (for example) is not fit to govern itsclf, all that seems to
them required is that there should be a minister to govern it:
and that this minister, like all other British ministers, should
be responsible to the British Parliament. Unfortunately this,
though the simplest mode of attempting to govern a dependency,
is about the worst; and betrays in its advocates a total want of
comprehension of the conditions of good government. To govern
a country under responsibility to the people of that country, and
to-govern one country under responsibility to the people of
another, are two very different things. What makes the ex-
cellence of the first is that freedom is preferable to despotism:
but the last zs despotism. The only choice the case admits is a
choice of despotisms: and it is not certain that the despotism of
twenty millions is necessarily better than that of a few, or of one.
But it is quite certain that the despotism of those who neither
hear, nor see, nor know anything about their subjects, has many
chances of being worse than that of those who do. It is not
usually thought that the immediate agents of authority govern
better because they govern in the name of an absent master, and
of one who has a thousand more pressing interests to attend to.
The master may hold them to a strict responsibility, enforced by
heavy penalties; but it is very questionable if those penalties
will often fall in the right place.

It is always under great difficulties, and very imperfectly, that
a country can be governed by foreigners; even when there is no
extreme disparity, in habits and ideas, between the rulers and the
ruled. Foreigners do not feel with the people. They cannot
judge, by the light in which a thing appears to their own minds,
or the manner in which it affects their feelings, how it will affect
the feelings or appear to the minds of the subject population.
What a native of the country, of average practical ability, knows
as it were by instinct, they have to learn slowly, and after all
imperfectly, by study and experience. The laws, the customs,
the social relations, for which they have to legislate, instead of
being familiar to them from childhood, are all strange to them.
For most of their detailed knowledge they must depend on the
information of natives; and it is difficult for them to know whom
to trust. They are feared, suspected, probably disliked by the
population; seldom sought by them except for interested pur-
poses; and they are prone to think that the servilely submissive
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are the trustworthy. Their danger is of despising the natives;
that of the natives is of disbelieving that anything the strangers
do can be intended for their good. These are but a part of the
difficulties that any rulers have to struggle with who honestly
attempt to govern well a country in which they are foreigners.
To overcome these difficulties in any degree will always be a
work of much labour, requiring a very superior degree of capacity
in the chief administrators, and a high average among the
subordinates: and the best organisation of such a government
is that which will best ensure the labour, develop the capacity,
and place the highest specimens of it in the situations of greatest
trust. Responsibility to an authority which has gone through
none of the labour, acquired none of the capacity, and for the
most part is not even aware that either, in any peculiar degree, is
required, cannot be regarded as a very effectual expedient for
accomplishing these ends.

The government of a people by itself has a meaning and «
reality; but such a thing as government of one people by another
does not and cannot exist. One people may keep another as a
warren or preserve for its own use, a place to make money in, a
human cattle farm to be worked for the profit of its own inhabi-
tants. But if the good of the governed is the proper business of
a government, it 1s utterly impossible that a people should
directly attend to it. The utmost they can do is to give some
of their best men a commission to look after it; to whom the
opinion of their own country can neither be much of a guide in
the performance of their duty, nor a competent judge of the
mode in which it has been performed. Let any one consider how
the English themselves would be governed if they knew and
cared no more about their own affairs than they know and care
about the affairs of the Hindoos. Even this comparison gives
no adequate idea of the state of the case: for a people thus
indifferent to politics altogether would probably be simply
acquiescent and let the government alone: whereas in the case
of India, a politically active people like the English, amdst
habitual acquiescence, are every now and then interfering, and
almost always in the wrong place. The real calses which
determine the prosperity or wretchedness, the improvement or
deterioration, of the Hindoos are too far off to be within their
ken. They have not the knowledge necessary for suspecting the
existence of those causes, much less for judging of their opera-
tion. The most essential interests of the country may be well
administered without obtaining any of their approbation, or
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mismanaged to almost any excess without attracting their notice.
The purposes for which they are principally tempted to interfere
and control the proceedings of their delegates are of two kinds.
One is to force English ideas down the throats of the natives;
for instance, by measures of proselytism, or acts intentionally
or unintentionally offensive to the religious feelings of the people.
‘I his misdirection of opinion in the ruling country 1s instructively
exemphfied (the more so, because nothing is meant but justice
and fairness, and as much impartiality as can be expected from
persons really convinced) by the demand now so general in
England for having the Bible taught, at the option of pupils
or of thewr parents, in the Government schools. From the
European point of view nothing can wear a {airer aspect, or seem
iess open to objection on the score of rehgious freedom. To
Asiatic eyes it is quite another thing. No Asiatic people ever
believes that a government puts its paid officers and official
machinery into motion unless it is bent upon an object; and
when bent on an object, no Asiatic believes that any government,
except a feeble and contemptible one, pursucs it by halves. If
Government schools and schoolmasters taught Christianity,
whatever pledges might be given of teaching it unly to those who
spontaneously sought it, no amount of evidence would ever
persuade the parents that improper means were not used to
make their children Christians, or at all events, outcasts from
Hindooism. If they could, in the end, be convinced of the
contrary, it would only be by the entire failure of the schools,
so conducted, to make any converts. If the teaching had the
smallest effect in promoting its object it would compromise not
only the utility and even existence of the government education,
but perhaps the safety of the government itself. An English
Protestant would not be easily induced, by disclaimers of
proselytism, to place his children in a Roman Catholic seminary:
Irish Catholics will not send their children to schools in which
they can be made Protestants: and we expect that Hindoos,
who believe that the privileges of Hindooism can be forfeited by
a merely physical act, will expose theirs to the danger of being
made Christians!

Such is one of the modes in which the opinion of the dominant
country tends to act more injuriously than beneficially on the
conduct of its deputed governors. In other respects, its inter-
ference is likely to be oftenest exercised where it will be most
pertinaciously demanded, and that is on behalf of some interest
of the English settlers. English settlers have friends at home,
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have organs, have access to the public; they have a common
language and common ideas with their countrymen: any com-
plaint by an Englishman is more sympathetically heard, even
if no unjust preference is intentionally accorded to it. Now, if
there be a fact to which all experience testifies, it is that when a
country holds another in subjection, the individuals of the ruling
people who resort to the foreign country to make their fortunes
are of all others those who most need to be held under powerful
restraint. They are always one of the chief difficulties of the
government. Armed with the prestige and filled with the scorn-
ful overbearingness of the conquering nation, they have the
feelings inspired by absolute power without its sense of responsi-
bility. Among a people like that of India the utmost efforts
of the public authorities are not enough for the effectual protec-
tion of the weak against the strong; and of all the strong, the
European settlers are the strongest. Wherever the demoralising
effect of the situation is not in a most remarkable degree cor-
rected by the personal character of the individual, they think
the people of the country mere dirt under their feet: it seems to
them monstrous that any rights of the natives should stand in
the way of their smallest pretensions: the simplest act of pro-
tection to the inhabitants against any act of power on their part
which they may consider useful to their commercial objects,
they denounce, and sincerely regard, as an injury. So natural
is this state of feeling in a situation hke theirs that even under
the discouragement which it has hitherto met with from the
ruling authorities it is impossible that more or less of the spirit
should not perpetually break out. The Government, itself free
from this spirit, is never able sufficiently to keep it down in the
young and raw even of its own civil and military officers, over
whom it has so much more control than over the independent
residents. As it is with the English in India, so, according to
trustworthy testimony, it is with the French in Algiers; so with
the Americans in the countries conquered from Mexico; so it
seems to be with the Europeans in China, and already even in
Japan: there is no necessity to recall how it was with the
Spaniards in South America. Inall these cases, the government
to which these private adventurers are subject is better than
they, and does the most it can to protect the natives against
them. Even the Spanish Government did this, sincerely and
earnestly, though ineffectually, as is known to every reader of
Mr. Helps’ instructive history. Had the Spanish Government
been directly accountable to Spanish opinion we may question
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if it would have made the attempt: for the Spaniards, doubtless,
would have taken part with their Christian friends and relations
rather than with Pagans. The settlers, not the natives, have the
ear of the public at home; it is they whose representations are
likely to pass for truth, because they alone have both the means
and the motive to press them perseveringly upon the inattentive
and uninterested public mind. The distrustful criticism with
which Englishmen, more than any other people, are in the habit
of scanning the conduct of their country towards foreigners,
they usually reserve for the proceedings of the public authorities.
In all questions between a government and an individual the
presumption in every Englishman’s mind is that the government
1s 1n the wrong. And when the resident English bring the
batteries of English political action to bear upon any of the
bulwarks erected to protect the natives against their encroach-
ments, the executive, with their rez] but faint velleities of some-
thing better, generally find it safer Lo their parhamentary interest,
and at any rate less troublesome, to give up the dispuled position
than to defend it.

What makes matters worse is that when the public mind is
invoked (as, to its credit, the English mind is extremely open to
be) in the name of justice and philanthropy, in behalf of the
subject community or race, there is the same probability of its
missing the mark. For in the subject community also there are
oppressors and oppressed; powerful individuals or classes, and
slaves prostrate before them; and it is the former, not the latter,
who have the means of access to the English public. A tyrant or
sensualist who has been deprived of the power he had abused,
and, instead of punishment, is supported 1n as great wealth and
splendour as he ever enjoyed; a knot of privileged landholders,
who demand that the State should relinquish to them its
reserved right to a rent from their lands, or who resent as a
wrong any attempt to protect the masses from their extortion,
these have no difficulty in procuring intercsted or sentimental
advocacy in the British Parliament and press. The silent
myriads obtain none.

The preceding observations exemplify the operation of a
principle—which might be called an obvious one, were it not
that scarcely anybody seems to be aware of it—that, while
responsibility to the governed is the greatest of all securities for
good government, responsibility to somebody else not only has
no such tendency, but is as likely to produce evil as good. The
responsibility of the British rulers of India to the British nation
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is chiefly useful because, when any acts of the government are
called in question, it ensures publicity and discussion; the
utility of which does not require that the public at large should
comprehend the point at issue, provided there are any individuals
among them who do; for, a merely moral responsibility not
being responsibility to the collective people, but to every separate
person among them who forms a judgment, opinions may be
weighed as well as counted, and the approbation or disapproba-
tion of one person well versed in the subject may outweigh that
of thousands who know nothing about it at all. It is doubtless
a useful restraint upon the immediate rulers that they can be
put upon their defence, and that one or two of the jury will form
an opinion worth having about their conduct, though that of
the remainder will probably be several degrees worse than none.
Such as it is, this 1s the amount of benefit to India, from the
control exerciscd over the Indian government by the British
Parliament and people.

It is not by attempting to rule directly a country like India,
but by giving it good rulers, that the English people can do their
duty to that country; and they can scarcely give it a worse one
than an English Cabinet Minister, who is thinking of Englsh,
not Indian politics; who seldom remains long enough in office to
acquire an intelligent interest in so complicated a subject; upon
whom the factitious public opinion got up in Parliament, con-
sisting of two or three fluent speakers, acts with as much force
as if it were genuine; while he is under none of the influences of
training and position which would lead or qualify him to form
an honest opinion of his own. A free country which attempts to
govern a distant dependency, inhabited by a dissimilar people,
by means of a branch of its own executive, will almost inevitably
fail. The only mode which has any chance of tolerable success
is to govern through a delegated body of a comparatively
permanent character; allowing only a right of inspection, and
a negative voice, to the changeable Administration of the State.
Such a body did exist in the case of India; and I fear that both
India and England will pay a severe penalty for the shortsighted
policy by which this intermediate instrument of government
was done away with.

It is of no avail to say that such a delegated body cannot have
all the requisites of good government; above all, cannot have
that complete and ever-operative identity of interest with the
governed which it is so difficult to obtain even where the people
to be ruled are in some degree qualified to look after their own
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affairs. Real good government is not compatible with the con-
ditions of the case. There is but a choice of imperfections. The
problem is, so to construct the governing body that, under the
difficulties of the position, it shall have as much interest as
possible in good government, and as little in bad. Now these
conditions are best found in an intermediate body. A delegated
administration has always this advantage over a direct one, that
it has, at all events, no duty to perform except to the governed.
It has no interests to consider except theirs. Its own power of
deriving profit from misgovernment may be reduced—in the
latest constitution of the East India Company it was reduced—
to a singularly small amount: and it can be kept entirely ciear
of bias from the individual or class interests of any one clse.
When the home government and Parhament are swayed by those
partial influences in the exercise of the power reserved to them
in the last resort, the intermediate body 1s the certain advocate
and champion of the dependency before the imperial tribunal.
The intermediate body, moreover, is, in the natural course of
things, chiefly composed of persons who have acquired pro-
fessional knowledge of this part of their country’s concerns;
who have been tramned to it in the place itself, and have made its
administration the main occupation of thewr hves. Furnished
with these qualifications, and not being liable to lose their office
from the accidents of home politics, they identify their char-
acter and consideration with their special trust, and have a
much more permanent interest in the success of their administra-
tion, and in the prosperity of the country which they administer,
than a member of a Cabinet under a representative constitution
can possibly have in the good government of any country except
the one which he serves. So far as the choice of those who carry
on the management on the spot devolves upon this body, the
appointments are kept out of the vortex of party and parlia-
mentary jobbing, and freed from the nfluence of those motives
to the abuse of patronage, for the reward of adherents, or to
buy off those who would otherwise be opponents, which are
always stronger, with statesmen of average honesty, than a
conscientious sense of the duty of appointing the fittest man.
To put this one class of appointments as far as possible out of
harm’s way is of more consequence than the worst which can
happen to all other offices in the state; for, in every other depart-
ment, if the officer is unqualified, the general opinion of the com-
munity directs him in a certain degree what to do: but in the
positiorg of the administrators of a dependency where the people
04
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are not fit to have the control in their own hands, the character
of the government entirely depends on the qualifications, moral
and intellectual, of the individual functionaries.

It cannot be too often repeated, that in a country like India
everything depends on the personal qualities and capacities of
the agents of government. This truth is the cardinal principle
of Indian administration. The day when it comes to be thought
that the appointment of persons to situations of trust from
motives of convenience, already so criminal in England, can be
practiscd with impunity in India, will be the beginning of the
decline and fall of our empire there. Even with a sincere inten-
tion of preferring the best candidate, it will not do to rely on
chance for supplying fit persons. The system must be calculated
to form them. It has done this hitherto; and because it has
done so, our rule in India has lasted, and been one of constant,
if not very rupid, improvement in prosperity and good adminis-
tration. As much bitterness is now mamfested against this
system, and as much eagerness displayed to overthrow it, as if
ceducating and traning the officers of government for their work
were a thing utterly unreasonable and indefensible, an unjustifi-
able interference with the rights of ignorance and inexperience.
There is a tacit conspiracy between those who would like to job
in first-rate Indian offices for their connections here, and those
who, being already in India, claim to be promoted from the
indigo factory or the attorney’s office, to administer justice or
fix the payments due to government from millions of people.
The “ monopoly ” of the Civil Service, so much inveighed against,
is like the monopoly of judicial offices by the bar; and its abolition
would be like opening the bench in Westminster Hall to the first
comer whose friends certify that he has now and then looked
into Blackstone. Were the course ever adopted of sending men
from this country, or encouraging them in going out, to get
themselves put into high appointments without having learnt
their business by passing through the lower ones, the most im-
portant offices would be thrown to Scotch cousins and adven-
turers, connected by no professional feeling with the country or
the work, held to no previous knowledge, and eager only to make
money rapidly and return home. The safety of the country is,
that those by whom it is administered be sent out in youth, as
candidates only, to begin at the bottom of the ladder, and ascend
higher or not, as, after a prope: interval, they are proved quali-
fied. The defect of the East India Company’s system was, that
though the best men were carefully sought out for the most
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important posts, yet if an officer remained in the service, pro-
motion, though it might be delayed, came at last in some shape
or other, to the least as well as to the most competent. Even
the inferior in qualifications, among such a corps of functionaries,
consisted, it must be remembered, of men who had been brought
up to their duties, and had fulfilled them for many years, at
lowest without dxsgrace under the eye and authority of a
superior. But though this diminished the evil, it was neverthe-
less considerable. A man who never becomes fit for more than
an assistant’s duty should remain an assistant all his life, and
his juniors should be promoted over him. With this exception.
I am not aware of any real defect in the old system of Indian
appointments. It had already received the greatest other
improvement it was susceptible of, the choice of the original
candidates by competitive examination: which, besides the
advantage of recruiting from a higher grade of industry and
capacity, has the recommendation, that under it, unless by
accident, there are no personal ties between the candidates for
offices and those who have a voice in conferring them.

It is in no way unjust that public officers thus selected and
trained should be exclusively eligible to offices which require
specially Indian knowledge and experience. If any door to the
higher appointments, without passing through the lower, be
opened even for occasional use, there will be such incessant
knocking at it by persons of influence that it will be impossible
ever to keep it closed. The only excepted appointment should
be the highest one of all. The Viceroy of British India should
be a person selected from all Englishmen for his great general
capacity for government. If he have this, he will be able to
distinguish in others, and turn to his own use, that special know-
ledge and ]udgment n local affairs which he has not himself had
the opportunity of acquiring. There are good reasons why
(saving exceptional cases) the Viceroy should not be a member of
the regular service. All services h. v , more or less, their class
prejudices, from which the supreme ruler ought to be exempt.
Neither are men, however able and experienced, who have
passed their lives in Asia, so likely to possess the most advanced
European ideas in general statesmanship; which the chief ruler
should carry out with him, and blend with the results of Indian
experience. Again, being of a different class, and especially 1f
chosen by a different authority, he will seldom have any personal
partialities to warp his appointments to office. This great
security for honest bestowal of patronage existed in rare per-
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fection under the mixed government of the Crown and the East
India Company. The supreme dispensers of office, the Governor-
General and Governors, were appointed, in fact though not
formally, by the Crown, that is, by the general Government, not
by the intermediate body; and a great officer of the Crown
probably had not a single personal or political connection in
the local service: while the delegated body, most of whom had
themselves served in the country, had and were likely to have
such connections. This guarantee for impartiality would be much
impaired if the civil servants of Government, even though sent
out 1n boyhood as mere candidates for employment, should come
to be furnished, in any considerable proportion, by the class
of society which supplies Viceroys and Governors. Even the
1nitiatory competitive examination would then be an insuffi-
cient security. It would exclude mere ignorance and incapacity ;
it would compel youths of family to start in the race with the
same amount of instruction and ability as other people; the
stupidest son could not be put into the Indian service as he can
be mnto the Church; but there would be nothing to prevent undue
preference afterwards. No longer all equally unknown and
unheard of by the arbiter of their lot, a portion of the service
would be personally, and a still greater number politically, in
close relation with im. Members of certain families, and of the
higher classes and influential connections generally, would rise
more rapidly than their competitors, and be often kept in situa-
tions for which they were unfit, or placed in those for which
others were fitter. The same influences would be brought into
play which affect promotions in the army: and those alone, if
such miracles of simplicity there be, who believe that these are
impartial, would expect impartiality in those of India. This
evil is, I fear, irremediable by any general measures which can
be taken under the present system. No such will afford a degree
of security comparable to that which once flowed spontaneously
from the so-called double government.

What is accounted so great an advantage in the case of the
English system of government at home has been its misfortune
in India—that it grew up of itself, not from preconceived design,
but by successive expedients, and by the adaptation of machinery
originally created for a different purpose. As the country on
which 1ts maintenance depended was not the one out of whose
necessities 1t grew, its practical benefits did not come home to
the mind of that country, and it would have required theoretic
recommendations to render it acceptable. Unfortunately, these
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were exactly what it seemed to be destitute of: and undoubtedly
the common theories of government did not furmsh it with such,
framed as those theories have been for states of circumstances
differing in all the most important features from the case con-
cerned. But in government, as in other departments of human
agency, almost all principles which have been durable were first
suggested by observation of some particular case in which the
general laws of nature acted in some new or previously unnoticed
combination of circumstances. The institutions of Great
Britain, and those of the United States, have had the distinction
of suggesting most of the theories of government which, through
good and evil fortune, are now, in the course of generations,
reawakening political hfe in the nations of IEurope. It has been
the destiny of the government of the East India Company to
suggest the true theory of the government of a semi-barbarous
dependency by a civilised country, and after having done this, to
penish. It would be a singular fortune if, at the end of two or
three more generations, this speculative result should be the
only remaining fruit of our ascendancy in India; if posterity
should say of us, that having stumbled accidentally upon better
arrangements than our wisdom would ever have devised, the
first use we made of our awakened reason was to destroy them,
and allow the good which had been in course of being realised to
fall through and be lost, from ignorance of the principles on
which it depended.  Di meliora : but if a fate so disgraceful to
England and to avilisation can be averted, 1t must be through
far wider political conceptions than merely Enghsh or European
practice can supply, and through a much more profound study of
Indian experience, and of the conditions of Indian government,
than either English politicians, or those who supply the English
public with opinions, have hitherto shown any willingness to
undertake,

TOE END






EVERYMAN’S LIBRARY

By ERNEST RHYS

VICTOR HUGO said a Library was ‘an act of faith,” and
another writer spoke of one so beautiful, so perfect, so
harmonious in all its parts, that he who made it was smitten
with a passion. In that faith Everyman’s Library was planned
out originally on a large scale; and the idea was to make it
conform as far as possible to a perfect scheme. However, per-
fection is a thing to be aimed at and not to be achicved in this
difficult world; and since the first volumes appeared there have
been many interruptions, chief among them Wars, during which
even the City of Books feels the great commotion. But the
series always gets back into its old stride.

One of the practical expedients in the original plan was to
divide the volumes into separate sections, as Biography,
Fiction, History, Belles-lettres, Poetry, Philosophy, Romance,
and so forth; with a shelf for Young People. The largest slice
of the huge provision of nearly a thousand volumes is, as a
matter of course, given to the tyrranous demands of fiction.
But in carrying out the scheme, publishers and editors con-
trived to keep in mind that books, like men and women, have
their elective affinities. The present volume, for instance, will
be found to have its companion books, both in the same class
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and not less significantly in other sections. With that idea too,
novels like Walter Scott’s Ivanhoe and Fortunes of Nigel,
Lytton’s Harold, and Dickens’s Tale of Two Cuties, have been
used as pioneers of history and treated in some sort as holiday
history books.

As for history, Everyman’s Library has been eclectic enough
to choose its historians from every school in turn, including
Gibbon, Grote, Finlay, Macaulay, Motley, and Prescott, while
among earlier books may be found the Venerable Bede and the
Anglo-Saxon Chronicle. On the classic shelf too, there is a
Livy in an admirable translation by Canon Roberts, and Caesar,
Tacitus, Thucydides, and Herodotus are not forgotten.

The poets next, and we may turn to the finest critic of
Victorian times, Matthew Arnold, as their showman, and find
in his essay on Maurice de Guerin a clue to the ‘magical power
of poetry.

Hazlitt's T'able Talk may help again to show the relationship
of author to author, which is another form of the Friendship ot
Books. His incomparable essay, ‘On Going a Journey,” makes
a capital prelude to Coleridge’s Briographia Literaria; and so
throughout the long labyrinth of the Library shelves you can
follow the magic clue in prose or verse that leads to the hidden
treasury. In that way Everyman pecomes his own critic and
Doctor of Letters.

To him all books which lay

Their sure foundation in the heart of man .
From Honuer the great Thunderer, to the voice
That roars along the bed of Jewish song . . .
Shall specak as Powers for ever to be hallowed!



EVERYMAN’S LIBRARY

A CLASSIFIED LIST OF THE 983 VOLUMES

In each of the thirteen classifications in this li§t (except BIOGRAPHY)
the volumes are arranged alphabetically under the authors’ names.
but Anthologies and works by various hands are listed under titles.
Where authors appear 1n more than one seétion, a cross-reference
is given, viz.: (See also FictioN). The number at the end of each
item is the number of the volume in the serics.

BIOGRAPHY

Audubon the Naturalist, Life and Adventures of. Bv R.Buchanan. 601
Baxter (Richard), Autobiographv of. Ed. by Rev. J. M. Lloyd Thomas. 358
Beacon<fleld (Lord), Life of. By J. A, Froude. 666
Berhoz (Hector), Life of. Translated by Katherine F. Boult. 602
Blackwell (Dr. Elizabeth): Pioneer Work for Women.  With an Introduc-
tion by Mra. Fawceett., 667
Blake (William), Life of. Bv Alexander Gilchrist. Idited by Ruthven
Todd. 97 (See also POETRY AND DRAMA)
Brounte (Cbarlotte), Life of. By Mrs. Gaskell. Intro. by May Sinclur. 213
(See also F1cTi0V)
Browning (Robert), Life of. Bv E. Dowden. 701
(See also POETRY AND DRAMA)
Burney (Fanny), Diary. A selection edited by Lewis Gibha. 960
Burns (Robert), Life of. Bv J. (i. Lockhart. Intro. by E. Rhys. 156
(See also POETRY AND DRAMA)
Buxton (sir Thomas Fowell), Memoirs of. Ed. by Charles Buxton. 773
Byron’s Letters. Introduction by Andre Maurois. 931
(See also POLTRY AND DRAMA)
Carey (Wilham), Life of : Shoemaker and Missionary. By George Smith. 395
Carlyle’s Letters and Speeches of Cromwell. 3 vols. 266-8
’ Reminiscences. 875 (See also EssAays and HISTORY)
(‘ellini’s (Benvenuto) Autobiography. 51
Cibber’s (Colley) An Apology for his Life. 668
Columbus, Life of. By S Arthur Helps. 332
Constable (John), Memoirs of. By C. R. Leshe, R A. 563
Cowper (William), Selected Letters of. Intro. by W. Hadley, M.A. 1774
(See also POETRY AND DRAMA)
De Quincey’s Reminiscences of the Lake Poets. Intro. by E. Rhys. 163
(See also Kssays)
De Retz (Cardinal): Memoirs. Bv Himself, 2 vols. 735-6
Dickens (Charles), ILafe of. By John FKorster. Introduction by G. K.
Chesterton. 2 vols, 781-2 (See also FICTION)
Disraeli (Benjamin), Life of. By J. A. Froude. 666
Evelyn’s Diary. 2 vols. Introduction by G. W. K. Russell. 220-1
Fox (George), Journal of. Text revised bv Norman Penney. 754
¥ranklin’s (Benjamin) Autobiography. 316
Gibbon (Edward), Autoblography of. 511 (See also HISTORY)
Gladstone, Life of. By G. W. E. Russell (‘ Onlooker’). 661
Goethe, Life of. By G. H. Lewes. Intro. by Havelock Ellis. 269
Hastings (Warren), lafe of. DBy Capt. L. J. Trotter. 452
Hodson of Hodson’s Horse. By Capt. L. J. Trotter. 401 [958
Hudson (W. H.), Far Away and Long Ago. Autoblography of his youth,
Hutchinson (Col.), Memoirs of, Intro. Monograph by K. P. G. Guizot. 317
Johnson (Dr. Samuel), Life of. By James Boswell. 2 vols. 1-2
v " Lives of the Poets. 770-1 (See also TRAVEL)
Keats (John), Life and Letters of. By Lord Houghton. Introduction
by R. Lynd. 801 (See also POETRY AND DRAMA)
Lamb (Charles), Letters of. 2 vols, 342-3
(See also KssAyY8 and FOR YOUNG PEOPLE)
Lincoln (Abraham), Iafe of. By Henry Bryan Binns. 783 (See also ORATORY)
Mahomet, Lifo of. DLy Washington Irving. Intro. Prof. E. V. Arnold. 513

Lisued October 1948 The Publishers regret that, owing to wartime shortages,
some of the volumes are temporarily out of print.
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BIOGRAPHY —continned

Mazzini, Life of. By Bolton King, M.A. 562
Mozart, Life of. By Edward Holmes. Intro. by Ernest Newman. 3564
Napoleon, Life of. By J. G. Lockhart. 3
Nelson, Life of. By Robert Southey. 52
Newcastle (First Duke of), Life of, and other writings. By the Duchess
of Newcastle. 722
Outram (Sir J.), The Bayard of India. By Capt. L. J. Trotter. 398
Pepys’s Diary. Lord Braybrooke’s 1854 ed. 2 vols. 53-4
Plutarch’s Lives of Noble Greeks and Romans. Dryden’s Translation.
Revised, with Introduction. by Arthur Hugh Clough. 3 vols. 407-9
Rousseau, Confessions of. 2 vols. 859-60
Scott (Sir Walter), Life of (abridged). By J. G. Lockhart. 55
Scott’s Lives of the Novelists. Introduction by George Saintsbury. 331
(See also F1cTION and PORTRY)
Seebohm (Frederic): The Oxford Reformers. 685
Shakespearo, Life and Work of. By Oliphant Smeaton. 5§14
(See also POETRY AND DRAMA)
Swift’s Journal to Stella. Newly deciphered and cdited by J. K. Moor-
bead. Introduction by Sir Walter Scott. 757
. (See also E8s8AYS and FICTION)
Vasari’s Lives of the Painters. Trans. by A. B. Hinds. 4 vols. 7847
Voltaire’s Life of Charles XII. Introduction by Rt. Hon. J. Burny. 270
(£ce also FICTION)
Walpole (FHorace), Selected Lotters of. TIntro. by W. Hadley, M.A. 775
Wellington, Life of. By G. R. Gleig. 341
Wesley’s Journal. 4 vols. Intro. by Rev. F. W. Macdonald. 105-8
Woolman’s (Jol:tr‘;)2 Journal and Other Papers. Introduction by Vida D.

Scudder.
CLASSICAL

schylus® Lyrical Dramas. Translated by Professor J. S. Blackie. 62
Aristophanes’ The Frogs, The Clouds, The Thesmophorians. 516
” The Acharnians, The Knights, and The Birds. Frere's
Travslation. Introduction by John P. Maine. 344
Aristotle’s Politics. Introduction by A. D. Lindsay. 605
Poi:itics, etc.bg.xlxd Demetrius on Style, etc. Edited by Rev. T. A.
oxXon,

.o

(See also PRILOSOI'HY)
Caesar’s The Gallic War and Other Commentaries. Translated by W. A,
McDevitte. 702
Cicero’s Essays and Select Letters. Intro. Note by de Quincey. 345
Epictctus, Moral Discourses, etc. Flizabeth Carter's Translation. Edited
bv W. H. D. Rouse, M.A. 404
Kunpides’ Plays in 2 vels.  Introduction by V. R. Reynolds. Translated
bv M. Wodhull and R. Potter, with Shelley's ‘ Cyclops’ and Dean
Milman’s ‘ Bacchanals." 63, 271
Herodotus. Rawlhnson’s Translation, omitting his Kssays, and Appen-
dices. Edited, with Intro., by E. H. Blakeney, M.A. 2 vols. 405-6
Homer’s Iliad. Lord Derby’s Translation. 453
’s Odyssey. William Cowper’s Translation. 454
Horace. Complete Poetical Works. 515
Hutchinson’s (W. M. L.) The Muses’ Pageant. 3 vols. 581, 606, and 671
Livy’s History of Rome. Vols. I-VI. Translated by Rev. Canon Roberts.
03, 669, 670, 749, 755, and 756
Lucretius: On the Nature of Things. Translated by W. E. Leonard. 730
Marcus Aurelius’ Meditations. Introduction by W. H. D. Rouse. 9
Owid: Sclected Works. Kdited by J. C. and M. J. Thornton. 955
Plato’s Dialogues. % vols. Introduction by A. D. Lindsay. 456-T
» Republic. Translated, with an Introduction, by A. D. Lindsay. 61
Plutarch’s Morahia. 20 Essays translated by Philemon Holland. 565
Sophocles’ Dramas. Translated by Sir G. Young, Bart. 114
Thucydides’ Peloponnesian War. Crawley’s Translation. 455
Virgil’s Acneid. 'I'ranslated by E. Fairfax-Taylor. 161
N Kclogues and Georgics. Translated by T. ¥. Royds, M.A., 222
Aenophon’s Cyropuedia. Translation revised by Miss F. M. Staweil. 672
2
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ESSAYS AND BELLES-LETTRES

Anthology of Prose. Compiled and Edited by Miss 8. L. Edwards. 675
‘Arnold’s (Matthew) Essays. Introduction by G. K. Chesterton. 115
Study of Celtic Literature, and other Critical Essays,
with Supplement by Lord Strangford, eto. 458
(See also POETRY)
13acon’s Eseays. Introduction by Oliphant Smeaton. 10
(See also PHILOSOPHY)
Bagehot’s Literary Studies. ¢ vols. Intro. by George Sampson. 520-1
Belloc’s (Hilaire) Stories, Essays, and Poems. 948
Brown’s Rab and his Friends, etc. 116
Burke’s Reflections on the French Revolution and contingent Kssays.
Introduction by A. J. Grieve, M.A. 460
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(See also ORATORY)
Centon’s (William) The Invisible Playmate, W. V., Her Book, and In
Memory of W. V. 566
(See also 'OR YOUNG PEOPLE)
Carlyle’s Essays. 2 vols. With Notes by J. Russell Lowell. 703-4
Past and Present. Introduction by R. W. Emerson. 608
Sartor Resartus and Heroes and Horo Worship. 278
(See also BIOGRAPHY and HISTORY)
Castiglione’s The Courtier. Translated by Sir Thomas Hoby. Intro-
duction by W. H. D. Rouse. 807
Century of Essays, A. An Anthology of English Essayists. 653
Chesterfield’s (Lord) Letters to his Son.
Chesterton’s (G. K.) Stories, Essays, and Poems. 913
Coleridge’s Biographia Literarin. Introduction by Arthur Symons. 11
Issays and Lectures on Shakespeare, etc. 162
(See also POETRY)
De la Mare’s (Walter) Stories, Essays, and Poems. 940
De Quncey’s (Thomas) Opium Kater. Intro. by Sir G. Douglas. 223
The English Mail Coach and Other Writings.
Introduction by S. Iill Burton. 609
(See also BIOGRAPHY)
Dryden’s Dramatic Essays. With an Introduction by ‘W. H. Hudson. 568
EKlyot’s Gouernour. Intro. and Glossary by Prof. Foster Watson. 227
Kmerson’s Essays. First and Second Series. 12
s Nature, Conduct of Life, Essays from the ‘ Dial.” 322
Represcentative Men, Introduction by I, Rhys. 279
Society and Solitude and Other Essays. 3567
(See also POETRY)
Floriv’s Montaigne. Introduction by A. R. Waller, M.A. 3 vols. 440 2
¥roude’s Short Studics. Vols. T and II. 13, 705
(See also HISTORY and BIOGRAPHY)
Gilfillan’s Literary Bortraits. Intro. by Sir W. Robertson Nieoll. 348
uQetg\;’ls Conversations with Eckermann. Intro. by Havelock XKllis.
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(See also FICTION and POETRY)
Goldsmith’s Citizen of the World and The Bee. Intro. by R. Church. 902
(See also F1ocTiON and POKTRY)
Hamilton’s The Federalist. 519
Haztitt’s Lectures on the English Comic Writers. 411
The Round Table and Shakespeare’s Charactors. 65
Spirit of the Age and Lectures on Enghsh Poets. 459
Table Talk. 321
v, Plain Speaker. Introduction by P. P. Howe. 814
Holmes’s Autocrat of the Breakfast ‘l'able.
Poet at the Breakfast Table.
v Professor at the Breakfast Table. 67
1Tudson’s (W. H.) A Shepherd's Life. introduction by Ernest Rhys. 926
Hunt’s (Leigh) Selected Kssays. Introduction by J. B. Priestley. 829
Huxley’s (Aldous) Stories, Essays, and Poems. 935
1rving’s Sketech Book of Geofirey Crayon. 117
(See also BIOGRAPHY and HISTORY)
Lamb’s Essays of Eha. Introduction by Augustine Birrell. 1%
(See also BIOGRAPHY and FOR Y OUNG PEOPLE)
Landors lmaginary Conversations and Poems: A selection. Edited
with Introduction by Havelock Ellis. 890
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ESSAYS AND BELLES-LETTRES—continned

Lawrence’s (D. I1.), Stories, Essays, and Poems. Edited by Desmond
Hawkins. 958
Lowell’s (James Russell) Among My Books. 607
Macaulay’s Essavs. 2 vols. 1ntroduction by A. J. Gricve, M.A. 225-6
Miscellaneous Essays and The Lavs of Ancient Rome. 439
(See also H1sTORY and ORATORY)
Machiavelli’s Prince. Special Trans. and Intro. by W. K. Marriott. 280
(See also HISTORY)
Martinengo-Cesaresco (Countess): Essays in the Study of Folk-Songs. 673
Mazzini’s Duties of Man, ete. Introduction by Thomas Jones, M.A. 224
Milton’s Areopagitica, etc. Introduction by Professor C. E. Vaughan. 795
(See also POETRY)
Mitford’s Our Village. [Kdited, with Intro., by Sir John Squire. 927
Montagu’s (Lady) Letters. Introduction by R. Brimley Johnson. 69
Newman’s On the Scope and Nature of University Education, and a
Wpcr on Christianity and Scientific Investigation. Introduction by
iUfred Ward. 723
(See also PRILOSOPHY)
Osborne’s (Dorothy) Letters to Sir William Temple. Edited and con-
notated by Judge Parry. 674
Penn’s The Peace of Europe, Some Fruits of Solitude, ete. 724
Prelude to Poetry, The. Edited by Ernest Rhys. 78
Quiller-Couch’s (Sir Artbur) Cambridge Lectures. 974
(See also FICTION)
Reynold’s Discourses. Introduction by L. March Phillipps. 118
Rhys’s New Book of Sense and Nonsense. 813
Rousseau’s Emile. Translated by Barbara Foxley. 518
(See also PR1LOSOPHY AND THEOLOGY)
Ruskin’s Crown of Wild Olive and Cestus of Aglaia. 323
Elements of Drawing and Perspective. 217
Kthics of the Dust. Introduction by Grace Rhys. 282
Modern Painters. 5 vols. Introduction by Lionel Cust. 208-12
Pre-Raphaelitism. Lectures on Architecture and DPainting,
Academy Notes, 1855-9, and Notes on the Turner Gallery.
Introduction by Laurence Binyon. 218
Sesame and Lilies, The Two Paths, and The King of the Golden
River. Introduction by Sir Oliver Lodge. 219
Seven Lamps of Architecture. Intro. by Selwyn Image. 207
Stones of Venice. 3 vols. Intro. by L. March Phallipps. 213-15
Time and Tide with other Essays. 450
Unto This Last, The Political Economy of Art. 216
(See also FOrR YOUNG PEOPLE)
Spectator, The. 4 vols. Introduction by G. Gregory Smith. 164-7
Spencer’s (Herbert) Essays on Education. Intro. by C. W. Eliot. 504
Sterne’s Sentimental Journey and Journal and Letters to kliza. Intro-
duction by George Saintsbury.
(See also F1CTION)
Stevenson’s In the South Seas and Island Nights’ Kntertainments. 769
Virginibus Puerisque and Famihar Studies of Men and
Books. 765
(See also ¥icTION, POETRY, and TRAVEL)
Swift’s Tale of a Tub, The Battle of the Books, etc. 347
(See also BIoGrAPRY and FICTION)
Swinnerton’s (Frank) The Georgian Literary Scene. 943
Table Talk. Edited by J. C. Thornton. 906
Taylor’s (Isaac) Words and Places, or Ktymological Illustrations ot
History, Ethnology, and Geography. Intro. by Edward Thomas. 517
Thacheray’s (W. M.) The Englsh Humorists and The Four Georges.
Intioduction by Walter Jerrold. 610
(See also FICTION)
Thoreau’s Walden. Introduction by Walter Raymond. 281
Trench’s On the Study of Words and Enghsh Past and Present. Intro-
duction by George Sampson.
Tvtler’s lesay on the Principles of Translation. 168
Walton’s Compleat Angler. Introduction by Andrew Lang. 70
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FICTION

Aimard’s The Indian Scout. 428

Al-worth’s (Harrison) Old St. Paul’s. Intro. by W. E. A. Axon. 522
The Admirable Crichton.” Intro. by E. Rhys. 804

The Tower of London. 00

Windsor Castle. 709

” v, Rookwood. Intro. bv Frank Swinnerton. 870

American Short Stories of the 19th Century. Edited by John Cournos. 840

Austen’s (Jane) Emma. Introduction by R. B. Johnson. 2%

Mansfield Park. Introduction by R. B. Johnson. 23

Northanger Abbey and Pcrsuasion. Introduction by

R. B. Johnson., 25

Pride and Prejudice. Introduction by R. B. Johnson. 22

» . Sense and Sensibility. Intro. by R. B. Johnson. 21

Balzac’s (Honoré de) Atheist’s Mass. Preface by George Satatsbury. 229

Catherine de Médici. Introduction by George

”» »
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Samtsbury. 419

» »» Christ 1n Flanders. Intro. by George Saintsbury. 234

» »» Cousin Pons. Intro. by George Saintsburv. 63

»s » Euegénie Grandet. Intro. by George Samtsbury. 169

. o Lost lllucions. Intro. by George Saintsbury. 656

» . 0Old Goriot. Intro. by George Saintsbury.

. s The Cat and Racket, and Other Stories. 349

. . The Chouans. Intro. by George Saintsbury. 285

» ” The Country Doctor. Intro. George Saintsbury. 530

»» » The Country Parson, 686

. " The Quest of the Absolute. Intro. by George Saints-
bury. 286

» ” The Rise and Fall of César Birotteau. 596

> » The Wild Ass’s Skin. Intro. George Saintsbury. 26

Ursulo Mirouet. Intro. by Georgo Saintsbury. 33

»s »
Barbnsse’s Under Fire. ‘I'ranslated by Fitzwater Wray. 793
Bennett’s (Arnold) The Old Wives’ Tale. 919
Blackmore’s (R. D.) Lorna Doone. 304
Borrow’s Lavengro. Introduction by Thomas Scccombe. 119
”» Romany Rye.
(See also TRAVEL)
Bronte’s (Anne) The Tenant of Wildfell Hall and Agnes Grey. 635
» (Charlotte) Jane Eyre. Introduction by May Sinclair, 287
. " Shirley. Introduction by May Sinclair. 2838
The Professor. Introduction by Mav Sinclair. 417
. Villette. 1ntroduction by May Sinclair. 331
s (Emily) Wuthering Heights. 243
Burney’s (Fannv) Evelina. Introduction by R. B. Johnson. 352
Butler’s (Samuel) Erewhon and Erewhon Revisited. Introduction by
Desmond MacCarthy. 881
. " The Way of All Flesh.  Intro. by A.J. Hoppé. 893
Collluy’ (Wilkie) The Woman in White. 464
. . The Moonstone. Intro. by Dorothy L. Sayers. 979
Conrad’s Lord Jim. Introduction bv R. B. Cunninghame Grahame. 925
" Nigger of the ‘ Narcissus,” Typhoon, and the Shadow Line. 980
Converse’s (Florence) Long Will. 328
Dana’s (Richard H.) Two Years before the Mast. 583
Daudet’s Tartarin of Tarascon and Tartarn of the Alps. 423
Defoe’s Kortunes and Mistortunes of Moll ¥landers. 1ntro. by G. A. Aitken.
Captain Singleton. Introduction by Edward Garnett. 74 (837
Journal of the Plague Year. Introduction by G. A. Aitken. 289
Memoirs of a Cavalicr. 1ntroduction by G. A. Aitken. 2383
” Robinson Crusoe.
CHARLES DICKENS’S WORKS. Kach vol. with an Intro. by G. K. Chesterton.
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American_Notes. 290 Rkdwiu Drood. 725
Barnaby Rudge. 76 Great Kxpectations. 234
Bleak House. 36 Hard Tiines, 292
Child’s History of England. 291 Little Dorrit. 293
Christmas Books. 239 Martin Chuzzlewit. 241
Christmas Stories. 414 Nicholas Nickleby. 233
David Copperfield. 242 Old Curiosity Shop. 173
Dombey and Son. 240 Oliver Twist., 233
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FICTION—continned

CHARLES DICRENS’S WORKS—condinued

Our Mutual ¥Friend. 294 Sketches by Boz. 237
Pickwick Papers. 235 Tale of Two Cities. 102
Reprinted Pieces. 744 Uncommercial Traveller. 536

Disraelr’s Comingsby. Introduction by Langdon Davies. 535
Dostoevsky’s (Fyodor) Crime and Punishment. Introduction by Laurence

Irving. 01.

” »” Letters from the Underworld and Other Tales.
Translated by C. J. Hogarth. 654

. s Poor Folk and the Gambler. Translated by C. J.
Hogarth., 711

" ” ‘The 1’ossessed. Introduction by J. Middleton
Murry. 2 vols. 861-2

- s The House of the Dead, or Prison Life in Siberia
Introduction by Madame Stepniak, 533

' e The DBrothers Karamazov. Translated by Con-

stance Garnett. 2 vols. 802-3
The Idiot. 682
Du Ma.uriers ((-eorge) Trilby. Introduction by Sir Gerald du baurier.
With the original illustrations.
Dumas’ Black Tulip. Introduction by Ernest Rhys. 174
» Chicot the Jester. 421
Le Chevalier de Maison Rouge. Intro. by Inlms Bramout. 614
Marguerite de Valois (‘ La Reine Margot ’), 326
“ The Count of Monte Cristo. 2 vols. 393—14
" The Forty-Five, 420
The Three Musketeers, 81
The Vicomte de Bragelonne. 3 vols. 593-5
Twenty Years After. Introduction by Ernest Rhys. 175
Edgm‘ s Cressy and Poictiers. Introduction by Ernest Rhys. 17
Runnymede and Lincoln Fair. Intro. by L. K. Hughes. 321
(See also FOR YOUNG PEOPLE)
Kdgeworth’s Castle Rachrent and The Absentce. i1y
LKliot’s (George) Adam Bede. 27
N s Telix Holt. 3353
- Middlemarch. 2 vels. 854-5
" Mill on the Floss. Intro. by Sir W. Robertson \Iicoll 325
b ” Romola. Introduction by Rudolf Dircks. 23
» » Scenes of Clerical Life.
” Silas Marner. Introduction by Annie Matheson. 121
English Short. Stories. An Anthology. 713
Erckmann-Chatrian’s The Conscript and Waterloo. 354
N » The Story of a Peasant. Translated by C. J.
].I){ ogslrth 2 vols. 7067
more Cooper’s The Deerslayer.
Feni a ”» v The Last of the Mohicans. 79
" » The Pathfinder. 78
" ” The Pioneers. 171
o The Prairie. 172
Ferner s (Susan) Marriage. Introduction by H. L. Morrow. 816
Fielding’s Amelia. Intro. by George Saintsbury, 2 vols. 852-3
Jonathan Wild and The Journal of a Voyage to Lisbon. Intro-
duction by George Saintsbury.
Joseph Andrews. Introduction by George Saintsbury. 467
Tom Jones. Introduction by George Saintsbury. 2 vols.
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55
Flaubert’s Madame Bovary. Translated by Eleanor Marx-Aveling.
Introduction by George Saintsbury. 808
- Salammhb6. Translated by J. S. Chartres. Introduction by
Professor F. C. Green. 86
Sentimental Education. Translated by Anthony Goidsmith.
Forster’s (E. M.) A Passage to India. 972 (969
France’s (Anatole) At the Sign of the Reine Pédauque and The Revolt
of the Angels. Introduction by A. J. Hoppé. 967
Freuch Short Stories of the 19th and 20th Centuries. Selected, with
an Introduction, by Professor F. C. Greey, 896
Galsworthy’s (John) The Country House, 179
Gall’s Annals ot & Parish. 1HLIUdUL%OD by Baillie Macdonald. 4.7
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FICTION—continned

Gaskell’s (Mrs.) Cousin Phillis, ete. Intro. by Thomas Seccombe. 615
”» Cranford. 83
s Mary Barton. Introduction by Thomas Seccombe. 593
ye Sylvia’s Lovers. Intro. by Mrs. Ellis Chadwici. 52t
Ghost Storles. ldited by Jobn Hampden. 852
(See also POETRY AND DRAMA)
Gleig’s (G. R.) The Subaltern. 7038
Goetho’s Wilhelm Meister. Carlyle’s Translation. 2 vols, 599-600
(See also EssAYs and PORTRY)
Gogol’s (Nicol) Dead Souls. Translated by C. J. Hogarth. 723
. v Taras Bulba and Other Tales. 740
Goldsmith’s Vicar of Wakefleld. Introduction by J. M. D. 295
(See also ¥sSAYS and POETRY)
Goncharov’s Oblomov. Translated by Natalie Duddinzton. 378
Gorki’s Through Russia. Translated by C. J. Hogarth. 7t1
Grossmith’s (George and Weedon) Diary of a Nobody. 963
Harte’s (Bret) Luck of Roaring Camp and other Tales, 631
Hawthorne’s The House of the Seven Gables. Intro. Kraess Rhys. 173

»s The Scarlet Letter. 122
»s The Blithedale Romance. 592
»s The Marble Faun. Intro. by Sir Leslie Stephon. 424

Twice Told Tales. 531
(See also 'OR YOUNG PEOPLE)
Hugo’s (Victor) Les Misérables. Intro. by S. R. John. 2 vols. 363-4
Notre Dame. Introduction by A. C. Swinburne, 422
" . Toilers of the Sea. Introduction by Ernest Rhys. 50)
Ttalian Short Stories, Edited by D. Pettoello. 876
Jamos’s (4. P. R.) Richelieu, Introduction by Rudolf Dircks. 357
James’s (Henry) The Turn of the Screw and The Aspern Papors. 9132
Jefteries’ (Richard) After London and Amaryllis at tne «ate. ILatro. Ly

David Garnett. 951 (See also FOR YOUNG PropLi)
Kingrley’s (Charles) Alton Locke. 462

v, » Heroward thec Wake. Intro. by Ernest Rhys. 293

. . Hypatia. 230
Westward Hol Introduction by A. G. Griove. 20
. Yeast. G611
(See also PORTRY and FOor YOUNG PEOPLE)
(Beury) Geoffrey Hamlvn. 116
. y Ravenshoe. 28
Lawrence’s (D. H.) The White Peacock. 911
Lover’s Harry Lorrequer. Introduction by Lewis Melville. 177
Loti’s (Pierre) Iceland Fisherman. Translated by W. P. Baines. 920
Lover’s Handy Andy. Introduction by Ernest Rhys. 1738
Lytton’s Harold. Introduction hy lenest ithys. 15
Last Days of Pompeii, 80
Last of the Barons. Introduction bv R. G. Watkin. 18
Rienzi. Introduction by 1. H. Blakenoy, M.A. 53

(See also TRAVEL)
MacDonald’s (George) Sir Gibbie. 678 (Sec also RoOMANCE)
Mann’s (Thomas) Stories and Episodes. Intro. by E. F. Bozman. 962
Manning’s Mary Powell and Dcborah’s Diary. Introduction by Katherine
Tynan (Mrs. Hinkson). 324

' Sir Thomas More. Introduction by Ernest Rhys. 19
Marryat’s Jacob Faithful. 618
Mr, Midshipman Easy. Introduction by R. B. Johnson. 82
Percival Keene. Introduction by R. Brimley Johuson. 338
Peter Simple. Introduction by R. Brimley Johnson. 232
s The King’s Own. 580 (See also FOR YOUNG PEOPLE)
Maugham’s (Somerset) Cakes and Ale. 932
Maupoesant’s Short Stories. Translated by Marjorio Lauriwe. Intro®

duction by Gerald Gould. 907
Melville’s (Herman) Moby Dick, Introduction by Ernest Rhys. 1/3d
Omoo. Introduction by Ernest Rhys. 207
” 1 Typee. Introduction by Ernest Rhys. 130
Meredith’s (George) 'L'he Ordeal oL iticnard Feverel.  Ylo
Meérimee’s Carmen, with Prevost’s Manon Lescaul.  ialcv. vy Philip

Henderson, 834
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EVERYMAN’S LIBRARY - CLASSIFIED LIST
FICTION—continned

Mickiewiez’s (Adam) Pan Tadeusz, 842

Modern Humour., Edited by Guy Pocock and M. M. Bozman. 957

Modern Short Stories. Edited by John Hadfield. 954

Moore’s (George) Esther Waters. R

Mulock’s John Halifax, Gentleman. Introduction by J. Shaylor. 123

Neale’s (J. M) The I ail of Constantinople. 655

Paltrﬁ klis (Robc-7r6t) Peter Wilkins or, The Flying Indians. Intro. by A. H.

ullen.

Pater’s Marius the Epicurean. Introduction by Osbert Burdett. 903

Pcacock’s Headlong Hall and Nightmare Abbey. 327

Toe’s Tales of Mystery and lmagination. 1ntro. by Padraic Colum. 336

(Sce also POLTRY)
Prévost’s Manon Lescaut, with Mérimée’s Carmen. Introduction by
Phlllp Henderson. 834
Priestley’s Angel Pavement. 938
Pusbkm s (Alexander) The Captain’s Daughter and Other Tales. 'Trans.
v Natahe Duddington. 8
Quiller-Couch‘s (Sir Arthur) Hetty Wesley. 864
(See also K83AYS)
Rad(éhﬂ'e]s (Asrég) Mysteries of Udolpho. Intro. by R. Austin ¥reeman.
vols
Reade’s (C.) The Cloister and the Hearth. Intro. bv A. C. Swinburne. 29
Peg Woflington and Christie Johnstone. 299

Rlchardson s (Samucl) Pamela. Intro by G. Saintsburv. 2 vols. 683-4
Clarissa. Intro. by Pxof W. L. Phelm 4 vols. 882-5

Russian Authors. Short Stories from. Trans. by R. S. Townsend. 758

sand’s (George) The Devil’s Pool and Francois the Wal., 534

Schefiel’'s Fhkehard: a Tale of the Tenth Century., 529

Scott’s (Michael) 'l‘om Cringle’s Log. 710

SIR WALTER ScoTT’S WORKS:

Abbot, The. 124 Ivanhoe. Intro. Ernest Rhys. 16

Anne of Gelerstemn, 125 Kenilworth. 135

Antiquary, The. 126 Monasterv, The. 136

Black Dwarf and Legend of Mont- Old Mortality. 137
rose. 128 Peveril of the Peak. 138

Dride of Lammermoor. 129 Pirate, The. 139

Castle Dangerous and the Surgeon’s Quentin Durward. 140
Daughter. 130 Redgauntlet. 141

Count Robert of Paris. 131 Rob Roy. 142

Fair Maid of Perth. 132 St. Ronan’s Woll 143

I' ortures of Nigel. 71 Talisman, The. 144

Guy Mannering. 133 Waverley. 75

lieart of Midlothian, The. 134 Woodstock. Intro. by Edwaru

Highland Widow and Betrothed. 127 Garnett. 72

(See also BIOGRAPHY and POETRY)
ghchednin’s The Golovlyov IFamily. Translated by Natalie Duddington.
Introducton by Kdward Garnett. 908
Shelley’s (Mary Wollstonecraft) Frankenstein, 616
sLcppaid’s Charles Auchester. Intro. by Jessie M. Middleton. 505
horter Novels, Vol. I. khzabethan and Jacobean. Edited by Philip
Henderson. 824
s ” Vol. 1I. Jacobean and Restoration. Edited by Philip
Henderson. 8
”» Vol. 1II. Eightecenth Century (Beckford’s Vathek,
Wlah))ole s é,a.stle of Otranto, and Dr. Jobnson’s Ras’
selas).
cienkiewicz (Henryk). ‘lales from, Kdited by Monica M. Gardner. 871
Quo Vadis? Translated by C. J. Hogarth. 970
hmollett’s Humphry Clinker. 1ntro. by Howard Mumford Jones; Notes
by Charles Lec. 975
Peregrine P’ickle. 2 vols. 838-9
Roderick Random. Introduction by H. W. Hodges. 790
bomex Ville and Ltoss: Lxperences ol an Jish R.M., 9738
Steughal l: a«gzue% and Black. ‘I'ranslated by C. K. Scott Moncreiff.
vols. 5
Sterne’s ‘Lisuiain Shandy. lutroducuion by George Suintsbury. 617
(See wlsv ssays) 8
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EVERYMAN’S LIBRARY -+ CLASSIFIED LIST
FICTION—continned

Stevenson’s Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hvde. The Merry Men and Other ’I‘\los, 767
The Master of Ballantrac and The Black Airow, 74
St. Ives. Introduction bv Krnest Rhys, 904
Treasure I<land and Kidnapped.

(See also EssAYs, POETRY, and TKAVLL)
Surtees’ Jorrocks’ Jaunts and Jollities. 817
Swift’s Gulliver’s Travels. Unabridged Edition, with contemporary

maps. Introduction by Harold Williams. 60
Tales of Detection. Kdited, with Introduction, by Dorothy L. Savers, 928
Thackeray’s Rose and the Ring and other Stories. Intro. Walter Jermld
Esmond. Introduction by Walter Jerrold. 73
Newcomes. Introduction bv Walter Jerrold. 2 vols. 465 G
Pendennis. Intro. by Walter Jerrold. 2 vols. 425-6
Roundabout PPapers.
. Vanitv Fair. Introduction by Hon. Whitelaw Reid. 298
s Virginians. Introductuion by Walter Jerrold. 2 vols. 507-8

(See also Essays)
Tolstoy’s Anna harenina. T'rans. bv Rochelle 8. Townsend. 2 vols. 612-13
Childhood, Boyhood, and Youth. Trans. by C. J. Hogarth. 391
Master and Man, and other Parables and Tales. 469
War and Peace. 3 vols. 525-7
'lrollope s (Anthony) Barchester Towers. 30
Dr. Thorne. 360
Framlev Parsonage. Intro. by Ernest Rhys. 181
The Golden Lion of Granpére. Introduction by
Sir Hugh Walpole. 761

The Last Chronicles of Barset. 2 vols, 391-2
Phineas Finn. Intro. bv Sir Hugh Walpole. 2 vol»
The Small House at Allington. 361 [832-.
'y The Warden. Introduction by Irnest Rhys. 18&
Turgenev’s Fathers and Sons, ‘Translated by C. J. Hogarth. 742

- Liza. Translated by W. R. S. Ral-ton. 677

Virgin Soil.  Translated by Rochelle S. Townsend. 528

'I‘Wa,ms (Mark) Tom Sawyer and Huckleberev Fiun., lontroduction by

Christopher Morley. 976
Voltaire’s Candide and Other Tales. 936
Walpole’s (Hugh) Mr. Perrin and Mr. Traill. 918
Wells’s (H. G.) The Time Machine and The Wheels of Chance. 915

Ann Veronica. 977
‘Whyte- ‘Melville’s The Gladiators. Introduction by J. Mavrogordato. 523
Wood's (Mrs. Henrv) The Channings. 84
Woolf’s (Vingmia) Ty the Lighthouse. Intro. by D. M. Hoare. 919
Yonge’s (Chariotte M.) The Dove in the Kagle’s Nest. 329
The Heir of Redclvile. Intro. Mrs. Meyncll. 362
(See also FOR YOUNG PEOPLE)

Zola’s (IEmile) Germinal. 'I'ranslated by Havelock Klis, 897

HISTORY

Anglo-Saxon Chroniele, The. Translated bv James Ingram. 624
Bede’s Ecclesiastical History, etc. Introduction by Vida D. Scudder. 479
Burnet’s History of His Own Times. 85
Carlyle’s French Revolution. Introduction by H. Belloc. 2 vols. 31-2
(See also BIOGRAPHY and ESSAYS) M.A. 965
Chesterton’s History of the United States. Edited by Prof. D. W. Brogan,
Creasy’s Decisive Battles of the World. Introduction by E. Rhys. 300
De Joinville (See Villehardouin)
Duruy’s (Jean Victor) A History of France. 2 vols, 737-8
¥inlay’s Byzantine Empire. 33
,,» Greece under the Romans. 185
Froude’s Henry V11I. 1ntro. by Llewellyn Williams, M.P. 3 vols. 372-4
s Edward VI. Intro. by Llewellyn Wilbams, M.P., B.C.L. 375
» Mary Tudor. Intro. by Llewellyn Willlams, M.P., B.C.L. 477
. History of Queen Elizabeth’s Reign. 5 vols. Completing
kroude’s ‘History of England,” in 10 vols. 583-7
(See also EssAYs and BIOGRAPHY)
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EVERYMAN’S LIBRARY :+ CLASSIFIED LIST
HISTORY—continned

Gibbon’s Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire. Edited, with Introdnc-
tion and Notes, by Oliphant Smeaton, M.A. 6 vols. 434-6, 474 6

(See also BIOGRAPHY)
Green’s Short History of the English People. Edited and Revised by
L. Cecil Jane, with an Appendix by R. P. Farley, B.A. 2 vols, 727 -8
Grote’s History of Greece. Intro. by A. D. Lindsay. 12 vols. 186-97
Hallam®s (Henry) Constitutional History of England. 3 vols. 621-3
Holinshed’s Chronicle as used in Shakespearc’s Plays. Introduction by
Professor Allardyce Nicoll. 800
Irving’s (Washington) Conquest of Granada. 478
(See also EssaYs and BIOGRAPHY)
Josephus’ Wars of the Jews. Introduction by Dr. Jacob Hart. 712
Lutzow’s Bohemia. An Historical Sketch. Introduction by President
. G. Magaryk. Rovised edition. 432
Macaulay’s Historv of England. 3 vols, 31-6
(See also ¥ssAYS and ORATORY)
Maine’s (Sir Henry) Ancicnt Law. 734
Merivale’s History of Rome. (An Introductory vol. to Gibbon.) 433
Migpet’s (K. A. M.) The French Revolution. 713
Milman’s History of the Jews. 2 vols. 377-8
Mommsen’s History of Rome. Translated by W. P. Dickson, LL.D
‘With a review of the work by E. A. Freeman. 4 vols. 542-3
Motloy’s Dutch Republic. 3 vols. 86-8
Parkman’s Conspiracy of Pontiac. 2 vols. 302-3
Paston Letters, The. Based on edition of Kmight. Introduction by
Mrs, Archer-Hind, M A. 2 vols. 752-3
Pilguim Fathers, The. Introduction by Jobhn Maseilcld. 480
Pinnow’s History of Germany. Translated by M. R. Brailsford. 929
Political Labertv, The Growth of. A Source-Book of En<lish History.
Arranged by Ernest Rhys. 745 |2 vols, 397-8
Prescott’s Conquest of Mexico.  With Intro. by Thomas Seccombe, M.A.
» Conquest of Peru. Intro. by Thomas Seccombe, M.A. 301
Sismondi’s Italian Republics. 250
Stanley’s Lectures on the iSastern Church. Intro. by A. J. Grieve. 251
Tacitus. Vol. I. Annals. Introduction by E. H. Blakeney. 273
ve Vol. II. Agricola and Germania. Intro. by E. H. Blakeney. 274
Thicrry’s Norman Conquest. Intro. by J. A. Price, B.A. 2 vols. 198-9
Villehardouin and De Joinville’s Chronicles of the Crusades. Transiated,
with Introduction, by Sir ¥. Marzials, C.B. 333
Voltare’s Age of Louls NIV, Translated by Martyn P. Pollack. 780

ORATORY

Anthology of British Historical Speeches and Orations. Compiled by
frnest Rhvs, 714
Bright’s (John) Speeches. Selected, with Inteo., by Joseph Sturge. 252
Burke’s American Speeches and Letters. 340 (See also Es3ays)
Demosthenes: Select Orations. 546
¥Fox (Charles James): Speeches (French Revolutionary War_ Period).
Edited, with Introduction, by Irene Cooper Willis, M.A. 759
Lincoln’s Speeches. etc. Intro. by the Rt. Hon. Jumes Bryce. 206
(See also BIOGRAPHY)
Macaulay’s Speeches on Politics and Literature. 399
(See also E8sAYS and HisTonry)
itt’s Orations on the War with France. 145

PHILOSOPHY AND THEOLOGY

A Kcempis® Imitation of Christ. 484
Ancent Hebrew Literature. Being the Old Testament and Apocrypba.
Arranged by the Rov. R, B, Taylor. 3 vols. 253-6
Aquinas, Thomas: Selected Writings. Edited by Rev. Fr. D’Arcy. 953
Anstotle’s Kthies. Translated by D. P. Chase. Introduction by Professor
. A. Smith. 517 (Sce also CLASSICAL)
Bacon’ T'ue Advancement of Learming. 719 (See also ESSAYS)
10



EVERYMAN’S LIBRARY - CLASSIFIED LIST
PHILOSOPHY AND THEOLOGY—continued

Berkeley’s (Bishop) Principles of Human Knowledge, New Theory of
© Vision. With Introduction by A. D. Lindsay. 483
Boehme’s (Jacob) The Signature of All Things, with Other Writings.
Introduction by Clifford Bax., 569
Browne’s Religio Medici, ete. Intro. by Professor C. H. IHerford. 92
Bunyan’s Grace Abounding and Mr. Badman. Introduction by G. B.
Harrison. 815 (See also ROMANCE) {3 vols. 886-8
Burton’s (Robert) Anatomy of Melancholy. Intro. by Holbrook Jackson.
Butler’s Analogy of Religion. Introduction by Rev. Ronald Bayne. 90
Chimﬁe Philos%%%y in Classical Times. Translated and edited by E. R.
ugh
Descartes’ (René) A Discourse on Method. Translated by Professor John
Veitch. Introduction by A. D. Lindsay. 570
Ellis’ (Havelock) Selected Essays. Introduction by J. S. Collis. 930
Gore’s (Charles) The Philusophy of the Good Life. 924
Hindu Scriptures. Edited by Dr. Nicol Macnicol. Introduction by
Rabindranath Tagore. 944
Hobbes’s Leviathan. kKdited, with Intro.. by A. D. Lindsay, M.A. 691
Hooker’s Kcolesiastical Polity. Intro. by Rev. . Bayne. 2 vols. 201-2
Hume’s Treatise of Human Nature, and other Philosophical Works.
Introduction by A. D. Lindsay, M.A. 2 vols. 548-9
James (Wilham): Sclected ’apers on Philosophy. 739
Kant’s Critiqgue of Pure Reason. Translated by J. M. D. Moiklcjohn.
Introduction by A. D. Lindsay, M.A. 909
Keble’s The Christian Year. Introduction by J. C. Shairp. 690
King lidward VI. First and Second Prayer Books. Intro. by the Right Rev.
Koran, The. Rodwell’s Translation. 380 LE. G. S. Gibson. 413
Latimer’s Sermons. Introduction by Canon Beeching. 40
Law’s Serious Call to a Devout and lioly Life. 91
Leibmz’s Philosophical Writings. Selected and trans. by Mary Movris.
Introduction by C. R. Morris, M.A. 905
Locke’s I'wo Treatises of Civil Government. Introduction by Professor
liam S. Carpentor. 751
Malthus on the Principles of Population. 2 vols. 692-3
Mill’s (John Stuart) Utiliterianism, Liberty, Represontative Government.
With Introduction by A. D. Lindsay, M.A 182
,,» Subjection of Women. (See Wollstonecraft, Mary, under SCIENCE)
More’s Utopia. Intreduction by Judge O’ Hagan, 461
New Testament. Arranged in the order in which the books came to tho
Christians of the Iipst Century. 93
Newman’s Apologia pro Vita Sua. Intro. by Dr. Charles Sarolca. 636
(See also EssAys)
Nietzgche’s Thus Spake Zarathustra. Trans. by A. Tille and M. M. Bozman.
Paine’s Rights of Man. Introduction by G. J. Holyoake. 718 892
Pascal’s Pensées. Translated by W. F. “Trotter. Introduction hy
T. S. Eliot. 874 [40.
Ramayana and the Mahabharata, The. Traunslated by Romesh Dutt, O.1. E.
Reunan’s Life of Jesus. Introduction by Right Rev. Chas. Gore, D.D. 805
Robertson’s (F. W.) Sermons on Christian Doctrine, and Biblo Subjects.
Each Volume with Introduction by Canon Burnett. 3 vols. 37-9
Robinson’s (Wade) The Philosophy of Atonement and Other Sermons.
1ntroduction by Rev. F. B. Meyer. 637
Rousseau’s (J. J.) The Social Contract, cte. 660 (See also EssAys)
St. August,lne s Confessions. Dr. Pusey’s Translation. 200
The City of God. John Healey’s trans., with selection from
Vives’s Cornmentaries. Ed. R. V. G, Tasker, M.A., B.D.
2 vols. 982-3
St. ¥Francis: The Little Flowers, and The Life of St. Francis. 485
Seeley's Ecce Homo. Introduction by Sir Oliver Lodge. 305
Selection from St. Thomas Aquinas. Idited by The Rcv. Father M. C.
D’Arc 953

Spinoza’s ithics, etc. Translated by Andrew J. Boyle. With Latro-
duction by Professor Santayana. 481
Swedenborg’s (Kmmanuel) Heaven and Hell. 379

v, " The Divine Love and Wisdom. 635
" ' The Divine Providence. 653
” 2 The True Christinn Religion. 393

II



EVERYMAN’S LIBRARY - CLASSIFIED LIST
POETRY AND DRAMA

Anglo-Saxon Poetry. Edited by Professor R. K. Gordon. 794
Ainmold’s (Matthew) Poems, 1840-66, including Thyrsis. 33t
Rallads, A Book of British. Selected bv R. B. Johnson. 572
Beaumont and Fletcher, The Select Plavs of. Introduction by Professor
Baker, of Harvard Universitv. 506
Rjornson’s Plays. Vol 1. The Newly Married Couple. Leonardo, A
Gauntlet. Trans. by R. Farquharson Sharp. 625
. ”» Vol. II. The Editor, The Bankrupt, and The XKing.
Translated by R. Farqubarson Sharp. 696
Blake’s Poems and Prophecies. Introduction by Max Plowman. 792
Browning’s Poems, 1;;’1—%1 I;r}troduutlou by Arthur Waugh. 41
”» ’ . 4
. Poems and Plavs, 1871-90. 964
" The Ring and the Book. Intro. by Chas. W. Hodell. 502
Burns’s Poem and Songs. Introduction by J. Douglas. 94
Byron’s Poetical and Dramatic Works. 3 vola. 486-8
Calderon: Six Plays, translated by Edward FitzGerald. 819
Chaucer’s Canterbury Tales. Edited by Principal Burrell, M.A. 307
Coleridge, Golden Book of. Edited by Stopford A. Brooke. 43
(See also EssAys)
Cowper (William), Poems of. Edited by H. I’Anson Xausset. 872
(See also BIOGRAPHY)
Dante’sDivine Comedy (Cary’s Translation). Specially edited by Kdmund
Donne’s Poems. Edited by . I’Anson Fausset. 867 [Gardner. 308
Dryden’s Poems. Edited by Bonamy Dobree. 910
Eighteenth-Century Plays. Fdited by John Hampden. 818
Emerson’s Poems. Introduction by Professor Bakewell, Yale, U.S.A. 715
English Galaxy of Shorter Poems, The. Chosen and edited by Gerald
Bullett. 959
English Religious Verse. Edited by G. Lacev Mav. 937
Evcrg'man and other Interludes, including cight Miracle Plays. Edited
v Ernest Rhvs. 81
FitzGerald’s (Edward) Omar Khayyam and Six Plavs of Calderon. 819
Gucethe’s Faust. PartsIand II. Trans. and Intro. by A. G. Latham. 335
(See also ¥ssAays and FICTION)
Goldon"Booé;?lot Modern English Poetry, The. Edited by Thomas Cald-
well.
Golden Treasury of Longer Poems, The. Edited by Ernest Rhys. 746
Goldsmith’s Poems and Plays. Introduction by Austin Dobson. 415
(See also Essavs and FI1CTION)
Gray’s Poems and Letters. Introduction bv John Drinkwater. 628
Hebbel’s Plays. Translated, with an Introduction, by Dr. C. K. Allen. 694
Heine: Prose and Poetry. 11
Herbert’s Temple. Introduction by Edward Thomas. 309
Herrick’s Hesperides and Noble Numbers. Intro. by Ernest Rhys. 310
Ibsen’s Brand. Translated by F. K. Garrett. 716
,» Ghosts, The Warriors at Helgeland, and An Enemy of the People.
Translated by R. Farqubarson Sharp. §
,» Lady Inger of Ostraat, Love’s Comedy, and ’I‘be League of Youth.
Translated by R. Farquharson Sharp.
. Peer Gynt. Translated by R. Farqubnrson Shar 747
', A Doll’s House, The Wild Duck, and The Ludy from the Sea.
Trapslated by R. Farquharson Sharp. 494
,» The Pretenders, Pillars of Society, and Rosmersholm. Translated
by R. Farquharson Sharp. 659
Jonson’s (Ben) Plays. Intro. by Professor Schelling. 2 vols. 489-90
4 alidaca: Sbakuntala. Translated by Professor A. W. Ryder. 629
Keats’s Poems., 101
Kingsley’s (Charles) Poems. Introduction by Ernest Rhys. 793
(See also F1cTION and FOrR YOUNG PEOPLE)
Langland’s (William) Piers Plowman. 571
Lessing’s Laocoon, Minna von Barnhelm, and Natban the Wise. 843
Longiellow’s Poems. Introduction by Katherine Tynan. 382
Marlowe’s Flays and Poems. Introduction by Edward Thomas. 383
Miuton’s Ioems. Intioduction by W. H. D. ltouse. 334
(See also L.s8AYSB)
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EVERYMAN’S LIBRARY - CLASSIFIED LIST
POETRY AND DRAMA—continued

Minor Flizabethan Drama. Vol. I. Tragedy, Selected, with Introduction,
by Professor Thorndike. Vol. II. Comedy. 491-2
Minor Pocts of the 18th Century. Edited by H. I’Anson Fausset. 844
Minor Poets of the 17th Century. Kdited by R. G. Howarth., 873
Modern Plays. By Somerset Maugham, R. C. Sherriff, A. A. Milne,
Nocl Coward, and Arnold Bennett and E. Knoblock. 942
Moliére’s Comedies. Introduction by Prof. F. C. Green. 2 vols, 830-1
New Golden Treasury, The. An Anthology of Rongs and Lyrics. 695
Old Yellow Book, The. Introduction by Charles E. Hodell. 503
Omar Xbdyyam (The Rubaiyit of). i'rans. by Edward FitzGerald. 819
Palgrave’s Golden Treasury. Introduction by Xdward Hutton. 96
Percy’s Reliques of Ancient English Poetry. 2 vols. 148-9
Poems of our Time, 1900-42. Ed. by R. Church and M. M. Bozman. 981
Poe’s (Edgar Allan) Poems and Kssays. Intro. by Andrew Lang. 791
(See also K1CTION)
Pope (Alexander): Collected Poems. Introduction by Ernest Rhys. 760
Proctor’s (Adelaide A.) Legends and Lyrics. 150
Restoration Plays. A Volume of. Introduction by Edmund Gosse. 604
Rossetti’s Poems and Translations. Introduction by K. G. Gardner. 627
Scott’s Poems and Plays. Intro. by Andrew Lang. 2 vols, 550-1
(See also B1oGRAPHY and FICTION)
Shakespeare’s Comedies, 153
» Historical Plays, Poems, and Sonnets. 154
- Tragedies. 155
Shelley’s Poetical Works. Introduction by A. H. Koszul. 2 vols. 257-8
Sheridan’s Plays. 95
Spenser’s Faerie Queene. Intro. by Prof. J. W Hales. 2 vols. 443—4
»» Shepherd’s Calendar and Uther Dvems. Kdited by Philip
Henderson. 879
Stevenson’s Poems, A Child’s Garden of Verses, Underwoods, Songs of
Travel, Ballads. 768 (See also EssAys, IFICTION, and TRAVEL)
Swinburne’s Poems and Prose. Selected and Kdited by Richard Church.
Synge’s (J. M.) Plays, Poems, and Prose. 968 (961
Tchekhov, Plays and Stories. 91
Tennyson’s Poewms. Vol. I. 1830-36. Introductioa by Ernest Rhys. 41
» » Vol. II. 1857-70. 626
Twenty One-Act Plays. Selected by Jobn Hampden. 947
Webster and Ford. Plays. Selected, with lntroduction, by Dr. G. B.
Harrison. 899
Whitman’s (Walt) Leaves of Grass (I), Democratic Vistas, ete. 573
Wilde (Uscar). Plays, Prose Writings, and Poems. 858
Wordsworth’s Shorter Poems. 1ntroduction by Ernest Rhys. 203
» Longer I'verns. Note by lidator. 11

REFERENCE

Atlas of Ancient and Classical Geography. Many coloured and lino
Maps; Historical Gazetteer, Index, ete. 451

Biographical Dictionary of English Literature. 449

Biographical Dictionary of ¥oreign Literature. 900

Dates, Dictionary of. 55%

Dictionary of Quotations and Proverbs, 2 vols., 809-10

Everyman’s English Dictionary. 776

Literary and Historical Atlas. I. Europe, Many coloured and line Maps

full Index and Gazetteer. 496 ’

. . »s II. America. Do. 553
. » ,» 111, Asia. Do. 633
vy . v IV. Africa and Australia. Do. 662

Non-Classical Mythology, Dictionary of. 632

Reader’s Guide to Everyman's Library. Revised edition, covering the
first 950 vols. 889

Roget’s Thesaurus of Knglish Words and Phrases. 2 vols. 630-1

Smith’s Smaller Classical Dictionary. Revised and Kdited by E. 1.

Wright’s An Eucyclopaedia ot Garuening. 555 LBlakeney, M.A., 495
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ROMANCE

Aucassin and Nicolette, with other Medieval Romances. 497

Boccaccio’s Decameron. (Unabridged.) Translated by J. M. Rigg.
Introduction by Edward Hutton. 2 vols. 845-6

Bunyan’s Pilerim’s Progress. Introduction by Rev. H. E. Lewis. 204

Burnt Nial, The Storv of. Translated by Sir George Dasent. 558

servantes’ Don Quixote Motteaux’s Translation. Lockhart’s Intro-
duction. 2 vols. 385-6

Chrétien de Troyes: Kric and Enid. Translated, with Introduction and
Notes, by William Wistar Comfort., 698

French Medicval Romances. Translated by Eugene Mason. 557

Geoffrey of Monmouth’s Histories of the Kings of Britain. 577

Grettir Saga, The., Newly translated by G. Ainslie Hight. 699

Gudrun. Done into English by Margaret Armour. 880

Guest’s (Lady) Mabinogion. Introduction by Rov. R. Willlams, 97

Heimskringla: The Olaf Sagas. Translated by Samuel Laing. Intro-

duction and Notes by John Beveridge. 717
S of the Norse Kings. Trauslated by Samuel Laing.
ntroduction and Notes by John Beveridge. 847

Holy Graal, The High History of the, 445

Kalevala. Introduction by W. F. Kirby, F.L.S., F.E.5. 2 vols. 259-60

Le Sa,g«g{’ss'l‘be Adventurcs of Gil Blas. Intro. by Anatole Le Bras. 2 vols.

”»

MacDonald’s (George) Phantastes: A Faerie Romance. 732
(See also FICTION)

Malory’s Le Morte d’Arthur. Intro. by Professor Rhys. 2 vols. 45-6
Morri> (William): Early Romances. Introduction by Alfred Noyes. 261

. . The Life and Death of Jason. 575
Morte d’Arthur Romances, Two. Introduction by Lucy A. Paton 634
Nibelungs, Tho Fall of tho. Translatcd by Margaret Armour. 312
Rabelais’ The Heroic Deeds of Gargantua and ’antagruel. Introduction

by D. B, Wyndham Lewis. 2 vols. 826-7
wace's Arthurian_ Romance. Translated by Xugene Mason. Laya-

mon’s Biut. Introduction by Lucy A. Paton. 573

SCIENCE

Bovle’s The Sceptical Chvmist. 559
Darw in’s The Origin of Species. Introduction by Sir Arthur Keith. 811
(See also TRAVEL)

Eddington's (Sir Arthur) The Nature of the Physical World. Introduction

by K. F. Bozman. 922
Euchd: the Klements of. Todhunter’s Edition. Introduction by Sir

Thomas Heath, K.C.B. 891

yaraday’s (Michael) Experimental Researches in Electricity. 576
Galton’s Inquiries into Human Faculty. Revisod by Author. 263
George’s (Henry) Progress and Poverty. 560
Hahnemaun’s (Samuel) The Organon of the Rational Art of Hcaling.

Introduction by C. E. Wheeler, 663
Harvey’s Circulation of the Blood. Introduction by Ernest Parkyn. 262
Howard’s State of the Prisons. Introduction by Kenneth Ruck. 835
luxley’s Essays. Introduction by Sir Oliver Lodge. 417

Ve Select Lectures and Lay Sermons. Intro. Sir Oliver Lodge. 4938
Lyell’s Antiquity of Man. With an Introduction by R. H. Rastall. 700
Marx’s (Karl) Capital. Translated by Kden and Cedar DPaul. Intro-

duction by G. D. H. Cole. 2 vols. 848-Y
Miilcr’s Old Red Sandstone. 103
Owen’s (Robert) A New View of Society, ete. Intro. by G. D. H. Cole. 799
Pearson’s (Karl) The Grammar of Science. 939
Ricardo’s Principles of Political Economy and Taxation. 590
Smith’s (Adam) The Wealth of Nations. 2 vols, 412-13
'y udall’s Glaciers of the Alps and Mountaineering 1n 1861. 98
White’s Selborne. Introduction by Principal Windle. 43
Wollstonceratt (Mary), ‘TYhe Rights of Woman, with John Stuart Mill’s

The Subjection of Women. 825
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TRAVEL AND TOPOGRAPHY

A Book of the ‘Bounty.” Edited by George Mackaness. 950
Anson’s Voyages. Introduction by John Masefield. 510
Bates’s Naturalist on the Amazon. With Illustrations. 416
Belt’s The Naturalist in Nicaragua. lntro. by Anthony Belt, F.1..S. 561
Borrow’s (George) The Gypsies in Spain. Intro. by Edward 'homas. 697
The Bi1ble in Spain. Intro. by Kdward Thomas. 131
. ,s Wild Wales. Intro. by Theodore Watts-Dunton. 49
(See also ¥1CTION)
Boswell’s Tour in the Hebrides with Dr. Johnson. 387
(See also BIOGRAPHY)
Burton’s (Sir Richard) First I'ootsteps in Kast Africa. 500
Cobbett’s Rural Rides. Introduction by Edward Thomas. 2 vols. 638-9
Cook’s Vovages of Discovery. 99
Créveceeur’s (H. St. John) Letters from an American Farmer. 640
Darwin’s Voyage of the Beaglo. 104
(See also SCIENCE)
Defoe’s Tour through Kngland and Wales. Introduction by G. D. H.
Cole. 820-1 (Sce also FICTION)
Dennis’ Cities and Cemcteries of Etruria. 2 vols. 183—4
Dufferin’s (l.ord) Letters from High Latitudes. 499
Ford’s Gatherings from Spain. Iutroduction by Thomas Okey. 152
Franklin’s Journey to the Polar Sea. Intro. by Capt. R. F. Scott. 47
Giraldus Cambrensis: Itinerary and Description of Wales. 272
Hakluyt’s Voyages. 8 vols. 264, 265, 313, 314, 338, 339, 383, 389
Kinglake’s Kothen. Introduction by Harold Spender, M.A. 437
Lane’s Modern Egyptians. With many Illustrations. 315
Mandeville’s (Sir John) Travels. Introduction by Jules Bramont. 812
Parvk (Mungo): Travels. Introduction by Krnest Rhys. 205
Peaks, Passes, and Glaciers. Selected by K. H. Blakeney, M.A. 778
Polo’s (Marco) Travels. Introduction by John Masefield. 303
Roberts’ The Western Avernus. lotro. by Cunninghame Graname. 762
Speke’s Discovery of the Source of the Nile. 50
Stevenson’s An Inland Voyage, Travels with a Donkey, and Silverado
Squatters. 766
(See also K33AY3, FICTION, and POETRY)
Stow’s Survey of London. Introduction by H. B. Wheatley. 589
Wakefield’s Letter from Sydney and Other Writings on Colonization. 828
Waterton's Wanderings in South America. Intro. by E. Selous. 772
Young’s Travels 1n France and Italy. Intro. by Thomas Oxkey. 720

FOR YOUNG PEOPLE

\F\esop's and Other Fables® An Anthology from all sources. 657
Alcott’s Little Men. Introduction by Grace Rhys. 512
v Little Women and Good Wives. Intro. by Grace Rhys. 213
Andersen’s Fairy Tales. [llustrated by the Brothers Robinson. 14
~~ More Fairy Tales. lllustrated by Mary Shillabeer. 823
Annals of Fairyland. The Reiga of King Oberon. 365
The Reign of King Coloe. 366

Asgard and the Norse Heroes. 'Translated by Mrs. Boult. 63J
Baker’s Cast up by the Sea. 539
Pallantyne’s Coral Island. 245

s Martin Rattlor. 246

Ungava. Introduction by Ernest Rhys. 276

Brownes (Frances) Granny’s Wonder{ul Chair. Intro. by Dollis Radford.

2 »

Bulfinch’s (Thomas) The Age of Kable. 472 (112
» s Leﬁenda of Charlema.gne. Introduction by Eruest
hys. 55

Canton’s A Child’s Book ot S&ints. Illustrated by T. . Robinsvn. 61
See also ES3Ays)
Carroll’s Alice in Wonderland, Through the Lookinz-Gla3s, etc.  illus-
trated by the Author. Introduct.lon by Ernest Rhys. 344
Clarke’s Tales trom Chaucer. 337
15
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FOR YOUNG PEOPLE—continned

Collodi’s Pinocchio* the Story of a Puppet. 538
Converse’s (Florcnce) The House of Prayer. Y23
(See also FICTION)
Cox’s (Sir G. W ) Tales of Ancient Greece. 721
Dodge’s (Marv Mapes) Hans Brinker; or, The Silver Skates. 620
Kdgar’s Heroes of England. 471
(See also ¥F1CTION)
Ewing’s (Mrs.) Jackanapes, Daddv Darwin’s Dovecot, illustrated by
R. Caldecott, and The Storv of a Short Life. 731
. Vs Mra. Overthewav’s Remembrances. 730
Fairy Gold. Tllustrated bv Herbert Cole. 157
Fairy Tales from the Arabian Nights. Illustrated. 249
Froissart’s Chronicles. §7
Gatty’s Parables from Nature. Introduction by Grace Rhys. 158
Grimm’s Fairv Tales. Illnstrated by R. Anning Bell. 56
Hawthorne’s Wonder Book and Tanglewood Tales. 5
(See also FicTION)
Howard’s Rattlin the Reefer. Introduction by Guy Pocock. 857
Hughes’s Tom Brown’s School Days. TIlustrated by T. Robinson. 58
Ingelow’s (Jean) Mopsa the Fairy. Illustrated by Dora Curtis. 619
JefTeries’ (Richard) Bevis, the Storv of a Boy. Intro. bv Guy Pocock. 850
Kingsley’s Heroes. Tntroduction by Grace Rhys. 113
» Mtlt\(jlam How and Lady Why. Introduction by C. I. Gardiner,
Al 7
" Water Babies and Glaucus. 277
(See also POFTRY and FICTION)
Kingston’s Peter the Whaler. 6
. Three Midshipmen. 7
Lamb’s Tales from Shakespearc. Illustrated by A. Rackham. 8
(Sec also BIOGRAPAY and Essays)
Lear (and Others): A Book of Nonsense. 806
Marryat’s Children of the New Korest. 247

“ Little Savage. Introduction bv R. Brimlev Jobnson. 159
,, Masterman Readv. Introduction bv R. Brimley Johnson. 160
s Settlers in Canada. Introduction by R. Brimley Johnson. 370

s (¥dited by) Rattlin the Reefer. 857
(See also F1CTION)

Martinecau’s Feats on the Fjords, ete. Illustrated bv A. Rackham. 429
Mother Goose’s Nurscry Rhymes. Tllustrated. 473
Plays for Bovs and Girls. Edited by John Hampden. 966
Poetry Book tor Boys and Girls. Edited by Guy Pocock. 894
Reid’s (Mayne) The Boy Hunters of the Mississippi. 582

. vy The Boy Slaves. Introduction by Guv Pocock. 797
Ruskin’s The Two Boyhoods and Other Passages. 688

(See also KssAYS)

Sewell’s (Anna) Black Beauty. Illustrated by Lucy Kemp-Welch 748
sSpyrr’s (Johanna) Heidi. Illustrations by Lizzie Lawson, 431
Story Book for Boys and Girls. Edited by Guy Pocock. 934
Stowe’s Uncle Tom’s Cabin. 371
Swiss Family Robinson. Illustrations by Chas. Folkard. 430
Verne’s (Jules) Abandoned. 50 Illustrations. 368

s . Dropped from the Clouds. 50 Illustrations. 367

” » Five Weeks 1 a Balloon and Around the World in Eighty

?Z%ys. Translated by Arthur Chambers and P. Desages.

» ' Twenty Thousand I.ecagues Under the Sea. 319
v » The Secret of the Island. 50 Illustrations. 369
Yonge’s (Charlotte M.) Lhe 13ook of Golden Deeds. 330

N " The Lances of Lynwood. 1llustrated by Dora
Curtis. 579
. » The Little Duke. Illustrated by Dora Curtis. 470

(See also F1CTION)

Made in Great Britain at The Temple Press, Letchworth, Herts (W 132)
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A LIST OF THE 983 VOLUMES
ARRANGED UNDER AUTHORS

Anonymous works are grven under titles.

Anthologies, Dictionaries, elc., are arranged at the end of the list.

Abbott’s Rolle at Work, ete,, 275
Addison’s Spectator, 164-7
Acschylug’s Lvrical Dramas, 62
Acsop’s and Other Fables, 657
Aimard’s The Indian Scout, 428
Afnsworth’s Tower of London, 400
0Old St. Paul’s, 522
Windsor Castle, 709
Rookwood, 870
., The Admirable Crichton, 801
A Kempis’s Inutation of Christ, 484
Alcott’s Little Women and Good
‘Wiscs, 248
ys Little Men, 512
Alpine Club: Peaks, Passes, and
Glaciers, 778
Andersen’s Fairy Tales, 4
“ More Fairy Tales, 822
Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, 624
Anson’s Yoyages, §10
Aristophancs’ Acharnians, etc., 344
vy ‘rogs, ctc., 516
Aristotle’s Kibics, 547
' Politics, 605 X
' Poetics, and Demetrius
on Style, ete., 901
Armour’s Fall of the Nibelungs, 312
’r Gudrun, 85
Arnold’s (Matthew) Kassays, 115
’s Poems, 334
. Study of Celtic Literature,
ete., 458
Aucassin and Nl)cf()lettr,e, 497 200
Augustine’s (St.) Confessions,
gus" (St.) City of God, 982-3
Aureliug’ (Marcus) Meditations, Y
Austen’s (Jane) Sense and Sensi-
bility, 21 A
Pride and Prejudice, 22
Mansfield Park, 23
Emma, 24
Northanger Abbey,
Persuasion, 25

(23
"
’

"
i3]
» and

Bacon’s Essays, 10 .

” Aﬁdv;mcement of Learning,
719
Bagehot’s Literary Studies, 520, 521
Baker's (Sip 8. W.) Cast up by the
Sea, 539

Ballantyno’s Coral Island, 245

Marun Rattler, 246

Ungava, 276

2
”»

Balzac’s Wild Ass’s Skin, 26
»s FEugénie Grandet, 169
’ Old Goriot, 170
’s Atheist’s Mass, ete., 229
’ Chg‘xst in Flanders, ete.,

234
' The Chouans, 285
»» Quest of the Absolute, 286
. Cat and Racket, etc., 319
s Catherine de Médici, 419
" Cousin Pong, 463
The Country Doctor, 530
' Rise and FKall of Cesar
Birotteau, 596
. Lost 11lustons, 656
o The Country Parson, 686
" Ursule Miroust, 733
Barbusse’s linder Fire 798
Barca’s (Mme . de la Lile
Mexico, 664
Bates’s Naturalist on the Amazon,

in

46
B%xﬁtser’s (Richard) Autobiography,

Beaumont and Flelcher’s Selected
Plays, 508

Beaumont’s (Mary) Joan Scaton, 597

Bede’s B clesiastical History, 479

Lelloe’s Stories, Kssays, and Poems,

948
Belt’s Naturalist in Nicaragua, 561
Bennett’s The Old Wives’ Tale, 919
Berkeley’s (Bishop) Prinaples of
Human Knowledge, New I'heory
ot Vision, etc., 433
Berlioz (Hector), Life of, 602
Bl;]élg's Life of Abraham Lincoln,

Bjornson’s Plays, 623, 696
Blackmore’s Lorna Doone, 304
. Springhaven, 350
Blackwell's Pioncer Work
Women, 667
Blake’s Poems and Prophecies, 792
Bligh’s A Book of the ‘Bounty,’ 950
Boceaccio’s Decameron, 840, 846
Boehme’s The Signature of All
Things, ete., 569
Bonaventura’s The Little Flowers,
The Life of St. k'rancis, ete., 485
Borrow’s Wild Wales, 49
”» Lavengro, 119
”» Romany Rye, 120

for



Borrew’s Bible in Spain, 151
Gypsies in Spain, 697
Boswell’s Life of Johnson, 1,
Tour to the Hebrides, 387
Bouit’s Asgard and Norse Heroes,

5
Boyle’s The Sceptical Chymist, 559
Bright’s (John) Speeches, 252
Bronté&’s (A.) The Tenant of Wildfell
Hall, and Agnes Grey,

Bront#'s (C.) Jane Eyre, 2

, Shirley, 288
v Villette, 351

\s The Professor, 417
Brnréé’s (E.) Wuthering Heights,

2

Brown’s (Dr. John) Rab and His
Friends, ete., 116

Browne’s (P ranccs) Grannie’s Won-
derful Chair, 112

Bmwnegsz (Sir Thos.) Religio Medici,
ete

Brownlngs Poems, 183344, 41

1844-64, 42

187 1-90, 964

The ng & the Book, 502

Buchapan’s Life and Adventures of
Audubon, 601

Bulfinch’s The Age of FFable, 472

Legﬁeé)ds of Charlemagne,

”» ”

2

Bunyan’s Pilgrim’s Progress, 204

” Grace Abounding, and
Mr. Badman, 815
Burke’s American Speeches and

Letters, 340
Reflcctions on the French
Revolution, etc., 460
Busme {’s History of His Own Times,

5
Burney’s (Fanny) Evelina 352
ary, A Selec-
tion, edited by Lew:s Gibbs, 960
Burns’s Poems and bon%s 94
Burton’s last Africa, 50
Burton’s (Robert) Anatomy
Melancholy, 886-8
Butler’s Analogy of Religion, 90
Butler’s  (Samuel) Erewhon and
Erewhon Revisited,
Butler’s The Way of All Flesh, 895
Buxton’s Memoirs, 773
Byron’s Complete Poctical
Dramatic Works,
”» Letters, 931

Caesar’s Gallic War, cte., 702
Calderon’s Plays, 819
Canton’s Child’s Book of Saints, 61
Invisible Playmate, etc., ’566
Carlyle s ¥French Revolution, 31, 32
Letters, etc., of Cromwell,
266-8
Sartor Resartus, 278
Past and Present, 608
Lissays, 703, 704
Rcminfscences, 875
Carroll’s (Lewiq) Alice in Wonder-
land, etc., 836
Casuglione s The Courtier, 807
Cellini’s Autobiography, 51
Cervante’s Don Quixote, 385, 386

’”

of

and
486-8

”»
2
2

2

Chaucer’s Canterbury Tales, 307
Chesterficld’s Letters to his Son, 823
Chesterton’s (G.K.) Stories,
and Poems, 913
Chesterton’s (Cecil) A History of the
United States, 965
Chrétien de Troyes’s
Romances, 698
Cibber’s Apology for his Life, 668
Cicero’s Select Letters and Orations,

Essays,

Arthurian

Clarke’s Tales frcm Chaucer, 537
' Sh%(gesg)fare’s Heroines,
Cobbett’s Rural Rides, 638 639
Colendge 8 Biographia, 1
Golden Book of Poetry,

”

Collins’s Woman in White, 464
he Moonstone, 979
Collodi’s Pinocchio, 538
Conrad’s Lord Jim, 925
Nigger of the I\arcissus,
Converse's Long Will, 328 (etc., 980
Touse of Praver, 923
Cook’s (Captain) Voyages, 99
Cooper’s The Deerslayer, 77
The Pathfinder, 78
Last of the Mohicans, 79
The Pioneer, 171
The Prairie, 172
Cowper s Letters, 774
Poems, 872
Cox’s Tales of Ancient Greece, 721
Craik’s Manual of English Litera-
ture, 346
Craik (Mrs.). See Mulock
Crg%%y’s Fifteen Decisive Battles,

Le{!ggres on Shakespearo,

”»
”
’»

Crévecceur’s Letters from an Amer-
ican KFarmer, 640
Curtis’s Prue and I, and Lotus, 418

Dana’s Two Years before the Mast,

Dante’s Divine Comedy, 308
Darwin’s Origin of Species, 811
Vovage of the Beagle, 10t
Daseént’s Story of Burnt Njal, 558
Daudet’s Tartarin of Tarascon, 423
Defoe’s Robinron Crusoe. 59
Captain Singleton, 74
Memoirs of a Cavalier, 283
Journal of Plague, 289
Tour through England and
Wales, 820, 821
» Moll Flanders, 837
De  Joinville’s Memoirs
Crusades, 333
de la Mare’s Stories and Pocms, 940
Demosthenes’ Select Orations, 546
Dennis’s Cities and Cemeteries of
Etruria, 183, 184
De Qumcey s Lake Pocts, 163
. Opium- Eater, 223
»s Lnﬂllbb Mall Coach,

ete.
De7 %’tﬁetz (Cardinal), Memoirs of, 735,
Descartes’ Discourse on Method, 570

of the




Dickens’s Barnaby Rudge, 76
’ Tale of Two Cities, 102
' Old Curiosity Shop, 173
. Oliver Twist, 233
s Great Expectations, 234
. Pickwick Papers, 235
. Bleak House, 236
» Sketches by Boy, 237
’s Nicholas Nickleby, 238
’ Christmas Books, 239
s Dombey and Son, 240
's Martin Chuzzlewit, 241
' David Copy\erﬂeld, 242
v American Notes, 290
s Child’s Hlstory of Kng-

land, 291

» Hard l‘imes, 292
» Tattle Dorrit, 293
»s Our Mutual Friend, 294
s Christmas Stories, 414
»» Uncommercial Traveller,

53
» Edwin Drood, 725
Reprinted Pieces 744
Disrdeli’s Coningshv, 535
Doage’s Hans Brinker, 620
Donne’s Poems, 867
Dostoevsk v’ st Crime and Punish-
men
,,» The House of the Dead, 533
,, Letters from the Underworld,
ete., 654
, The Idiot, 682
,» Poor Folk, and The Gambler,

,» The Brothers Karamazov, 802,

80
s» The Possessed, 861, 862
Dowden’s Life of R. Browning, 701
Dryden’s Dramatic Essays 568
Poems, 910
Dufterin’s Letters from High Lati-
tudes, 499
Dumas’s The Throe Musketecrs, 81
s The Black Tulip, 174
s Twenty Years After, 175
- Marguerite de Valois 326
' 'l‘h:%(;ount of Monto Criato,

»» The Forty-Five, 420

» Chicot the Jester, 421

o Vicomte de Bmgelonue
593-5

» Le Cheva.lier de Maison

Rouy
Du Maurice’s Tulhv 863
Duruy’s Heroes of lungl'md, 471
»s History of ¥rance, 737, 738

I}ddmglton s Nature of the Physical
or 2
Xdgar’s Cressy and Poictiers, 17

vy Runnymede and Lincoln

Falr, 320
E(]feoworth’s Castle Rackrent, ete.,

1
Eighteenth-Century Plays, 818
Eliot’s Adam Bede, 27
” Silas Marnper, 121
” Romola, 231
” Mill on the Kloss, 325
» Felix Holt, 353

Eliot’s Scenes of Clerical Life, 468
dlemarch, 854, 855
Ellls’s (Havelock) Selected Essa,ys
Elyot’s Gouernour, 227 930
Emerson’s Iissays, 12
s Representative Men, 279
”» Nx@uttm-e,3 gonduct of Life,
ete
. Society and Solitude, ebc..
Poems, 715 [567
Epictetus Moral qucnurses, 404
Erckmann-Chatrian’s The Conscript
and Waterloo, 354
Story of a Peasant, 706
Euclid’s Elements, 891
Euripides’ Plays, 63 271
Evans’s Holy Graal, 4
Evelyn’s Diary, 220 22
Everyman and other Interludes, 381
Ewing’s (Mrs.) Mrs. Overtheway’s
Remembrances, etc., 730
» Jackanapes, Daddy Dar-
win’s Dovecot, and The
Story of a Short Life, 731

Faraday’s Experimental Researches
in Electricity, 576
Ferrier’s (Susan) Marriage, 816
Fielding’s Tom Jones, 355, 356
’s Amelia, 852, 85 3
» Joseph Andrcws, 467
» Jonathon Wild, and the
Journal of a Voyage to
Lisbon, 877
Finlay’s Byzantine Emapire, 33 [185
reece under the Romans,
Flaubort’ s Madame Bovary, 808
» Salammbo, 869 [969
Sentimental Education,
Fletcher's (Beaumont and) Selected
Plays, 506
Ford’s Gatherings from Spain, 152
Forster’s Life of Dickens, 781, 782
Fog_?ger’s (E. M.) A Passage to India,

Fox’s (Charles Selected
bpeeches 759

Fox’s (George) Journal, 754

France’s (Anatole) Sign of the Reine
g’?dauqm, & Revolt of the Angels,

6
Francis’ (Saint) The Little Flowers,
ete., 485 417
I'ranklin’s Journey to the Polar Sea,
Freeman’s Old Knglish History for
Children, 540
i'rench Mediaeval Romances
Froissart’s Chronicles, 57
Froude’s Short Studies, 13, 705
» Henry VIII, 372-4
”» Edward V1, 375
» Mary Tudor, 477
”» History of Queen Eliza-
beth’s Reign, 583-7
» Lite of Benjamin stmeli
Lord Beaconsfield, 6

Galsworthy’s Country House, 917

Galt’s Annals of the Parish, 427

Galton’s Inquries into Human
Faculty, 263

Gaskell’s Cranford, 83

James)

557



Sylvia’s Lovers, 524

Mary Barton, 598

Cousin Phlllis etc., 615

North and South, 680

Gatty’s Parables from Nature, 158

Geoftfrey of Monmouth’s Histories
of the Kings of Britain, 573

George’s Progress and Poverty, 560

Gibbon’s Roman Empire, 434-6,

, Autobiography, 511
Gilchrist’s Life of Blake, 971
Gilfillan’s Literary Portraits, 348
Giraldus Cambrensis, Wales, 272
Gleig’s Life of Wellington, 341

The Subaltern, 708
Goethe’s Faust, 335
Wilhelm Meister, 599, 600
Conversations with Hcker-

mann, 851

Gogol’s Dead Souls, 726

Taras Rulba,
Goldsmith’s Vicar of Wakeﬂeld 295
Poems and Plays, 415
Citizen of the World,

ete., 902
Goncharov’s Oblomov, 878
Gore’s Philosophy of the Good Life,
Gorki’s Through Russia, 741 [924
Goztztgelt s Ulric the Farm Servant,

Gray’s Poems and Letters, 628

Green’s Short History of the Eng-
lish People, 727, 728

Grettir Saga, 699

Grimm’s Fairy Tales, 5

Grossmith’s Diary of a Nobodv, 963

Grote’s History of Greece, 186-97

Guest's (Lady) Ma.bmogion, 97

Hahnemann’s The Organon of the
Rational Art of Healing, 66

Hakluyt’'s Voyages, ?64 65, 313,
314, 338, 339, 388, 3

Heglaxnas bonsmmtiona.l History,

21~

Hamilton’s The Federalist, 519

Harte’s Luck of Roaring Camp, 681

Harvey’'s Circulation of Blood, 262

Hawthorne’s Wonder Book, 5

The Scarlet Letter, 122

House of Seven Gables,

176
The Marble Faun, 424
Twice Told Tales, 531
Bhtl}edam Romance,

Characters of Shake-
speare’s Plays, 65
Table Talk, 3
Lectures, 4 1 1
Spirit of the Age and Lec-
tures on English Poets,
Plain Speaker, 814 [459
Hebbel’s Plays, 694
Heimskringla: The Olaf Sagas, 717
Sagas of the Norse
Kings, 847
Heine’s Prose and 1’oetry, 911
Htﬂps 83(b21r Arthur) Life of Colum-
us,

Gaskell’s Life of Charlotte Bronts,
" [318
ot
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Hazlitt’s

»

4
Herbert’s Temple, 309
Herodotus, 405, 406
Herrick’s Hesperides, 310
Hobbes’s Leviathan, 691
Holinshed's Chronicle, 800
Holmes’s Life of Mozart, 564
Holmes’s (0. W.) Autocrat, 66
Prn!cssor, 67
Poet, 68
Homer’s Tliad, 453
vssev, 454

Hookars Ecclestastical Polity, 201,

202 513

Horace’s Complete Poetical Works,

Houghtous Life and Letters of
Keats, 80

II%wards (E) Rattlin the Reefer,

Howard’s (John) State of the

Prisons, 835 [926
Hudson’s (W. I1.) A Shepherd’s Life,
Far Away and Long Azog

[

’

956
Hughes’s Tom Brown’s Schoonldays,
Hugo’s (Victor) Les Ilﬁséra.bles, 363,

Notre Dame, 422
’e Toih:rq of the Sea,

0

Hume’s Treatise of Human Naturs,
etc., 548, 549

Hunt’ s (Leigh) Seleobed Essays, 829

Hutchinson’s (Col.) Memoirs, 317

Huxley’s (Aldous) Stories, Essays,
and Poems, 935

Huxley’s (T. H.) Man’s Place
Nature, 47

Select Lectures and Lay
Sermons, 498

in
»

Ibsen’s The Doll’s House, eto., 494
Ghosts, ete., 552
Pretender, Pillars of Society,
Rosmersholm, 659
Brand, 716
7298

Lady Inger, et~.,
Peer Gynt, 747

Ingelow 8 Mopsa the Fn.iry, 619

Irving’s Sketch Book, 117

Conquest of Granada, 478

Life of Mahomet, 513

Itallan Short Storics, 876

James’s (G. P. R.) Richelieu, 357
James’s (Henry) The Turn of the
Screw, and The Aspern ’apers,912
James (Wm) Selections from, 739
Jefferies’s (Richard) After London,
and Amaryllis at the
Fair, 951
Bevis, 850
Johngo{xs (Dr.) Lives of the Poets,

Jonson’s (Ben) Plays, 489, 490
Josephus’s Wars of the Jews, 712

Kalidasa’s Shakuntala, 629

Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, 909
Keats’s Poems, 101

Keble’s chnsthm Year, 690

King’s Life of Mazzini, 562
Kinglake’s Eothen, 337
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»
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King‘sloy’s (Chas.) Westward Hol, 20
Heroes, 113

Hereward the Wake, 206

Hvpatia, 230

Water Babies,
Glaucus, 277

Alton Locke 462

Yeast, 61

Madam 7}3,!_‘9w and Lady

by

Poems. 793
Kingsley s (Henry) Ravenshoe, 28

Geoffrey Hamlyn, 416
Klngston s Peter the Whaler, 6

Three Midshipmen, 7

hlrby s Kalevala, 259, 260
Koran, 380

”
’”

and

”

”»
»
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Lamb’s Tales from Sbakespeare, 8
Essays of Elia, 1
Letters, 342, .543
Landor’s Imagmury Conversations
and Poems, 890
Lane’s Modern Egvptians, 315
Langland’s Piers Plowman, §71
Latimer’s Sermons, 40
Law’s Serious Call, 91
Lawrence’s The White Peacock, 914
Stories, Issays, and
Poems, 958
Layamon’s (Wace and) Arthurian
Chronicles, 578
Lelar (Kdward)., See under Antho-
ogie
Lexbniz Phl]omphicﬂl Writings, 905
Le Sage’s Gl Blas, 437, 438
Leslie’s Memoirs of J ohn Constable,
Lessing’s Laocoon, etc., 843 5 563
Lever’s Harry Lorrequer, 177
Lewes’s Life of Goethe, 269
Lincoln’s Speeches, etc., 206
Lavy’s Historv of Rome, 603, 609,
670, 749, 755, 756
Locke’s Civil Government, 751
Lockhart’s Life of Nupoleou
Life of Scott, 55
Life of Burns, 156
Longl‘cllow s Poeins, 382
Lénnrott’s Kalevala, 259, 260
Loti’s Iceland ¥isherman, 920
Lover’s Handy Andy, 178
Lowell’s Among Mv Books, 607
Lucretius’s Of the Nature of Things,

750
Lutzow’s History of Bohemia, 432
Lyell’s Antiquity of Man, 700
Lytton’s Harold,
Last of the Barons, 18
Last Days of Pompeii, 80
’s Pilgrims of the Rhme, 390
»s Rienzi, 532

Macaulay’s England, 34-6
Essays, 225, 226
Speeches on Politics,
etc., 399
Miscellaneous
MacDonald’s Sir Gibbie, 678
Phantastes, 732
Machfavelli’s Prince, 280
Florence, 376
Maine’s Ancient Law, 734

”
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2
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Essays,
{439

5

Malory’s Le Morte D’Arthur, 45, 46
Malthus on the Principles of
Population, 692, 3
Mandeville’s Travels, 812
Mann’s (Thomas) Stories & Epi-
sodes, 962
Mannmng’s Sir Thomas More, 19
Mary DPowell, and De-
borah’s Dmrv 324
Marlowe’s Plays and Poems, 383
Marryat’s Mr. Midshipman Kasy, 82
Little Savage, 159
Masterman Readyv, 160
Peter Simple, 232
Children of New Forest,

Permva] Keene, 358
Settlers in Canada, 370
King’s Own, 58
Jacob Faithful, 618
Martinesu s Feats on the E)nrds 429
Martinengo-Cesaresco’s  Folk-Lore
and other Essavs, 673
Marx’s Capital, 848, 819
Muugham s (Somerset) Cakes and
Ale, 932
Maupd,ssant’ Short Stories, 907
Maurice’s Kingdom of Christ, 146-7
Mazzinr’s Duties of Man, ete., 221
Melville’s Moby Dick, 179
Typee, 180
Omoo, 297
Meredith’s The Ordeal of Richard
Feverel, 916
Mérimée’s Carmen, ete., 834
Merivale’s History of Rome, 433
Mickiewicz’s Pan Tadeusz, 842
Mignet’s French Revolution, 713
Mill’s Utilitarianism, Liberty, Repre-
sentative Governinent, 482
»» Rights of Woman, 825
Miller’s Old Red Sandstone, 103
Milman’s History of the Jews, 377,
Milton’s Poems, 384 378
Areopa,mnca and
Prose Works, 793
Mitford’s Our Village, 927
Moliére’s Comedies, 830, 831
Momimsen’s History of Roine, 542-5
Montagu’s (Ladv) Letters, 69
Montaigne’s Essavs, 440-2
Moore’s (George) listher Waters, 933
More’s Utopia, and Dialogue ot
Comnfort against Tribulation, 461
Morier’s Hajjn Baba, 679
Morrs’s (Wm.) Early Romances, 261
,» Life and Death of Jason, 575
Morte D’Arthur Romances, 631
Motley’s Dutch Republic, 86-3
Mulock's John Halifux, 123

Neale’s Fall of Constantinople, 855

Newcastle’s (Margaret, Duchess of)
Life of the First Duke of New-
castle, etc., 163

Newman’s Apolugia Pro Vita Sua,

On the Scope and Nature

of University Kducation, and a
Paper on Christianity and Scien-
tific Investigauuu, 723

Nietzsche’s Thus Spake
thustra, 892

I
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other
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Oliphant’s Salem Chapel, 244

Omar Kbhayyém, 819

Oshorne (Dorothy), Lotters of, 674

Ovid: Selected Workﬂ

Owen’s (Robert) A "N ew View of
Society, ete., 799

Painc’s Rights of Man, 718
Palgrave’s Golden Treasury, 94
Paltock’s Peter Wilkins, 676

Park’s (Mungo) Travels, 205
Pa;(l)s%nan s Counspiracy of Pontiac,
Pascal’s Pensées, 874

Paston Letters, 752, 753

Pater’'s Marius the Ipicurean, 903
Peacock’s Headlung Hall, 327
Pearson’s The Grammar of Science,

Penn’s The Peace of Europe, Some
Fruits of Sohtude, etc., 724

Pepvs s Diary, 53, 54

Percy’s Reliques, 148 149

Piglznow s (H.) Hnstory of Germany,

Pitt’s Orations, 145
Plato’s Republic, 64
Diulogues, 456, 457

Plutarch’s Lives, 407-9

Momlia, 565
Poe’s Tatles of Mvstery and Troagina-

1on,
Poems and Essm's, :91

Polo’s (Marco) Travels, 3
Pope’s Complete Poctical Works 760
Prescott’s Conquest of Peru, 301
Co;lgqsue%t of Mexico, 397,

Prévost’s Manon Lescaut, etc., 834

Priestley’s Angel Pavement, 938

Proctor’s Legends and Lyrics, 150

Pushkin’s The Captain’s Daughter,
ete., 898

Quuller-Couch’s Hetty Wesley, 864
Cagu%l‘»ndge Lectures,

o3

2

Rabelais’s Gargantua and Panta-
gruel, 826, 827
Radcliffe’s (Mrs. Ann) The Mysteries
of Udolpho, 865, 866
Ramayana and Mahabharata, 403
Reade’s The Cloister and the
Hearth
Woﬂington, 299
Reid’s (Mavne) Boy Hunters of the
Mississippl, 582
» The Boy Slaves, 797
Renan’s Life ot Jesus, 805
Reynolds s Discourses, 11
Ricardo’s Principles ot Political
Ecunomy and Taxation, 590
Richardson’s Pamela, 683, 684
Clarissa, 882-5
Robert,s s (Morley) Western Aver-

us, 762
Robertson s Religion and Life, 37
”» Christian Doctrine, 38
Bible Subjects, 39
Robinson’s (Wade) bermons. 637
Roget’s Thesaurus, 630, 6

6

Rossetti’s (D. G.) Poems, 627

Rousseau’s Emile,

Rousseau’s Social Contract and

other Essays, 660

Confessions, 859, 860

Ruskin’s Seven Lamps of Architec-

ture, 207

Modern Painters, 208—-12

Stones of Venice, 213-15

Unto this Last, etc., 216

El:aments of Drawing, cte.,

Pre-Raphaclitism, ete., 218
Sesame and Lilies, 219
Ethics of the Dust, 282
Crown of Wild Olive, and
Ccestus of Aglaa, 323
Time and Tide, ete., 450
The Two Boyhoorls 683
Rusgell’s Life of Gladstone, 661
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Sand’s (George) The Devil’s Pool,
and Francois the Waif, 534

Scheffel’s Kkhehard, 529

Scott’s (M.) Tom (,ringle s Log, 710

Scott’s (Sir W.) Ivanhoe, 16

Yortunes of Nigel, 71

Woodstock, 72

Waverley, 75

The Abbot, 124

Anpe of Geierstein, 125

The Antiquary, 126

”
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” Highland Widow, and Be-
trothed, 127
» Black Dwarf, Legend of

Montrose, 128
Bride of Lammermoor, 129
Castle Dangerous, Surgeon’s
Daughter,
Robert of Paris, 131
Trair Maid of Perth, 132
Guy Mannering, 133
Heart of Midlothlan, 13¢
Kenilworth, 135
The Mona.stcry 136
0Qld Mortality, 137
Peveril of the Peak, 133
The Pirate, 1
Quentin Durward, 140
Redgauntlet 141
Rob R
St. Romm b Well. 143
The Talisman, 144
Lives of the Novelists, 331
Poems and Plays, 550, 551
Seebohm’s Oxford Reformers, 665
Seeley’s licce Homo, 305
Sewell’s (Anpa) Black Beauty, 748
Shakespeare’s Comedies, 1563
Iistories, etc., 154
Tragedies, 155 [908
Shchedrin’s The Golovlyov Famxly,
Shelley’s Poetical Works, 257, 258
Shelley’s (Mrs.) Frankenstem, 616
ghts of Women, 825
Sheppard s Challes Auchester, 005
Sheridan’s Plays, 95
Sienkiewlcz’s Tales, 871
Quo Vadis?, 970
Sismondi’s Italian Republics, 250
Smeaton’s Life of Shakespeare, 14
Smitlk’s Wealth of Nations, 412, 413
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Sn:\ii;;?’s (George) Life of Wm. Carey,

Smollett’s Roderick Random, 790

Peregrine Pickle, 838 889

The luxpe(htxon of Hum
pbry Clinker, 975

Somerville and Ross: Experiences
of an Irish R.M., 978

Sophocles’ Dralnas, 114

Southey’s Llfe of Nelson, 52

»
”»

Spectator, 164
Speke’s 50mce of the Nile, 50
Spencer’s  (Herbert) KEssays on

Ldumtion, 503
Spenser’s Faerie Queene, 443, 444
’ The Shepherd’s Calendar,

87

Spinoza’s Ethics, etc., 481

Spyrr’s Heidi, 431

Stanley’s Memorials of Canterbury,

Kastern Church, 251 (89

Steéle’s The Spectator, 164-7

Stendbal’s Scarlet and Black, 945,

Sterne’s Tristram Shandy, 617  [946

Sentimental Journey, and
Journal to Ehza, 796

Stevenson’s Treasure Island, and
Kidnapped, 763

Master of Ballantrae, and The
Black Arrow, 764

Virginibus  I’aerisque, and
Familiar Studies of Men
and Books, 765

An Inland Voyage, Travels
with & Donkey, and Silver-
ado Squatters, 766

Dr. Jekyll and Mr, Hyde, The
Merry Men, etc., 767

Poems, 768

1n the South Seas, and Island
Nights’ Entertainments, 769

St. Ives, 904

Stow’s burW\ of London, 589

Stowe’s Uncle Tom's Cabin, 371

sStrickland’s Queen Elizabeth, 100

Surtees’s Jorrocks’s Jaunts, 817

Swedenborg’s Heaven and Hell, 379

2

s Divine  Love and
Wisdom, 635
. Dlvine Providence,

The True Christian
TReligion, 893

Swift’s Gulliver’s _ Travels, Un-
abridgod Edition, 60

Tale of a Tub, etc., 347

y Journal to Stella, 757

Swinburne’s (A. C.), Poems and
Prose, 961

Swinnerion’s The Georglan Literary
Scene, 943

Swiss banxxly Robinson, 430

Synge’s Plays, Poems & Prose, 968

”»

»

Tacitus’s Annals, 273

,, Agncnla. and Germania, 274
Taylor’s Words and Places, 517
Tchekhov's Plays and Stories, 941
Tennyson’s oems, 41, 626
Thackeray’s ¥smond 73
Vamty Fair, 298
Christmas Books, 359

»
»
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Thackeray’s Pendennis, 425, 426
Newcomes, 465 466
The Vlrmnlans. 507 508
English Humorists, and
The Four Georges. 610
RoundaboutPapers, 687
Thlerry sNorman(,nnquest 198,199
Thoreau’s Walden, 281
Thucydides’ l’dnpounesmu War, 455
Tolstoy’s Master & Man, Other
Parables & l‘ﬂ,l(“i 469
War and Peace, 525-7
Childhood, Boyhood and
Youth, 591
Anna lnu‘eulnu 612, 613
Trench’s On the Study of Words and
English Past and ’resent, 788
Trollope’s Barchester ’l‘owers, 30
I'ramley Parsonage, 181
The Warden, 182
Dr. Thorne, 360 (361
Small House at Allington,
Last Chronicles of Barset,
391, 392 [761
Golden Lion of Granpere,
Phineas Finn, 832, 83
Trotter’s The Bavard of India, 396
Iiodson of Hodson’s Horse,
Warren Hastings, 452 [401
Turgbncv s Virgin Soil, 528
Liza, 677
Fathers and Sons, 742
Twain’s (Mark) Tom Sawyer and
1uc kleberry I'ian, 976
Tyndall’s Glaciers of the Alps, 98
’l‘yltl«;r s Principles of Translation,
6
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Vasari’s Lives of the Painters, 784-7

Verne’s (Jules) Twenty Thousand
Leagues under the Sea, 319

Dropped from the Clouds, 367

Abandoned, 368

"The Secret of the Island, 369

Five Weeks in a Bualloon, and
Aroun(l the World in Kighty

Day:
Virgil’s Aane]d 161

Fc]oguus and Georgles, 222
Voitaire’s Life of Charles X1I, 270
Age of Louis XIV, 780
Cu&;iéde and Othor Tales,
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Wace and Layamon’s Arthurian
Chronicles, 578
Wakeficld’s Letter from Sydney,

etc., 82

Walpole’s Letters, 775

Walpole’s (Hugh) Mr. Perrin ani
Mr. Traill, 918

Walton’s Compleat Angler, 70

Waterton’s Wanderings 1n South
America, 772 899

Webster and Ford’s Selected Plays,

Wells’s The Time Machine, and The

Wheels of Chance, 915
Ann Veronica, 977

Weslev 8 Journal, 105-8

White’s bclborno. 48

Whitman’s Leaves of Grass, and
Democratio Vistas, ete., 573



Whyte-Melville’s Gladiators, 523
Wilde’s Dlavs, Prose Writings and
Poems, 858 (84
Wood’s (Mn« Henrv) The Channings,

Woolf’s To the Lighthouse, 949

Woolman’s Journal, ete., 402

Wordsworth’s Shorter Poems, 203
. Longer Poems, 311

Xenophon’s Cyropaedia, 67

Yecllow Book, 503
Yonge’s The Dove in the Eagle’s
Nest, 329
,»  The Book of Golden Deeds, 330
,» 'The Heir of Redclyfte, 362
,» The Jattle Duke, 470
The Lances of Lvnwood 579
Young's (Arthur) Travels in France
and Italy, 720

Zola’s Germinal 897

Anthologies, Dictionaries, ete.

A Book of Knghsh Balladw. 572

A Book of Heroic Verse, 5

A Book of Nonsense, by Edward
Lear, and Others, 806

A gseéltury of KEssays, An Anthology,

Amecrican Short Stories of the Nine-
teenth Century, 840
A New Book of Sense and Nonsense,

813
An Anthology ot English Prose:
From Bedo to Stevenson, 675
An Encyclopaedia of Gardening, by
Walter P. Wright, 555
Ancient Hebrew Literature, 4 vols.,
Anglo-Saxon Poctry, 794 253-6
Annals of Fairyland, 365, 366, 541
Anthology of British  Historical
Speeches and Orations, 714
Atlas of Classical beomphy, 451
Atlases, Literary and Historical:
Europe, 496; America, 553; Asia,
633; Afica and Austmmsm 662
Chincse Philosophy in Classical
Times, 973
Dictionary, Biographical, of English
Literature, 449
”» Biographical, of Foreign
Literaturc. 900
» of Dates, New Edition to
end of 1939, 554
» Everyman’s English, 776
of Non-Classical Myth-
ology, 632
» Smaller Classical, 495

Dictionary of Qnomtlom and Pro-
verbs, 809,

Englirh Gnln.xy ot Shorter Poems,
The, Chosen and Edited by
Gerald Bullett, 959 t

Engliﬂh Religious Verse, Edited by

Lacey May, 937

Enghsh Short Storfes, An An-

Iairy Gold, 157 [thologv, 743

Fairy Tales from the Arabian Nuzhts

French Short Stories, 896 [249

Ghost Stories, Xdited by John
Hampden, 952

Golden Book of Modern Enzliﬁh
Poetrv, 921

Golden ’lrea.surv of Longer Poems.

Himdu Seriptures, FEdited by Dr.
Nicol Macnicol, 944

Minor Elizabethan Drama, 491, 492

Minor Poets of the Kighteenth Cen-
tury, 844

Mimor Poets of the Seventeenth
Centurv, 873

Modern Humour, Edited by Guy
Pocock and M. M. Bozman, 957

Modern Plays, 942

Modern Short Stories, Edited by
John Hadfleld, 954

Mother Goose, 473

Muses’ Pageant, The, 581, 606, 671

New Golden Treasury, 695

New Testament, The, 93

P’lays for Boys and Girls, 966

Poems of Our Time, 1900-1942, 981

Poetry Book for Bovs and Girls, 894

Political Liherty, a Symposium, 745

Praver Books of King KEdward VI,
First and Second, 448

Prelude to Poetry, 789

Reader’s Guide to Everyman’s
Library, revised edition, covering
the first 950 vols., 889

Restoration Plays, 604

Russian Short Stories, 758

Selections from St. Thomas Aquinas,
Edited by the Rev. Father
M. C. D’Arcv, 953

Shorter Novels: Klizabethan, 824

v Jacobean and Restora-
tion, 841
Lightoenth Century, 856

Storv Book for Boys and Girls, 9

Table Talk, 906

Tales of Detection, 928

Theology in the English Poets, 492

Thesaurus of English Werds and
Phrases, Roget’s, 630, 631

Twenty One-Act Plays, Selected by
John Hampden, 947

LONDON: J. M. DENT & SONS LTD.
NEW YORK: E. P. DUTTON & CO. INC.

The Publishers regret that, owing to wartime

S3(<T

difficultses and :bortages some of the volumes
way be found 1o be temporarily out of print.
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