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INTRODUCTION
I

JouN STWART MILL in his lifetime and for long after held a dominant
position in English political thought. He was a clear, careful, and
consistent thinker, and he could bring to the credit of his political
writings his reputation as an economist and as a philosopher. His
System of Logic was published in 1834; his Political Economy appeared
in 1848. These and other writings had already made him ccﬁirated
when in 1859 his Essay on Liberty, the first of these texts, came before
the public, and it was already a famous book when Representative
Government, his great essay in applied political theory, was published
in 1861. His short treatise on Utilitarianism did not appear till two
years later, but his general philosophical position was well known
and the utilitarian philosophy, of which he was the leading exponent,
after Bentham, was widc:{y accepted in mid-nineteenth-century
England. The general theses of utilitarianism have been attacked and
exposed again and again in academic classrooms. Men of various
kinds have found it deeply repugnant to their taste and nature. Carlyle
was its enemy; Ruskin abhorred it; to Cardinal Newman it was one
of the devilish ‘liberal’ conceptions against which he set his firm, clear
mind and his commanding pen. Disraeli, in Coningsby, makes one of
his characters declare that ‘even Mormon can count more votaries
than Bentham.” Yet when Arthur Balfour went to Cambridge he
found himself beset by a rationalistic orthodoxy which he considered
to be inspired and i.nf{rmed by Mill, and he resolved to swim against
that current. Yet the utilitarian creed became, and perhaps remains,
the working theory of a large part of English radicalism. If it lacks
the irofun ity of the greater masters of European thought, it has
simplicity and clarity; if the inquiring philosopher rejects it, it is
satisfying to the practitioner of politics; if it does not always convince,
it has often successfully directed public opinion. While abstract
rights and justice have been debated, the government of England
has developed by invoking the theory of utility and the greater
happiness principle.

In the realm of political thought Mill’s work has perhaps proved
more durable and remains more valuable than in Economics mdp Logic.
For in the political field he was no mere speculator but constantly
engaged throughout his life in active work in government, mostly as.3,
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viii INTRODUCTION

civil servant and briefly as a Member of Parliament. He was versed
in history and learned in the study of comparative institutions. All
the forms of government of his time were reviewed by him with con-
stant ahd reflective consideration. For this life-work John Stuart Mill
received from his father a careful education. He was bornein 1806
in the crisis of the Napoleonic War. By the time of the Congress of
Vienna he was a boy of nine. He reached legal manhood in 1827,
the year of the death of Canning, and when the great Reform Bill was
carried in 1832 he was twenty-six and coming to the full maturity of
his powers, almost ready to succeed to the mante of the utilitarian
leader, Jeremy Bentham, who died in that year. For such a succession
he had been prepared by his father. Indeed, he was trained like an heir-
apparent to the leadership of philosophic radicalism. Mill tells us in
his autobiography that his father ‘was carnestly bent upon his escaping
not only the corrupting influence which boys exercise over boys, but
the contagion of vulgar modes and feeling.” This exclusive education
might well have bred conceit, but Mill assures us that it did not. As
other boys are disciplined by games or military exercises, Mill was
disciplined by his father in learning and logic. ‘Both as boy and
youti,' he tells us in his autobiography, ‘I was incessantly smarting
under his severe admonition.” At the age of three he began to learn
Greek, passing on rapidly to arithmetic, history, and, later, Latin.
Very soon he was far in advance of the average boy at school, and he
had to undertake the instruction of his younger brothers.

His father, James Mill, was in these early days a hard-pressed
journalist earning an income of perhaps £500. He had a growing
family, nine in all, and some debts to clear off. He had come from
Angus in Scotland, of a family of small traders and farmers. He was
educated at Edinburgh at the expense of a benevolent laird and licensed
as a preacher of the Church of Scotland. But he felt unable to profess
religious faith’and came to London to seek his fortune with his pen.
In 1818 he had his first success, when he published his History of India.
Although it was severely critical of British rule, he was given an
appointment at India House by the Directors of the East India Com-
pany. From now on he was moderately affluent. Beginning with a
salary of £800 per annum he rose to £2,000 before his death in 1836.
Yet although he won this income in the end, and although his son
was to be more prosperous still, it would be a mistake to think of
the Mill family asielonging to the upper middle classes in the ordinary
sense. James Mill had started from hard and humble beginnings;
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he had a successful but desperate struggle against poverty. Such
struggles are not forgotten even in the second generation. Both father
and son, by their social origins as well as by their natural independence
of mind, were imbued by that feeling of being external to the conven-
tional gowerning classes which was, and still is, so strong an element in
English radicalism.

Mill followed his father into the service of the East India Company.
He. became a junior clerk at the age of seventeen. By 1828 he was
earning a salary of £600; by 1836 it was £1,200, and by 1856 £2,000.
On the dissolution of the Company in 1858 he retired with a pension
of £1,500. From that date till his death in 1873 he was completely at
leisure, and he sat in the Parliament of 1865-1868, taking a part in the
debates on the Franchise Reform Bills. It is important to remember
that for the greater part of his life Mill was a civil servant, working
regular hours with 2 month’s holiday in the year. His work as a writer
was accomplished in his spare time from the office. Unlike his father,
he was free from the emgarrassments of a large family. He marricd,
in 1851, a Mrs. Taylor, with whom he had kept up an intimate friend-
ship for twenty years during her husband’s lifetime. This friendship
with a married woman was frowned on by his father and occasioned
some scandal, but scandal did not easily injure a man of Mill’s sober,
virtuous, and modest way of life. His wife’s death in 1858 was a deep
personal loss to him, and is commemorated in eloquent language in
the dedication of the Essay on Liberty.

Mill never moved in what coulc{ be called fashionable circles, but
from boyhood he was accustomed to the society of those able intellec-
tuals who gathered round his father. He acknowledges that he and
the younger members of the set were sectarian in their outlook.
They decried ‘sentimentality’ and upheld the standard of pure reason
and analysis. Later he tried to abandon this view and to appreciate the
importance of feeling as opposed to reason. He tells us that none of
the later Utilitarians were prepared ‘to rely on the intellect and en-
lightened self-interest as the main motive powers for the amendment
of human conduct.” But the amendment of human conduct, or at
least the amelioration of human affairs, was always his aim, and the
theme, directly or indirectly, of all his writings. He was glad, however,
to have his secure position at India House which made him entirely
independent of his earnings in journalism, and therefore under no
temptation to trim his views to the public taste.

At the age of twenty he went through a spiritual or psychological
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crisis. He asked himself whether, if all his schemes for the betterment
of mankind were fulfilled, he would then be happy, and an inger voice
answered ‘no.’ How, then, could he be happy in promoting such
schemes? Life lost all savour for him. The analytic habits of thought
in which he had been brought up seemed to him to undermine all his
living desires. He thought of himself as a well-equipped ship with a
rudder but no sail. His life had no motive power. ‘The fountains of
vanity and ambition seemed to have dried up within me as completely
as those of benevolence.” After a time this cloud lifted, but it had

rmanent effects. He did not abandon his utilitarian beliefs and his
radical ideals, but he learned that happiness in life is obtained by
making it not the direct end. It is better sought by aiming at another
object than one’s own happiness: happiness of others or some art or
pursuit followed as an idca.fl’ for its own sake. He also learned that a
training in speculation was not the be-all and end-all of life. 'We must
attain ‘a due balance among the faculties,” and cultivate ‘the passive
susceptibilities.” The emotions must be given their due place. From
now on he began to appreciate poetry, music, and the arts.

This conversion made Mill’s thought and life more mellow and
sympathetic than the bare rationalism of his father and Bentham.
A severe reasoner and analyst he remained, but he was never the dry,
didactic pedant that his opponents were inclined to picture. In his
later years, after his wife’s death, he lived partly in the south of France
at Avignon and partly at Blackheath, where he was the genial patron
of a circle of younger rationalists. One of the most eminent of these,
Lord Morley, has left us a description of Mill, as he knew him.

‘In bodily presence, though not commanding, at sixty he was
attractive, spare in build, his voice low and harmonious, his eye
sympathetic and responsive.” Morley insists that Mill was never a
pure theorist or ideologue. He always kept up a most vivid and
direct interest in practical problems; he was, indeed, well-qualified to
speak on them after a lifetime spent in the administration of the affairs
of India. He gave his young disciples practical and invigorating advice.
“Keep yourself in the fesh air of the world; do your best in the world’s
affairs; study the active rather than the passive.” Or again, ‘Do not
expect from the world more than the world is capable of l§ivin S
Carlyle said of Mill’s talk that it was ‘rather wintry and sawdustish.’
So it may have been, when compared with the more lurid colours of
Carlyle’s speech and writing. But Mill was a responsible counsellor
of statesmen; he worked to achieve practical ends. It was not his
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mission to play the part of the prophet, crying out woe upon his
generation, Pgwxﬁg stimulus rather tEa.n nourishment. Morll:y tells
us that “what Mill cared for in his own work was that the aim should
be at least definite and in season.” It is significant that he was accus-
tomed ta use the old-fashioned word ‘improvement’ rather than the
more showy catchwords ‘progress’ and ‘reform.” Improvement
suggests definite and limited objectives. Mill believed that the sociez
in which he lived was ordered unintelligently and darkened by mu,
inhumanity. His zeal to make a better world was no less sincere than
that of Carlyle, but it was a point of honour with him to concentrate
his efforts and canalize his energy, never permitting it to overflow in
exaggeration and rhetoric. Above all, he was on his guard against
deluding himself and others. His political thought does not seek to
outline the shape of any ideal republic nor does his pen picture any
Utopia.

The two political treatises published here make up a fairly compre-
hensive boj)y of thought on politics, but while the Representative
Government is a carefully elaborated thesis, the Essay on Liberty is, as
Mill calls it in his opening sentence, merely an essay. It deals with
those problems that reside in the political concept of Liberty. It is
not a complete examination of the basis of human polity. It does not
seek to explain ab initio the nature of political obligation. If Mill had
desired to write such a book, he would no doubt have called it
Considerations on the Problem of Political Obligation, for he was
always responsible and accurate in his use of terms. The Liberty,
therefore, does not stand in the direct succession of the great English
political treatises; such as those of Hobbes and Locke. It deals with the
value and nature of human freedom, of the conflicts that arise between
the citizen and the state and between the individual and the mass or
herd. Nor is he only concerned with the need of freedom for indi-
vidual development, he is equally occupied with discussing the value
to society of freedom in individuals. In the course of this discussion,
however, he ranges far in history and covers many problems of political
thought. But, we may repeat it, it is an essay, not a thesis or treatise.
If he had intended it to be one he would have laid it out more system-
atically and at greater length.

The Representative Government is the application of Mill’s life-
long political thinking and observation to the conditions and devices
of government. The same human and political values that we find
in tghc Liberty are recognized, but a fulf’0 understanding of the book
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requires also 2 knowledge of Mill’s general outlook as is found in his
Utilitarianism. All utilitarian political thinking was necessarily based
on the theory that the only observable principle of human action is
that men scek their own happiness. In Utilitarianism Mill elaborates
his thought on this subject and distinguishes between diffcrent kinds
of happiness and various modes of secking it. He is not content with
the simpler and cruder ideas of Bentham on this subject. Some men
seek direct gratification of their immediate desires. Others find it
less directly by caring for others and by serving society rather than
themselves. Both pleasures are selfish in the end, but that does not
prevent us from recognizing the latter class of pleasures, commonly
called unselfish, as being superior to the former. They are superior
because they are more enduring. As Mill says, ‘“To those who have
neither public nor private affections the excitements of life are much
curtaile«f. 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 cultivated a fellow-feeling with the collective interests of man-
kind, retain as lively an interest in life on the eve of death, as in the
vigour of youth and health.” In this way such interests are superior
in value to the individual; they are superior also from the point of
view of society; they are socially more valuable, and a society in which
such interests are more freely pursued will be the happier.

To any one living in the middle of the twentieth century and still
young, it may occur to inquire, Why so much talk about theindividual ?
Why should it be so confidently supposed that if men and women are
given to seeking the more enduring, the socially valuable, pleasures,
society as a whole will necessarily benefit? Individuals concentrating
on public ends may differ and clashand so breed anarchy. And canmere
individual idealism accomplish much without the powerful and splendid
engine of the state to assist in the process of public amelioration? And
why do we hear only of the individual or society and nothing of the
many associations of men other than the state, parties, unions, com-~
panies, corporations, masses, classes, clubs, churches, cultural associa-
tions, centres of loyalties, sources of solidarity, and all those infinite
human groupings which command and delight the attention of modern
sociologists? Tisc answer to this is that Mill was writing at the full
tide of the long era of growing individualist thought. Western
Europe had, as it scemed, shaken itself free of the dual dominion of
the Cathalic Church and the regal state morally subservient to that
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Church. The vast tangle of moribund associations, seignorial jurisdic-
tions, and ancient corporations had been swept away, and whether
they were damned as feudalism or idealized as guilds, they were now
of the past. The earlier utilitarians had to reason against usury laws,
archaic negulations for the control of wages, and grotesque schemes
for the fixing of prices. The power of the state had receded. Hobbes,
an enemy to liberal government but a perverse and unwilling pro-
genitor of liberal thought, had set political theory on its course to
rationalism and utilitarian individu:ﬁism. The milder and moderate
Locke, in more intelligible and palatable terms, had tried to set limits
to state power. Maine in his Ancient Law was stating the movement
of civilization as being from status to contract, from duties and
obligations to a group or family or defined community to freedom
to make one’s own arrangements and ties in life. Forty years later
the great English jurist, Maitland, was to warn his hearers that this
liberation of the individual was more apparent than real, and to
observe, in a quaint metaphor, that ‘contract, that greediest of legal
categories, which once wanted to devour the state, resents being told
that it cannot painlessly digest even a joint stock company.’ Eight
years after Mill's Liberty, Karl Marx published the first volume of Das
Kapital. The work ofy jurists like Durkheim, syndicalists like Sorel,
was still to come. The ‘reception’ of Hegelian thought by English
Ehilosophers, such as Green and Bosanquet and Bradley, had scarcely

egun. Rousseau, with his awful concept of the general will, that
magical synthesis of popular freedom and state power, was little
regarded in English class-rooms. (It was not till 1927 that the Contrat
Social replaced Mill’s Liberty in the history curriculum at Oxford.) In
Mill’s age the reasoning thinkers and reformers of society were most
of all concerned to study how far the individual man could be given
freedom to pursue his happiness, to seek the development of his own
responsible personality (the term ‘express himself’ was still in the
future), and in that way, it was hoped, contribute to the sum-total of
human well-béing. The state, the old-fashioned state which had been
overthrown or shaken by the French Revolution, by the American
Revolution, and the great radical reform movement in England, was
something aged, obstinate, and blind. Bound in straiter limits, con-
fronted, and in the end controlled, by the growing democratic power of
free, individual men, it would never again cast its sway so far over
the spirit of enlightenment.

Such were the easy assumptions of forward-looking young men in
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the mid-nineteenth century. But such easy assumptions were not
made by John Stuart Mill. While he was able to show that the more
oppressive powers of the state in this country were, with exceptions,
reasonably relaxed, he was deeply aware of the constricting influence
of unorganized socicty, the unwritten and unenacted authority of the
mass over the individual, of the mean and average over the exceptional
and gifted. On the fourth page of his essay he observes, ‘But reflecting
Fctsons perceived that when society is itself the tyrant—society col-
ectively over the separate individuals who compose it—its means of
tyrannizing 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. . . . Protection, therefore, against the tyranny of the magis-
trate is not enough: there needs protection also against the tyranny of
the prevailing feeling. . . . There is a limit to the legitimate inter-
ference of collective opinion with individual independence: and to
find that limit, and maintain it against encroachment, is as indispens-
able to a good condition of human affairs, as protection against political
despotism.’

The problem of liberty therefore is twofold; one possible enemy is
the state, the other is the unorganized but terrible power of general
opinion. In the period at which Mill wrote, the latter was probabl
more menacing. If a young man of this age were to find himself bacK
in the eighteen-sixties, provided he had some moderate affluence, he
would be astounded at the éasiness of life and the trifling demands of
the state upon him, the light burden of taxation, a rate on his house, a
few pence in the pound income tax, some stamp duties, and taxes on
some luxuries. He would be free of passports, forms, licences, regula-
tions. On the other hand, in many matters affecting his private and
intellectual life, his love-affairs, his views on religion and science and
sex, he would find himself bound by a constricting orthodoxy and
would have to guard his words and actions with a care which he might
find intolerable. Against this kind of restraint Mill was a vigilant
protester, but, in accordance with his belief in treating things in season
and with reason, he was no barren anarchist. ‘All that makes existence
valuable to any one,” he says, ‘depends on the enforcements 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 whicE(J are not fit subjects for £e operation of the 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 is one of those which least
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progress has been made in resolving. No two ages, and scarcely any
two countriés, have decided it alike; and the decision of one age or
country is a2 wonder to another.’

Mill accounts for this by ‘the magical influence of custom, which is
not only,eas the proverb says, a second nature, but is continually mis-
taken for the first.” While Mill admits the great power of custom,
and within limits its uses, he is prepared to criticize all those rules
which depend upon it and are not defended by reason. He remarks,
‘People are accustomed to believe, and have been encouraged in the
belief by some who aspire to the character of philosophers, that their
feclings on subjects of this nature, are better than reasons and render
reasons unnecessary.’ This is the position which Mill, as a utilitarian
rationalist, was bound never to accept. It was that ‘sympathy-antipathy’
principle which Bentham considered was the basis of all systems of
other than the rationalist approach of his own school. Mill’s primary
contention as a political th.inﬁct is thatall these unreasoning assumptions
should be weighed and considered by the reflective and talanced
judgement of thinking men. But here he is in a difficulty, for ‘thinking
men’ are apt to be few and Mill does not conceal his contempt for the
independent mental abilities of the ordinary man, the generality of
mankind. His father had sought to free him ‘from the contagion of
vulgar modes and feeling’ and had succeeded very well. Mill was the
apostle of the wisdom of the few; he was one of nature’s aristocrats.
Yet he was no friend of aristocracy in any of its known and established
forms. He observes, “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.” Mr.
Doolittle in Shaw’s Pygmalion, in his protests against ‘bourgeois
morality’ and his plea for the rights of ‘the undeserving poor, was of
the same opinion. How to create, to encourage, and to maintain a
natural aristocracy of intellect, how to breed and keep a leaven of
freely-reasoning, wisely-judging men and women was Mill’s problem.
In the Essay on Liberty he wrestles with it in the realm of theory: in
the Representative Government he tries to legislate for the preservation
of it in terms of political organization. If his theoretical demonstra-
tions fail to satis%; the critic, it should be remembered that he is
confronting a problem of which there has never been a recognized
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solution. His practical provisions for the ordering of a frec self-
governing state not only stand well in the light of eighty years constant
and vigorous experiment in this country, but have even done much
to guide and inspire the changes made in our governmental system.
Nor did Mill think that he could legislate for all mankind. He was too
good a historian and too good a student of comparative government
to nurse such illusions. Each country has its own peculiarities. Thus
he conceived that in England in his time the yoke of opinion was
perhaps heavier and that of law lighter than in most other countries
of Burope. And of his conception of liberty he remarks that it ‘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, i% they are so fortunate as to find one.’
And this ‘principle of liberty’ he defines under three heads. Firstly,
the inward domain of consciousness, liberty of thought and fecling,
including the liberty of expressing public opinions. Secondly, liberty
of tastes and pursuits, of framing the plan of our life to suit our own

character of doing what we like, ‘subject to such consequences as may
follow.” Thirdly, from the liberty ofJ each individual followed the
liberty, within the same limits, of combination amongst individuals,
freedom to unite for any purpose not involving harm to others. The
value of such liberty Mill was prepared todefend, and in his prescience
he saw himself as defending it in a slowly darkening shadow. In 1888
Maitland was to point out to his hearers at Cambridge that ‘we are
becoming a much governed country.” In 1861 Mill was already of
opinion that ‘the tendency of all changes taking place in the world is
to strengthen society and diminish the power of the individual,” and
¢his evil he believed was growing more gormidablc.

Liberty of thought and discussion is the first part of Mill’s essay.
This is the most classic part of the book, and it states the case for liberty
of thought with a remarkably fair and careful exposition of the argu-
ments which he confronts. The fallibility of men’s judgement in
assuming that they are entitled to suppress opinion because it is
erroneous is demonstrated again and again. There is, according to
Mill, no degree of general agreement against a supposed error that
would justify suppression. Alg] mankind minus one is destitute of the
right to coerce the single dissentient. Such a step is open to the charge
of robbing the human race, and the human race is inj not merely
when the supposed error turns out to be the truth, for even it should
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prove to be error, indeed, none the less its opponents are losing what
may be almost as great a benefit, ‘the clearer perception and livelier
impression of truth, Eroduced by its collision with error.’

This lively sense of the advantages of discussion and correction of
error, as exposing the most obstinate prejudices of humanity to rational
criticism, pervades the whole essay. It is the characteristic ‘intellec~
tualist’ note of his mind and of his school. It has been criticized as
being over-intellectualist or shallowly intellectualist. At times onc
feels almost weary at the vision of a truly Millite society, thronged
with cternally disputing citizens, each submitting the light that isin
him to the rival luminosities of other minds with a well-considered
agnosticism as to the validity of thcic own belicfs and a humble
readiness to recognize the trucﬁ of other men’s contentions. The cynic
might fecl that the agnosticism and the humble readiness are feigned,
ang that the argument will terminate in the end by a clash of the deeper
and unreasoning convictions that form so large a part of what is calfcd
human thought. Burke grasps more fully the nature of those preju-
dices and settled modes of feeling of which the religious and political
ideas of mankind consist. The disciples of the modern psychologists
would reduce to a narrower compass what discussion and exchange of
rational arguments can do.

Yet the conception of truth as dependent on frec discussion and
argument is the basic conception of the liberal society of western
Europe and the New World. The Covenant of the League of Nations
and the Atlantic Charter are in some degree expressions of this idea,
the attainability of reasoned justice in government. These concep-
tions may be more honoured in our rhetoric than in our laws, and more
in our laws than our practice, but we feel that they are the distinguish-
ing badge of our kind of polity. Twice in this century, states that have
honoured free discussion less and deliberately harnessed truth to policy,
rather than policy to truth, have confronted the liberal powers, and
destruction has come upon them. It may well be that concern for
the freedom of thought has been not only the criterion of the value
of our type of polity, but also, by restraining the most extravagant
ideas of our own righteousness and infallibility, the actual means of our
preservation. It is a necessary leaven, a saving grace. )

Mill, indeed, is well aware of the case that may be made against him
in his extreme advocacy of the liberty of thought and discussion. He
states, not unfairly, the common-sense argument of a moderate sup-
porter of some degree of regulation of thought. ‘Men and Governments
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must act to the best of their ability. There is no such thing as
absolute certainty, but there is assurance sufficient for the purposes of
human life.” The rest of the chapter is a forceful refutation of this
easy doctrine. He considers that reliance can only be placed on human
judgement, when the means of setting it right are constantly, at hand.
He even states, ‘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.” It will be seen at once how in this last sentence
Mill places a gulf between himself and a large number of people
who would certainly claim and reccive the title of ‘thinking men.’
He takes little account of the more mysterious springs of human
thought—intuition, illumination, and revelation—or else he would’
try to account for the wisdom attributed to such sources by assuming
some process of reasoning in them. No doubt he is overrating what is
achieved by the opposition of ideas and ignoring the developments of
wisdom which may come from the adoption and development of a
doctrine. One can see at this point how a man like Gladstone, although
an admirer of Mill, had to .‘fll his copious mind with draughts from
deeper and more brooding intellects such as St. Augustine and Dante.
But Mill is extremely convincing in his demonstration of the
fallibility of human reason in its persecution of thought. The cele-
brated and eloquent passage in which he speaks of the persecution of
Socrates and Christ is remarkable for the skill with which he empha-
sizes not the monstrosity of these persecutions but their normality, and
the fact that they were carried out by men who at most times would be
reﬁardcd with credit and respect, ‘men who possessedin a full, or some-
what 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 chance of passing through life
blameless and respected.” But he goes further and shows that not only
good average men but a ruler of peculiar talent and enlightenment,
such as the Emperor Marcus Aurelius, is not immune from the re-
proach of persecuting men who are thought of as the benefactors of
posterity. And history, he observes, teems with instances of truth
ut down by persecution. ‘If not sup ressed for ever, it may be thrown
Kack for centuries.” The phrase ‘thrown back’ is worth reflecting
upon. Although Mill, as we have seen, is no slave to slogans about
progress and gxe idea of automatic progress which was so rabidly
to engross the age immediately succeeding his death, he does seem to
have Eeld, in spite of many judicious reservations, some of the optimism
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of that age. At any rate, he thinks in terms of forward and backward;
he sees a movement of some sort, a slow but ever-widening river of
human improvement, and therefore there is a strong presumption
that beliefs which he and most others might abhor may be wrong
but not dangerous; indeed, will probably be beneficial by forcing
critics to clear their mind and place their just convictions on a firmer
basis of argumented reason. Reason for him was all; and perhaps
he isolates reason too much from action. Given the fair field and free
play for human thought that he imagines, truth and error will fight
it out; but this conception of the conflict of truth and error may be too
formal; the armies engage, like Milton’s heavenly hosts, in an
empyrean too much abstracted from the accidents of nature.

“Nor obvious hill nor straitening vale divide their perfect ranks.’
But the conflict of truth and error is not only between minds but
between men. Ideas may ‘contend,’ men fight. There is in Mill a lack
of appreciation of the fact that civilized society must not only move
forward but daily defend itself, defend itself with all its imperfections
against greater errors and blacker evils. Yet, so powerfulis the Victorian
belief in the good-time-coming as of right and in the course of nature,
that even now, as the twentieth century gathers its dreadful shadows
around us, the public demand is always for better things, and the cant
of modern statesmen is always of progress and improvement, and if it
tarry for 2 moment it must be attributed to some malign ‘reactionary’
force. That these malign elements reside within ourselves, are ever
present, and may have to be resisted by force, is too little thought of.
There is one division in modern thought that is always significant,
the division between those who deny and those who believe, whether
in theological or philosophical terms, in original sin in man. Mill was
of the former school, and with him most of the thinkers of that sub-
utopian school of English radicalism which still flourishes. But if such
thinkers are too prone to moralize on the folly of their fellow-men
and too slow to recognize their wickedness, they produced in Mill,
their greatest figure, a writer who demonstrated the fallibility of
human judgements and the wrongness of persecutions as no other
English “writer has done. Given his intellectual, psychological, and
historical assumptions, Mill has demonstrated the case for liberty of
thought and discussion with classic and convincing perfection.

Liberty to Mill was no abstract right to be asserted by men as a sclf-
justifying -activity, a notion of liberty which often covers mere
arrogance, pride, and angularity; liberty had its purpose in human
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affairs; it was to be judged by its utility. This leads him to his second
chapter, ‘Of individuality, as one of the elements of well-being.’
‘As it is 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. Itis desirable,
in short, that in things which do not primarily concern others, in-
dividuality should assert itsclf. 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 indivic%ual and social progress.” Mill
then caps this statement of his own by a quotation from the German
thinker Wilhelm von Humboldt, that ‘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 power and development.” And in another
quotation, prefixed to Mill’s essay as a whole, Humboldt remarks,
‘The grand, leading principle, towards which everything in these

ages directly converges, is the absolute and cssentig importance of
Euman development in its richest diversity.’

Mill concedes, it will be noticed, that if a man is too much con-
strained by society, ‘there is wanting one of the chief ingredients of
human happiness.” So far, freedom has a value in itself to each indivi-
dual for t]gc sake of the experience. Yet this call for freedom for the
development of individuality lays stress more on the social value—
‘quite the chief ingredient of social and individual progress.” There is
not the lyrical note caught in the lines of the old Scottish poet,

‘Ah, freedom is a noble thing!
Freedom makes man to have liking.’

Freedom is for the development of individuality, and individuality
is both a personal and social good. This is a sober, responsible, socio-
logical view of individuality. It has little to do with the crude claim
to live individually, such as we hear from artists and adolescents.
There is an inherent conflict between the kind of freedom of the
individuality whichis entirely self-justifying and the freedom which is,
or can be, directed to a social end. There are some men who if they are
told that their individual development must have a social value, or
even that without their knowing it, it has asocial value, will feel that
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much of the savour has been lost. Mill’s difficulty is that he has two
ends before him, freedom and happiness. The freedom of the indivi-
dual, good in itself, should also be a means to the happiness of socicty
as a whole. Underneath the bold Victorian individualist we may
perhaps discern the twentieth-century bureaucrat, framing a socially
valuable regulation; behind the habit of the wandering friar we may
feel the hard steel of the Fabian socialist. It is worth noting that Sidney
Webb, the greatest of the Fabians, acknowledges handsomely his debt
to Mill.

But to say all this is merely to state once more the eternal problem
of all political thought, how far can one good—freedom—be reconciled
with the other good—order and social peace? What Mill does statein
this essay in many challenging examples is the problem of the impor-
tance and value of differences between men. But there are two ways of
stating the problem. Is it to be a casual or a final clause? Should men
be free because they are different? Should men be frec in order to be
different? It is fairly clear that Mill thinks more in terms of the latter
question. He observes, “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 con-
taining persons who have much character—and that a high general
average of energy is not desirable.”

He has previously admitted that ‘energy may be turned to bad
uses,” and we of this generation who have seen the German nation
under the influence of ‘strong natures’ who in their time expressed
themselves gloriously, would cordially agree. But Mill, looking round
his own world, came to the conclusion that ‘socicty has fairly got the
better of individuality; and the danger which threatens human nature
is not the excess, but the deficiency, of personal impulses and prefer-
ences.” Whether this is a true statement about mid-nineteenth-century
England is a doubtful question to which many would give different
answers. But it must necessarily have seemed true to Mill, the critic,
the reformer, and, in the eyes of many of his contemporaries, the
crank. It may be true of England to-day. But there is this difference,
that whereas in Mill's day it was the conservative and possessing
classes whose power weighed hard on the aspiring individualist, it is
now these classes who forebode the destruction of enterprise and
individuality at the hands of mass sentiment and a machine-made
education. To -this danger Mill, in all his political writings, was
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constantly alive, and he would never fear to repeat his warnings
against the stifling of individual forces. -

It is interesting to follow Mill as he develops his theme. He con-
siders that in his time, ‘from the highest cliss to the lowest, every one
lives as under the eye of a hostile and dreaded censorship.” This is that
general tyranny of society to which we have already alluded and which
was then, much more than state power, the danger to individuali
and freedom. It is scarcely possible to doubt that it has been muc
diminished, but at the same time the public authority has enlarged its
control over us. We fear our neighbours less and the policeman more.
It may even be that there is a certain relation between these factors.
As the state makes more and more demands upon us and limits our
freedom to work, to spend, to educate our children, by a certain law of
compensation our more purely f:ivate actions and beliefs are more
respected by the informal censorship of society; as one part of our life
is more firmly grooved by prohibitions, permits, and licences, the
more private part becomes more libertarian, even, perhaps, more
libertine.

But Mill feared that the pressure of society, and we can scarcely
doubt that he would feel now that the pressure of the state equally,
would not only constrain men’s actions but even weaken their impulses
and desires. ‘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.’

He goes on to say that it is so on the Calvinistic theory. Here he
is wrong. (His father, an umquhile licensed preacher in the Church of
Scodang, might have directed his attention eatlier in life to the Institu-
tion of the Christian Religion, Book III, Chapter x.) But his interpre-
tation of Calvin’s theory is a vulgar acceptation so generally contagious
that it may be accepted here for &urposes of argument, and it has often
been given some colour by the practice of confessed Calvinists.
‘“Whatever is not a duty, is a sin.’ TE.is concept, he conceives, leads to
‘a pinched and hidebound type of human character.” Mill, as we have
seen, is not on the side of those who employ the idea of original sin
in any form. This is 2 grand dispute into which we cannot enter,
although it may be held that a neglect or disbelief in the inherent
potentialities of man for evil has been not only a moral error but the
prime political error of our age. But it is important to note what Mill's
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conception of the right use of individual freedom is. ‘Pagan self-asser-
tion is one of the elements of human worth as well as Christian self-
denial. There is a Greek idea 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 Alcibiades,
but it is better to be a Pericles than either; nor would a Pericles, if
we had one in these days, be without anything good which belonged to
John Knox.’

It would be difficult to find a passage in which the interdependence
of moral and political philosophy was more clearly exposed than in
this. Mill has in his mind a clear order of excellence: Pericles, Knox,
Alcibiades, in that order. One might ask, how does he know? He
may be right, but his knowledge comes from his general philosophy
of life and cannot be judged Ey any standard ofg political conduct.
The society, free of a.“l excessive state and social compulsion, which
he advocates, is expected by him to encourage self-development, and
he hopes it will be on the Athenian model. But what if in a society
framed, or perhaps we should say cleared, for individual development,
the men otP energy and character lean to the apostolic type? Society,
Mill tells us, ‘has need of strong natures.” They have a way of cropping
up, often all the more formidable by asserting themselves against those
social constrictions of which Mill would deprive them. Tamen usque
recurrent. And if such men, following \mtg energy their individual
bent, should find in life a need both to express their personality and
ameliorate society by persuading, exhorting, threatening with spiritual
terrors their more apathetic fellows, who shall say them nay? And
even if it is true that a Pericles is necessarily a better type, it is not
certain that he would be socially more useful. He miggt overn a
well-constituted state better, but he might be quite ineffective in
creating new conditions and eradicating evils. Moreover, if indi-
viduality is encouraged we have no proof that it will often result in a
Pericles; such types are rare; there are fifty men who can imitate the
preaching of Knox or the conduct of Alcibiades to one who can
attain the exquisite balance of Pericles’ funeral speech. To do justice
to the utilitarians, they have from Bentham onwards made allowance
for individuality in men and taken into their calculations idiosyncras
or ‘radical frame of mind.” It is an unstable element in mankind whic
may threaten to defeat the operation of utility and the felicific calculus.
But Mill, in his generation, feared that diversities in human qualities
were becoming dangerously weak. Perhaps he always underrated
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the disruptive power of individual personality, and the lack not of
intelligence but of balance in men which leads them to be not so much
the pupils of the wise as the henchmen of the strong. Again and again
one feels in reading the utilitarians that their devices and prescriptions
for good government are dependent on a state of peace within nations
and between them. Mill certainly realizes that his ideals of personal
liberty and self-government of states are applicable only in certain ages
and to certain countries capable of sclf—afvanccmcnt. But even for
his own age, and still more for the age which was to follow, he
underrated what Hobbes has called ‘the passions that incline men to
war.” The stupidity and malice of men in the mass were always clear
to him. He could not fully realize the strange marriage that can take
place between men in the mass and individuals of morbid ambition
and dynamic power. No one in Mill's day could quite foresee this.
When he wrote, there was only one dictator in Europe, Louis
Napoleon, and he was moving to his fall. There was only one great
demagogue, Garibaldi, and he was restrained by the wisdom of Cavour
and the traditions of a constitutional monarchy.

Having stated his case for freedom of thought and discussion and for
the value of individuality, Mill proceeds in the rest of his essay to
examine the legitimate degree ofp control which society may exercise
over the individual. This forces him to distinguish between “that por-
tion of his character which concerns his own good, but which does not
affect the interest of others in their relations with him,’ and, on the
other hand, ‘acts injurious to others.” In his definition of the acts by
which men may injure others Mill paints with a broad brush. ‘En-
croachment on their rights; infliction on them of any loss or damage
not justified by his own rights; falsehood or duplicig: in dealing with
them; unfair or ungenerous use of advantages over them; even selfish
abstinence from defending them against injury—these are fit subjects
for moral reprobation, and, in grave cases, of moral retribution and
punishment. And not only these acts, but the dispositions which lead
to them, are properly immoral and fit subjects for disapprobation
which may give rise to abhorrence.’

Here, it would seem, is the basis for a very far-flung interference
with men’s conduct. But Mill takes care to state that it does not follow
that where a man may merit disapprobation society is entitled to use
its power against him. Certain conduct may be disapproved of, but
only when it affects others and is thus removed from the self-regarding
class. Thus, if a man through intemperance or extravagance becomes
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nable to pay his debts or support his family he may be justly punished,
ut it is for the breach of duty to his family or creditors, not for the
xtravagance. But where the wrongness of actions cannot be clearly
10wn to injure others directly, ‘conduct which neither violates any
secific duty to the public nor occasions perceptible hurt to assignable
1dividuals except himself, the inconvenience is one which socicty
an afford to bear, for the sake of the greater good of human freedom.’
*his is more or less the principle which has operated in English law
nce the Church was deprived of its formal jurisdiction over sin and
:ft the state to deal with the narrower problem of crime.

But where the line is to be drawn between self-regarding acts and
cts which regard others is, and must be, a matter ofg endless disputc.
different societies will have very different ideas on the subject, and
7e have already quoted Mill to the effect that the standard of one age
7ill be a wonder to another. Mill, dealing with his own times,
ives as an example from the problem of drunkenness. This was a
13jor evil of the time. The French philosopher, Taine, who about this
me was visiting England, has observed in his Notes sur L’ Angleterre
1at intemperance among all classes was one of the things in England
thich shocked him. Mill, however, cannot bring himself to belicve
1at this is a matter which the state can dcal with cither by punishing
runkenness for its own sake or by prohibiting the sale and manufac-
ire of drink. Where it leads to disorder, cruclty, or dangerous neglect
fa family, then it may be a matter for correction. But to try to fight
1e evil at the source by removing from men the actual temptation
not justified, by any good which it may achieve, against the extreme
eprivation of freedom and personal moral responsibility. The tem-
erance enthusiasts of Great Britain and the prohibitionists of America
re equally castigated by Mill. And such practices of interfering with
eople’s liberty for their own or the public good are contagious and,
i Mill saw, likely to become operative in democratic societies. And
ierference may be advocated without reference to the good of either
1e public or the individual, but from mere love of equality. In an
cample, which has some relevance to our present problems, Mill
reaks of the pressure which workmen may bring against the liberty
f their fellows.

‘It is known that the bad workmen who form the majority of opera-
ves in many branches of industry, are decidedly of opinion that bad
'orkmen ought to receive the same wages as good, and that no one
aght to be allowed, through piece-work or otherwise, to earn by



Xxvi INTRODUCTION

superior skill or industry more than others can do withoutit. And they
employ a moral police, which occasionally becomes a physical one,
to deter skilful workers from receiving, and employers from giving,
a larger remuneration for a more useful service.” Mill here shows how
readily the idea of injury to others can be construed in a negative
and envious sense. All such interferences to him are wrong. The
presumption must be strongly placed against interference. In some
cases, as with drink, the state must eschew the use of its power; in
others, such as the case of the workmen, it may even have to intervene
to prevent the tyranny of the mass over the individual. However,
it was the prohibiting power of the state that Mill was most on his

uard against. And for all cases Mill lays down a very cogent reason
%or abstaining from interference. He says, ‘But the strongest of all the
arguments against the interference of the public with purely personal
conduct is that when it does interfere, the odds are tﬁat it interferes
wrongly, and in the wrong place.’

Mill’s attempts to distinguish between self-regarding acts and other-
regarding acts have been assailed again and again, and itis not difficult
to discredit any particular example. The principles on which he acts
are particularly open to attack by moral phi.ﬁ)sophcrs; they are probably
more acceptable and natural to a judge on the bench, who is constantly
reminding juries of what they may consider to be relevant to the
charge against the prisoner and what is merely a matter of private
comfuct and judgement. But the essential question to the political
theorist is not what particular acts may be regarded as within the
competence of public authority to correct and punish, but whether
there is to be any limit made at all. The battle on this question is not
where any particular line is to be drawn, but whether t?ne drawing of
any line is permissible. On the one side stands the individualist school
from Locke to Mill: on the other side is the school which derives from
Rousseau with his absolute ascendancy of the general will, if and when
such a will can exist and be recognized. From this school come the
Hegelians, neohegelians, Marxists, and others, who make the indi-
vidual subservient to the collective good of the state. Mill’s words
come to us now over a gulf of nearly ninety years and are still the
recognized doctrine of our political leaders, including many of those
who seck to expand the powers of the modern state still further, but
who advocate this in the name of individual development on the
%rro'und that freedom from poverty is the beginning of all further

eedom. .
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“The worth of a state in the long run is the worth of the individuals
composing it; and a state which 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 purposes—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 ordcrhthat the machine might work more smoothly, it has preferred
to banish.’
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IN a brief preface to his treatise on representative government Mill
informs his readers that they will ‘probably receive no strong impres-
sion of novelty’ from the book. The principles were those to which
he had been working up during his Efe, and most of the practical
suggestions had been anticipated by others or by himself. While
admitting this, he considered that there was novelty ‘in the fact of
bringing them together and exhibiting them in their connection.’
In 1861, the time of the publication of the book, the public had been
mildly stimulated by the recent debates on the reform of Parliament
which had been taking place in the House. A Bill for Reform of the
franchise, brought forward by Disraeli, had proved abortive in 1859,
but the Liberals or Whigs were somewhat committed to enlarging
the franchise, although no positive steps were taken till after Palmer-
ston’s death in 1865. It was, in home affairs, a quiet epoch, leaving
plenty of leisure for reflection on the structure of government and the
distribution of political power. Because the governments of the day
had little to do, politicians could reflect on constitutional problems.
In this way the times were different from our own, when governments
are too much concerned with urgent and pressing activities to have time
to make considcred and radical changes in the political machinery
which they employ.

The decade of the eighteen-sixties saw the publication both of
Mill’s Representative Government and Bagehot’s English Constitution;
these boo{:s are still prescribed for study by those who teach students
of government and there are very few books written since then so
complete and far-reaching. They are very different books written by
very different men. Bagehot was pre-eminently the Member for
Common Sense, a banker and a man of the world. His special gift
was his clear and convincing description of the pragmatic value of
institutions, and the sagacious comments he makes on them. His
work is a work of intclﬁgcnt description. Mill engaged on the more
difficult task of prescription. He had a general theory of politics in
the terms of which he worked, and he had to reconcile his practical
recommendations with the dictates of his theory. He may be compared
with a physician of some defined school, such as the homeopathists,
treating his patients according to the principles of that school. Bagehot

xxviu
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worked with the wide, but not necessarily consistent, experience of
the general practitioner.

Mill, moreover, was pte-emincntly not the Member for Common
Sense, and much of what seemed common sense to many of his
contemporaries was to him mere vulgar prejudice. His whole up-
bringing had schooled him not to be afraig of being singular, not to
scorn or dread the didactic role. From boyhood he had been set
apart, one of a school or a sect, very consciously the savant and the
teacher, knowing full well that he addressed a very stiff-necked
generation. The difference in tone and in style between Bagehot and
Mill is very wide. Yet when their practical conclusions on representa-
tive government are examined, one is surprised by the extent to which
there is agreement. But this fundamental differencc remains. From
Bagehot we are apt to learn the limitations of methods and institutions
in government; from Mill we learn rather of the possibilities.

That Mill is not an abstract or Utopian thinker is shown by the title
of his first chapter, To what extent j(j))rms of government are a matter of
choice. He distinguishes two schools of thought on the subject. There
are those to whom government is an art or science comparable to
mechanics; it is wholly ‘an affair of invention and contrivance.’
Others think of government as a branch of natural history. Govern-
ments are not a matter of choice; ‘they are not made but grow.’
Government is ‘an organic growth from the nature and life of a
people.” Mill observes that ‘it is difficult to decide which of these
doctrines would be most absurd, if we could consider either of them
held as an exclusive theory.” But while no one holds without modifi-
cation to either theory, ‘the two doctrines correspond to a deep-
seated difference between two modes of thought,” and the political
student must endeavour to get down to what is at the root of each.

Government, Mill points out, has to be worked by ordinary men.
‘It needs not their simple acquiescence, but their active participation.’
This implies three conditions. Firstly, the people must be wiﬁing to
accept it. Secondly, they must be willing and able to do what is
necessary to keep it standing. Thirdly, they must be able and willing
to do wKzt it requires of them to enable it to fulfil its purposes. If any
of these conditions should not be fulfilled, a form of government,
whatever favourable promise it holds out, is unsuitable to that particu-
lar case. In commenting on these conditions, Mill observes, speaking
of representative government, ‘Representative institutions are of
little value, and may be a mere instrument of tyranny or intrigue,
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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 prac-
tised, instead of a security against misgovernment, is but an additional
wheel in its machinery.’

From this it will be seen that Mill has eliminated from the terri-
tories capable of benefiting from the form of government of which
he is treating most parts of the earth and most periods of human
history. It may seem at first sight that his three conditions which he
has enumerated as necessary are merely truisms which all sensible
students would accept, but the third condition is more subtle and
requires further examination. The people must be ‘able and willing
to do what it requires of them to ﬁ.ﬁﬁl its purposes.” Mill points out
that this last condition mainly depends upon ‘the tendency of different
forms of government to promote progress.” If the purpose of any
form of government is merely to preserve itself and the state of society
which it safeguards, then that form of government fulfils its purpose
by sheer immobility. To entertain ideas of ‘progress’ would be not to
fulfil but to destroy the ‘purpose’ of that government. Such was, or
was conceived by Westerners to be, the state of 'China during long
periods. Yet the study of constitutional and social history usually
reveals that few societies are really static and that all governments
must adjust their methods and institutions not merely to changing
circumstances but to new and conscious desires among their peoples.
And this may be considered in two senses; changes and ‘reforms’
may be made merely by the rulers’ sense of self-preservation or they
may be made under the influence of a conscious and benevolent desire
to ameliorate the condition of society. These two different purposes
are not easy to separate, yet between the Whig, reforming to preserve,
and the radical, reforming to create a better world, there is a substantial
difference. Mill, in a very temperate way, belonged to the radical
class. He was deeply concerned to show that a conscious desire for
improvement in government and society was a real and effective
element in political life, Herehe shows himself as being, on the balance,
the enemy of the naturalistic school of government, as defined in the
opcnin(g page of the chapter. Phrases like ‘the necessity of an historical
basis for institutions,” of ‘harmony with the national usages and
character,” he suspects of containing a great quantity of mere senti-
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mentality over and above the rational meaning discernible in them.
He does not ignore the need to consider historical traditions in adapt-
ing a nation’s institution, but he shrewdly sees in the constant advocates
of such principles a deep vein of obscurantism and inertia. With many
historical examples he points out how far active will and zealous
teaching may go in bringing about changes in government, which may
be considered beneficial, and how institutions and forms of govern-
ment are matters of choice. Martin Luther, the reforming despots of
the eighteenth century, the Italian patriots of the nineteenth century,
were examples of men who not merely accepted but promoted change.
He would have little sympathy with modern schools of thought which
sees historical development merely in the form of the rise and fall of
social forces. ‘One person with a belief is a social power equal to
ninety-nine who have only interests.” And again, ‘It was not by any
change in the distribution of material interests, but by the spread of
moral convictions, that negro slavery has been put an end to in the
British Empire and elsewhere.’

As a man versed in history and experienced in administration, Mill
had a judicious agnosticism about the possibilities of effecting improve-
ment by forms of government and institutions. It is well to remember
that he testifies at the outset to a firm belief in what men in reasonably
educated and advanced states can do to better the conditions of their
life and government.

Mill then proceeds through two rather lengthy chapters to discuss
the criterion of a good form of government, and to assert that the
ideally best form of government is representative government. As a
utilitarian he has to accept as his test of a good form ‘so complex an
object as the aggregate interests of society.” But he finds that to
enumerate and classify the constituents of social well-being is no easy
task and had not in his time been successfully achieved. He does deal
with the distinction, then current, between Order and Progress.
This, however, he finds to be unscientific and incorrect. ‘Order ex-
presses rather the one of the conditions of government than either its
purpose or the criterion of its excellence.” Rejecting the Order-
Progress antithesis after careful argument, he goes on to reflect that
the most important test of government is the qualities of the human
beings over which the government is exercised. How far do political
institutions foster in rfnc members of the community the various
desirable gualities, and here he quotes Bentham, ‘moral, intellectual
and active'? ~
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This begs the question of what one should consider the most desir-
able qualities, but Mill’s philosophy and general outlook was perhaps
sufficiently well known to permit of this. Clearly, different pcoplic
and different societies will have opposing ideas on this subject. And
it is significant to note that he uses the phrase, ‘good qualities in the
governed collectively and individually.” Here once again is the germ of
collective ideas in Mill’s philosophy, which makes ric transition from
his individualism to modern socialism possible. Can the individual

ood qualities always be made to harmonize with those that are col-
ectively beneficial? In the jig-saw puzzle of society, can we be sure
that this convexity of individual merit will fit neatly into that con-
cavity of collective adaptability? From one charge at least all the
utilitarians are free. As they only know individual men as the realities
of politics, the individual who is himself and nobody else, with a
terminus a quo, birth, and a terminus ad quem, death, they cannot be
accused of making the good of the who?e state anterior and superior
to the good of its individual members. The recent German concept
of Strength through Joy has no appeal to them. Yet if we make the
alteration, Intelligence through Joy, we may be striking a note which
has its appeal to Mill’s spiritual descendants and is quite obviously
making its mark on modern education, to the dismay of the older and
more 1f)edantic school of pedagogues. But it is clear from the Liberty
as well as from other writings of Mill that a good form of government
would be tested by its ability to foster the development of educated,
independently thinking and critical citizens. And if Mill could see
the England of to-day, he would no doubt agree that vast progress
had been made. More than this, he.could claim that his views as to the
value of public and educational effort to make men conscious of the
need for improvement and capable of exerting a will to improvement
had been well borne out. But his critical attitude to all government
might leave him inquiring whether, now that the classes which were
in his days so helpless had won through to power, there might not be a
tendency to place obedience before criticism.

When he comes to the separate branches of government it is easier
to find criteria of goodness and badness, and he discusses the elements
of a good judicial or a good administrative system in terms with which
it is difficult to quarrcl. The end or purpose of any one department or
activity of the state is easier to test than that of the state as a whole. As
Mill observes, there is no mode in which political institutions can
contribute more effectually to the improvement of the people than by
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doing their more direct work well. Now, he can proceed to affirm
that representative government is ideally the best. The popular
concept of the good despot, the one perfectly just and wise man, which
was as active in Mill's day as it was in Aristotle’s, he considers ‘a
radical and most pernicious conception of what good government is.’
Apart from the inherent impossibility of finding and retaining such a
perfect ruler, Mill condemns the notion because of the effect on the
subjects of such a state. They are bound to suffer in their intelligence
ancf moral capacities. ‘Leaving things to the Government, like leaving
things to Providence, is synonymous with caring nothing about
them, and accepting their results, when disagreeable, as visitations of
Nature.” He agmis that ‘the assumption of absolute power in the
form of a temporary dictatorship may’ in cases of extreme exigency
be tolerated, but :;.‘{y if the dictator ‘employs the whole power he
assumes in removing the obstacles which debar the nation from the
enjoyment of freedom.” This was the justification pleaded for those
powers which our government was granted during the recent war.
It is an essential device of democracy. Mill wouldg have understood
it and any apprehensions he had about it becoming permanent would
have been dispelled by the general election of 1945. There was no
such thing as a good despotism for him. He considered that, evil for
evil, in a country at all agvanccd in civilization, a good despotism was
more noxious than a bad one.
Since, therefore, mere efficiency and justice does not make good
Eovernmcnt, unless supported and controlled by an active and critical
ody of citizens, representative government must be the best. And
representative government to Mill, meant not merely the representa-
tions of some, of an oligarchy or a minority exercising a limited
franchise, but the supreme controlling power vested in the entire
aggregate of the community. ‘The rights and interests of every or any
person are only secure from being disregarded when the person him-
self is able and habitually disposed to stand up for them.” This being
50, no class of the community can be kept out. Representative govern-
ment means the representation of all, provided always that the whole
Eopulation is capaﬁlc of exercising the franchise, a point on which
ter he has reservations. Inan eloquent passage Mill declares that when
wer resides in an exclusive class there is danger of other interests
ininovcrlookcd. In his temperate way he avoids imputing gross
selfishness to the directing class. We need not suppose that ‘they will
knowingly and deliberately sacrifice other classes to themselves.’
¢
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But he asks cogently, how far a Parliament, from which the working-
classes are cxcﬁxded, ever looks at questions from the point of view
of these classes. ‘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 convinced that the reason of the matter is not un-
qualifiedly on the side of the masters, and that the men’s view of it is
simply absurd. Those who have studied the question know how far
this is from being the case.” Mill therefore was bound to conceive
good government in an advanced society as popular government.
We must remember that when he wrote it had not been established.
The House of Commons was elected by less than one million voters.
But voices were calling for change, andy the former Tory, Gladstone,
was expressing Mill's view when he said that the working-men of
Englang were entitled to be brought within the pale of the Constitution.

Having made out his case for considering representative govern-
ment the best possible form, Mill goes on to discuss under what social
conditions it 1s inapplicable. The first condition necessary for the
successful establishment of representative government is that the
people should be willing to receive it, to do what is necessary for its
preservation and to fulfil the duties and discharge the functions which
it imposes on them. He points out that the people must place a suf-
ficient value on self-government and have an attachment to it. The
executive branch of the government is always that which is in direct
contact with the public and can influence it by benefits, terrors and
prestige. But representative government depends on authorities
whose business it is to check the executive. These authorities must be
backed by effective opinion and feeling in the country, even to a
willingness to fight in case of freedom being endangered. If free
institutions are not valued, Mill warns us that they are almost sure to be
overthrown, and he adds, in words which liberals in the nineteen-
twenties might have remembered more carefully, that this may happen
‘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.’ In addition to this general and not easily definable
zea for tgcir self~governing institutions, there is the further quality of
fulfilling the day to day duties of self-government in a public-spirited
manner instead of serving their private interest or the interest of their
locality or some clan or faction to which they adhere. Place-hunting
and the wiles of political adventurers were clearly seen by Mill as ever
present dangers.
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These are very general considerations. What is lacking in this part of
Mill’s book is an appreciation of the part played by tradition and history
in training people for representative government and those institutions
of what Bagehot called the deferential kind, which can be so usefully
blended with it. He makes references to the defects of representative -
government in the kingdom of Greece in his own day and in the
republics of Spanish America. Nothing is said about the long traditions
of}J the British monarchy and the Parliament which it brought into exist-
ence and to which finally subordinated itself. There is nothing about
the deep and habitual respect paid to the House of Commons by the
British public, and symbolized in the high office of the Speaker. We do
not hear about the long training of the Dutch in republican virtue
and the mystic power of the name of the House of Oranfe, nor of the
splendid traditions of the Swedish monarchy and Riksdag. He does
indeed testify to the advantages of ‘kingly’ government in earlier
times as a lesser tyranny than that of nobles, and of its use, supported
by representative institutions, as a form of polity ‘in the earliest stages
of any community.’ The very phrase ‘kingly government’ is some-
what quaint, and redolent more of Aristotle than of a subject of Queen
Victoria. Mill never forgot the impalpable influence of public senti-
ment, but he did often forget, or perhaps deliberately ignored, the
symbols which attach these sentiments to government and which, if
recklessly discarded, can never be replaced. But these are the defects
of his qualities. If you go to the utilitarians for political wisdom you
must expect it to be penny plain. Twopence coloured can be obtained
from many another purveyor. When he does mention the English
Parliament and its long development, Mill describes it as, ‘A body
representative of the superior caste, which by its objections and ques-
tionings, and by its occasional outbreaks ofy spirit, keeps alive habits
of collective resistance, and may admit of being in time and by degrees,
expanded into a really national representation,’ and, ‘the nation has
then the most favourable prospects of improvement which can well
occur to a community thus circumstanced and constituted.” This is
good constitutional history, but it is dry; it is in powder form.

He concludes with a warning against ‘two states of the inclinations’
which are adverse to representative government. (It is worth while to
note, in passing, Mill’s phrascology, neat and cautious, an object
lesson to modern students who have at their disposal and so frequently
abuse the rich vocabulary of up-to-date psychology.) These ‘states
of the inclinations’ are the desire to exercise power over others and
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the disinclination to have tiowct exercised over themselves. The desire
to exercise power over others Mill holds to be dangerous, because the
passion for governing others may be stronger than the desire for per-
sonal independence. ‘Bach one of their number is willing, like the

rivate soldier in an army, to abdicate his personal freedom into the
Eauds of his general provided the army is triumphant and victorious,
and he is able to flatter himself that he is one of a conquering host.’
And \his disposition tends to arise in a society, ‘where equality alone
is cared for but not liberty.” He suggests, politely as becomes an
English savant addressing the French, that France in his day under the
Second Empire provided an example of such dangerous tendencies.
To-day the remarks would probably be addressed with less ceremony
to Nazi Germany, an even more authoritarian but, be it noted, also a
consciously egalitarian régime. And one of the evils of such societies
is that energies are given to place-hunting, a post in the governmental
hierarchy which gives both power and security, at the cost of personal
freedom. Of his own people Mill says proudly, ‘Place-hunting is a
form of ambition to whici the English, considered nationally, are
almost strangers. . . . They have the strongest distaste for any mere
struggle for office by political parties or individuals; there are few
things to which they have a greater aversion than to the multiplication
of public employments.” It was true enough when he wrote. It may
be doubted if it is true to-day. As the rewards offered to individual
enterprise, ‘success in business or in a profession’ as Mill describes it,
contract, the quest for public employment grows hotter. This may
perhaps be better, on Ea]ance, than the ‘anarchy of free enterprise
and competition’ of which we have recently heard so much, but it is a
danger to political freedom and Mill has warned us of it.

With his fifth chapter, Of the proper functions of Representative
Bodies, Mill leaves the field of general considerations and deals with
particular organs and problems. He lays it down that what he neatly
describes as ‘the practical supremacy in the state’ should reside in the
representative institutions of the people. It is an open question what
precis:aﬁart in the machinery of government should be directly and
personally discharged by the representative body. He makes a radical
distinction between controlling the business of governmentand actuﬁll.sz
doing it. In general, Mill accepts the mcabl.iicd practices of Briti

overnment in this respect. For example, while it is the duty of Par-
Eament to vote the taxes, it is not the business of Parliament to prepare
the estimates. He also approves of the rule that money can only be
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ted on the proposition of the Crown (a rule enshrined in the
oldest standing order of the House of Commons). Moderation, care
and judgement, he considers, can only be expected on such a matter
from the executive government. Mill, indeed, has a very clear sense of
the limitations of merely deliberative bodies. ‘Every branch of public
administration,’ he observes, ‘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 out the business, and none of them likely to be duly
appreciated by persons not acquainted with the department.’ Here,
as elsewhere, we must remember that when we listen to Mill it is a
civil servant who is speaking to us. His suggestions for the organiza-
tion of government are influcnced by his experience. His sense of
the distinction to be made between administration and general policy
is always clear, perhaps too clear. But he lays down an accepted prin-
ciple when he remarks, “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 decide them
are the proper persons. Even this they cannot advantageously do by
nominating the individuals.’

The most interesting suggestion which Mill had to make in the
light of his strong conviction as to the need for all matters of detail
to be done by individuals and by experts, was his proposal to have a
Legislative Commission to draft all Bills. ‘A small body, not exceed-
ing in number the Members of a Cabinet (at that time about thirteen),
who should act as a Commission of Legislation, having for its appointed
office to make the laws.” With a certain disdain for %c islators in Par-
liament, not uncommon among civil servants, he dcci;ares that while
the Commission would have no power to enact laws it would ‘em-~
body the element of intelligence in their construction, Parliament
that of will’ He would give Parliament the power to instruct the
Commission to draw up Bills, but once these Bills were framed,
Parliament should have no power of amendment. It could merely
remit the Bills for rcconsicfcration. Now this suggestion is very
characteristic of Mill. It has many obvious merits. To some extent,
though very far from the full extent which Mill desired, it has been
supplied in the institution of Parliamentary Counsel to the Treasury,
which now drafts most government legislation. This was instituted
by Gladstone in 1869 :;.ndg had existed in the Home Office since 1835.
But the House of Commons had never abandoned its right to amend



xxxviii INTRODUCTION

in detail, nor was ever likely to do so. Mill’s separation of administra-
tive and general controlling powers is too clear and neat. The political
and social significance of certain clauses in a Bill may well be recog-
nized by M.P.s more clearly than by lawyer~civil-servants. Some
things technically good may be politically unwise or unworkable.
Moreover, the House of Commons may often enough improve a
Bill even in the technical sense. At any time the House contains man
experienced men, including many good lawyers, and they may we
perceive possible improvements in the'wording of Bills. Besides, it is
not very accurate to think of the House, dealing with legislation, as
being anything like the total of its members, a body of 600 or more.
Even when the House sits in Committee of the Whole, the numbers
present may be few but those who stay to debate may be the more
expert members on the particular subject. And the rules of debate
in Committee are easy and informal; Members may speak more
than once to 2 motion and the point in question may be hammered
out carefully enough. The present system of sending most Bills to
smaller ‘standing committees,” which did not exist in Mill’s day,
has arisen from the need to save time rather than from any willingness
of the House to abandon its right of surveying legislation in all its
details. Mill’s decided views on this question are an example of the
differences that always exist between the spirit of the men of Whitehall
and the spirit of the men of Westminster. In modemn times the
departments of government are emitting legislation by means of
ru{)es and orders with a profusion that Mill was unable to foresee and
which might well induce him to consider that not too little but too
much was kept free from Parliamentary inquisition.

There is perhaps a certain inconsistency in Mill when he lays so
much stress on the need for active and vigilant concern by the people
in public affairs, and his warnings against the danger of representative
bodies overreaching themselves. This is shown in his next chapter
where he considers the infirmities and dangers to which representa-
tive government is liable. ‘No progress at all,’ he remarks, ‘can be
made towards obtaining 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.” Yet if the democracy are not
able toelect a Parliament of sufficient mental competency to meet
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ministers and their advisers on their own ground, it is hard to see how
the superintendence and checking can be efficient enough.

Amongst the evils which beset representative government Mill
considers ‘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.” Here Mill is at the heart of a problem
always in the minds of utilitarian thinkers. He takes it as accepted that
in aristocratic governments many evils arise from this cause. What
he is concerned to investigate is how far such interests may work
banefully in a democracy, for, as he observes, ‘it is sometimes rather
gratuitously assumed that the same kind of interests do not operate in
a democracy.’ It is clear to him that if power is vested in the numerical
majority, the ruling power may be under the domination of sectional
and class interests. If whites are more numerous than negroes, Catho-
lics than Protestants or vice versa, is there not a meability that the
majority will act injuriously to the minority? And in all communities
there is a minority of rich and a minority of poor. Betwcen these
classes there is what he calls ‘a complete opposition of apparent interest.’
In the Essay on Liberty Mill had already expressed his forebodings about
this clash of interests and the danger of mass tyranny over tEc more
enlightened elements of the state. Much of the remainder of the
Representative Government is devoted to prescribing against this danger.
He considers that ‘a modern community, not divided within itself
by strong antipathies of race, language or nationality, may be con-
sidered as, in the main, divisible into two sections, which in spite of
partial variations correspond with two divergent directions of apparent
interest.” These he considers to be, in general terms, employers of
labour on the one hand and labourers on the other. Here he seems to
be accepting the diagnosis of sotiety which provides for the theory of
the class war as the fundamental fact of modern politics. But it should
be noted that he speaks always of an ‘apparent’ clash of interest and
he is careful to recognize that the classes are not easily separable in our .
complex social structure. ‘The separate and selfish interests of man-
kind are 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
weak and few to prevail against the whole of the others, usuale 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
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side with them.’ Here we may recognize some approximation
to what many would consider the core of sense and reason in Rous-
seau’s doctrine of the general will, as opposed to what is mystical and
paradoxical. Representative institutions, therefore, are not to Mill
what they were to revolutionary socialists, a medium in which to
conduct the class war or else an insidious means of distracting atten-
tion from it. To Mill representative government was a healing art.
He was a man of peace, who saw no virtue and no prospect of im-
provement in fellow citizens confronting each other at the barricades.
Class war or any other form of civil war was a danger to be faced
and averted with courage and intelligence, not a passion to be indulged
or a fate to be accepted.

Mill’s distrust of the mass and his concern to place political power
so far as possible in the hands of men of independence and exceptional
capacity inevitably made him an enemy of crude majority rule. He
has a chapter Of True and False Democracy; Representation of All,
and Representation of the Majority only. As the title of the chapter
suggests, it is a subject on which he is prepared to be belligerent.
He points out that the danger of the tyranny of the many was usually
met by limiting the suffrage, but in a true democracy this would not
be possible. The only device which can correct this is what Mill
calls ‘equal’ representation and is now better known as propor-
tional representation. That the majority must prevail, he admits;
but this does not mean that the minority must be deprived of all
representation or of fair representation. The weaker party or parties
may be reduced to an absurdly low figure and, what is more, in many
parts of the country many electors will have to be represented by
members of their own party elected in other regions of the country.
The effect of this, Mill says, may often be to place power not with the
majority proper, but with a majority of the majority. It leads parties
to avoid bringing forward candidates to which objection might be
taken by some supporters and so presenting mediocrities instead. This
tendency he considers to be ‘strikingly exemplified in the United
States, where at the election of President, the strongest party never
dares put forward any of its strongest men.’

Mi]f refused to accept the easy doctrine that the suppression of
minorities was the necessary price to be paid for free government.
It was, he thought, ‘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.” He believed there
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was a remedy in the scheme suggested by Mr. Hare, the father of

roportional representation. The Hare scheme, which was then much

iscussed, took the whole country as one constituency and provided
that voters should express on a ballot paper the name of the candidate
of their first choice and thereafter an otder of preference. Bagehot
in his English Constitution examines this proposal and finds it to be
undesita%%e. The merits of this actual scheme are now of little im-
portance, but it developed into the present single transferable vote now
employed here for some purposes, such as university elections. The
arguments for and against proportional representation are now familiar
to all political students. It is interesting to note how far they have
altered since Mill’s time. Now it is not only the elimination of
minorities that attracts attention, but the fact that under our present
mode of election it is possible for one party to win a large majority of
seats without even commanding the support of a majority of the
electors. Mill could never have approved of the result of the election
of 1945, when forty-eight per cent of the electors secured 393 out of
640 seats. Nor would he Eavc had any patience with the argument
that if the votes for the smaller parties are analysed an infinitesimal
margin could be detected to give ‘a mandate for socialism.” On the
other hand, Mill’s hopes for a great improvement in the intellectual
standard of the House of Commons, on which he laid great store, are
now not entertained so strongly, although the advocates of propor-
tional representation lay stress on this argument and probably with
some justice. Once the purity of the Hare scheme is abandoned for
the more workable device of smaller electoral districts, the problem
of proportional representation becomes more a question of parties
than of individuals. In 1860 the organization of parties was, by present
standards, loose and informal. The Birminglsam Caucus and the
national organizations of parties were still in the future. He does,
however, see in the Hare scheme some alleviation of the bigotry of
party feeling. He expects that many voters would rise superior to
their party allegiance by giving preferences to men of exceptional
merit independent of party. In general, Mill’s aim in government was
to encourage personal independence and to prevent the mean in
politics being submerged by Lﬁe extreme. He says that with Mr. Hare’s
scheme, “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.” This may be doubted. The representation given to
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them would be exactly what they were entitled to have. The influence
which they could exercise might be more or less. A balancing pa
between two larger parties may dominate the House, as the Iris
were soon to show. A great mass of evidence is now available about
the working of various electdral systems, proportional or otherwise.
Mill’'s observations remain as a challenge to those who too blindly
accept the simple majority system, and they are especially needed in the
Anglo-Saxon countries in which the argument too easily goes by
default.

Having provided for what he considered a fair representational
system which might avert some of the more obvious evils of popular
government, Miﬁ comes to consider the extension of the suﬂl;age.
This was, in the eighteen-sixties, the prime problem of politics, and
was settled in effect by Disraeli’s reform bill of 1867 which gave the
franchise to the ‘workers’ or, at any rate, the householders in the
boroughs. Mill by his utilitarian principles was compelled to approve
of the extension of the franchise. He had already admitted so em~
phatically the danger of the unrepresented being disregarded. The
doctrine of the sinister interest of a class was decisive on this point.
But having granted that all must have some representation, he was
concerned mainly to mitigate the possible, indeed certain, evils of a
general suffrage by limitations and adjustments. His observation of
American politics did not encourage him to be too sanguine about real
democracy. He considered the political life of America to be ‘a most
valuable school, but a school from which the ablest teachers are
excluded. . . . The Demos, too, being in America the one source of
power, all the selfish ambition of the country gravitates towards it,
as it does in despotic countries towards the monarch.” None the less,
his conclusion was that ‘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.’

He then comes to possible exclusions. He lays it down that the
franchise should depend on literacy, reading, writing and the common
0£:rations of arithmetic. But to this he adds the rider that these accom~
plishments should be placed within the reach of all citizens. He con-
siders that it would be possible for the registration officials to carry
out a simple test of literacy before placing a citizen’s name on the
register. Further, he considers that all who exercise the franchise
should. pay taxes. Otherwise the vote is merely ‘allowing them to
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put their hands into other peoples’ pockets for any purpose which they
may think fit to call a public one.” Nor is it enough that electors
should contribute by indirect taxes, such as duties on tea and tobacco.
The tax should be conscious and direct, and the state should impose
such taxation in some form on practically all citizens. By the end o]f? the
war in 1945 with the extension of income tax something like this
position had at last been reached. Mr. Dalton’s recent reduction of
the number of income tax payers would have been reckoned by Mill
as a retrograde measure. Pauperism and bankruptcy also should
exclude from the franchise. In this way the suffrage would become,
‘with slight abatement,’ universal. But this would leave Demos
invincibly enthroned, and Mill goes on to consider further mitigations
of such extreme power. At this time there was much discussion about
the possibili ofP giving extra votes to the superior elements in society,
and Disraeli had toyed with the idea, only to find it blasted out of the
water by Bright’s brilliant nickname, ‘fancy franchises.” Mill, never
afraid to be called reactionary by his fellow radicals, spoke out boldly
in favour of such additional voting power. A mere property vote he
r?'cctcd except as a temporary makeshift. Education in the then state
of England he did not consider a satisfactory test, except that what is
now called Higher Education of the University or professional
standard might be considered. More generally, he falls back on
‘the nature of a person’s occupation’ as being some sort of test.
Foremen, merchants, bankers and so on, are likely to be more intelli-
gent than labourers ‘because they have larger and more complicated
interests to manage.’

He places, however, a limit to the number of such additional fran-
chises. They must not, taken altogether, reach such a number that
they outweigh the votes of the rest of the community. The privileged
plural voters must not have more power than the single voters, lest they
should then pursue their sinister class interest without restraint. Even
in Mill’s day there was little chance of these ideas being adopted, although
additional votes were permitted in local elections for parish vestries
and poor law guardians. It would be quite impossible now. But that
is not to discredit the idea from consideration by reflective students.
To say that something is impossible in practical politics is a valid
argument for the practical politician. The deeper student of govern-
ment must go further. German Liberals have sometimes expressed
the opinion that Hitler’s ascendancy would never have been possible
without unlimited universal suffrage. The fact is that the concept of
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democracy contains two ideas, equality and freedom. Far from being
complementary these ideas are continually at war. Mill was bound by
his principles to make every provision for the safeguarding of freedom.

Having legislated for the franchise in general, Mill comes to a
question in which he was regarded in his day as almost unbearably
eccentric. He was in favour of votes for women, and he argues the
case in terms very familiar to our generation. This causehas triumphed,
whether for better or for worse it is scarcely time yet to say. If in his
statement of the case for women’s suffrage he becomes a Yittle shrill,
this may be imputed to the bigoted contempt which he had to face.
When he says that difference of sex is as irrelevant to political rights
as difference in height or the colour of the hair, both his psychology
and physiology may be open to question. His fuller arguments on this
theme may be studied in ﬁis Subjection of Women, published in 1869.

The next few chapters of the book, IX to XIII, cover the questions
raised by the electing and organizing of representative bodies. He
deals with the question of election by two stages or direct election.
Here he lays down a rule which experience has borne out well. In-
direct election, he judges, works best where the electors have other
functions to perform. The election of the Senate of the United States,
then carried out by the State Legislatures, he considers a good example
of its use. Had he lived to see it, he could have cited also the French
Senate. Indirect election by persons who are electors and nothing else,
such as the electors of the President of the United States, he regards as
amounting in effect to direct election. He sees no suitable bodies in
Great Britain to use as electoral colleges, and most would-be reformers
of the House of Lords have agreed with him in this.

The question of vote by ballot was a burning question in Mill’s
time, and was not settled till the year before Mill’s death when Glad-
stone passed an act for secret voting. Just as Mill opposed Bright and
his school of radicals over plural voting, he opposed it over the ballot.
On high theoretical grounds he objected to the conception of the vote
asaright. To him it was a duty. He argued that if the vote wasa ri%ht
it belonged to the voter for his own saﬁc, and might quite reasonably
be sold. But in Mill’s view it was a duty compara%lc to that of a jury-
man, and he could not countenance it being exercised in secret. He was
well aware of the Possibilities of intimidation and admitted a strong
case for the ballot “when the mischievous power of the Few over the
Many was increasing.” But he did not consider that that was happen-

ing in his time. He argued that the bad influences which might operate
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on the voter from outside was a lesser danger than ‘the sinister interests
and discreditable feelings which belong to himself, either individually
or as 2 member of a class.” So he courageously separated himself from
his fellow radicals and ranked himself with the conservative Palmer-
ston. It is a little strange that Mill did not give more attention to the
dangers of mass intimidgation, the mischievous power of the many over
the few. Elsewhere, as we have seen, he credited workers with the
will to prevent their fellows earning higher wages. It should have been
evident that they might equally well prevent their fellows from voting
Tory. All this he passes over too easily. He exclaims, ‘Is there not
some check to the unprincipled voter in the shame of looking an
honest man in the face?’ There may well be. But there is also some
check to the principled voter in looking a crowd of angry men in the
face. One more point may be made. The extreme extension of the
franchise which we have now reached makes the use of ballot papers
an immense technical convenience. Votes would be much more
difficult to record and count in constituencies which have 50,000
electors if taken publicly by word of mouth.

In one respect Mill is in agreement with modern ideas and practice.
He objects to making candidates pay the expenses of the election, and
to the large sums expended in the campaign. On the other hand, he
does not favour payment of Members of Parliament, since it would
encourage professional demagogues. He is also against the exacting
of any plcdpges from members by their constituents. He wants free
members and not delegates, and the more the member is superior to
his constituents, the less should they seek to bind him, always provided
that he represents their general political views.

" On the classic question of a second chamber Mill expresses interest-
ing, and in many ways original, views. He is not greatly impressed
by the old argument that a second chamber is needed to prevent
precipitancy, t%r he considers that it must be a very ill-constituted
assembly which does not insist on several deliberations of a question.
He approves of a second chamber on the more psychological argument
that no assembly should be in the position of Eaving only themselves
to consult. He considers 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.’” He finds an example in the Roman Senate, ‘itself the
most consistently prudent and sagacious body that ever administered
public affairs.’ So, to the People’s Chamber he would oppose the
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Chamber of Statesmen. It would be composed of all living men who
have passed through important political offices or employments.
He claborates this plan with a view to a reformed House of Lords on
Erinciplcs not so very different from those advocated in the recent

ook, Some Proposals for Constitutional Reform, by some present-day
Conservatives. Of the division of powers between the two houses
and the limitations of the upper he ias little to say, but he makes it
clear that if the lower house is not well constituted, the upper can avail
little. ‘I set little value on any check which a second chamber can
apply to a democracy otherwise unchecked.’

After laying down rules for the constituting of the legislative
and controlling part of the government, Mill considers the executive
and its functions and the principles which should operate in local
government. This part of his book is where he touches most closely
on what is called in modern jargon ‘the machinery of government.’
In his remarks on central government Mill is on the whole a defender
of the traditional English system. In studying Mill the reader is so apt
to observe more forcibly what is more radical and unusual in his
prescriptions, such as his plea for women’s suffrage, his belief in the
Hare scheme, his judicious provisions against the effects of universal
suffrage, that the correspondence of many of his views with traditional
practice is sometimes overlooked. Here, as we have noticed, he is often
close to Bagehot, although the tone of his argument is different.
Bagehot shows how the English constitution is workable; Mill
explains how far it is reasonable and conforms to sound general
principles.

The usual description of our form of government is that it is repre-
sentative, responsibﬁ government. In dealing with the executive Mill
lays strong emphasis on responsibility. ‘Every executive function,
whether superior or subordinate, shoulccrbe the appointed duty of some
individual. . . . Responsibility is null when no one 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
for what is ill.” For this reason Mill condemns the old English ex-
pedient of placing executive matters under the control of boards,
and he quotes Bentham’s famous remark that boards are screens.
‘What the board does is the act of nobody; and nobody can be made to
answer for it.” Here Mill was in accord with the development of
thought in his own day. Such of the old boards as still remain,
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such as the Board of Trade, have become mere figures of speech.
The president of the board is an individually responsible minister.
However, the growth of new boards and ‘Public Corporations,’ which
is procecding so fast at the present time, would have been watched
by Mill very anxiously. He would, no doubt, have symdpathized
with the desire to keep the House of Commons from meddling in
the details of Public Assistance, Broadcasting, Coal-mining, etc., but
he would have asked anxiously what individual was responsible for
the activity which the government was undertaking and how could
his responsibility to the public be enforced?

The head of the department of state, Mill points out, is a mere politic-
ian, and professional advisers must be found for him. ‘While condemning
boards, Mill has no objection to ministers being provided with a
council of expert advisers; he quotes the Admiralty as an example.
But they should be only consultative; the decision must rest with the
minister. The professional advisers, Mill considers, should be secure
in their tenure of the office, but should be appointed for a fixed term of
years so that changes can take place frequently. He gives as an especially
instructive example the Council of the Governor-General of India.
And of this combination of the political responsibility of one man
with the professional advice of experts, he says, “This mode of con-
ducting the highest class of administrative business is one of the most
successful instances of the adaptation of means to ends which political
history, not hitherto very prolific in works of skill and contrivance,
has yet to show.” These last words may be compared with a dictum of
Graham Wallas to the effect that the modern, expert civil service was
the only major political invention of the nineteenth century.

As to the choice of executive functionaries, other than politically
responsible ministers designated by means of the Parliamentary
system, Mill is totally opposed to popular election. The business of
selecting Eublic servants is, he points out, ‘very laborious and requires
a very delicate as well as highly conscientious discernment.’” He even
carries his distrust of popular election to disapproving of the election
of the President of the United States, which in his opinion would be
much better done by Congress. The head of the executive should
possess the power of dissolving the Legislature, even when he holds
office irremovably for a fixed period. And if Mill objects so strongly
to direct election of executive officials, it follows that he objects even
more emphatically to the election of judges. Of popular election
of judges in America, then becoming a common provision of state
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constitutions, he declared roundly that it would be found to be ‘one of

the most dangerous errors ever committed by democracy: . . . the
first great downward step in the degeneration of modern democratic
government.’

When he comes to the method of choosing the civil service in
general, Mill is treading on what was then controversial ground, and
sharpens his pen accordingly. He is a fervent advocate of the system
of open competitive examination, which had had many years earlier
the support of Macaulay, and which Gladstone was azout to make
gencrj by Order in Council in 1870. That capable and intelligent
men could oppose competitive examination can be seen from Anthon
Trollope’s remarks in the third chapter of his autobiography. Mi
takes the view that ministers in making appointments could never
resist the solicitations of their friends and adherents. A mere qualifying
examination, such as then existed, was no cure. It left too wide a field
for the operation of patronage amongst those qualified. Competitive
examination, on the other hand, would produce an élite of the ablest
students and would even be a healthy stimulus to all places of liberal
education in the countrg. The opposition to the new system he stigma-
tizes as ‘as little creditable to the good faith as to the good sense of the
assailants,” and again, ‘Nothing will satisfy the objectors but free
admission of total ignorance.” He realized that much of the opposition
was based on the idea that civil servants under the competitive system
might be of inferior breeding. Trollope, in the passage ai'eady referred
to, says, ‘1 may dare to say what no one now does dare to say in
print—though some of us whisper it occasionally into our friends’
ears. There are places in life which can hardly be well filled except by
“Gentlemen.” * This type of objection Mill dismissed as ‘a very
common line of remark with dunces of condition,” and tries to dis~
prove it by pointing to the excellence in manners and physique of the
competition cadets who were already being received into the Military
Academy at Woolwich. Mill and his school have won their battle so
completely that present-day students find it difficult to be any more
patient than Mill with the objectors. Since 1870 the Civil Service
Commission have continuously experimented and increased the number
of subjects which candidates can offer. Perhaps Mill was too ready to
accept as a virtue the incentive which the prospect of the examination
placed on able students. Voices are now being raised to suggest that
it may be grinding and devitalizing. The very recent attempts to use
new psychological tests as a corrective or substitute for written
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examination might have aroused Mill’s suspicions. He believed
whole-heartedly in learning.

Treating of local government Mill observes a general tendency in
English local affairs. ‘In England there has always been more liberty,
but worse organization, while in other countries there is better or-
ganization and less liberty.” In the third quarter of the ninetcenth
century England was passing from the state of being a very little-
governed country to being a community which was becoming highly
organized. The philosophical radicals had always taken a lead in local
government studies, from the highly articulated and logical schemes
of Bentham to the practical achievements of Edwin Chadwick.
Mill was very much ofP this school, and he writes on it with particular
sureness of touch. Redlich, the famous Austrian historian of English
local government, has stated that not till Bentham’s ideas had been
adapted by Mill were they adopted for practical application.

To the elected councils Mill applies the principles which he had
already accepted for the national Parliament; a wide franchise with
direct taxation, in this case rates, as a qualification, plural voting and
minority representation. Sitting loose, as usual to the common
radicalism of the day, he approves of the admission of justices of the
peace to the local Boards of Guardians, as he considers that they are
more educated persons and are a ‘check upon the class interests of
petty shopkeepers.” But he cannot approve of the administrative

owers vested in the justices of the peace in quarter sessions, which
they still held until the Local Government Act of 1888. There they
formed an exclusive and non-elected body. In regard to the arrange-
ment of local bodies he finds the sole test in common local interests
and would give every town, without distinction of size, a council.
Later legislation establishing urban district councils practically fulfilled
this demand of Mill’s. He also advocated rural district councils.

All local government functions should be vested in one body.
He had no approval to give to the numerous ad hoc authorities, dealing
with poor law, health and so on, which were then becoming a curse
to our administrative system, and he is here in full agreement with
Bentham. Single, personally responsible officers should have charge
of the different departments and should be nominated, never elected.
On the difficult question of the division between matters regulated
locally and those which are directed by the central government, Mill
does not dogmatize. Police, gaols, local administration of justice and
such-like matters, he conceives to be primarily of local concern, but
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so much of general concern as to require that the central government
should have the legal power to compel localities to undertake these
functions and powers of inspection to see that they are done well.
The central government must superintend. In words now famous he
observes, ‘The principal business of the central authority should be
to give instruction, of the local authority to apply it. Power may be
localized, but knowledge to be most useful must be centralized.
There must be some focus at which all its scattered rays are collected.’
He even envisages for every branch of local administration, a minister,
or some other specially appointed functionary under him, to observe
the working of his branclllj in all localities. Local taxation must be
regulated by the local authority as to the amount, but the method of
taxation and the rules of assessment must be settled by the central body.
Otherwise the local majority may try to oppress the local minority.
The modern principles of local government are here clearly expressed.
The watchfu{J eye of Whitehall on the town and county hall, the
inspection, the circulars and advice which are poured out and even
thrust upon local authorities, are all provided for. One thing only is
lacking. The device of grants-in-aid which gives the central govern-
ment its financial as well as its legal supremacy was only in its infancy
in Mill’s time, and its consequences and possibilities were not foreseen.

Representative government is rounded off with three chapters on
Nationality, on Federal Government and on the Government of
Dependencies. Mill is not concerned to treat at large of the problems
to which nationality gives rise. He examines it so far as it concerns
representative government. ‘Free institutions,” he says, ‘are next to
impossible in a country made up of different nationalities” He
cannot define nationality by any closer term than to say that it exists
if people are united among themselves by common sympathies which
do not exist between them and any others. He rejects race, religion,
geographical division and language as being in themselves not
decisive. But this common sympathy he sees as a prerequisite of the
mutual trust and co-operation without which self-government
cannot exist. He surveys a large part of Europe, including most of
those areas which have vexed and still vex the present generation:
Hungary, Poland, the Baltic Coast. His general verdict is in favour
of what is now called self-determination. But he does not believe
that it can always be established, and in some parts of Europe he fore-
sees that people of different races must make ‘a virtue of necessity’
and live in the same state. Nationality has had hundreds of prophets
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more eloquent than Mill. Few have better expounded its utility to the
freedom and unity of a state. His words are of especial value to English-
men and Americans who, because they have never had to live under
alien rule, are especially self-righteous and. obtuse in dealing with the
national feelings of less fortunate nations. But Mill himself is not
immune from his natural vices as an Englishman. He remarks with
regard to Ireland, ‘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 grievance of Ireland,
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

redominant religion, to keep apart the two races, perhaps the most
gtted of any two in the world to be the completing counterpart of
one another.”

For federal governments Mill conceives the common sympathy
which he spoke of when considering nationalism to be a sine qua non.
In.Switzerland it existed in spite of religious cleavage. In America it
also existed, except for the one question of slavery which even as he
wrote was rending the union by civil war. An obstacle to good
federal government he found in any one of the states being so powerful
that it could protect itself without calling on the other states, and also
if two preponderating powers could overawe the smaller states and
threaten each other. These two conditions he saw in the German
Bund, then within five years of its destruction by the policy of
Bismarck.

A federation, also, to be successful, Mill considered, should be
representative not of the governments of the states solely, but of the
peoples as well. The history of the American Republic before the
adoption of the Constitution, of the German Bund and of the Swiss
Confederation before 1847 are invoked and abundantly justify his
opinion. Unless the federal parliament depends directly on the votes
of the citizens and unless the federal government can execute its own
mandates by its own officers within the states, the union will be no
more than an alliance. A court to arbitrate between federal and state
power Mill conceives to be if not necessary at least very desirable,
and he speaks with admiration of the Supreme Court of the United
States. But in words which one can see being put to partisan use in
America at the present day, he adds, “There is nothing more vitally
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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 institu-
tion.’

On the government of dependencies, at any rate of India, Mill could
claim to be an expert. With regard to colonies consisting of people
of the same race as the mother country, Mill adhered to what Ill)ad Yy
then become the established practice of British statesmen, of allowin
full internal self-government. He recognizes the difficulties whi
may arise owing to the fact that foreign policy, peace and war are at
the determination of the home country. He admits the theoretical
equity of proposals for a federal parliament of the British Empire but
considers it to be unworkable. The vast superiority of the mother
country, he considered, justified its primacy in foreign policy, more
especially as its armed forces were always available to the colonies
for their own defence. It should be remembered that in 1860 even
Canada was very weak in relation to Great Britain. It was not
federated into a dominion till 1867, and Australia not till 1900. But
in the long run, if the colony should desire to secede, Mill believed
that this should be permitted. His theory, one may say, covers all the
developments of relations between Britain and the Dominions since
his time. He puts in a special plea for the opening of all British service
appointments to citizens of the Colonies. What he probably could not
uite foresee was the development of strong protectionist ideas in

e Colonies, for he considers that our imperial system ‘prevents that
mutual exclusion by hostile tariffs, which none of the great com-
munities of mankind, except England, have yet outgrown.

On the question of India and other territories inhabited by races
alien to our own Mill recognizes that ‘it is always under great diffi-
culties, and very imperfectly, that a country can be governed by
foreigners.” Yet he &i.n.ks such government may be legitimate if it
facilitates the transition of the subject people to ‘a higher state of
improvement.’ This is more or less the common argument for
British imperial dominion and has its sequel in the modern concept
of trusteeship. How far it is valid against the contention that, in this
case or that, the subject people do not desire a higher stage of improve-
ment is a question not easy to answer. Mill thinks that the ruling
country should be able to do for its subjects all that a good despotism
could do and to guarantee it against precarious and barbarous des-
potisms. The British and other imperial powers in the past century
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may claim to have done this. Mill, however, was averse to making
the problems of governing dependencies a part of British politics,
and he objected to the affairs of India being under a cabinet minister
responsible to the British Parliament. It was, according to him, ‘to
govern one country under responsibility to the people of another
country,” and he declared that the advocates of such a measure
betrayed ‘a total want of comprehension of the conditions of good
government.” These are strong words, and Mill felt strongly on the
matter. He had resigned his post in the East India Company’s service
on its demise in 1858, and in this one respect, perhaps, he was a mere
laudator temporis acti. Perhaps he overestimated the effect of the
change. The amount of direct attention which Indian and other
Colonial problems have received in the House of Commons and
amongst the general public has not been large, except when some
crisis has arisen. And long before the system of direct responsibility of
a minister for Indian affairs was inaugurated, Parliament was absorbed
in Indian matters. Warren Hastings was impeached; supplies were
voted to put down the Indian mutiny. But in the remainder of the
chapter Mill shows a keen appreciation of all the errors and evils which
conquering races may permit, even if he is perhaps too favourable
to the older system, which had been just abandoned, and too pessi~
mistic about the working of the new. Speaking of the British in
India, not of the officials but rather of the traders, he says, ‘Armed
with the prestige and filled with the scornful overbearingness of the
conquering nation, they have the feelings inspired by absolute power
without its sense of responsibility. Among a people like that of India
the utmost efforts of the public authorities are not enough for the
effectual protection of the weak against the strong; and of all the
strong the European settlers are the strongest.” The author of the
Essay on Liberty never lost sight of his basic principles.

With his remarks about India Mill breaks off the treatise. He does
not provide a summary or conclusion. Perhaps it is not needed.
In each section he debates his problems with such careful thought
and accurate language that each part is well rounded off. As one
considers the vast ﬁc%d of political practice and contrivance which he
has covered, two reflections may be made. Wherever he is conserva-
tive, wherever he accepts a well-established institution or practice and
gives it his approval, the British concept of responsibility of ministers,
the United States Senate or Supreme Court, the policy of fostering
responsible self-government in the Colonies, the principles of the

»
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Swiss and American Federations, all these institutions and practices
flourish and are accepted to-day after enduring dangers and strains
beyond even Mill’'s most pessimistic imaginings. And wherever Mill
was advocating some innovation, competitive examination for the
civil service, women’s suffrage, proportional representation, these
devices are now general or at any rate widely accepted in many lands.
Only his safeguards against extreme democracy, ﬁu plural votes and
exclusions from the suffrage have disappeared in countries where they
existed, and have not been established where they were not found
before. It is a small abatement from the effectiveness of his foresight,
and whether it is any abatement at all from his sagacity is a question
which the present age should not answer too glibly.
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ON LIBERTY
CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTORY

THE subject of this Essay is not the so-called Liberty of the Will, so
unfortunately opposed to the misnamed doctrine of Philosophical
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 con-
troversies 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 remotest 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, an 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 precautions 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 by innumerable vultures, it was needful that there shoulcf be an
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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 themselves. It appeared to
them much better that the various magistrates 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

revious efforts to limit the power of rulers. As the struggle proceeded
?or making the ruling power emanate from the periodical choice of
the ruled, some persons began to think that too much importance had
been attached to the limitation of the power itself. That (it might
seem) was a resource against rulers whose interests 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
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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 tyran-
nising over itself. Let the rulers be effectually responsible to it, promptl
removable by it, and it could afford to trust them with power of w 'CK
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 predominates. 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 con-
cealed 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 ofa 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 demo-
cratic 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
himself, but of each by all the rest. The will of the people, moreover,
practically means the will of the most numerous or tEe most active part
of the people; the majority, or those who succeed in making themseﬁres
accepted as the majority; the people, consequently may desire to oppress
a part of their number; and precautions are as much needed against this
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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 com-
munity, 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 cstablisll:ing 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 perceived that when socie
is itself the tyrant—society collectively over the separate individuz
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 formidable than man
kinds of political oppression, since, though not usually upheld by suc
extreme penalties, it leaves fewer means of escape, penetrating‘much
more decply 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 prevail-
in:ﬁ 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 them-
selves 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 maintain it against encroachment, is as indispens-
able to a good condition 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 make
the fitting adjustment between individual independence and social
control—is a subject on which nearly everything remains to be done.
All that makes existence valuable to any one, depends on the enforce-
ment of restraints upon the actions of other people. Some rules of
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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 is one of
those which least progress has been made in resolving. No two ages,
and scarcely any two countries, have decided it alike; and the decision
of one age or country is a2 wonder to another. Yet the people of any
given age and country no more suspect any difficulty in it, than if it
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 is one on which it is not generally
considered necessary 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 similar preference
felt by other people, it is still only many people’s liking instead of one.
To an ordinary man, however, his own prcgerence, 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 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
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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 re]itions among
themselves. Where, on the other hand, a class, formerly ascendant,
has lost its ascendancy, or where its ascendancy is unpopular, the pre-
vailing moral sentiments frequently bear the impress of an impatient
dislike of superiority. Anogxer rand determining principle of the
rules of conduct, both in act amf forbearance, which have been en-
forced by law or opinion, has been the servility of mankind towards
the supposed 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 reduction 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, ﬁavc made themselves felt in the establishment of
moralities with quite as great force.

The likings and dislikings of society, or of some powerful portion
of it, are thus the main thing which has practically determined 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 or &Sikings should be a law to individuals. They
preferred endeavouring to alter the feelings of 'mankind on the par-
ticular points on which they were themselves heretical, rather than
make common cause in 