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PREFACE

Turs book was undertaken over twenty years ago, at the
suggestion of Professor Harold J. laski, who was then
rather under the influence of Acton and Maitland than of
Marx and Lenin. It was first published in 1933. I hardly
dare confess that I am today in general agreement with
myself two decades ago. On going over the text I have
indeed been struck with an inevitable series of attacks of
esprit d’escalier. 1 think I could say some things now better,
more clearly, than I said them then. I should like to revise
some snap judgments, notably the one in which I equate
Mr. Churchill—the Churchill of the 1920%s, it is true—
with the unprofitable Brougham. But second thoughts are
not always wiser than first thoughts, and they are almost
always duller, more cluttered. I do not think I should be
justified in trying to alter this book, which is here reprinted
in its original form.

No doubt the book shows its age. I cannot claim that it
was written with any remarkable prescience. The disasters
and the triumphs of the last war are not foreshadowed,
nor do the outlines of the great revolution by consent of
the nineteen-forties come out clearly in my analysis of the
political thought of nineteenth-century Britain.” I do not
think the semi-socialist Britain of today will appear an
unnatural development from the Britain of these pages;
but neither do I think it will appear an inevitable develop-
ment from the political ideas here analysed.

There is, however, no reason why historical writing
should be an exercise in either hindsight or foresight. This
book is a historical study, a series of critical essays on a
l%x:oup of British po/iti?m et moralistes of the last century.

rom it the reader will at least learn something about the
extraordinary rich and diverse currents of thought and
feeling on human relations from which our own attitudes
have grown, he may even be reconciled ta the continued



existence of some multanimity in such matters in the
second half of the twentieth century.

I have not meant this to be primarily a textbook, nor
even an introduction to the subject. Yet I realize that it
may well come to the hands of many who wish to use it
precisely as an introductory study, as a guide to a hitherto
unexplored country. I have done my best to keep the needs
of such possible readers in mind, and it is wholly for them
that I have introduced bibliographical notes in the text and
a brief bitliographical appendix. These bibliographies
make no pretence to scholarly completeness. They are
intended solely to provide the student with a faitly complete
map of the country he has set out to explore.

There has been much detailed work done in this field
since my bibliographical suggestions were first made, but
no one has yet written the nineteenth-century equivalent
of Leslie Stephen’s great book on the eighteenth century.
Of recent general studies, I should like to recommend
especially G. H. Sabine, A History of Political Theory, New
York and London, 1937, and J. H. Randall, Jr., 7The Making
of the Modern Mind, revised edition, Boston, 1940.

CRANE BRINTON
Dunster House,
Harvard University.

April, 1949.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

THerEe is fortunately no orthodox way of writing the histo
of political thought. The subject simply will not lend itself
to the most objective of formulas. This is, on the whole, a
sign of health. For when men agree on anything so funda-
mental as an historical methodology, they are in danger of a
complete and fatal agreement. The nineteenth century, of
which we are so obviously the heirs, was particularly insis-
tent upon the value of competition. But, in spite of such
pleas for intellectual freedom as Mill’s Essay on Liberty, it
was singularly reluctant to extend the notion of competition
to the fundamentals of method. This reluctance we still, in a
measure, share. Yet it should be clear that, if men are to
differ at all, they must differ in the patterns, in the order,
which their individual experience of this confusing world
suggests to them. If this be really a gluralistic universe, how
can we assume that shought is one ¢ And even if logic be
somehow exempt from change, must not logic fused with
such human and evanescent things as words take on some-
thing of the paradoxical quality of Fersonality—an absolute
limited by the necessity for struggle ?

This study, then, does not claim to embody the only
possible approach to English political thought in the nine-
teenth century. There are a great many ways of studying

olitical thought,andit is hazardous to condemn any of them.
E‘or the purpose of clear exposition, perhaps also for the
purFose of constructing one’s own system of political
philosophy, the best way is to group one’s material around
some unifying idea or problem. This is the method of ideas
rather than men. Brilliant examples of the successful use of
this method are Figgis’s Divine Right of Kings and M. di
Ruggiero’s Histogy of European Liberalism. This is the
history of political ideas in the grand manner, and at its best
supremely worth doing. The dangers of the method, how-
ever, are clear. In the hands of the unskilled or the dog-
matic writer, it may result in the barren explanation of
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ENGLISH POLITICAL THOUGHT

“isms” by other ““isms.” Its clarity may be the false
clarity of abstraction. It may explain altogether too much.
One need not here resort for examples to professorial
manuals built around such simplifications as the rise of
democracy or the inevitability of progress. Disraeli’s appeal
to political history shows the temptations of the method of
leading ideas in the hands of a very able and quite unpedantic
person. In the Vindication of the English Constitution, and in
many brilliant passages of the political novels, Disraeli packs
a complete political philosophy into his definitions of
“ Whig ” and ““ Tory.” It is an interesting, plausible, to
many even a true, philosofphy. Yet the Whigs of Disraeli’s
imagination seem unreal if compared with the Whigs of Mr.
Namier’s patience. Disraeli’s seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries are too useful in the nineteenth century to be
altogether real.

At the other end of a convenient if not all-including anti-
thesis there is the method of writing the history of political
ideas around men rather than currents of thought. Faguet’s
Politigues et moralistes du dix-neuviéme siécle is an excellent
example of this method. Lord Morley’s biographies of
eighteenth-century French thinkers are really a history of
French thought in that century. Now the use of men rather
than movements, the division of chapters into ““ Mill ” and
“ Maine ” rather than into * Utilitarianism " and * The
Historical Method,” has its disadvantages. The affiliation
of ideas, the focusing of ideas and interests of different
origins on one point (the Anti-Corn Law agitation, for
instance), the almost independent lives of ideas become
shibboleths, are all apt to be slighted in the study of indivi-
dual thinkers, and, indeed, can never be so well brought out
as by the method of ideas. Yet the method of men has its
virtues. It offers more resistance to the temptation to easy
generalization. It gives more room to probe into all the
reaches of the subject, and makes resort to mere summarizing
less likely. The historian of movements is too apt to fall into
cataloguing all thinkers who can be brought under a given
rubric, and dismissing each with an epithet or so. Above
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INTRODUCTION

all, the method of men finds ideas in their natural source, in
the living human being.

This last point brings us to a difficulty which any contem-
porary historian of political thought, whether he seeks unity
in men or in ideas, must face. What is the connection
between the ideas expressed by political thinkers and the
concrete achievements of politics 7 Not very long ago Taine
could triumphantly point out that because the philosophes
thought in a certain—and very erronecus—way about
politics, France had not only undergone an unnecessarily
bloody revolution, but one hundred years later had been
humiliated by Prussia. Taine’s work has at least served to
make the influence of eighteenth-century political thought
in France the classical problem of the place of ideas in
politics. Champion, Faguet, and Rocquain have insisted
that the concrete grievances of the French people, as seen in
the cahiers and the struggles of the parlements, and not the
writings of the pAilosophes, produced the movement of 1789.
M. Roustan, and in general other writers in the French
republican tradition, have cherished and defended the
memory of Voltaire, Rousseau, and the Encyclopédistes as,
to the very limit of the metaphor, Fathers of the Republic.
Mr. Kingsley Martin has recently dismissed the sillier part
of the quarrel with the sensible remark that ideas and
interests would appear to co-exist within human conscious-
ness, and that the real service of the historian of ideas is to
trace the complex interplay of thought and desire in action.

Nevertheless, however desirous we may be of abandoning
the ultimate solution of this problem to the metaphysician,
the modern historian of ideas can hardly avoid a haunting
fear that after all he is dealing in unrealities. For one thing,
much modern social psychology, from Tarde to Mr. Walter
Lippmann, has insisted that ordinary men are immune to
the contagion of philosophical ideas. If ideas really do
influence the crowd, it is only after they have been trans-
formed into symbols, ritual, stereotypes. The historian of
thought cannot afford to content himself with the work of
formal thinkers, great or small. He must try and pursue
ideas to their ultimate refuge in the mind of the common

3
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man. There thus arises still another way of writing the
history of political ideas, the history, to adopt Mr. D. C.
Somervell’s distinction,- rather of opinion than of thought.
Clearly this sort of writing is very close to the now fashion-
able social history. Its sources must be whatever reveals the
intellectual baggage of the ordinary man—periodical
literature, novels, newspapers, even the work of such un-
professional political thinkers as men of letters and scientists.
Suchk sources, rare before the eighteenth century, are
abundant in the nineteenth.

Now a complete history of English political thought in the
nineteenth century would have to take into account, and
partly to employ, all these methods. It would classify move-
ments, it would weigh the personalities of great men, it
would trace the impact of desire upon idea and of idea upon
desire from the wistful and sometimes disingenuous open-
mindedness of J. S. Mill down through the relative sim-
plicities of the average Englishman. It would obviously be
a many-volumed work, and we may hazard the opinion that
the nineteenth century is still too close to us to make the
writing of such a work possible. No one, for instance, can
generalise adequately about that important part of the sub-
ject involved in the phrase * public opinion ” until more
monographic investigations are carried through. The fol-
lowing study, therefore, adopts the method of men, not as
the only, but as one possible, way of writing about nine-
teenth-century political thought in England. Yet it is to be
hoped that the choice of political thinkers has been repre-
sentative enough to permit some general and tentative con-
clusions as to the trend of English political thought in the
century, and catholic enough to include some part of what
went on in the minds of inarticulate Englishmen.

One word as to that principle of choice. The number of
nineteenth-century Englishmen who have expressed through
the printed word some enduring opition—enduring in
libraries at least—about political principles is very great
indeed. Even if one were to limit oneself to men who have
published works of formal political philosophy in the
narrow sense, such as Bentham’s Principles of Morals and

4
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Legislation, Coleridge’s Constitution in the Church and State,
Bagehot’s Physics and Politics, the number would be con-
siderable. But we cannot nowadays, with our distrust of the
driving force of the intellect, neglect men like Cobbett,
Cobden and Bradlaugh, journalists and agitators who were
always dealing with political ideas, but who never wrote a
formal treatise on political philosophy. Once such men are
included, the field becomes infinite. For the philosophical
Radicals the old dynastic sequence of Bentham, James Mill,
J. S. Mill no longer suffices. Such various persons as Place,
Roebuck, Molesworth, Buller, even men outside the circle,
like Leigh Hunt or Brougham, must be considered. The
most comprehensive of histories must choose some and
reject others.

It would be comforting, at least to some natures, to believe
that this principle of choice must impose itself, like the
metric system, through some objective validity of its own.
In truth, however, the choice exercised would appear to
have inevitably something of the subjectivity ot critical
artistic judgment. To pursue the possibly false antithesis of
art and science here to the bitter end would lead us even
farther astray than the problem of the relation between ideas
and interests. But the prestige of the physical and biological
sciences has for over two centuries so influenced all aspects
of what, especially in America, are optimistically called the
social sciences, that we must make clear at the beginning of
this study how far it can claim scientific validity.

Ever since Voltaire found Newton’s universe an admi-
rable improvement over Christian polity, writers on man as a
politicalanimal have envied science its success in reducing the
chaos of sense-experience and the varying fables of common
sense to uniformities permitting prediction and therefore con-
trol. Ambitious Newtons of politics like Fourier and Buckle,
Darwins like Benjamin Kidd, have arisen, but none have
quite been accepted in their chosen rd/es. Doubtless this
connection between science and political thought has been
fruitful enough. The natural order which the eighteenth
century borrowed from Newton certainly helped men to a
moral if illogical condemnation of the old régime as un-
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natural, and hence encouraged them to action. The notion
of the struggle for life, if it was used by men like Lapouge,
von Ammon, and Kidd to justify aggressive nationalism,
came in the milder form of a popular theory of evolution to
facilitate social changes which the inertia of human nature
might otherwise have made very difficult.

Yet a plausible case could be maintained for the statement
that the influence of the physical and biological sciences on
the study of man in soc.ety has been in part evil. At the risk
of the reproach of obscurantism, we must go into this matter.
Scientists- -not all scientists, but certainly the best of them
—have always held their laws as at best hypotheses subject
to constant modification. Political theorists, and especially

olitical theorists in action, like Robespierre, have tended to
Eold their conclusions as dogmas. After all, they sought to
guide men, and men had always been guided in their social
relations by ethical standards san-tioned by religious abso-
lutes. Men have always ultimately sought to please God, and
God is not precisely an hypothesis to ordinary men. This
tendency to dogmatism was accelerated by the fact that the
material with which the political thinker worked was infi-
nitely more compley than the material of the scientist, and
by the fact that experimentation, and hence the inductive
method, could be but incompletely applied to the study of
man. Human parents, for instance, are still reluctant to
allow their offspring to be treated like guinea-pigs, a cir-
cumstance which has blocked the way to a complete study of
human heredity. Uncertainty in the scientific sense had to
be complemented by certainty in the sense of faith, if the
political thinker was to be satisfyingly sure of himself.
Moreover, political thought deals with human beings who
are at bottom evaluating animals. Now measurement ‘of
value stops somewhere short of being mathematical measure-
ment. Scientific measurement, on the contrary, is always
mathematical measurement. Science, for instance, can
weigh soil and weather conditions, and tell a man whether a
given plot of ground will, at a given cost, produce more
apples or more beans. It will even be able in terms of calories
and vitamins to estimate the extent to which these apples and
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beans will nourish him. It will even—and this is to date
perhaps its greatest achievement over human nature—
sometimes persuade him to choose between apples and beans
in accordance with the calories and vitamins they contain.
But in the last resort a man will choose to eat apples or eat
beans because he prefers one to the other, because at that
moment he values one or the other more highly. Taste, in
its widest sense, determines a vast number of the kind
of human actions the political thinker must study, and we
have as yet no satisfactory calculus of taste—certainly not
Bentham’s familiar felicific calculus. Mathematics, and
therefore science, is simply powerless to choose between
Bach and Offenbach, and even, one fears, between Protec-
tion and Free Trade.

Now it is quite possible that there are laws of taste, of
ethics, of politics. But these laws will be laws arrived at only
after patient accumulation of data almost wholly lacking for
a study of the past; and they will be laws of average, based
on statistical frequencies, and not on a rigid determinism of
cause and effect. Contemporary physical science would
seem to the layman to have abandoned its determinism, and
to admit that its laws are merely statistical probabilities. The
social sciences, however, are still modelling themselves on
the older physical science. They are apparently aiming at
the impossible—the reduction of the actions of human
beings to rigid and predictable uniformities. They are going
on the assumption that men eat calories and not apples.
Naturally enough they have failed.

This is probably the chief reason for the easily observable
inferiority complex which most social scientists display.
They must maintain at all costs that theirs are the methods
of true sciences, that their conclusions are not the tentative
and subjective conclusions of the mere critic. Hence the
more crudely pragmatic and personal their concrete pro-
posals, the morg obviously instinctive their values and
aims, the more they envelop themselves with the jargon,
and presumably with the prestige, of nineteenth-century
science. The worst offenders in this respect are un-
doubtedly the people known in America as educators, whose
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science of education has become a serious national danger.
But in a sense the difficulty pervades all modern thought in
the social sciences. The laudable desire of all sincere
thinkers to arrive at truths honestly independent of their
likes and dislikes has been distorted into an attempt to deny
that human beings put anything inexplicably personal into
their judgments of value. The ultimate goal of political
investigation, it is tacitly assumed, should be complete
agreement. We are all agreed that two plus two equals four:
why cannot we agree that Peel and Cobden were right in
1846 and Bentinck and Disraeli wrong ?

We cannot agree on this latter point, and we should surely
do well to admit it. Whatever the metaphysical problems
involved, it is clear that for terrestrial affairs there is a dif-
ference between judgment of fact and judgment of value.
Common honesty demands from scientist and artist alike a
respect for fact. But the business of the political thinker
carries him far beyond fact and he is deluding himself and us
if he pretends that his judgments of value—his desires—are
judgments of fact. The historian of political ideas, too, is
dealing with judgments of value. He cannot content himself
with mere description. He must choose and must appraise.
Choice and appraisal will lose force if he pretends they
are determined by something outside him. If only to
correct the balance, it may be well to write a history of politi-
cal thought which deliberately disclaims being scientific,
and which aspires to be only another chapter in criticismt.

For the critic is really a reputable person, even though his
be nothing but an * adventure among the masterpieces.”
His taste 1s not necessarily anarchic because it is tentative.
His standards may rest on history and a common tradition
as well as on personal intuition. What he has to communi-
cate may be as communicable as a mathematical formula,
though 1t spring from an emotion as personal as the formula
is impersonal. He is at bottom a moralist in the old and
inoffensive sense, one who imaginatively transmutes his

rivate experience—his accumulation of facts, if you like—
into something which other men may share. His private
experience thus becomes common property, attains an

8
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objectivity as apparent as the objectivity of scientific law.

e has no more hostility towards the physicist than
towards the bricklayer. But he insists that you cannot
deal with men in society as you deal with bricks or with
an electric current. He will not knowingly refuse help
from any source, any more than the architect will refuse
help from the engineer. But just as the architect is ulti-
mately aiming at a beauty which no known engineering
formula can at present achieve, so the critic is aiming at a
moral satisfaction no mere intellectual analysis can at
present achieve.

Our standards, then, both for the choice of representative
political thinkers, and for our judgments upon them, will be
critical rather than scientific. We shall hope to deal with the
important rather than with the trivial. But if our importance
seem triviality to others, there is no way out of it. We cannot
consistently call mathematics to our aid, and browbeat our
readers with the prestige of science.

One word more. To study the ideas of a given man

involves the student in the whole life of his subject. But not
all a man’s life is pertinent to his ideas. The greatest danger
of what we have called the method of men is that what pur-
Forts to be a history of thought will degenerate into a col-
ection of more or less picturesque biographical incidents
and psychological speculation. Yet the line is a very hard
one to draw. What part had Coleridge’s opium habit in the
composition of the Constitution in the Church and State ? Less
certainly than in that of Kubla Khan, and the historian of
})olitical thought need dwell upon that personal misfortune
ess than the historian of literature. Yet even in the Constitu-
tion in the Church and State there is a noticeable failure to
maintain an even power of analysis, and the metaphysical
clouds in which it ends may have their source in opium. So,
too, Mill’s extraordinary notions about his wife afford a
difficult problem go his biographer. Certainly they help ex-
plain the Subjection of Women, and much of the later work.
But was Mill’'s whole political philosophy altered by his
estimate of Mrs. Taylor ? A doting husband may none the
less be a good economist.

9



ENGLISH POLITICAL THOUGHT

Here, too, we can find no rest in a formula. We must ask
ourselves whether a given biographical fact seems to enter
into the man’s political ideas, and if it does not, cast it aside
no matter how it may seem to enliven our text. Such
matters, however, are imponderable in any scale but that of
taste. Taste may be an uncertain thing on which to found a
history of political thought, a quicksand and not a rock.
But there seems to be no rock available.

10



CHAPTER 11
THE REVOLUTION OF 1832

THERE is hardly a better example of the imprecision of
sociological terms than the word revolution. To apply it to
the inventions of Watt and Cartwright, to the summoning
of the Estates General in 1789, to the first performance of
Hernani, to the flight of Charles X., and to the latest South
American coup d'ésat is almost to deprive it of meaning. In
a narrower and purely political sense, it does denote an
extra-legal and usually violent change in the existing gevern-
ment. But even here the word revolution, as contrasted
with coup d’érat, implies a change affecting the lives of quite
ordinary citizens. Now England underwent in the first
third of the nineteenth century industrial and artistic
changes which all are agreed in calling revolutionary. A
justifiable pride in the fact that the political changes of the
time—the repeal of the Test Act, Catholic Emancipation,
the Reform Bill of 1832—were achieved without violence,
and a less justifiable desire to emphasize that Englishmen
are not as Frenchmen are, have prevented our applying the
word revolutionary to these political changes. Yet if revo-
lution means in politics, as it does in art, morals, and indus-
try, a real and only comparatively rapid alteration of our
fundamental ways of doing things, the term should be
used of the transfer of power symbolized in the Act of
1832.

Englishmen of the time were certainly aware of that sense
of crisis which is one of the signs of revolutionary change.
The ageing Wordsworth declared that, if the Bill were
passed, he would retire to a safe and conservative country
like Austria. Indeed, the parallel between the French
Revolution of 1830 and the Reform Bill crisis is surprisingly
close. How real the threat of violence was in England need
not be recalled to readers familiar with Mr. Graham Wallas’s
Life of Francis Place. To alter the constituencies and
the franchise by what was obviously something close to
Rousseau’s general will seemed to alter in its fundamen-
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tals a constitution certainly as well established as had been
the constitution of Richelieu and Louis XIV. in 1789. To
yield to the demands of men like Cobbett seemed almost
like yielding to Wat Tyler.

The generation of thinkers with whom we are now con-
cerned were quite conscious that a new England was in the
making, and that theirs was the task of seeing that this new
England should be a good one for Englishmen. Some such
notion, indeed, runs through all English political thought
in the nineteenth century, and is as strong as ever to-day. It
is no doubt possible to exaggerate the uniqueness of our
modern acceptance of the fact of change. Even Tennyson’s
Cathay was probably less stationary than he liked to think.
But how much we are all inured to discontent and hope in
earthly matters is startlingly evident if one recalls that after
all what Herbert Spencer was trying to do was to construct
a modern Summa. How different irom the Thomist acqui-
escence in the will of God is Spencer’s petulant dislike for
conditions which could hardly be other than the inevitable
product of his law of evolution! Not even the absolutist
position in metaphysics, as witness the work of T. H. Green,
could in nineteenth-century England accept the highly
logical Leibnitzian best of all possible worlds.

The year 1832 is then at best a mere halting-place for
convenience in a century which was always seeking to re-
make itself according to a better pattern. The generation
which fought the struggle over the Reform Bill has, how-
ever, a certain unity. In the first place, as the text-books
unfailingly point out, the French Revolution and the war
with Napoleon did put a stop to any kind of political agita-
tion, even to any kind of political thinking. Godwin’s
Political Fustice ends rather than begins a period of fruitful
discussion. For nearly twenty years, until the publication
of Wordsworth’s Tract on the Convention of Cintra in 1809
(a pamphlet, moreover, which was hardly noticed at the
time) there was produced but one work of importance in
the history of English political thought. And even Malthus’s
great work was the product of a closet philosopher, and
at first taken to be the best possible bulwark of the old

12



THE REVOLUTION OF 1832

order. The mature Bentham, Brougham, Owen, Cobbett,
Coleridge and the rest were starting afresh.

In the second place, the long tenure of the Liverpool
Cabinet and its patent failure to produce even a policy, let
alone a programme, led to a situation curiously like that of
France under Louis XVI., where the intellect was definitely
in opposition. You cannot find a competent apologist for
things as they are in the England of the time. The ablest
political minds—Canning, Huskisson—on the Government
side are all borin% from within in the direction of reform.
What may be called eternally Conservative ideas and tem-
peraments indeed there are—a Cobbett or a Coleridge—
but they are not on the side of the Government. To study
the ideas of the complete standpatter between 1800 and
1832 would be to study the ideas of Eldon or Croker, to
study the Quarrerly Review—not, on the whole, a profitable
proceeding.

Finally, there is the commonplace that 1832 marks the
accession of the middle class to political power. The phrase
‘ middle class ”” had complete currency at the time, and, if it
hardly received rigorous definition, it was pretty generally
understood to correspond to a political and economic
reality. This is not the place to inquire too deeply into the
question as to where to draw the lines between upper, middle,
and working classes. From Defoe onwards the English
trading people, from ‘“ City ” bankers to small retailers, had
been growing aware of the fact that they had virtues and
tastes not shared by the nobility. From the beginnings of
the commercial revolution they had been gaining in wealth
and numbers. From the industrial revolution on they had
been reminded, often forcibly, that their new wealth had
created (some indeed suspected had in a measure been
created by) an altogether new urban proletariat. This pro-
letariat, it was olear, was not adequately cared for under
existing conditions. Lancashire, within the memory of man,
had changed so much, done so much, and Dorset had done
so little] Was it unreasonable to suppose that the men who
made such excellent and such abundant cotton cloth could

13
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also make an excellent England ? Into the passing of the
Reform Bill there went many and conflicting desires, as we
shall see, but chiefly there went the confidence of the
children of the industrial revolution that theirs was a better
world in the making.

I. BENTHAM!

Few generalizations are more firmly rooted in the popular
mind than the proposition that the Englishman will never
let himself speculate in the abstract about politics, that he
views with half distrust and half amusement the spectacle
of the closet philosopher dabbling in matters properly
reserved for the decently practical man of affairs. At the
very end of the eighteenth century, the fulminations of
Burke against French political metaphysicians strengthened
with the prestige of genius this national assurance. Yet
scarcely an English thinker has left more definite trace upon
English legislation than Jeremy Bentham; and scarcely an
English thinker, save perhaps Godwin, fulfils more com-
pletely what might be called the music-hall notion of a
philosopher. From the almost legendary infart who read
Rapin’s History of England at the age of three to ihe old man
at his *“ ante-prandial circumgyration ”” he was all that the

1 Bentham’s political writings are innumerable. For an account of them
sec Leslic Stephen’s “ Note on Bentham’s Writings ” in The English Utili-
tarians (1900), vol. i, pp. 319-326. Bentham’s collected Works (ed.
Bowring, 11 vols., 1838-1843), though not wholly complete, certainly con-
tain enough to judge him by. The reader who wishes to form an opinion from
the writings of Bentham himself will find the following most useful : Fragment
on Government (1776); Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legis-
lation (1789) ; and Dumont’s famous redactions (later translated into English
and included in Bowring’s edition of the #orks), especially the Traités de
Législation civile et pénale (1802) ; Théorie des Peines et Récompenses (1811,
1818, 1825); Tactiques des Assemblées legislatives guivi d’un Traité des
Sophismes politigues (1816). Critical writing on Bentham is so complete and
so able as to discourage an attempt to say something new about him. See
especially Stephen, L., The English Utilitarians (19oo), vol. i.; Halévy,
E., La Formation du Radicalisme philosophique, 3 vols. (1901-1904);
‘ Bentham ” in Mill, J. S., Dissertations (1874), vol. i.
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caricaturist might wish a philosopher to be. Nor did these
eccentricities conceal, as one might hope, a sturdily com-
mon-sense thinker of the true British pattern. Southey, who
certainly tried hard enough to conform to that pattern, was
justified in calling Bentham a *“ metaphysico-critico-politico-
patriotico-phoolo-philosopher.” Bentham was indeed, if not
a philosopher, at least a pAilosophe. His true affiliations are
all with that school of eighteenth-century French thinkers
whose abstractions are still a part of our political inheritance.
Through Bentham, those revolutionary principles against
which Burke fought so hard entered into English politics.

It is true that Bentham himsclf attacked the ideology of
the French Revolution, and that he consistently repudiated
the notion of *“ natural rights.” That he should feel called
upon to do this is in part a touching tribute to his desire to
live up to the English tradition of hard-headedness, in parta
mere consequence, as we shall see, of his faith that one set of
abstractions is better than another. What he really dis-
trusted in the work of the French National Assembly—and
distrusted all the more because he shared it a bit himself—
was the sentimental faith in human goodness which seemed
to him to becloud the Declaration of the Rights of Man. But
in the proper paramountcy of Right Reason he had as little
doubt as any man. For what passes as the * wisdom of our
ancestors,” for all the devotion to the consoling adequacy of
what has long endured that inspired Burke, he had no
réspect whatevera__-

Perhaps the psychological roots of Bentham’s ideas lie in
this, that he was a sensitive but unimaginative man. Benevo-
lence was fashionable enough in his time, but Bentham was
really benevolent. He hated suffering and injustice, though
he characteristically declared justice to be “an imaginary
personage, feigned for the convenience of discourse, whose
dictates are the dictates of utility, applied to certain particular

L]

! See the Tactigues des Assemblées lgislatives suivi d’un Traité des Sophismes
politigues (1822)in Dumont’s redaction. The latter part,a criticism of the Decla-
ration of the Rights of Man, appeared in English as Anarchical Fallacies.

2 Nos ancétres nous ont été inférieurs en probité comme en tout le
reste.” Tactigues des Assemblées législatives, vol. 1., p. 33.
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cases.”, He was moved by the sight of human unhappiness
—indeed by the sight of unhappiness in any living creature
—to wish to remedy it. But he had a curious incapacity to
enter into the feelings of others. At bottom he identified
suffering with disorder, irregularity, uncertainty\That some
men like disorder, that some men find happiness in a trans-
cendental order imaginatively constructed out of disorder,
that there are in the human soul depths where cruelty feeds
upon itself, could never occur to l[iim. The world of St.
Francis was for him as non-existent as the world of Freud.
He had, indeed, a true intellectual distrust for over-simplifi-
cation,JHe never really thought that man could so live that
there would be no obstruction to his will. But he did think
that men will pretty much the same things, and that
under a proper system of government and morals the satis-
factions willed could be fairly evenly distributed. He was
thus driven into a rough egalitarianism, partly indeed by the
exigencies of his method of thought, but also by his funda-
mental incapacity to get under the skins of his fellow men,
and to realize that their desires even though * self-regard-
ing,” are capable of being submerged and vicariously sated
in a group-whole.

For even more fundamental to an understanding of
Bentham than the famous principle of utility is the rigorously
atomistic metaphysics with which he starts out. (We need
not be unduly troubled by the reflection that he himself
would have denied that he ever entertained a metaphysics:)
It may seem no small violence to Bentham’s memory to
describe him in a term drawn from those Middle Ages he so
disliked, but he really is the perfect nominalist. The
individual, John Doe, is for him an ultimate reality. All
universals are mere fictions, usually harmful fictions.
Thought can but perform arithmetical calculations with
individual units. * The community is a fictitious body, com-
posed, of the individual persons who are considered as
constituting as it were its members. The interest of the com-
munity then is what >—the sum of the interests of the

1 Principles of Morals and Legislation (Oxford, 1879), p. 125 note.
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several members who compose it.”? As an ultimate meta-

physical principle this is perhaps as defensible as any other.
But as an analysis of the way men fee/ towards the state or
towards any group of which they are members, it is quite
wrong. This failure to grasp the support men’s emotions
find in somethmg——ﬁctmous, perhaps, to the intellect—
outside themselves and superior to their wills is the failure of
Bentham’s imagination. In it lies the source of that difficulty
with which he was continually struggling, and which M.
Halévy has termed the problem of identity of interests.
Let us, then, with Bentham, conceive a world composed
of men equipped with the five senses and a desire—we shall
probably have to say a reasoned desire—to secure the grati-
fication of these senses. Obviously each man will seek
pleasure and avoid pain. Now if we have a dozen empty
buckets and a certain fixed quantity of water in a reservoir,
we can easily distripute the water equally among the
buckets. All we need is a measure of quantity. Bentham’s
method is not quite so simple as this, but if we regard a
human being as a receptacle to be filled with satisfaction, and
left to a minimum degree empty from mere dxssatxsfacnon,
we are not doing him a grave injustice. The world is full of a
certain amount of pleasure and apparently, too, of a certain
amount of pain. If all men have as much pleasure and as
little pain as possible, this world will be at its best for men.
Logic solved the simple problem of the buckets. Is there not
some * logic of the will,”” to use Bentham’s phrase,* whereby
we can also apportion pleasure and pain ? There is indeed.
It is the principle of utility. This logic of the will must take
as axiomatic, first, that * les sensations des hommes sont
assez réguliéres pour devenir I'objet d'une science et d'un
art.”s That is to say, it must be assumed that a given
experience will cause the same guantity of pleasure or pain to
all men. Second, it must be assumed that one man is equal
to another for purposes of calculation. Equipped with these

1 Principles of Morals and Legislation, p. 3.
3 1bid., preface, p. xiii.
3 Traitéds de Législation civile et pénale, vol. ii., p. 18.
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axioms, we can then go ahead and estimate the maxima for
any given pleasure or pain. Finally, we can take all these
maxima, and all our human units, and see how each unit can
attain the fullest satisfaction of its wants. Our felicific
calculus will have given us the formula and the fact of * the
greatest good of the greatest number.” Disorder will give
place to order, and yet men remain miraculously the
same.

Bentham, does, of course, admit a variation in individual
sensibilities and in external circumstances,® but he maintains
that for the purposes of the legislation some rough equality
of painsand pleasures among men must be assumed, for there
is otherwise mere chaos, the reign of accident. He did not in-
deed like the word equality. *“ Lanotion vague d’égalité, toute
flatteuse qu’elle est, ne peut gueére servir qu'a tromper,
qu’a voiler le principe d’utilité, auquel il faut toujours en
revenir.””* But he thought the tendency of his time levelling.
Though property is an essential of political life, each man
should have property of about the same value, for do we not
learn from the principle of utility that a man’s pleasure from
an increase of property varies inversely with the previous
amount of property—that it steadily diminishes as he gets
wealthier—that therefore the more equally property is distri-
buted the more actual pleasure ?* Moreover, *“ in point of
political discernment, the universal spread of learning has
raised mankind in a manner to a level with each other.”*

Now that he has his measure in the equality of men befote
Pleasure and Pain (a most revolutionary difference from
Christian equality before God) Bentham has only to measure
the value of different pleasures and pains. He was no man to
content himself with the mere enunciation of a principle.
No man loved more the infinite world of fact. Pleasure and
pain are to be measured by their intensity, duration, cer-
tainty and uncertainty, propinquity or remoteness, and when

Y Traités de Législation civile et pénale, vol ii., p. 19.
% Tactigues des Assemblées législatives, vol. ii., p. 293.

3 Halévy, op. cit., vol. i., pp. 77-79.

¢ Fragment on Government (ed. F. C. Montague), p. 1§5.
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their long-run tendency is considered, by their fecundity and
purity in addition to the foregoing.! Bentham lists fourteen
simple pleasures, those of sense, wealth, skill, amity, good
name, power, piety, benevolence, malevolence, memory,
imagination, expectation, association, and relief; and twelve
simple pains, those of privation, sense, awkwardness,
enmity, 1ll name, piety, benevolence, malevolence, memory,
imagination, expectation, and association. These in turn are
subdivided. The pleasures of sense, for instance, include
those of taste, intoxication, smell, touch, ear, eye, sex, health,
and novelty.* All are elaborated, worked out and illustrated.
There is something rather pathetic about Bentham’s
assurance that he has made the subjective objective, and
therefore controllable. His ““ sample ™ of the ‘“ pleasures of
a country prospect,” listed under ii., 2, as “ the idea of
innocence and happiness of the birds, sheep, cattle, dogs, and
other gentle or domestic animals ”’* is a great deal like
Jeremy Bentham, and not at all like Lord Chesterfield.

The felicific calculus, once worked out, must be applied to
this world. One thing at least was pretty clear. England did
not operate on the principle of utility. The calculus showed
that the pain inflicted on a man and on his dependants by
depriving him of his life was far greater than the sum of the
pleasure gained by the man from whom he stole a sheep and
of the security gained by the state (i.e. pleasure divided
among all the citizens). It would even show that the pleasure
of a millionaire landlord in his wealth would not equal the
sum of the pains of the agricultural labourers whom he kept
in poverty. Bentham was not willing to go into the question
as to why the principle of utility had been so long neglected,
and he was somewhat surprised that it should be so much
resisted. He was glad to steer clear of so metaphysical a
question as that of the origin of evil, and rest on the simple
fact that he at least knew what evil was.

In his earlier years, he hoped that by converting the rulers
of England to the principle of utility he might make that

1 Principles of Morals and Legislation, chap. iv.
8 J4id., chap. v. 3 Jbid., p. 42 note.
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principle prevail. He began with the benevolent despotism
then in fashion. What was wrong in England was chiefly
her laws, civil and criminal, an absurd mass of inconsistencies
perpetuating old abuses, dealing out rewards and punish-
ment with a shocking disregard for the greatest good of the
greatest number. His first, and still his most readable work
is the Fragment on Government, a devastating attack on the
grandiloquent complacency of Blackstone. If the laws could
only be codified accordin% to the simple system he had
worked out, men could be left to the natural pursuit of their
own economic and cultural interests. Convert such able
lawmakers as Lord Shelburne, and all will be well. Bentham,
after bitter experience, found that the English ruling classes
were not to be converted, and turned to the people. He
ends, as we shall see, with a political programme as demo-
cratic as that of his old enemies, the Jacobins.

Yet too much can be made of Bentham’s conversion to the
Radical party. He never underwent that always rare conver-
sion of the spirit whereby a man is led to repudiate his past
desires. What time did to Bentham is really quite simple.
He believed that certain legal reforms would make men
behave in the way he wanted them to behave. Failing to get
those reforms from the rulers of England, he sought to
change those rulers, and thus necessarily added political
reforms to his programme of legal reforms. He always had
something of that philosopher’s distrust of the crowd with
which he began. ‘‘ The bulk of mankind,” he wrote in
1789, *“ ever ready to depreciate the character of their
neighbours, in order, indirectly, to exalt their own, will take
occasion to refer a motive to the class of bad ones.”* He saw
that quite ordinary men often failed to distinguish the useful
from the harmful. Blackstone’s style, he says, disguises his
logical weakness, * so much is man governed by the ear.”
He is tender towards the sophistry that the majority is neces-
sarily right, but he admits that it is a sophistry.> He admits
that “ le tort du peuple n’est pas tant de murmurer contre

1 Principals of Morals and Legislation, p. 136 note.
2 Fragment on Government, p. 116.
3 Tactiques des Assemblées legislatives, vol. ii., p. 73.
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des griefs imaginaires, que d’étre insensible i de vrais
griefs.”’t He can even be detected in a defence of prejudice
not wholly reconcilable with his attack on Burke: * Beau-
coup de préjugés sont des opinions saines . . . la somme
d’idées que chacune peut acquérir par lui-méme, ou verifier
par son propre examen, est toujours trés petite.”’* And else-
where, in a chapter on * Egards diis aux institutions exis-
tantes ”’ he insists that the philosopher must not assume that
men can be readily moulded, even in the direction indicated
by the fPrinciple of utility.* He—or Dumont—even permits
himself the epigrammatic remark: ‘‘ la multitude ne sait pas
douter.”

Nor is Bentham’s attack on the Rights of Man incon-
sistent with his position as founder of the party of philo-
sophical Radicalism. In the widest sense, as we shall see, the
world he hoped to realize was not greatly different from the
world Robespierre hoped to realize. You can, if you wish, so
define * Nature ” that it will describe the way of life signified
to Bentham by the word * Utility.”” But what Bentham dis-
trusted in the French revolutionary thinkers was their idea
of liberty. He himself does not really believe in that anar-
chical aspect of liberty to be found in some of the work of
Rousseau—in the Discours sur ’inégalité for example, though
emphatically not in the Contrat social. Liberty in itself as a
good, the romantic self-satisfaction of the ego in the contem-
plation of its own freedom, meant nothing for him. Adam
Smith had taught him that men left to themselves would
produce more wealth, and that freedom of exchange would
most equally distribute that wealth. Therefore he believed
in economic liberty. But morally men needed correction and
guidance. Institutions must gently provide them with the
groper rewards and punishments. Of the inmates of his

anopticon he wrote ** Call them soldiers, call them monks,
call them machines; if only they are happy, it signifies

»

Y Tactiques des Assemblées lgislatives, vol. ii., p. 87.

8 1bid., p. 233.

3 Traités de Législation civile et pénale, vol. iii., p. 345.
4 1bid., p. 349.
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little.””* It is misleading to talk, as the French do, of liberty
as a ““ natural and imprescriptible right.” A right must be
based on a law enforceable by the courts. And * dire qu'une
loi est contraire 2 la liberté naturelle, c’est simplement dire
que c’est une loi. Car toute loi ne s’établit qu’au dépens de
laliberté.”s You must not ask whether a given law conforms
to liberty or any other natural right, but whether it is useful.
So little regard had Bentham even for that traditional and
jealous English attachment to the liberty of the individual to
be tried by his peers under common law that he wishes some
kind of administrative law in England.

A still greater objection to the French system than its
confusion of rights and laws is to Bentham the metaphysical
%}'ctension to absoluteness that lies back of this confusion.

o assert that anything is fundamental is to assert that it is
eternal, unchanging. Bentham had as much dislike as God-
win for the notion that a law could be laid down in black and
white, binding all men everywhere for all time.* Ultility, he
fondly hoped, was a principle that would enable men to
make and unmake laws according to their inevitably varying
needs and circumstances. Now, although one cannot, even
by using a word like utility, escape the eternal problem of
values, one can perhaps gain by its use a certain willing-
ness to be guided by the present rather than by the past.
Bentham’s chief work, his elaborate study of jurisprudence
in its widest sense, had precisely this effect. English law was
still mediaval in its complexity, and especially medizval in
the moral absolutes on which its criminal code was based.
Bentham was unquestionably the chief agent in initiating its
adjustment to the England of the industrial revolution. In
civil law, he insisted on efficiency, on the diminution by
codification of the conflict of laws, on the lessening of delays,
on the simplification of procedure, on the diminution of the
expenses of litigation, on the especial need of clearing up the

]

1 Quoted in Halévy, 0p. cit., vol. 1., p. 149.

® Traités de Législation civile et pénale, vol. 1., p. 262.
8 Ibid., p. 325.

4 1bid., Sophismes anarchigues, premidre partie, art. v.
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complications of Eldon’s Chancery, on the adjustment of
English law to the new world of capitalist business. He
never lost his distrust for lawyers and for what he deemed
the abracadabra of the law. At bottom, his position here as
elsewhere is that of eighteenth-century rationalism. If men
will only think as clearly and as unemotionally about law as
they do about physics, all will be well.

In the criminal law, he first brought home to his country-
men the standards of Beccaria and the Enlightenment.
Crime is not an offence against an absolute God, but an
obstruction to the happiness of the majority of the citizens
of the State. A crime is really an act which causes so much
more total pain than pleasure that the state must interfere to
redress the balance, and punish crime. The aims of punish-
ment are then first to create an actual pleasure, as when we
feel that the criminal has got his deserts, and second, to
prevent the recurrence of similar crimes. The ultimate aim
of punishment therefore is the reform of the criminal.
Bentham gives an elaborate list of the proper qualities of
a satisfactory punishment, such as invariability, equality,
commensurability with other punishments, exemplarity,
frugality, subserviency to reformation, subserviency to com-
pensation, popularity, and remissibility. On most of these
scores, capital punishment comes off very ill, and Bentham
would have none of it save in extreme cases Although
these standards of punishment are worked out with an
elaborate quaintness that makes them seem impractical,
their general trend is that of modern criminal jurisprudence.

Bentham’s more purely political programme conforms in
the end pretty much to the programme of nineteenth-
century Liberalism. He wants universal suffrage, a repre-
sentative Parliament, a competent and responsible executive
(he thinks little of the famous dogma of the separation of
powers), and universal education, though not under State
compulsion.! He wrote much on parliamentary procedure,
and was the first to bring to this study a fruitful critical sense.

Y Principles of Morals and Legislation, p. 197.
* Traités de Législation civile et pénale, vol. ii., p. 200.
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The Tactiques des assemblées législatives can still be read with
profit. He is at pains to justify himself against the reproach
that a study of parliamentary procedure 1s merely an empty
study of forms, and very properly points out that forms make
all the difference between obstruction and efficiency, between
palavering and debating. He comes more and more to dis-
trust the exercise of political power by even the best of
governments, though one suspects he never ceased to be a
benevolent despot at heart. But unfortunately the benevo-
lent of this world never seemed able to attain its government.
In the present world, the government had best not interfere
directly with individuals, except criminals, but it should in a
fatherly way supplement the ignorance of its subjects by
offering prizes for inventions, by acting as a clearing-house
for scientific knowledge, by encouraging academics, agri-
cultural societies and the like. He summed up his position
when he commented on Bacon’s Leges non decet esse dis-
putantes sed jubentes. He should have added, says Bentham,
et docentest

Within this gently paternal state the individual was to lead
the good, the useful life. We must attempt some general
appreciation of the ethical values Bentham thought were
so clear and obvious in the pleasure-pain formula.? Now
Bentham’s ethics are really very temperate, almost Aristo-
telian in their acceptance of the natural man of judgment.
He abhors any kind of asceticism, any attempt to deny value
to sensual pleasure. He objects to the overtones of moral
judgment which we find in words like * lust ”’; let us, he
says, employ a phrase like * sexual desire,” which simply
describes a fact of Nature.® For that profoundly pessimistic
current—perhaps the dominant current—in Christianity
which utterly condemns the flesh he had a hearty dislike.
For all such religions, religions which teach that * God has
created a fund of suffering greater than that of enjoyment,”

1 Traités de Législation civile et pénale, vol. i., p. 358.

2%, . . and pain and pleasure at least, are words which a man has no
need, we may hope, to go to a Lawyer to know the meaning of.” Fragment on
Government, p. 121.

3 Principles of Morals and Legislation, p. 106.
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he invented the characteristic term of * caco-théisme.”* His
Not Paul but Fesus is a bitter attack on the man who thought
it better to marry than to burn. He grew more bitter towards
priests as he grew older, and thereby shocked many good
Englishmen whose moral standards were on the whole like
his own.

But the good life of the senses is by no means the life of
unbridled indulgence in the crude pleasures of the senses.
Like many rationalists of placid disposition, he makes his
hierarchy of pleasures ultimately very Christian. He divides
human motives into social (benevolence), demi-social (repu-
tation, friendship, religion), anti-social (antipathy), and per-
sonal (sensual, power, money, self-preservation). The
personal motives are indeed the ** grandes roues ” of human
action, but the social and demi-social motives are absolutely
necessary to control the personal ones. Bentham’s most
highly prized virtue is benevolence.* This eighteenth-
century quality sometimes crops up in queer places, as when
he condemns Roman lawyers for treating animals as things,
and finds the story of Pasiphaé€ more moral than the practice
of bullfighting.®

What Bentham thought useful was what are sometimes
regarded as the typical middle-class virtues. Property is one
of the necessities of the good life. One of the necessary
springs of human action 1s the pleasure of security. Men
must work, and they will not work for the simple pleasure of
the work itself. But grant them through the law the assu-
rance that work can be consolidated into property, and work
will be done. Property then is not a natural right, but a
consequence of morality. It follows then that Poor Relief is
not a right, but an expedient to encourage labour and thrift.
Bentham started the attack on the Speenhamland system
which his party was to carry through. You must do some-
thing -about the poor, of course, but you must always have
in mind their moral reformation. In Pauper Management
Improved, Bentham uses some typical and enlightening

Y Traités de Législation civile et pénale, vol. i., p. 203.
t 14id., vol. ii., pp. 264-265. 3 [bid., vol. 1., p. 229.
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phrases to describe how even in the workhouse the principle
of the union of interest and duty may be furthered by the
self-liberating principle, the earn-first principle, the piece-
work or proportionate-pay principle, and the separate-work
or performance-distinguishing principle.!

Bentham sketches what is really his Utopia in the third
volume of the Traités, where he describes a state where the
legal system will be at its maximum of efficiency. There will
be no great crimes, no civil actions on points of rights, a
simple legal procedure, no wars, very little government and
hence very small taxes, free trade, a stable, non-partisan
government (presumably of experts). It all reduces itself to
*“ the absence of a certain quantity of evil.” All this is per-
fectly possible, within the grasp of human intelligence and
will. All else is a mere chimara. Perfect happiness is a
figment of philosophers; pleasure must always be bought
by a certain amount of pain. There will always be accidents,
and hence inequalities and jealousies among men. ‘‘ Ne
cherchons que le possible.””* It is almost the Voltairean * il
faut cultiver notre jardin.” It would not have satisfied
Carlyle.

It did, however, satisfy many Englishmen of the early
nineteenth century. Bentham’s influence was very great
indeed. He wished to sweep away precisely those things
that stood in the way of the English industrialist—feudal
law, primogeniture, the tariff, apprenticeship, the old poor
law, sinecures and extravagant government generally,
nepotism in Church and State, the lack of enterprise charac-
teristic of a landed aristocracy. He was already sure of the
fact and possibility of progress, though biological discovery
had not yet provided political thinkers with a satisfying
theory of progress. He had parted definitely with the
hindrances of Christian other-worldliness. Above all, by his
insistence that the new order was in accordance with so
English a thing as usefulness rather thaa with foreign and
dangerous notions of right, he converted many a man
frightened by the excesses of the French Revolution.

Y Works, vol. viii.
* Traités de Législation civile et pénale, vol. iii., p. 394.
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Of the two criticisms which we must pass on Bentham’s
system, only the first would have given him any concern. He
would have objected strenuously to the reproach that he was
a poor psychologist. The elaborate calculus of pains and
pleasures he had worked out seemed to him a final analysis
of what men really were. Yet to us it must seem strangely
intellectualized. In the first place, we can no longer accept,
even as a working hypothesis, the assumption that men are
roughly alike in their desires. Even economics has aban-
doned its postulate of the somo economicus. The weaknesses
of Bentham’s psychology come out in a hundred places. He
thinks theft originates in indolence and pecuniary interest,
and that therefore the best punishment is hard labour, which
hits at the weakness of indolence.! But a thief may be a
kleptomaniac, or he may steal for the love of adventure, for
the love of power, or for many other motives. Nor is un-
pleasant labour exactly a cure for indolence. He attributes
a highly intellectual and unreal origin to his prejudice of
authority. It is based on an * erreur de langage. Une idée
fausse a produit une expression incorrecte, et ’expression
devenue familiére a perpetué l'erreur.” The phrase “le
vieux temps *’ refers really not to an o/d time, but to a young
time, the time of the infancy and hence the incapacity of the
race. The authority of tradition is therefore not the authority
of age. Duelling he attributes to the failure of the law to

rovide adequate substitutes—apologies, public atonement
in suitably emblematic robes. For an insult to a woman, a
man should be made to stand in public wearing female head-
dress.* He thinks that publishing the chemical composition
of quack medicines is sufficient to prevent their sale.¢

But the chief failure of Bentham’s psychology comes out
in his treatment of legal fictions, indeed of all words sug-
gesting a meaning which logic strips them of. He rightly
saw that one cannot think scientifically if one employs words

1 Principles of Morals and Legislation, p. 196.

® Tactiques des Assemblées législatives, vol. i1., p. 28.  Bentham may have
taken this from Bacon—certainly a ¢ highly intellectual ™ origin.

8 Traités de Législation civile et pénale, vol. ii., p. 352.

4 [4id., vol. iii., p. 150.
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which carry eulogistic or dyslogistic overtones. What he
objected to in terms like ““ power,” *‘ right,” and ** justice "’
was precisely the weight of human hopes and fears which
distorts them, which moulds them so hopelessly to the
private world of the individual who uses them. One cannot
but respect his honest desire to use a terminology as much
independent of human emotions as the symbols of mathe-
matics. One may even grant that some such effort must be
made by any critical thinker. But where Bentham errs is in
his optimistic conviction that the majority of men need but
to be told that they are using words as fictions instead of
instruments of logic in order to cease such use of words.
Granted that intellect and conscience in tireless union can
do something to distinguish between fact and illusion in this
world, it is too much to hope that many men can be capable
of the effort. But to say that illusion is inevitable ought, in
Bentham’s terms, to mean that it is useful. That he would
never admit.

Were we to phrase our second criticism so as to accuse
Bentham himself of using a mere word, utility, for the sake
of the pleasant overtones it conveys, we should be making
too easy a point. The matter really goes deeper, beyond the
point whither Bentham himself was desirous of trying to go.
It is no doubt impossible for the human mind to face
experience without sorting it into some kind of order. It is
possible, though rare, for the individual mind to hold that its
own order is purely provisional, and furthermore that it has
no necessary validity for other minds. So completely scep-
tical a mind in politics, of course, would have to hold that no
course of action could be prescribed for other people. It
would have to hold to an anarchical individualism. Such
minds are extremely rare. Most men construct, or acquire,
an order—a set of values—which they wish to see realized
in the world about them—in other words, which they wish
to see other men live up to. For this order they commonly
seek a sanction outside themselves. For a long time, God,
the God of organized Christianity, had ordained this order.
In Bentham’s time, Nature was beginning to take God’s
place. Bentham himself preferred to find his master in
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Utility. In any case, the root of the matter lies in the
conviction that something greater than the individual,
something to which he belongs, though only imper-
fectly, only with a part of his consciousness, is necessary
to explain why other men, and even he himself, do
not always so act that they have what they want. You
cannot make anything of the difference between good
and bad, natural and unnatural, or even between useful and
harmful, unless you construct a pattern, or patterns, in the
universe transcending immediate human sense-experience.
Now Bentham wanted to keep his pattern, and at the same
time retain his autonomous individuality. If he had remained
consistently true to his denial of community among men, he
must have ended a complete sceptic in politics. Either you
must say that whatever a man wants at a given moment is
what he thinks useful, in which case you are an anarchist;
or you must say that he may want what is not useful, in
which case you declare that there is something outside him
superior to his will. Bentham, of course, held firmly to the
latter position, at least in practical matters. Utility came
in the end, as we have seen, to dictate pretty much what
the Nature of the philosophes had dictated. Even natural
rights, on which Bentham resolutely shut the door, he was
forced to give entrance to in a less dignified way. For if
you believe, as Bentham certainly believed, that men in
power may try to force others to act in a way not in con-
formity with utility, then you must believe that utility
insists on resistance. Unless whatever is, is right, then
something else—something that actually is #os in this
immediate world of the senses Bentham thought he never
left—must be right.

Bentham’s refusal to admit that morality must necessarily
transcend the flow of the individual’s sense-experience is at
the bottom of his difficulty with what M. Halévy calls
“I'identification des intéréts.” Bentham of course starts
with the assumption that the individual who pursues intelli-
gently—that is, in accordance with the dictates of utility—
his own interests is perfectly moral. But if the interests of
several men conflict ? Bentham’s only answer is that they
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1o not know their true interests. Their governors, if only
:hey are aware of the secrets of utility, can so arrange matters
‘hat such men will be guided insensibly into pursuing their
‘rue and unconflicting interests. But this solution is purely
verbal, unless it is admitted that a man in society gives up a
personal, private, immediate sense-interest for an imper-
sonal general interest which is 4is only through the per-
formance on his part of an act of faith or imagination, for a
general interest which is not 4is in Bentham’s nominalist
philosophy. All social life therefore demands from the
individual a sacrifice of his interests—his self-regarding
interests in Bentham’s phrase—which, contrary to Bentham’s
hope, he will not make on the bland assurance of his superiors
that he is thereby following exactly the same interests he
had given up. Some alchemy of the general will which
Bentham denied is necessary to achieve this end. Bentham
achieved some, indeed, of his ends, but only because his
followers banded together in the kind of group he never
understood, and followed with an irrational faith an abstrac-
tion he had also never understood, though he had made it—
utilitarianism.

2. BROUGUAM!

“ Great fluency of argument—such ingenuity as always
convinces the reader that he could have said an equal number
of equally plausible things on the opposite side of every
question which he discusses—considerable rashness in
stating decided opinions upon very difficult subjects—and,
on all occasions, an exclusive attention to his own side of the
argument—a certain facility in bringing together various
details, which is apt sometimes to pass for the talent of
forming large and comprehensive views, when in reality it

1 Brougham published a formal treatise on Political Philosophy in three
volumes in 1846. It is chiefly a manual of comparative government with
some more general speculation. The student of Brougham’s political ideas
will need to supplement it from the four volumes of the Speec/es (1838) and
the three volumes of collected essays from the Edinburgh Review (1856).
For critical comment see Aspinall, A., Lord Brougham and the Whig Party
(1927) ; Bagehot, W., Works, vol. iii.
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may only be an enumeration of particulars seen partially
through the medium of some theory—a style, frequently
declamatory, but always lively.”* Thus artlessly did
Brougham, in describing Dumouriez, describe himself. He
had among contemporaries a reputation for unstable bril-
liance and unscrupulous self-seeking which, save for the
brilliance, seems to-day pretty much deserved. In spite of
his numerous writings on every possible subject, he has lived
only as a skilful, if in the end unlucky, player in the game of
parliamentary politics. It is a little difhcult to-day to under-
stand why he cut so great a figure among his contemporaries.
Bagehot thought his success was due to the devil in him, to
the uncommonly arresting and purely personal leer with
which he looked upon a humdrum world. But there is little
of the devil left in his written work. His essays and pub-
lished speeches are about as dead as they can be.

This very evanescence of his work, however, makes it
valuable to the historian of thought. Great works survive by
cheating time—an achievement quite contrary to what the
historian must set up as his goal. Therefore the survival in
print of the writings of men like Brougham is singularly for-
tunate. Through him, we may come at the men on whom
the impact of political theories—in this case largely those of
Bentham—fell. Through him, we may escape in a measure
from the worst predicament of the formal historian of
thought, the difficulty of relating thought to action.

A hasty examination of the inconsistencies, the twistings
and turnings of Brougham’s career, his varied advocacies
and loyalties, is at first sight disconcerting. To find a man
seeking entrance to Parliament as a Tory, and when baulked
turning Whig in a trice,? is troubling to one attempting to
relate the terms Whig and Tory to specific views of life. For
a man to attack the emancipation of the West Indian blacks
as Jacobinism and some years later defend their emancipa-

v Edinburgh Revicw (1807), no. 20, p. 369.

2 Aspinall, A., Lord Brougham and the Whig Party, pp. 14-16. The
personal hostility of his Westmorland neighbours, the Lowthers, seems to be
all that kept Brougham from Toryism.

31



ENGLISH POLITICAL THOUGHT

tion,! at least suggests the possibility that interests colour his
ideas. For one most immersed in the party battle to write as
if party were an unnecessary evil* argues a willingness to
allow fact and theory to rest in separate compartments.
Brougham himself wrote that “ opinions then are assumed,
in order to marshal politicians in bands and separate them
from others. Place is the real object; principle the assumed

retext.”’ This does not prevent him from devoting pages
immediately following to defending the orthodox Whig view
of the Whig party as the defender of the people, and of the
Tory party as the agent of the Crown and the nobility.s
There is no reason why we should disagree, as we must
dxsagree in the case of Burke, with the contemporary
opinion of Brougham as a person who fitted his ideas to his
immediate convenience.

For if Brougham has no system, he certainly indulged in
political generalizations. If those generalizations were of the
kind he thought would directly advance his own standing in
the political world, they are all the more valuable to us. He
is a most useful barometer to measure the pressure of utili-
tarian ideas. He makes as clear as possible the process by
which the ideas of Bentham came to be fitted to the hopes
and aims of the English middle class. He once confessed
that in his youth he had leaned towards the alarmist view of
the French Revolution, and that only during the Regency
had he become convinced of the necessity of reform in
England.* That was the sort of thing that touched his
hearers, for it was exactly what they had done.

Brougham is a good son of the Enlightenment. Politics,
he insists without much attempt to prove his point (why
prove the obvious ?), is capable of exact and scientific state-
ment.* In the old days, men were content to accept it as a

Y An Enguiry into the Colonial Policy of European Powers (1803), vol. ii.
p- 259 Speeches, vol. ii., p. 138. .

3 Political Philosophy, vol. i1, p. 237.

3 Ibid., vol. 1., p. 23.

4 1bid., vol. i., pp. §5-62.

5 Speeches, vol. i, p. 614.

¢ Political Philosophy,vol.i., p. 4. Edinburgh Review (1803),n0. 2, p. 361.

32



THE REVOLUTION OF 1832

mystery. But now that physical science has emancipated
human intelligence, men can examine irto the grounds of
their conduct, and order it in accordance with reason. * It
may safely be affirmed, that hundreds nowadays discharge
the sacred duty to themselves and their country, of forming
their own opinions upon reflection, for one that had disen-
thralled himself thirty years ago.””* Thanks to the labours
of the thinkers of the last century, of Voltaire, “ great and
original in whatever pursuit,” of Filangieri, “ who of all
writers before Bentham, comes nearest to the character of
a Legal Philosopher,” and of many others, we have clear
standards of what is workable in politics. Brougham rejoices
that *“ happily the time is past and §one when bigots could
persuade mankind that the lights of philosophy were to be
extinguished as dangerous to religion; and when tyrants
could proscribe the instructors of the people as enemies to
their power.” * It is preposterous to imagine,” he con-
tinues, * that the enlargement of our acquaintance with the
laws which regulate the universe, can dispose to unbelief.
. .« A pure and true religion has nothing to fear from the
greatest expansion which the understanding can receive
by the study either of matter or of mind.””s

Indeed, 1t is to ignorance rather than to other human
weaknesses that present political evils must be traced.
Ignorance of the science of economics on the part of too
many Englishmen of all classes explains our present unrest.
If workmen would only read Malthus, they would limit their
families; if they knew the * reasonable, indeed necessary
rule which would confirm each man to living upon the
produce of his own industry, or the income of his own
property "’ they would welcome the new Poor Law.¢ * The
rage against machinery; the objections to a free export of
grain; nay, the exaggerated views of even just and true doc-
trines, as that which condemns the corn laws; afford

2 Speeches, vol. i, p.‘x.

3 1bid., vol. ii., p. 2go. This is part of an introduction written as late as
18138.

3 Jbid., vol. iii., p. 150.

8 Political Philosophy, vol. i., p. 18.
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additional illustrations of the mischiefs which ignorance of
economical science is calculated to produce.” Brougham’s
economics, as the remark about the Corn Laws shows, was
of the trimming variety. Finally, “ an imperfect light is
dangerous. In the twilight men’s steps falter; and, as they
dimly see, they doubtfully grope their way. Then let in
more light! That is the cure for th