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of Pascal and Fénelon.* Yet, even after Warburton
demonstrated to him his orthodoxy, he had written
his “Universal Prayer,” which passed current as
“The Deist’s Prayer”; and it had contained at first a
stanza asking whether any act could “offend great
Nature’s God which Nature’s self inspires?” Com-
pared with the prudent poet, the most untruthful man
of his age, and the accommodating 1f blusterous
bishop, the author of the Characieristics, whom they
utilised and impeached, comes out fairly well for
posterity, as a man and as a propagandist.

His course, however, involved distinct penalties.
By putting forth an ethical philosophy which plainly
impugned the reigning creed, and embroidering it
with sarcasms against the priests thereof, he put
himself in the position of owing his literary vogue to
the vogue of heresy, and of losing it when that went
out of fashion. To speak of him as unwarrantably
indirect in his way of impugning the argument from
miracles,? is to make unduly small account of the risks
which in 1711 still attended any direct attack on the
popular religion. Under the Blasphemy Law of 1697,
the author of such an attack could be imprisoned ;
and in 1713 Anthony Collins actually found it expe-
dient to fly to Holland during the storm aroused by
his Discourse of Freethinking. Shaftesbury was quite
direct enough to be instantly ranked with the un-
believers. He had indeed declared for a Church
Establishment, on Harrington’s ground that ‘’tis
necessary a people should have a public leading in

* Warton, ii, 121. The letter is dated 1%742. Pascal, it may be
noted, is copied in the lines of the Essay describing man as the
“ olory, jest, and riddle of the world”; but he would certainly have
repudiated it as a whole.

2 So Professor Fowler, Skaftesbury, p. 121.
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religion.”* DBut Hobbes before him had failed to win
by such a view any forgiveness for direct hostility to
the intellectual claims of Churchmen ; and Boling-
broke in the next generation was disowned by the
Church he had politically championed, when, after
his death, the views they knew him to hold on
religion were by his directions put in print. It was a
matter of ecclesiastical police. And as Shaftesbury
and Bolingbroke among the older writers mainly
represented the deistic position at the date of the
French Revolution for English people of heterodox
culture, they passed together from fashionable popu-
larity to disgrace as soon as the upper classes realised
that rationalism of every sort had begun to mean
democracy. Shaftesbury in particular was notable as
a rather pronounced Whig, though he did speak of
monarchy with much complaisance. The Charac-
teristics accordingly have not been reprinted in full
from that day to this.* The explanation is, broadly
speaking, that when “free” views were again able to
force a hearing, they were put by new writers in a
current idiom, and in terms of the ideas accumulated
during a hundred years of research. Relatively to
modern philosophy, Shaftesbury is but a pioneer.
But after two German monographs such as those of
Spicker? and Gizycki+ have been devoted to showing
his importance in the line of progress of moral philo-
sophy; and after two such culture- historians as
Hettner and J. H. Fichte have pronounced him a
most important writer, whom our century does ill to
neglect—even if we smile at Dr. Spicker’s unsmiling

' Letter concerning Enthusiasm, § 2. :

* That is, till the issue of the edition to which this essay was
prefixed.

3 Die Philosophie des Grafen Shaftesbury, 1872.

Y Die Philosophie Shaftesbury's, 1876.
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reminder’ that it needed the Germans to teach us to
appreciate Shakespeare—it may be assumed that a
knowledge of an English author of such repute
will be generally admitted to be a part of a liberal
English culture.

IV.

We come now to a study of Shaftesbury’s philo-
sophy without any preoccupying concern as to why it
first succeeded and then failed. As exhibiting a way
of thought which prevailed widely in Europe through-
out the eighteenth century, and affected even the
orthodox theology which repelled it, the ethical Welt-
Anschauung of the once famous essays deserves
undistracted attention. Put with much graceful
reiteration throughout the Characteristics, it may be
briefly stated thus :—

1. Not only is the world providentially ruled by a
Mind; but that rule is as absolutely beneficent as in the
nature of things it can be. Nothing in the universe
is “1ll,” relatively to the whole, and everything 1s as
it must be.?

2. The ruling Mind may be alternately conceived as
the Soul of the universe and as a personality external
to the universe.? Disbelief in such a Mind need not
necessarily do harm, but does no active good ; right

* Work cited, p. 53. Dr. Spicker seems to be unaware that
Mackintosh had about 1830 written of Shaftesbury in his Dissertation
on the Progress of Ethical Philosophy as having been latterly unjustly
and generally neglected ; and had claimed for the /nguiry “a place
in the first rank of English tracts on Moral Philosophy ” (ed. 1872,
PP- 89, 93)-

* Inquiry concerning Virtue, bk. i, part i, § 2; part i1, § 1; part 11,
§ 3; Moralists, part 1, §§ 2, 3; part ii, §4; part iii, § 2; Leller on
Enthusiasm, §§ 4, 5.

3 Cp. Moralists, part iii, § 1; Inguiry concerning Virtue, bk. 1
part 1, § 3.
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belief can do much good, and wrong belief much
harm.’

3. The ruling Mind being absolutely beneficent,
Benevolence is the proper frame of mind in Man, who
is so constituted as to find happiness in all his bene-
volent affections and in all beneficent action, and
misery in the contrary.? Delight in evil does exist,
but is “unnatural.”s3

4. This being so, all cajolery and all terrorism in
religion are vicious and fallacious. God is to be
loved without hope of reward or fear of punishment.*
[mmortality is likely enough ; but future happiness is
not to be held out as a bribe to right action when
right action is in itself happiness ; and future punish-
ment is for the same reasons not to be held out as a
menace, especially seeing that such considerations
weaken the appeal of the natural moral interests, and
that there 1s no virtue in doing right from fear. Yet
the sZromg hope of future reward and sfromg fear of
future punishment may lead men into habits out of
which true virtue may grow ; though a weak belief in
a future state is again entirely injurious.®

5. While virtue is thus in every way natural to
man, there 1s an art or refinement in that as in other
expressions of natural preference. Perfect virtue,
then, is perfected taste in morals. “ All beauty is
Truth”; “ Beauty and Good are one and the same.”
Misconduct, accordingly, is bad taste in morals; and
It is not surprising that ill-educated people err in

' Inguiry, bk. i, part iii. a :

* Inquiry, bk. i, part ii, § 2; Moralists, part ii, § 1; Essay on Wit
and Humour, part iii, § I.

* Inguiry, bk. ii, part ii, § 3. £

' Inguiry, bk. i, part iii, § 3; Moralists, part ii, §3. Leller on
Enthusiasm, § e, = '

* Ingquiry, bk. i, part iii, § 3; Moralists, part ii, § 3; Essay on Wit
and Humour, part 11, §§ 3, 4.
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ethics as in asthetics. To be good-humoured and
truly cultivated is to be right in religion and in
conduct, and consequently happy. To be malevolent
or maleficent, in the same way, 1s to be miserable.*

Merely to state these articles of philosophic faith in
context, of course, 1s to show their inconsistency.
But we shall best appreciate their influence by remem-
bering that they share that defect with all philosophies
which have ever been popular, and by reflecting that
the defect followed inevitably on their purpose as a
reform of religious theory from within. If we ask
why Shaftesbury in effect affirmed that “whatever is
is right,” that the universe is beneficently controlled,
and that man is naturally virtuous, while avowing
that most things need rectifying, that the ruling Mind
is normally misconceived by its creatures, and that
bad taste in morals abounds, the first answer must be
that Shaftesbury set out with some philosophic con-
clusions entailed on him by previous thought.

His critics and commentators in general have
rather oddly overlooked the fact that his philosophy,
as regards its bases, is drawn more or less directly
from Spinoza. It is customary to point to Z%e
Moralists as the enunciation of his optimism that
presumably influenced the Z7%éodicée of Leibnitz,
which appeared a year later; but the main positions
of The Moralists are laid down in the fnguiry con-
cerning Virtue, and the whole argument of that essay
is contained in the version published by Toland in
1699, the later alterations being in the main mere

* Wit and Humour, part iii, § 4; part iv, §8 1, 2; Advice lo an
Author, partiv, § 3; Moralists, part 111, § 2. ’
> Archbishop King’'s Latin essay on the Origin of Ewvil, to which

Zart thinks Leibnitz owed more than to Shaftesbury (Einfluss der

englischen Philosophen seit Bacon auf die deutsche Philosophie des 18ten
Jahrh., 1881, pp. 15, 16), appeared in 1702. But see Leibnitz's own
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improvements in style. This first edition, the fourth
Earl tells us in his sketch of his father’s life, was
‘“taken from a rough draft, sketched when he was but
twenty years of age.”* Now, that Shaftesbury should
at the age of twenty have produced from his own
meditations a finished and formal philosophical
treatise, of which the theses were capable of influen-
cing European thought for a century, would be an
extravagant assumption. It is morally certain that
his main i1deas were given him; and as a matter of
fact they are nearly all explicit or implicit in Spinoza,
of whose teaching Shaftesbury was sure to hear on his
early visit to Holland in 1689, if not otherwise. That
there can be nothing essentially evil in the universe
as a whole ; that sin and evil are “ not positive ”’; that
men cannot properly be said to sin against God ; that
blessedness is not the reward of virtue but the state of
virtue ; that acts done from fear of punishment are
not virtuous; that benevolence involves happiness;
that things which are evil relatively to us are to be
borne with tranquillity, since nothing in the universe
can be otherwise than it is; that angry passions

Jugement sur les Euwvres de Mr. le Comte de Shaftesbury (in Des
Maiseaux's Recueil des diverses Piéces, par Mrs. Leibnitz, Clarke,
Newton, elc., 2e édit. 1740, ii, 349), where he says of Zhe Moralists :
“J'y ai trouvé d'abord presque toute ma Z%édodicéde (mais plus agré-
ablement tournée) avant qu'elle efit vu le jour....... Il ne manque
presque que mon Harmonie préétablie, mon Banissement de la Mort,
et ma réduction de la Matiére ou de la multitude aux uniféz, ou aux
substances simples.” Leibnitz goes on to obscure the matter by
saying: “Si javois vu cet Quvrage avant la publication de ma
Théodicée, j'en aurois profité comme il faut ; et j'en aurois emprunté de
grands passages.”

* Fowler, Shaftesbury and Hutcheson, p. 15. It should be noted
that the expression “rough draft” seems to be an exaggeration.
The Inguiry as published in 169qg is a finished performance.

“ As to this see his letters to his father in May and ].uly, 16_89,
gwen in Dr. Rand's Life, Unpublished Letters, and Philosophical
Regimen of Shaftesbury, 1900, pp. 280, 285. Cp. Fowler, Sha/flesbury
and Hulcheson, p. 13.
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constitute a state of misery—all thesedoctrines are to be
found in Spinoza’s Ethica and Zractatus Politicus, or
in his correspondence.” Some of them are also to be
found, in less explicit form, in the De Legibus Nature
of Cumberland (1672), who like Shaftesbury oppugned
Hobbes ; some (with other favourite ideas of Shaftes-
bury’s such as that of the beauty of virtue) in the
ethic of the ancients—Platonic, Stoic, Epicurean;
some in Charron and Locke. With some of these
debts Shaftesbury was reproached by clerical assail-
ants; but not one of them, I think, noted that he
echoes the Book of Proverbs (xi. 1%), and none of
them seems to have seen his relation to Spinoza,
his chief forerunner.? It is finally regrettable that he
himself should never have avowed his chief sources;
but as regards Cumberland he may have been unaware
of his coincidences ; and as regards Spinoza he pro-
bably had cause to apprehend being specially attacked
as atheistic if he professed any agreement with the
great Jew, since his J/nguiry seems to have been
actually so stigmatised.?

The ethical ideas thus variously traceable Shaftes-
bury puts formally, but simply and lucidly, in the
Inguiry; and in the Moralists he developes them with
that urbane strategy of exposition which he regarded
as best ensuring attention and comprehension on the

t Cp. the Ethica, part i, Prop. xvii, Coroll. and Schol.; Prop. xxxiii
and Scholia ; Prop. xxxvi and Appendix ; part ii, Prop. xlix Schol.;
part v, Prop. xlii. Z7actatus Politicus,ii, § 8. Lettersto Blyenbergh,
Jan. and Feb. 1665 (Ep. 32, 34, 36, ed. Girorer).

> Some suggestions Shaftesbury may also have had from the
Enchiridion Ethicum of Henry More, which he highly praises in one
of his Letters to a Student (December 30, 1709); and it is to be
noted that Hobbes himself, as against the passages (e.g. Leviathan,
part i, ch. vi) in which he seems to make moral distinctions a_rbitrar}'-
expressly states their natural basis in social utility (part. i. ch. XV
near end).

3 See The Moralists, part ii. § 3.
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part of those whom he wished to reach. And the
central inconsistency as well as the practical insuffi-
ciency of the scheme as a whole inheres in the great
structure of Spinoza as well as in the lighter frame-
work set up by Shaftesbury and the flimsy erection of
Pope. Needless to add, Spinoza in his beginnings
proceeds partly on Descartes; and Descartes, in the
very act of claiming to begin a philosophy without

presuppositions, had presupposed the idea of God.
Thus the whole series of efforts to deal philosophically

with the problem of evil were but revisions of the
immemorial theological effort, with the problem still
conceived as theology had put it," and as it was

envisaged ages ago in the drama of Job and his cold
comforters.

For us to-day the criticism of all alike is that the
attempt to prove the essential rightness of an infinite
universe as such is not so much fallacious as mean-
ingless. As some of our discerning ancestors must
have gathered from the battles of Irish bishops soon
after Shaftesbury’s day,> every expedition to reconcile

* The direct passage of the problem from theological hands to
those of Spinoza can be readily seen from the Disputatio de Malo of
Robert Baronius, § 5 of part i of his Metaphysica Generalis,
described on its title-page as ad wsum theologiae accommodata
(Leyden, 1657). The proposition as to the nonentity of evil was also
taken over by Spinoza from Descartes: see the Principia philos.
Cartes., Pars 1, Prop. xv and Schol., and the Cogitata Mez’apkysicfz,
Pars i, c. vi. Dr. Martineau, indeed (Spinoza, p. 56), finds that in
this one case of the doctrine that evil is non-ens Spinoza may have
been indebted to rabbinijcal philosophy—in particular to Maimonides.
But for that matter the thesis is at least as old as Euclides of Megara,
the disciple of Socrates (Diog. Laért. c. x, § 2, (106). It was taken
up by Gregory of Nyssa, who anticipated St. Augustine in using it
against the Manicheans ; and it reappears clearly in the Pseud?-
Dionysius ; again in John the Scot; and again, long afterwards, in
(uordilnu Bruno.——Ueberweg, Hist. of Philos., Eng. tr. i, 330, 343,
351 ; 11,627 s Poole, Jllustrations of the History of Medieval Thought,
PP- 54, OL.

* See Sir Leslie Stephen’s account of the feud of Bishops Browne
and Berkeley, Lnglish Thought in the Eighteenth Century, i, 114-118,
Archbishops King and Synge were implicated.
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‘““divine goodness” with earthly evil ends in trouble,
for it has to be finally admitted that infinite goodness
cannot be as human goodness ; that is to say, that
infinite goodness has no meaning for men. Thus
every optimistic philosophy ends in verbally explaining
to an uncomprehended infinitude, in terms of finite
thought, the necessity of its infinite perfection from
its own point of view : a laudably disinterested under-
taking, but one which men might profitably forego in
the pursuit of their own concerns.

Theory apart, the undertaking has this special bane,
that inasmuch as any moral doctrine, to be held intel-
ligently, must needs be construed rather with than
without a bearing on life, the optimistic view of evil
1s always tending to paralyse ethics. Normally, no
doubt, the theorem that evil is non-ens, that whatever
1s 1s right, that wrong is so only relatively to the
finite, is held as a philosophic verbalism, out of touch
with conduct. In the hands of Pope the insincerity
of it becomes preposterous. Spinoza and Shaftesbury,
like their predecessors, affirm in one breath the
universal harmony of things, and in the next denounce
the discords. In recent times, Mr. Browning has
with unique vivacity repeated their procedure, remind-
ing us in one set of poems, in the ancient fashion,
that we who see only a minute fraction of the scheme
of things have no right to an opinion ; and in others
darkly explaining how Deity “unmakes but to
remake ” its moral misfits. “ It’s better being good
than bad,” sings the poet, face to face with evil;
going on to inform us that his “own hope is, a sun
will pierce the thickest cloud earth ever stretched,”
and that what God blessed once cannot prove accurst.
On that airy footing, perhaps, little harm is done to0
anything but the logical sense. But whether or not
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Mr. Browning ever made of his optimism a deafening
medium between his sensibilities and

the fierce confederate storm
Of sorrow, barricadoed evermore
Within the walls of cities,

there 1s always an even chance that the less sensitive
will so employ the theorem.

In the case of Shaftesbury as in that of Pope, it is
plain, the optimist and the moralist are always tending
to neutralise each other. If partial ill be universal
good, how shall the man who thinks so be zealous to
alter any ill save, by reflex action, the pinching of
his own shoe? If he be really concerned to mend
human things, to what end does he insist that it is only
from the ignorant human point of view that they need
mending, and that a Benevolent First Cause has done
all things well? For the mere comfort of resignation
under ills that cannot be altered, such a moral price
seems excessive, to say nothing of the philosophical
vertigo involved. Haunted by the old dilemma, and
hemmed in by the adversary, Mr. Gladstone in our
own day took the prudent course of avowing that evil
in general is a mystery, though like his teachers he
could always salve any particular evil by the argu-
ment from finite ignorance. Two hundred years ago,
in the first enchantment of naturalistic exploration,
away from the theological close, the pioneering theists
did not feel the need for reserves, else Shaftesbury
and Pope had not had such an easy time of it in
criticism.

We can but note, then, that Shaftesbury saddled
his ethic with optimism on the pressure of his theistic
Presuppositions, and that he did his work winningly
€nough to satisfy the liberal majority for two or three
generations. If he repelled Christians where Locke
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sought to conciliate them, on the other hand he
seemed to deists to give a new footing to theistic
ethics by rejecting Locke’s polemic against innate
ideas as irrelevant,’ inasmuch as moral ideas are none
the less inevitably developed. It was his form of
optimism, as we saw, that carried the day in the land
of Leibnitz ; he inspired the deism of France, through
Diderot and Voltaire ; and it may well have been by
lineal literary descent from him that Browning drew
his creed ; for we find it accepted, apparently from
the Characteristics, by Priestley,” who passed it on to
the Unitarian Cogan3 and to W. J. Fox, from whose
preaching in South Place Chapel Browning would
seem to have partly derived 1t.*

At the same time, the ethic of the Characteristics,
considered apart from its theistic frame, was no less
widely influential. The appearance of the book, says
our historian of ethics, “ marks a turning-point in the
history of English ethical thought.” “Shaftesbury
is the first moralist who distinctly takes psychological
experience as the basis of ethics. His suggestions
were developed by Hutcheson into one of the most
elaborate systems of moral philosophy which we
possess ; and through Hutcheson, if not directly, they
indirectly influenced Hume's speculation....... More-
over, the substance of Shaftesbury’s main arguments
was adopted by Butler.”s In this aspect, again, our
author compels our critical attention.

1 See the Letters to a Student, under date June 3, 17009.

: Essay on the First Principles of Government, 2nd ed. 1771, PP:
257-261.

3 See A Philosophical Treatise on the Passions, by T. Cogan, M.D.,
2nd ed. 1802. _

¢ Cp. Dr. Conway’s Centenary History of the South FPlace Socrety,

1894, pp. 8o, 8o.
s Sidgwick, Qutlines of the History of Ethics, 3rd ed. p. 190.
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The gist of Shaftesbury’s doctrine ot morals, later
systematised by Hutcheson, lies in his claim that it
is self-evident ““ that in the very nature of things there
must of necessity be the foundation of a wrong and a
right taste, relish, or choice, as well in respect of
inward characters and features as of outward person,
behaviour, and action.”* Its immediate controversial
bearing lay in its relation to the ethics of Hobbes and
Locke, of whom the former, though he did incidentally
note clearly enough that moral law is an expression
of a surmised social utility, was led by his reaction
against rebellious fanaticism to place all moral autho-
rity in a political head ; while the latter, rejecting
political absolutism, placed the source of morals in
the will or command of Deity. To force moral philo-
sophy from these bases to that of human nature and
rationally conceived utility was no small service ; and
this Shaftesbury virtually accomplished. Grotius
indeed had before him affirmed that “the mother of
natural law is human nature,”? but this only after
positing the will of God, and revelation, as “ origins
of Jus.”’> Shaftesbury made no such compromise.
The previous effort of Cumberland, again, who was
in the main not only utilitarian but psychologically
materialistic,* but who still made Deity a concurrent
factor in morals, seems to have come to nothing,
apparently for lack of adhesiveness of statement. His
book, whether in the original Latin or in the English

" Advice to an Author, part iii, § 3; ed. 1900, 1, 216, 217.

* De Jure Belli et Pacis (1625), Proleg. xvi.

¥ 1d. xi-xiv. Cp. Fowler, Shaftesbury and Huilcheson, p- 165, as to
the vogue of the orthodox view.

* See the account of his doctrine by Whewell, Lecfures on Moral

Fhilosophy, ed. 1862, pp. 75-83.
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abridgment or complete translation, seems never to
have been widely circulated; whereas Shaftesbury
became instantly popular; and ever since his day,
through the succession of Hutcheson, Butler, Hume,
Smith, Bentham, Mill, and Spencer, the rationalistic
view has held its ground in English thought. Even
Brown’s clerical criticism of the Characteristics ex-
pressly aimed at putting a thorough in place of an
imperfect utilitarianism.

Imperfections apart, Shaftesbury’s teaching broadly
promoted rational morals, not only against the political
and theological forms of dogmatism, but against the
anarchism which they had generated. Locke’s dogma
that rightness and wrongness depend on God’s will
left small theistic standing-ground against his own
demonstration that all moral ideas are acquired, and
vary accordingly. As Hutcheson remarked, “Nothing
1s more ordinary among those who after Mr. Locke
have shaken off the groundless opinions about innate
1ideas, than to allege that all our relish for beauty and
order is either from advantage, or custom, or educa-
tion;’* and the argument as to morals was on all
fours. Mandeville made it classic ; but Shaftesbury’s
remarks® show that it was popular before Mandeville
published the prose commentary on his Fable of the
Bees. Had Shaftesbury lived to read the latter writer
he might have transferred to him the strictures
which he passed on Locke, so much further did the
fabulist carry the argument than the philosopher had
done. Shaftesbury, however, would still have held,
probably, that Locke had given away the case for

* Inguiry into the Original of our Ideas of Beauty and Virtue, 15t
ed. pp. 73, 74- ¥

* Inguiry, bk. ii, partii, § 1 ; Wit and Humour, parti, § 2 ; part ui,
§ 3; Advice to an Author, part 111, § 3.
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ethics, as he understood it, to the enemy ; and it was
with that feeling strong upon him that he expressed
himself concerning Locke’s moral philosophy in two
letters which have been preserved. The first is
addressed to Michael Ainsworth, the youth whom he
educated for the ministry, and to whom he sent
a series of letters while Ainsworth was at the

university. To the young student, Locke is thus
arraigned :—

In general, truly, it has happened that all those they call
free writers nowadays have espoused these principles which
Mr. Hobbes set a-foot in this last age. Mr. Locke, as much
as I honour him on account of other writings (viz. on
government, policy, trade, coin, education, toleration, etc.),
and as well as I know him and can answer for his sincerity
as a most zealous Christian and believer, did, however, go
in the self-same track, and is followed by the Tindals and all
the other ingenious free authors of our time.

It was Mr. Locke that struck the home blow : for Mr.
Hobbes’s character and base slavish principles in govern-
ment took off the poison of his philosophy. ’Twas Mr.
Locke that struck at all fundamentals, threw all order and
virtue out of the world, and made the very ideas of these
(which are the same as those of God) unnatural, and with-
out foundation in our minds. Jnnate is a word he poorly
plays upon ; the right word, though less used, is con-natural.
For what has birth or progress of the feetus out of the womb
to do in this case? The question is not about the time the
ideas entered, or the moment that one body comes out of the
other, but whether the constitution of man be such that,
being adult and grown up, at such or such a time, sooner or
later (no matter when), the idea and sense of order, adminis-
tration, and a God, will not infallibly inevitably necessarily
spring up in him.

Then comes the credulous Mr. Locke, with his Indian,
barbarian stories of wild nations, that have no such idea, as
travellers (learned authors! and men of truth! and great
philosophers) have informed him, not considering that is but
a negative upon a hearsay, and so circumstantiated that the
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faith of the Indian denyer®’ may be as well questioned as
the veracity or judgment of the relater; who cannot be
supposed to know sufficiently the mysteries and secrets of
these barbarians ; whose language they imperfectly know ;
to whom we Christians have by our little mercy given suffi-
cient reason to conceal many secrets from us, as we know
particularly in respect of simples and vegetables, of which,
though we got the Peruvian bark and some other noble
remedies, yet it is certain that through the cruelty of the
Spaniards, as they have owned themselves, many secrets in
medicinal affairs have been suppressed. 4

But Mr. Locke, who had more faith, and was more '
learned, in modern wonder-writers than in ancient philo-
sophy, gave up an argument for the Deity, which Cicero
(though a professed sceptic) would not explode, and which
even the chief of the atheistic philosophers anciently acknow-
ledged, and solved only by their primus in orbe deos fecit
timor.

Thus virtue, according to Mr. Locke, has no other
measure, law, or rule, than fashion and custom : morality,
justice, equity, depend only on law and will : and God indeed
1s a perfect free agent in his sense ; that is, free to anything
that is, however ill ; for if he wills it, it will be made good ;
virtue may be vice, and vice virtue in its turn, if he pleases.
And thus neither right nor wrong, virtue nor vice, are any-
thing in themselves ; nor is there any trace or idea of them
naturally imprinted on human minds. Experience and our
catechism teach us all! I suppose ’tis something of like
kind which teaches birds [to build] their nests, and how to
fly the minute they have full feathers.......

In a letter3 to his friend General (afterwards Earl)
Stanhope, written a few months later, he passes a |
similar criticism :—

As for innate principles which you mention, it is, in my

opinion, one of the childishest disputes that ever was. Well
it is for our friend Mr. Locke, and other modern philosophers

* In Dr. Rand’s transcript (p. 404) this is misprinted “danger,”
which destroys the meaning.

2 Letters of the Earl of Shaftesbury, 1746, pp. 31-34. Letter of
June 3, 17009.

3 Published for the first time by Dr. Rand, p. 413 sq.
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of his sire, that they have so poor a spectre as the ghost of
Aristotle to fight with. A ghost indeed ! since it is not in
reality the Stagyrite himself nor the original Peripatetic

hypothesis, but the poor secondary tralatitious system of
modern and barbarous schoolmen which is the subject of

their continual triumph. Tom Hobbes, whom I must con-
fess a genius, and even an original among these latter

leaders in philosophy, had already gathered laurels enough,
and at an easy rate, from this field.

After further criticisms, he goes on to say of Locke,
truly enough, that in his successive editions “ he made
great alterations on these points where, though a
divine may often waver, a philosopher, 1 think, never

y3

can.” And he adds a summing-up :—

Thus have I ventured to make you the greatest confidence
in the world, which 1s that of my philosophy, even against
my old tutor and governor, whose name is so established in
the world, but with whom I concealed my differences as much
as possible. For as ill a builder as he is, and as little able
to treat the home-points of philosophy, he is of admirable
use against the rubbish of the schools in which most of us
have been bred up. But if, instead of the phantom he
opposed and had always before his eyes, he had known but
ever so little of antiquity, or been tolerably learned in the
state of philosophy with the ancients, he had not heaped
such loads of words upon us, and for want of a sound logic
(in which he shows himself pretty diffident) imposed on
himself at every turn by the sound of names and appella-
tions, while he is continually giving the alarm, and caution-
ing others against the deceit.......

The whole criticism is just a little too much de Ahaut
en bas, a little too much in the vein of the earl dis-
paraging his tutor ; though in his letter to Le Clerc
In 1705, in which he gives such an interesting account
of Locke's relations with his grandfather and father,
he speaks of him as one “ having the absolute direc-

* Printed in Notes and Queries, Feb. 8, 1851. Reprinted by Dr.
Rand, p. 328 sq.
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tion of my education, and to whom, next my imme-
diate parents, as I must own the greatest obligation,
so I have ever preserved the highest gratitude and
duty.” What is more serious is the hasty and heated
misstatement of Locke’s position. The whole criti-
cism, with its unworthy aspersion of Hobbes, tells
unduly of temper.

Insofar as he deals with the question of the alleged
absence of religious beliefs among certain savages,
Shaftesbury will to-day find considerable support.’
Professor Max Miiller and others have pressed his
argument that the travellers who report a religious
blank in a given tribe speak without proper means of
knowledge. This is so obvious that it is idle to
object, further than to note that a given savage may
really be without religious beliefs though his entire
tribe may not. But the issue does not turn on the
existence or non-existence of ‘religious beliefs”
among savages. The problem is twofold. 1. It is
asserted that all men have an idea of God. 2. It is
asserted that all men have moral perceptions. The
answer is (1) that ideas as to supernatural powers
vary so enormously that 7pso facto they invalidate the
proposition based on their existence. A million
variant guesses tell only of a process of guessing;
and the argument from universal consent is a bad
sophism. Similarly (2) the occurrence of moral
judgments among all men proves only that men are
morally judging animals.

Shaftesbury was quite wrong in representing Locke
as denying that men have moral proclivities, or “con-
natural ” moral tendencies. Locke expressly wrote:
“1 deny not that there are natural tendencies imprinted

' The dispute has lasted long. See the present writer's Short
History of Freethought, 1906, i, 30-31.
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on the minds of men, and that from the very first
instances of sense and perception there are some
things that are grateful and others unwelcome to
them ; some things that they incline to and others
that they fly; but this makes nothing for innate
characters on the mind. Such natural impressions
on the understanding are so far from being confirmed
hereby, that this i1s an argument against them ; since,
if there were certain characters imprinted by nature
on the understanding, as the principles of knowledge,
we could not but perceive them constantly operate in
Ol i as we do those others on the will and appetite.”"
[n merely claiming that men spontaneously frame
moral judgments, Shaftesbury was missing the
issue. Locke was facing the diversity of moral
bias, in times, in nations, in persons—a phenomenon
which Shaftesbury could no more explain from his
standpoint than he could the existence of either
reasoned or unreasoned atheism. His ‘infallibly,
inevitably, necessarily” is simply not true. And
though Locke does ineptly and theologically argue
that the “true ground of morality...... can only be
the will and law of a God, who sees men in the
dark, has in his hand rewards and punishments,
and power enough to call to account the proudest
offender,”? he goes on inconsistently enough to say :
“For God having, by an inseparable connection,
joined virtue and public happiness together, and
made the practice thereof necessary to the preservation
of society, and visibly beneficial to all with whom the
virtuous man has to do, it is no wonder that every
one should not only allow, but recommend and
magnify those rules to others, from whose observance

* Of Human Understanding, B. 1, ch. i, § 3.
* Id. 5. § 5
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of them he is sure to reap advantage to himself.”
The “ inseparable connection "’ asserts all that Shaftes-
bury wants ; and the “every one,” which is a flat con-
tradiction of the rest of the chapter, is an extrava-
gance thoroughly in Shaftesbury’s vein. The imme-
diate difficulty is to decide which philosopher is the
more inconsistent. Locke, however, partly saves his
case by repeating that men’s acknowledgment of given
moral principles “ proves not that they are innate
principles,” or even that the professors “assent to
them inwardly in their own minds, as the inviolable
rules of their own practice.”

The residual truths are (1) that men’s appetites and
interests alike lead or seem to lead them to transgress
what other men, and they themselves in the abstract,
recognise to be “ the ” moral law ; and (2) that “moral
truths”’ are to be ascertained like scientific truths,
“by the due use and application of our natural
faculties ”*—in other words, are grounds for specula-
tion, miscalculation, guidance, and misguidance.
Locke is substantially clearing the way for Mande-
ville, who, reiterating some of Locke’s inconsistencies,
pressed home his implicit thesis that self-interest,
custom, and education do determine for all men what

is right and wrong. Against that nihilistic line of

attack Shaftesbury’s defence would have been dis-
tinctly stronger if, instead of affirming the infinite
rightness of things and loosely attaching to that
concept the further formula that the infinite order is
absolute beauty, to which it is our business to approxi-
mate, he had squarely put it that the relations involved
in ethics a»e subjectively variable, like those involved
in zsthetics. Moral opinions clearly enough root 1n

' Locke, as cited, § 13.
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the nature of things; they therefore vary with all
variations and developments in human relations. As
Brown irreligiously put it, right or beautiful actions
‘““have not any absolute and independent but a relative
and reflected beauty.”* And as Shaftesbury himself
admitted a greater need for self-study and criticism
in morals than in aesthetics, he should in just sequence
have proceeded to teach that the right adjustment of
human relations all round is a matter of endless and
anxious calculation. This much he might have recog-
nised even without the light of that concept of evolution
which prepares us to find in man an endless diversity
of adaptation to social conditions, from the best to the
worst. What else was signified by his own motto of
ravra vroAnbic—** All is opinion ”—“’Tis in ourselves
that we are thus or thus”? As it was, he gave a
standing-ground against moral anarchism ; but his
optimism put his adherents very much at their ease
in Zion, and left not a little logical room for the play
of the dogmatisms which avowedly recognised the
difficulties he ignored. Life was too plainly a less
simple matter than he made it out.

Two criticisms typify the resistance against which
Shaftesbury failed to provide. Mandeville, in his
grimly humorous way, pointed to the enormous force
of egoism in human affairs, and in effect decided for
the theoretic solution of Hobbes. Brown, while
sharply repugning Mandeville, whose humour he
appreciated as little as he did Shaftesbury’s, dwelt
equally with him on the stress of evil, and theologi-
cally insisted on the necessity of a hope of reward and
fear of future punishment as a restraint on human
action, declaring such a belief to be “ the essence of

* Essays on the “ Characteristics,” 1751, p. 136
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religion.”* Such theological utilitarianism, dignified
by Butler and confused by Paley, became the ruling
English orthodoxy. The upshot was that while
Shaftesbury was in favour with leisured and irrespon-
sible men of rational culture, the semi-pessimism of
the cynic and of the theologian held its ground with
the majority—all the more easily because Shaftesbury
himself allowed that “the mere vulgar of mankind
often stand in need of such a rectifying object as the
gallows before their eyes.”? Between Mandevillism
and the Church, despite the revulsion of many, there
grew up a curious sympathy. It is indeed a mistake
to take seriously, as does the late Dr. Fowler, the
closing sentence of Mandeville’s book, in which, with
a sardonic humour all his own, he speaks of Shaftes-
bury as designing ‘“to establish heathen virtue on the
ruins of Christianity.” There was certainly small
serious concern for Christianity in the author of the
Fable of the Bees. None the less there arose, as
Henry Crabb Robinson wrote to Schlosser, a “ sneak-
ing kindness” towards Mandeville on the part of
Churchmen,? who felt that if he did not believe in
them he at least damaged their adversary, the opti-
mistic pantheist.+ The due subjection of “the vulgar,”
however, was sufficiently agreed upon all round, down

* Essays cited, p. 210.

* Essay on the Freedom of Wit and Humour, part iii, § 4, end.

3 Schlosser, History of the Eighteenth Century, Eng. trans. i1, 51,
note.

4 Mandeville observed that no two systems could be more opposed
than his and Shaftesbury’s. Yet there is a point of concurrence, at
which Shaftesbury's is left undeveloped. In general he argued for
the pleasurableness of virtue, where Mandeville founded on the old
Christian doctrine that there is no virtue without self-sacrifice. In
the /nguiry, however, Shaftesbury expressly admits that there 1S
more virtue in governing a bad disposition than in following a good
one (/nguiry, bk. i, part ii, § 4). “There seems,” he confesses, “10
be some kind of difficulty in the case.” There certainly is ; and he
has not overcome it.
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till the last decade of the century, to make it possible
for Shaftesburyan deists and pantheists to maintain
themselves as good friends of the reigning order ;
and when that was suddenly and vehemently assailed

they seem promptly to. have joined the party of
authority and repression.

VI.

When all is said, however, Shaftesbury is found to
leave to our own age the legacy of a rarely tolerant
judgment, a deeply rational bias, and many a shrewd
hint towards the understanding of that social evo-
lution which as a whole his formula of optimism
glosed. He deserves, among other things, to rank
as one of the very first of our sociologists ; since ideas
which afterwards seem fresh in Hume and Ferguson
are to be found clearly enough set forth in his pages.
Not only does he confute with masterly force the
Hobbesian fallacy that a political compact first gives
validity to moral obligations,” but he expresses in a
singularly modern way the continuity and ubiquity of
the associative principle in man, from the primordial
herd onwards to societies within society.? While
humorists and paradoxers of Mandeville’s school
were obscuring the truth by their exaggerations,
witty or otherwise, he puts his finger accurately on
the economic principle in religious evolution.? And
though Mandeville on the whole did more for the
analysis of contemporary social problems, he rendered
no better social service than did Shaftesbury in the
Letter concerning Enthusiasm, of which the para-
logism did no harm, seeing that men always did and

' See the Wit and Humour, part iii, § 1 ; ed. 1900, 1, 73, 74
* 1d. part iii, § 2. LT
¥ Miscellaneous Reflections, Misc. ii, chs. 1, 11.
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always will ridicule what they do not believe : while
the practical plea for a literary and humorous instead
of a physical and malignant inquisition into poPular
heresy was more persuasive and more practically
effective than any other of that age, not even except-
ing Locke’s. At a time when we are imprisoning the
« Peculiar People” for doing without doctors for their
children, it is still well worth reading. And at a time
when “empire” has become once more a popular
ideal in an advanced civilisation, it 1s no less worth
while to read the arguments in the Characteristics® as
to the affinity of the arts and sciences for the life of
free states, and as to the diseases incident to over-
grown ones.

Not that Shaftesbury was a sworn friend of peace.
His faith in the rule of infinite goodness, and in the
dependence of human happiness on the play of the
benevolent affections, left him a very warm partisan
of the war against Louis XIV ; and his last days
seem to have been darkened by disappointment at
the stop put to hostilities by the new Ministry. That
“the fatal villainy of the priest Sacheveril, and the
fall of the old Ministry and Whigs,” should by his
own confession reduce a devout theistic optimist to
serious dejection,® and that he should die full of a
sense of “shame” over such a national “calamity”
as the granting of an easy peace to a half-ruined
enemy, are notable psychological facts. Even in
citir}g, in another late letter, his own justification of
“mixed satirical ways of raillery and irony,” he
proceeds bitterly to speak of those ways as ‘“so

§2‘ Advice to an Author, part i, §§ 1, 2; Wit and Humour, part ii,

“ Letter to Furly, July 19, 1712, in T. Forster's v o7
Ys , : ; ol. of Original
Letters of Locke, Sidney, and Shaftesbury, 1830, p. 270. 3




SHAFTESBURY 225
fashionable in our nation, which can be hardly
brought to attend to any writing, or consider any-
thing as witty, able, or ingenious, which has not
strongly this turn. Witness the prevalency and first
success of that detestable writing of that most detest-
able author of the Zale of a Tub, whose manners, life,
and prostitute pen and tongue are indeed exactly
answerable to the irregularity, obscurity, profaneness,
and fulsomeness of his false wit and scurrilous style
and humour. Yet you know how this extraordinary
work pleased even our great philosophers themselves,
and how few of those who disliked it dared declare
against 1t.”* Here the “raillery” is far to seek.
T'he onlooking mind craves a closer adjustment of
philosophy to life, and grows more than ever doubtful
of the value of optimistic theories of things. It is
only fair, however, to remember that it was a dying
man who thus desponded with his optimistic essays
under his pillow; and for the rest, that throughout
his life Shaftesbury had very well fulfilled his principle
that happiness lies in the exercise of the benevolent
affections. The student Michael Ainsworth, son of
his butler, to whom he addressed the letters collected
and published in 1746, was one of several beneficiaries
of his. Among the others was the deist Toland, to
whom he accorded a pension, somewhat against his
own bias, Toland’s vivacious temperament being
lacking in some of the merits he most appreciated.
Yet he was never rich; and some years after his
accession to the title we find him balancing?® as to
Whether he can get five or six hundred a year of
surplus out of his housekeeping, or whether he must

" Letter to
P+ 504.

" Letters of 1703, in Dr. Rand’s collection, pp. 315-317.

Pierre Coste, July 25, 1712, in Dr. Rand's collection
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shut up the house. When we note the amount_of well-
doing he accomplished, we are disposed to think that
. the obscure episode of his mother’s angry estrange-
ment from him in youth® he was not wholly to blame.

[t is this spirit of practical benevolence, finally,
that best countervails the asthetic shortcomings of
Shaftesbury’s aesthetic essays, the Notion of the
Historical Draught or Tablature of the judgment of
Hercules, and the Letter concerning Design. It is
with regret that I dissent from Professor Fowler’s
verdict that these papers, which were incongruously
ncluded in the later editions of the Characteristics,
show him to have had a good taste in the arts. They
rather show him, I think, to have had no breadth of
taste in architecture, since he despised St. Paul's as
« Gothic,” and to have held the typically Anglican
view that painting is properly not a source of delight
to the sense, but a vehicle of moral instruction. His
asthetic, as we have seen, was like his ethic Platonist
and @ priori; and when Baumgarten in the next
generation began to lay the bases of a truly inductive
asthetic, he had to negate the principle on which
Shaftesbury most insisted. Shaftesbury was in fact
false to his own rules of expertise, for if he had con-
sulted the trained tastes, those of the artists, not even
in England would he have found them in accord with
his. In the closing paragraph of the Nofion he
expressly insists that painting ‘“has nothing more
wide of its real aim, or more remote from its intention,
than to make a show of colours, or from their mixture
to raise a separate and flattering pleasure to the sense’ ;
and though in a footnote he adds a possibly sounder
plea that ““ it is always the best when the colours are

* Letters of 1696, #zd. pp. 301-5.
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most subdued,” it is evident that he did not value a
picture as a composition in colour, but as a fingerpost
to right conduct. From that hopeless standpoint one
turns with satistaction to his appeal, in the Ze#fer
concerning LDesign, for an inclusion of the whole
people in the artistic culture that he hoped England
would thenceforth develop. “In reality the people
are no small parties in this cause. Nothing moves
successfully without them. There can be no PUBLIC
but where they are included.” There spoke the man
with a gift for morals, the “ virtuoso of humanity,”
who advised authors to “add the wisdom of the heart
to the task and exercise of the brain, in order to bring
proportion and beauty into their works.”:

And though the delicate copperplates of curious
design which adorn the old octavo editions published
after the author’s death cannot be said to observe even
his own relatively judicious stipulation that multi-
plicity of detail should never be allowed to perplex
the eye in any design, yet their careful scrupulosity
of symbolism and of execution has a certain coeval
congruity with the text, while reminding us that that
In turn carried in it so much more of new life. In an
age of mostly restrictive and pedestrian artistic 1deals,
and of thinking that was apt to be splenetic when it
vas not commonplace, Shaftesbury rises, despite his
®sthetic chains, to intellectual levels of serenity and
sincerity where, though aliens and predecessors may
transcend him, no English contemporary stands by /
his side—not the exasperated Swift, nor the otherwise
¢mbittered Berkeley, who stand on cloudier heights ;
and not the esteemed Addison, whose ideas are
to-day so entirely negligible. Given fair play, the

¢ Advice to an Author, part ii. § 3; #nfra, p. 180.



228 SHAFTESBURY

Characteristics can still hold their own with most of the
books with which they competed in their generation.

VI1I.

Of late, their author has been freshly brought
before the reading world by the printing of a mass of
hitherto unpublished papers of his edited by Dr.
Benjamin Rand, of Harvard University, who entitles
them Zhe Philosophical Regimen. To this collection
is prefixed the sketch of Shaftesbury’s life by his
son ; and a selection from his published letters, with
some hitherto unpublished, is appended. The whole
places him in a partially new light. The thirty-four
papers of the Regimen—entitled by himself 'Aokfjuara,
Exercises—are in the manner of the Meditations of
Marcus Aurelius, moral, philosophic, psychological,
and moral-zsthetic. As Dr. Rand justly claims, they
exhibit their author as laying upon himself a constant
moral discipline, his aim in penning his thoughts
being “ only to improve by these, not publish, profess,
or teach them.” There could not well be any better
test of a man’s rightness in the “inward parts.” Some
diaries, such as Macaulay’s, exhibit a potentiality of
publication which obscurely suggests an eye to that
end.  Shaftesbury’s reflections can hardly for a
moment have been penned with any such thought;
many of them are indeed, in a literary sense, unfitted
for publication ; and, to be quite frank, one must say
that they are not particularly readable. But they
thoroughly fulfil the promise of the published doctrine
of the Characteristics in respect of their high and
constant concern for the good, the just, the true, the
morally beautiful. Their metaphysic is weak, their
ethic predominantly noble.

Dr. Rand, at the end of his task of editing,

1
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pronounces Shaftesbury ‘ the greatest Stoic of modern
times”’; and, coupling him with Epictetus and Marcus
Aurelius, decides that “the Greek slave, the Roman
emperor, and the English nobleman, must abide
the three great exponents of stoical philosophy.”
Stoicism 1s hardly the purport of the Characteristics,
which, after all, must remain the measure of Shaftes-
bury’s thought; and where he failed to live up to his
optimism, he fell short as a Stoic. But the palliation
we must make on the former score we must grant
on the latter; and I do not see that we can finally
demur to Dr. Rand’s panegyric. It places Shaftes-
bury in admirable company; and it is not too much to
add that wherein he differentiates from the types with
whom he is compared he adds something to their
common stock of thought and merit.
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A curious act of literary favouritism, to call it by
no harder name, is recorded of Adam Smith,” in con-
nection with the less famous of his contributions to
practical philosophy, the Zheory of the Moral Senti-
ments. While he was in Paris in 1776 [or 1765—his
biographer is inexact in his dates], acting as bear-

 In the same year with the first appearance of this essay there
was published at Halle the doctoral thesis of Herr Paul Goldbach,
Bernard de Mandeville's Bienenfabel. This essay of a young German
student is in many ways the most thorough research that has yet been
made in connection with Mandeville’'s performance. Dr. Goldbach
devoted himself mainly to the elucidation of the original verse Fable,
not to the book which grew from it ; but the former he handles with
extreme care and completeness. He re-edits the Fable in the true
German fashion, giving all the variants of the different editions, down
to the very commas: supplies an exact bibliography of this and Mande-
ville’s other works, with those ascribed to him ; adds a note of the
editions possessed by the different German libraries ; and in the body of
his thesis makes a very careful study of the social condition of England
in Mandeville’s day and the precise bearings of the Fable upon it.
The whole suggests uncomfortable reflections as to the comparative
efficiency of German and English universities. Every year young
German students turn out a mass of dissertations on points in our
literature, with which, as regards mere care and scholarship, there i8
little to compare here, either inside or outside of the Universities,
which do nothing of the kind either for our own or for any other
literature. The German degree-takers are expected to produce
documents of permanently instructive value, and they do it, going
about the work with as much thoroughness as do the scientific men of
all countries in Zkeir monographs. Thus there is in Germany a whole
pamphlet literature of scholarly studies of English authors, of which
one only becomes aware by conning German second-hand booksellers’
catalogues. These theses may not be works of literary genius, but
they are often of great informatory value.

* See the Life prefixed to Messrs. Nelson's edition of the Wealth of
Nations, 1831 (and later), pp. vii, viii.
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leader to the young Duke of Buccleuch, he received
from the then Duke of Rochefoucauld a copy of a new
edition of the Maximes Morales of the Duke’s cele-
brated grandfather, with the courteous intimation that,
though Mr. Smith had spoken unfavourably of that
work in his Z%eory, the sender so much admired the
latter book as to have begun a translation of it, which
he had only failed to finish because the task had been
carried out by someone else. The letter contained an
apology for the cynicism of the author of the Maximes,
on the score that his lot was cast in unhealthy moral
regions ; and, whether in consideration of this sug-
gestion or, as seems more probable, out of mere
complaisance towards his distinguished correspon-
dent, Smith in 1789 gave the Duke to understand that
in future editions of the Z%eory he would cease to rank
La Rochefoucauld with the author of Z%e Fable of the
Bees. And he kept his word ; for whereas in the
first edition Mandeville and La Rochefoucauld were
gibbeted together in the chapter Of Licentious Systems,
the Frenchman’s name has now absolutely disap-
peared from the treatise, and Mandeville has the bad
eminence all to himself. To an impartial reader of
to-day the justice of such a proceeding is very

questionable ; and it may not be unprofitable to go
Into the merits of the case.

I1.

Bernard Mandeville, as he called himself, or De
Mandeville, as it has been the fashion to call him in
biographical notices, was born, according to some
authorities, at Rotterdam, but really at Dort, in 1670;
and he appears to have spent his boyhood in the
former city, where his father was a physician. As the
name shows, he was of French ancestry; and his
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work has certainly more of a French than of a Dutch
cast. When he was only fifteen he published at
Rotterdam an essay, De Medicina Oratio Scholastica,
pronounced by Professor Minto in the Encyclopcedia
Britannica “a remarkably eloquent schoolboy exer-
cise ’; and he studied medicine for six years at Leyden,
taking his degree in 1691, his thesis being a Disputatio
...... de chylosa vitiata. He had previously, in 1689,
published a Disputatio Philosophica de Brutorum
Operationibus. Immediately afterwards he came to
England “to learn the language,” and succeeded, as
Professor Minto observes, ‘“to some purpose, writing
it with such mastery as to throw doubts upon his
foreign extraction.” London pleased him, and he
settled there as a physician. It was not till 14705 that
he issued his first English publication, a short satirical
poem in pamphlet form, entitled 7%e Grumbling Hive,
the real Fable of the Bees, round which has clustered
perhaps a larger body of polemics than has grown out
of any production of similar bulk in modern times.’
The fable, as Mandeville avows later, is not remark-
able as a piece of verse, though, like all he wrote in
English, it has an ease and directness of expression
implying a singularly complete conquest of the

language on his part.? “I do not dignify these few
loose lines,” he writes in 1714, “with the name of a

poem, that I would have the reader expect any poetry

* Yet the original pamphlet would seem to have utterly disappeared.
The British Museum possesses only a pirated reprint in four pages
quarto, which Mandeville tells us was “cried about the streets ” at a

halfpenny. Dr. Goldbach, I notice, tried to procure the first issue,
but of course in vain.

* Coleridge justly ascribes to it “ great Hudibrastic vigour* (Zable
Talk, July 1, 1833). Dr. Goldbach’s bibliography, by the way,
includes two poems, Typhon and The Planter's Charity, dated 1704,

nf which I can find no trace in the British Museum, and which he
himself has not seen.
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in them, but barely because they are in rhyme, and I
am in reality puzzled what name to give them ; for
they are neither heroic nor pastoral, satyr, burlesque,
nor heroi-comic ; to be a tale they want probability,
and the whole is rather too long for a fable. All I
can say of them is that they are a story told in dogrel.”
The “story” is, in brief, that in a certain hive of bees,
corresponding in all respects to England, the fraud,
corruption, luxury, and vice of the various sections
of society created such an outcry on the part of every-
body that at length Jove swore “ He'd rid the bawling
hive of fraud ; and did ”’; whereupon the hive began
to decline in wealth, in commerce, in population, in
power, and in industry and the arts, the decay going
on till only a few bees of Spartan cast were left, and
these finally “flew into a hollow tree, Blest with
content and honesty.” And the moral is:

Then leave complaints : fools only strive

To make a great, an honest hive.

T’ enjoy the world’s conveniences,

Be fam’d in war, yet live in ease,

Without great vices, 1s a vain

Utopia, seated in the brain.......

So vice is beneficial found,

When ’tis by justice lopp’'d and bound ;

Nay, where the people would be great,

As necessary to the State

As hunger is to make ’em eat.

Bare virtue can't make nations live
In splendour.

The fable, in short, is a bold paradox, half serious,
half humorous; not constructed to stand logical
analysis or serve as the basis of a system of morals.
As Professor Minto has seen and shown with his
usual penetration, it had originally a political applica-
tion. “Owing to a curious misprint in an edition
published after Mandeville’s death,” he points out,
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a wrong date is commonly assigned to the Grumbling Hive,
and the contemporary point of it consequently missed.” It
appeared during the heat of the bitterly contested elections
of 1703,* when the question before the country was whether
Marlborough’s war with France should be continued.......
The cry of the high Tory advocates of peace was that the
war was carried on purely in the interests of the general
and the men in office ; charges of bribery, peculation, hypo-
crisy, every form of fraud and dishonesty, were freely cast
about among the electors. It was amid this excitement
that Mandeville sought and found an audience for his grimly
humorous paradox that “ private vices are public benefits "—
that individual self-seeking, ambition, greed, vanity, luxury,
are indispensable to the prosperity and greatness of a nation.
...... The Grumbling Hive was in fact a political jex d’esprit,
full of the impartial mockery that might be expected from a
humorous foreigner, and with as much ethical theory under-
lying it as might be expected from a highly educated man
in an age of active ethical speculation. The underlying
theory was made explicit in the Remarks, and the Inguiry

into the Origin of Moral Viitue, published in 1714. But his,

purpose in dwelling on the text that private vices are public
benefits was still rather the invention of humorous paradoxes
than the elaboration of serious theory.

This is perhaps the most perspicacious account that
has ever been given of the matter; Mandeville’s
assailants having as a rule taken him up in a spirit
either of intense seriousness3 or of intense spite, and

* For instance, Sir Leslie Stephen (English Thought in the Eighteenth
Century, vol. ii, p. 33) says : “ The poem itself was first published in
1714. It did not excite much attention until republished with com-
ments in 1723.” In point of fact, the edition of 1714 was the reissue
with comments. Professor Fraser (ed. of Berkeley, ii, 10) makes
the same mistake, as does McCulloch (Lzf. of Pol. BEc.). The con«
fusion of dates is further confounded in my copy (ed. Edinburgh,
1772), in which, by an editorial blunder, Mandeville is made to say he
published the Hive about 1699. Mr. A. W. Ward, again (Globe ed.
ﬂfﬂPope, P- 391, nofe), gives the date 1408.

* Dr. Goldbach, calculating from the preface of the ed. of 1714,
gives the_date 1706. But that preface says “ above eight years ago.’
The reprint is dated 1705,

. * So Malthus : “Let me not be supposed to give the slightest sanc-

10N to the system of morals inculcated in the Fable of the Bees, a
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his few defenders having been till lately too much
occupied in exposing the unfairness or the blindness
of the attack to pry into the heart of his mystery.
Coleridge was one of the few to surmise his original
temper : ‘“a bonne bouche of solemn raillery,” he calls
it* incidentally in one of his scurrilous allusions to
utilitarianism. I think, however, that Professor
Minto goes a little too far in holding that in 1714
Mandeville was as much bent on humorous paradox
as in 1705. A humorist he certainly was, but not, I
think, “at least as much of a humorist as a philo-
sopher,” as Mr. Minto puts it. Even his prose
Remarks on his fable are not predominantly humorous,
and his other works are still less so. As we shall see,
he finally avowed a change of temper. It would
probably be near the truth to say that as he grew in
years he became more and more concerned to develope
the scientific truth that weighted his original squib:
an experience to which there are abundant analogies.
The Remarks and the Inguiry were followed in 1723
by an Essay on Charity and Charity Schools, A Search
into the Nature of Society, and a sufficiently serious
Vindication of the Book,; these again in 1728 by a
volume of Diwalogues, in which, though the old
humour is not lost, the work of vindication 1s syste-
matically gone about; and these in turn, in 1732, by
a new set of Dialogues entitled 4n Engquiry into the
Origin of Honour and the Usefulness of Christianity
i War, carrying the whole line of argument yet
further. The writer is no mere jester. Sir Leslie
Stephen, whose account of him veers a good deal,

system which I consider as absolutely false, and directly contrary to
the just definition of virtue. The great art of Dr. Mandeville con-
sisted in misnomers " (Lssay on the Principle of Population, 7th ed.
P. 492, nofe).

* Table Talk, as before cited.
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does him a distinct injustice in declaring that in his
preface Mandeville “avows” the diverting of his
readers to be “his sole purpose.” Sir Leslie has
misread the text. Mandeville says: “ If you ask me
why I have done this, cuz bono 2 and, what good these
notions will produce? Truly, besides the reader’s
diversion, I believe none at all : but if I was asked,
what naturally ought to be expected from them? I
would answer that, in the first place, the people who
continually find fault with others, by reading them,
would be taught to look at home ”"—thereby learning
to mend their own ways ; and, further, that lovers of
ease and comfort would “learn more patiently to
submit to those inconveniences, which no government
on earth can remedy, when they should see the
impossibility of enjoying any great share of the first,
without partaking likewise of the latter.” The
humorist comes out in the sarcasm that, after so many
books have been written for the benefit of mankind
with so little good result, he is “ not so vain as to
hope for better success from so inconsiderable a frifle el
but the notes in vindication of the poem, with all
their sub-acid humour, are keenly reasoned. He
must indeed have been very happily constituted to
take quite humorously the storm of obloquy to which
his enlarged book gave rise. The poem had, as he
tells us, been taken by many, ‘“either wilfully or
ignorantly mistaking the design,” to be “wrote for
the encouragement of vice”; and his prose explana-
tion only increased the outcry. On the one hand,
ridiculing as he did the optimism of Shaftesbury, he
had against him many of the deists; and on the
Oth'er, his questionable profession of Christianity was
quite insufficient to conciliate most Christians, whom
he startled and irritated by his merciless reduction of
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all good actions whatsoever to the promptings of
self-love, or, as he later preferred to put it, self-liking.
Only the tacticians, appreciative of his help against
Shaftesbury, gave him any measure of good-will.*
The orthodox majority, according to their habit,
called him an atheist, besides charging him with
deliberately encouraging vice ; and the leading deists
both of his own and the next generation concurred on
the latter if not on both heads; “ pernicious” being
the favourite adjective for the book. Smith, as we
have seen, held it up to unique reprobation ; stating
first that its tendency was “wholly pernicious,” and
further on ponderously pronouncing that, “though
perhaps it never gave occasion to more vice than
what would have been without it,” it “at least taught
that vice, which arose from other causes, to appear
with more effrontery, and to avow the corruption of
its motives with a profligate audaciousness which had
never been heard of before.”

That sentence recalls, if it was not inspired by, the
ingenuous work of Berkeley entitled A/Zciphron, or the
Minute Philosopher, a set of dialogues, in one of
which the system of Mandeville is subjected to a
quasi-refutation by the simple expedient of grossly
misrepresenting it through the mouth of a foolish
youth who is described as adhering to it, but who is
really an impossible libertine with a set of opinions
never formulated or held by any human being. Sir
Leslie Stephen charitably observes? that “ Berkeley’s
Minute Philosopher is the least admirable performance
of that admirable writer.” John Mill3 says as much,
and then goes a little further :—

* See above, p. 222.
* English Thought in the Eighteenth Century, ii, 43
3 Dissertations and Discussions, iv, 179.
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It is most likely that Berkeley painted freethinkers from
no actual acquaintance with them, and in the case of
“ sceptics and atheists ” without any authentic l{nowl_ec!ge
of their arguments....... Like most other defenders of religion
in his day, though we regret to have to say it of a man of
his genius and virtues, Berkeley made no scruple of imputing
atheism on mere surmise—to Hobbes, for example, who
never speaks otherwise than as a believer in God, and even
in Christianity ; and to the ‘“ God-intoxicated” Spinoza.
We may judge that he replied to what he supposed to be in
the minds of infidels, rather than to what they anywhere
said ; and, in consequence, his replies generally miss the

mark.

I venture to go a step further still, and say that the
Alciphron 1s an unpleasantly unscrupulous perfor-
mance. The philosopher who rose from Tar-water up
to Tar-water’s (God, and who, according to Pope—a
precious authority, certainly—had “every virtue under
heaven,” 1s in reality a very striking illustration of the
demoralising effect of devout religious belief, and of
the clerical function, on men in their intellectual rela-
tions with their fellows. It is pleaded for him that he
saw growing corruption in society, and fancied that
unbelief was the cause: the answer is that he promoted
the corruption by the immorality of his own contro-
versial methods ; than which, besides, no species of
immorality could be more commonplace. The philo-
sopher had recourse to the most habitual expedient of
his profession both then and now—the vilification of
thinkers whose books he had not read.® Mandeville,
in his Letter to Dion by way of self-vindication, takes

* “You are not the first, sir, by five hundred,” says Mandeville

(Letter to Dion, 1732, p. 5), “who has been very severe upon the
Fable of the Bees without having everread it. I have been at Church
myself, when the Book in Question has been preached against with
great Warmth by a worthy Divine, who own’d that he had never

seen it ; and there are living Witnesses now, Persons of unquestion’d
Reputation, who heard it as well as L.”
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quite the superior position, explaining and arguing
without temper yet without flippancy, and making
none of the severe rejoinders that he legitimately
might.

This superiority of tone comes out equally when he
is contrasted with almost any one of his opponents.
When he does not far surpass them i1n acuteness he i1s
sure to have the advantage of them in serenity. Thus
Law, the utterer of the Serwous Call, who criticised
Mandeville with considerable dialectic skill, fails of
impressiveness in the long run by reason of the acrid
and carping tone of his attack. Even Hutcheson, the
“never-to-be-forgotten,”’as Smith affectionately termed
him, passes from satire into spleen in his Observa-
tions* on the Fable, venting his bitterness i1n sneers
at such matters as ‘“that easy phrase ‘meliorating
our conditions,’” and “ that most grammatical epithet
‘superlative’”; which phrase and epithet are now

’
current without challenge. Hutcheson was a devoted

admirer of Shaftesbury, and could not get into
a judicial attitude towards Shaftesbury’s sardonic
antagonist. As for poor John Dennis, who wrote a
work entitled Vice and ZLuxury Public Mischiefs
(1724) against Mandeville by way of fortifying the
Established Church, he simply gets into the state
of frenzy with which his name is so irretrievably

' Of which Mackintosh held that Hutcheson “ appears nowhere to
greater advantage " (On the Progress of Ethical Philosophy, 4th ed.
by Whewell, p. 161, nofe): 1 cannot think this is so. DBut there is
point and force in Hutcheson's preliminary analysis (Zhoughts on
Laughter, and Observations on the Fable of the Bees, ed. 1758, p. 58),
of the variations of Mandeville's thesis, which takes, as he points
out, five different forms :—That private vices are themselves public
benefits ; that they naturally tend, as the direct and necessary means,
to produce public happiness ; that they may be made to tend to
public happiness ; that they naturally and necessarily flow from public
happiness ; and that they will probably flow from public prosperity
through the present corruption of men.



240 MANDEVILLE

associated ; pronouncing the book™* “a very wretched
Rhapsody, weak, and false, and absurd in its Re‘aso?-
ing ; awkward, and crabbed, and low in its Wit; in
‘t« Humour contemptibly low, and in its Language
often barbarous.” But the contemporary attacks are
too numerous to catalogue; and so strong was the
chorus of denunciation that on the issue of a fresh
edition in 1723 the grand jury of Middlesex “ pre-
sented ” it as one of a number of pernicious publica-
tions by “zealots for infidelity” “in their diabolical
attempts against religion.” “ We are justly sensible,”
said the pious jury, “ of the goodness of the Almighty,
that has preserved us from the plague, which has
visited our neighbouring nation...... ; but how pro-
voking must it be to the Almighty, that his mercies
and deliverances extended to this nation, and our

thanksgiving that was publicly commanded for it,
should be attended with such flagrant impieties !™*

I11.

What then was in effect the teaching which so
revolted the mind of the respectable British public in
the days of George the First? The alternative title
of Mandeville’s expanded book—Private Vices Public
Benefits—is apt to be even more misleading to a
reader to-day than it conceivably might be then;
and even from Mandeville’s own point of view it does
not cover his whole sociological theory. His paradox
1s two-edged. On the one hand he argues against
the censors of social corruptions, and this not merely
humorously, that nearly all the evils they denounce—
luxury, envy, avarice, selfishness, prostitution, and
so forth—tend to benefit society in some way ; on the

" Work cited, pref. p. 17.
* See Mandeville's Vindication at end of vol. i.
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other he argued against the school of Shaftesbury
that the alleged benevolent and virtuous impulses in
man, prompting him to live in society and to do well
by his fellows, are as surely manifestations of self-
liking, or the spirit of self-assertion or self-preserva-
tion, as any other impulses whatever, and are thus to
be classed with the “ vices "—selfishness being always
so catalogued. On the face of his theory, Mandeville
was thus an extreme optimist and a good deal of a
pessimist : the pessimism and the optimism being alike
logically involved in the first proposition ; while the
second had for the ordinary reader all the effect of a
depressing view of human nature. The thesis that
“vices ’ work good, of course, is really no more a
vindication of vice than is the thesis of Milton, that it
1s absurd to blame Deity for introducing evil into the
world, seeing that without “evil” there can be no
“good”; an argument constantly used by Christians
and theists when they find themselves hard pressed
in the defence of their faith. Strictly, Milton’s pro-
position is the more “licentious ”’ of the two, seeing

that it asserts evil to be a necessary condition of good,
while Mandeville only says it is actually found to
involve good. Nay, the Christian scheme of redemp-
tion, promising as it does remission of sins on the
mere condition of belief in Christ, is theoretically a
stronger encouragement to immorality than the
doctrine either of Milton or of Mandeville. But the
orthodox disputant is always prepared to endorse the
orthodox and the Miltonic principles without regard
to their consequences, while ignoring, in regard to the
other, everything but the hypothetical consequences.
Emerson and Browning, being of a religious temper,
are free to elaborate a pantheistic view of evil which

annihilates all a przor7 ethics, including their own.
R
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So, too, Pope may with impunity argue that “ what-
ever is is right,” though the proposition involves
even more than Mandeville’s ; the ethics of the pious
having at all times been a medley of inconsistencies,
and their hatred or favour depending largely on the
fachion in which their prejudices are countered or
conciliated.* Even the deists who denounced the
theses of Mandeville would not stay to ask whether
Shaftesbury’s Spinozan doctrine that evil was “ not
positive” did not imply as much potentiality of
« licence ” as any other. We see the same play of
blind hostility and blinder sympathy to-day.

Studied in detail, Mandeville’s first contention 1is
rather a truism than a paradox. That—to take his
boldest assertion—the existence of prostitutes secures
the “chastity ” of a number of young women who
would otherwise become ‘“unchaste,” is a statement
which no thinking man will very confidently dispute.
To-day we go further, and point out that the com-
fortable life of the married women of the middle
classes is in large measure provided for by the sacrifice
of women of the lower; the middle-class man being
saved from the burden of a family 1n his early man-
hood, not by his “prudence ”’ but by his resort to the
prostitute. So with the rest of Mandeville’s proposi-
tions, many of them being now commonplaces. That
strife of sécts promotes religious zeal and clerical good
conduct ; that destruction of goods and property
benefits certain producers ; that avarice saves wealth ;
that prodigality distributes it; that the expenditure of

* But Gibbon, in his conformist vein, joins in the conventional
outcry. Of Law, who was his aunt’s spiritual preceptor, he writes,
demurely : “On the appearance of the Fable of the Bees, he drew his
pen against the licentious doctrine that private vices are public

benefits ; and morality as well as religion must join in his applause
(Memoirs, Misc. Works, ed. 1837, p. 10). ; =
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the rich is the means by which many of the poor are
“employed”; that ambition and love of pleasure
stimulate to exertion ; that the desire for good things
causes good things to be produced—all these state-
ments, taken simply as assertions of fact, are indis-
putable. The real “answer,” in so far as the book
called for an answer, seems never to have been given
in Mandeville’s own time, and indeed is given in its
entirety only by the most advanced social philosophy
of to-day.

[nsofar as temperate rejoinders were made to the
fable in the eighteenth century, they were inconclu-
sive, if not irrelevant. Mr. Minto points out as
much in regard to the criticism ot Johnson, which is in
parts just enough. “I read Mandeville,” said that
pundit in his old age,* “forty or, I believe, fifty years
ago. He did not puzzle me; he opened my views
into real life very much. No; it is clear that the
happiness of society depends on virtue.” *The
fallacy of that book is, that Mandeville defines
neither vices nor benefits. He reckons among vices
everything that gives pleasure.” As Mr. Minto
points out, and as James Mill pointed out long ago
In his Fragment on Mackintosh, this objection (like
those of Malthus and McCulloch) misses the point, for
Mandeville worked on the definition of virtue and vice
Which was orthodox in his day. It was even then
pretended that he was founding on an extravagant
ascetic formula, but the student of the history of ethics
knows that the fact was not so. Johnson’s objection,
however, happens to be a mere repetition of Smith’s ;
that optimistic deist, as Sir Leslie Stephen rightly
describes him, having found no better argument with

* Boswell, Globe ed. pp. 468-q.
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which to stiffen the pages of rather thin rhetoric
in which he denies, deprecates, and dismisses Mande-
ville’s doctrine. If his criticism does anything, it
begs the question against Mandeville’s theory of
motive, and it does not even do that with any air of
conviction. “I do not think,” says Whately, whose
treatment of Mandeville is uncommonly fair, “he
[Smith] fully understood Mandeville; and if, as I
believe is the fact, he had read the second volume, he
can hardly be thought to have dealt fairly by the
author, in omitting all mention of it.””

Whately’s view of the book is worth notice in itself.
Of Mandeville he says :(—

He was indeed a man of an acute and original, though not
very systematic or comprehensive, turn of mind; but his
originality was shown chiefly in bringing into juxtaposition
notions which, separately, had long been current (and
indeed are not yet quite obsolete), but whose inconsistency -
had escaped detection.? It is sufficient to remark, that he is
arguing all along on an kypothesis, and on one not framed
gratuitously by himself, but furnished him by others ; and on
that hypothesis, he is certainly triumphant....... His argument
does not go to show categorically that vice ought to be encou-
raged, but kypothetically that, if the notions which were afloat

« were admitted, respecting the character of virtue and vice, and
respecting the causes and consequences of wealth, then
national virtue and national wealth must be irreconcilable......
and consequently, that of two incompatible objects, we must
be content to take one or the other. Which of the two 1s to
be preferred, he nowhere decides in his first volume ; in his
second, he solemnly declares his opinion, that wealth ought
to be renounced as incompatible with virtue.3

This does credit to Whately’s good feeling, but is
just a little too accommodating a view to take of
Mandeville’s development.* The defensive position

* Introductory Lectures on Political Economy, 4th ed. p. 28.
* 1d. p. 2. 3 /d. p. 28,
* The same may be said of the gently charitable criticism of Mr.
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on which he elected to stand was that “ private vices,
by the dexterous management of a skilful politician,
may be Zurned inifo public benefits”;* and this does
not consist with the “solemn” protestation founded
on in Whately’s verdict. If, however, we temper its
generosity with Mr. Minto’s view of the humorous
purpose of the original Fable, and then concede that
what Mandeville began as an amusing paradox
latterly took a serious hold of his mind and feelings,
we shall perhaps come as near as may be to a true
and fair view of the case. It then becomes easy to
reach a critical conclusion.

For us to-day, the fallacy of Mandeville’s thesis, in-
sofar as that is expressed by his sub-title, lies not in
the definition of vice, for which he was not specially
responsible,® but in his implied definition of * public
benefits.” What he really does is to show that the
“vices” of some people work good to some other
people : what he fails to define, and what he ought to
define, is ““ public benefit.” Everything there depends
on what you understand by “ public,” and our answer
to Mandeville may be stated very simply thus: That
no benefit is a public benefit which involves the
degradation of any. So long, of course, as we do not
feel as a personal grievance the hardship of others,
we shall tend to find Mandeville’s demonstration either
satisfactory or perplexing according as we are un-

A. W. Ward (Globe edition of Pope, p. 391, nofe):— Though
Mandeville only meant to show that under the system of Providence
good is wrought out of evil, he would have done well to leave no
doubt as to both the meaning and the limitations of his doctrine.”

" A Search into the Nature of Crvil Sociely, end ; Vindication of the
Book, end.

* Though he unquestioningly adopts it. “I see no self-denial,
Without which there can be no virtue” (Remark (O) on Fable).
Compare Search into the Nature of Civil Society, par. 9, and
Dialogue iii (ed. 1772, p. 90).
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prejudiced or biassed 1n favqur of a transcendental
ethic ; but as soon as W€ attain the sense of the
solidarity of society, and reason out the nature of the
social interdependences, Mandeville’s case becomes an
exposure of social evil and a proof of the need for a
/ reconstruction. We do not deny that such “vices”
" involve such “benefits ’; we say we want to have our
benefits of a different kind—benefits that shall be truly
public, not private. The question finally resolves
itself, in short, intowhat we now call the social problem:
How are we to maintain the physical advantages of a
great wealth-making system without the present draw-
backs? Mandeville in effect said that it could not be
done. But in reality he begged the question.

LV,

Seeing that Mandeville was never answered in this
sense in his own time,* it would be unfair to attack
him on the strength of his general account of things
so far as we have discussed it; but it cannot be
denied that there is a certain aggressive callousness in
his treatment of the problem of poverty. He not only
worked out clearly enough, in his Essay on Charity
and Charity Schools (which is an addition to the
Fable), that view of poverty which 1s now associated
with the name of Mr. Spencer ; going perhaps as far
as that thinker, and certainly as far as Mr. Mallock ;
but he proposed to dragoon the poor in various ways;
one of his proposals, it should be noted, being to
compel them to attend church regularly on Sundays.”
Not satisfied with insisting that the poor should not
be coddled, he expresses a desire that they should

* Though he put the point very plainly in his Dialogues (111, near
beginning—ed. 1772, p. 88).
* Ed. 1772, p. 232.
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always be numerous, as otherwise the dirty work will
not be properly attended to.* In view of which
teaching the average reader will perhaps sympathise
less than he otherwise might with our author in that
the proposal to drive the poor to church did not save
him from the charge of attacking religion ; and for
the same reasons one 1S apt to render a somewhat
tepid tribute to the piercing shrewdness of the essayist’s
commentary on affairs. Still, he must be credited
with anticipating Smith in respect of several of his
economic doctrines and demonstrations, such as the
account of the advantages of the division of labour,?
the glimpse of the true nature of international com-
merce, the clear detection of the bullion fallacy,3 and
the condemnation* of interferences with trades ; credit
which he needs the more because his constantly
avowed aim is to keep the poorignorant and contented
in the interests of their betters. It is something in
his favour, too, to be able to say that in his pamphlet
on the executions at Tyburn (1725) he protested
strongly and cogently against the atrocious misrule in
the jails, thus anticipating Howard, if not acting in
Howard’s spirit ; and that he makes a warm and

* It 1s a little difficult to decide how far Mandeville may be ironical
in this as in some other of his propositions. The Remarks abound in
humour ; and in these (Q and Y) his doctrine as to the poor might be
surmised to be satirical. He not only elaborates it, however, in his
Essay on Charity, but recurs to it in the later Dialogues (vi, near end)
in which he vindicates his positions. Frank cynicism rather than irony
thus seems to be the explanation.

* This is admitted by McCulloch (L4 of Pol. Ee. p. 352); and
Roscher ((Zur Gesch. der englisch. Volkswirtschaftslehre, p. 123, cited
by Goldbach, p. 59, nofe) praises Mandeville on the same score.
For his vigorous and on the whole rational resistance to the
" mercantile” theory, see Remarks (L) and (Y). A French translator
(cited by Goldbach, p. 5, #ofe) contends that the Physiocrats had
based their system on the principles of Mandeville. But the fabulist
had not shaken himself free of fallacy, even as regards the mercantile
theory. See Remarks (L) and (Q).

* Remark (Q) on Fable. ¢ Essay on Charity (ed. 1772, p. 226).
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apparently quite sincere plea for vegetarianism, on the
score of the horrors of all butchering.* It may be,
then, that if we knew more of him in his private
character we should find him on the whole as likable
as Doctor Johnson, to say nothing of Swift.
It is not for moral charm, however, that the modern
reader will do well to turn to Mandeville. What he
'will find without fail is a continual play of acute,
\original, arresting criticism of life, put forth with a
wvivacity not to be found in any other serious essayist
'of that age ; in a style certainly less fine than that of
Berkeley, but not inferior even to his in general fresh-
ness of manner; and turned to account in dialogue
with a degree of dramatic instinct of which Berkeley’s
wholly one-sided and embittered dialogue gives no
example. Of Mandeville’s general intellectual power
a fair idea can be had from his essay Of Free-will and
Predestination,” one of the most lucid and simple
statements of the determinist case in our literature.
The strategy of the essay is characteristic. The philo-
sophic thesis sustained is that “what we call the will
is properly the last result of deliberation,” and is not
therefore conceivable as “free”; and the case is thus
cleared :(—

That the true motives of our will so often pass by undis-
covered, 1s to be attributed to the swiftness of thought, and
the sudden diversity of our volitions, which often succeed
each other so simultaneously that when men are in haste
and 1irresolute we may sometimes observe one part of the body
yet employed in executing a former will, while another shall
be already obeying the commands of a later ; but when we
act slowly, and what is called deliberately, the motives of
every volition must be obvious to all that have the courage
as well as capacity to search into them.

* Remark (P) on Fable.

H::;;inz};: t'ree Thoughts on Religion, the Church, and National
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Give two men each a glass in his hand of some value,
which, if he break it, he is to pay for: let the one be of a
covetous nature, but no wrangler, and very pliable as to
opinion ; the other very positive, but lavish of his money.
Dispute with either of these pretty warmly against free-will,
and the power he has of dropping the glass or keeping it in
his hand. The first, depend upon it, will not let it fall ; and,
dare him to it ever so much, he’ll content himself with saying
that he is sure he can do it if he will, but that he has no
mind to throw away so much money to be laughed at. The
other, ’tis ten to one, will dash it to pieces, and if he dares
speak his mind tell you that he had rather pay for the glass
than not have the pleasure to convince you of your folly,
obstinacy, or what else his passion or manners shall give
him leave to call it.

I doubt not but both persons would be fully persuaded,
and therefore might swear with a good conscience that they
had acted from a principle of free-will, though it seems plain
to me that each of them was prompted to what he did, and
overruled, by a predominant passion.

The demonstration, however, is turned to the account
of neither a “licentious” nor of an anti-religious
position, but to that of simple toleration. With the
same simplicity and lucidity, it is shown that the
Pauline or Calvinistic view makes God the author of
sin; and that the Socinian view saves the divine
credit on that score solely by negating the divine
prescience and omnipotence. The one loophole offered
's that the dilemma of reason constitutes an insoluble
mystery ; that Calvin and the synergist Melanchthon,
with their opposing views, were equally good and
able men; and that the only possible course for
feasonable people is to leave the matter forever an
Peén question. If all of the pious persons who
denounced the essayist as a pernicious teacher had
been equally concerned to strive for peace in their
Polemic, the world, as he suggests, might have
Scaped much suffering.
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But the really important contribution made by
Mandeville to social science—the scientific truth by
which he ultimately set most store and which he
elaborated most fully—is his doctrine that self-regard
is the basis of all moral or benevolent or ‘ virtuous”
action, as of any other, even when it takes the form
of self-denial. In 1728, as we saw, he added to his
book a set of dialogues, the greater part of which
consists of a vindication of the author’s earlier pro-
positions on this head. In the course of the work he
gives us to understand that his original fable had
been to some extent a “rhapsody,” and that his later
remarks on it had been in part ironical; but on the
instinctively self-regarding nature of all conduct he
is serious and explicit. Sir Leslie Stephen has noted
the acuteness of his views on the growth of language
and society ; and it is perhaps not too much to say
that he was one of the first English writers to lay
2 scientific basis for sociology. A biographer of
Helvetius has alleged® that that writer was “ the first
to found morality on the immovable basis of personal
interest”’: but the statement only proves ignorance of
Mandeville’s work, which was translated into French
in 1750, eight years before the appearance of the
De I’ Esprit.”

1 Poésies de M. Helvetius, Londres, 1781, p. XXX.

2 The all-observant Buckle notes that “Helvetius, who visited
London, was never weary of praising the people : many of the views
in his great work on the Mind are drawn from Mandeville " (/ntrod.
to Hist. of Civil. in Eng., Routledge'sed. p. 413). The visit, however,
was only made in 1764. Voltaire, too, as Buckle also notes, was im-
pressed by Mandeville. He confessedly imitated the Fable in his Le
Marseillois et le Lion (see the Awvertissement, ed. Garnier, vol. x), and
he has a passage on it in the Dictionnaire Philosophique, art. Abetlles :
“I1 est trés-vrai que la société bien gouvernée tire parti de tous les
vices ; mais il n’est pas vrai que ces vices soient nécessaires au bonheur
du monde. On fait de trés-bons remédes avec des poisons, mais ce
ne sont pas les poisons qui nous font vivre. En reduisant ainsi la

Fable des Abeilles 4 sa juste valeur, elle pourrait devenir un ouvrage
de morale utile.”
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It might be urged, indeed, that Mandeville owes
something to Hobbes, who of course pointed to the
root principle of self-interest plainly enough; but
Mandeville’s exposition is so penetrating and so
independent that even his assailants do not seem to
have denied his essential originality. Perhaps he
owed more to Shaftesbury, whose optimism he con-
troverted, but whose naturalism he in effect endorsed ;
but such a derivation tends to carry us yet further
back—to Spinoza, whom he is likely to have studied,
though he makes only a disparaging reference to his
‘“atheism.” Mandeville may fairly be said, however,
to have followed in the wake of La Rochefoucauld,
whom, as we saw, Adam Smith had originally put in
the same category in his review of ethical systems ;
and the only possible technical justification of the
exclusion of La Rochefoucauld from the blame passed
on his successor is that the Maximes are rather a set
of epigrams, written for their own sake, than an
ethical treatise. On no other ground can the French-
man fairly be passed by while the Dutch-Englishman
1s censured. Mandeville, indeed, seems to work
quite independently, though he cannot but have
heard of La Rochefoucauld’s work ; and while, on
the one hand, the maximist makes the subtler analyses
of amour propre, the fabulist in his prose addenda
makes a connected demonstration of the principle.
Nothing in Mandeville goes deeper, perhaps, than
La Rochefoucauld’s remark that we confess our
faults and weaknesses only in a spirit of self-love—
that we secretly pique ourselves in that case on our
candour ; but La Rochefoucauld, on the other hand,
does not attempt to apply his doctrine systematically
to the entire history of society—indeed he never
troubles himself about the history of society at all,
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though he has studied human nature profoundly
enough.

One might go on for pages balancing the two
against each other; but the end of our comparison,
I think, would be the decision that Mandeville has
done the greater service to human thought, while
I.a Rochefoucauld has made the more brilliant con-
tribution to literature. Mandeville, with all his com-
parative coarseness of statement, has constant sight
of the scientific truth, though he is often unscientifi-
cally perverse in his rendering of it ; La Rochefoucauld
really restricts us too much to the contemplation of
the men of the courts and camps of his time and
country. Take, for instance, his celebrated reflection
that “in the misfortunes of our best friends we find
something not displeasing to us”; careful self-study
will (I hope) convince all of us that the fact is not
so, the misfortunes of our best friends being found
to be unmixedly painful. The fact is that La Roche-
foucauld, as his grandson said to Smith, saw men in
the conditions most deadly to real friendship ; and he
wrote of what he saw. Mandeville, with all his
surgeon’s coolness, never denied that sympathy and
pity were sources of keen pain ; he tried only to show
that, because they were instinctive, no credit could be
taken for them as virtues. Here, of course, he was
working on the contemporary theological definition
of virtue, which made self-denial a conditio sine qua
non; and, whatever he proved in regard to the opera-
tion of vices, his paradox destroyed the transcendental
doctrine of virtue. The comparatively temperate
author of Deism Revealed,” noting that Shaftesbury
“labours to prove mankind, of whom he knew but

* Ed. 1751, vol. ii, p. 217.
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little, benevolent, public-spirited, and by nature good,”
decides that neither he nor Mandeville is right. “In
most controversies, truth is on one side or other, or,
at least, in the middle ; but in this between Shaftes-
bury and Mandeville it is really nowhere ; men are
not what either represents them.” But in denying
that there i1s even a ‘“middle,” the critic has left
himself no standing-ground ; and, besides, he has
evidently misunderstood Mandeville's position. Man-
deville, indeed, is a little confusing, but his service is
none the less effective because of the inconsistency
involved in his language. When he proves that the
courteous and outwardly unselfish man gratifies his
developed self-love, he narrows the field of “ virtue ”
in the old sense considerably ; but when he shows
that pity is now as fundamental a passion as fear;
that “thousands give money to beggars from the
same motive as they pay their corn-cutter—to walk
easy”’; that the murderer may in a given case feel
pity as strongly as the good man; and that the
prostitute may use her child well, while the poor
girl-mother may strangle her babe for shame, and
yet again prove a tender nurse to those she bears in
wedlock—when he thus reduces the “ benevolent”
impulses to instincts, he has led us over the threshold
of the truth that the “virtuous” tendencies are simply
those which are held to make for the general well-
being, or are sanctioned by an accepted moral code,
while the “vicious” are those of a different order.
To-day we are not going to throw away the words
“virtue” and “vice” because their contents are
found to be different from what was once supposed :
we simply recast the formula. Mandeville, in short, )
is one of the real founders of utilitarianism ; and the
foundation, with all its defects, is perhaps sounder




2t MANDEVILLE

O e

than a good deal of the later building.” But not
merely does he prepare the way for a rational system
of morals : he foreshadows the whole evolution
doctrine by his rigorous inquisition into the biological
bases of social phenomena.

Between him and Shaftesbury the question lies in
a nutshell, and to clear it is to cross the pons asinorum
of evolutionary ethics. In the non-technical sense,
one was an “idealist,” the other a “realist.” DBoth
reasoners are Naturalists, aware that morality roots
in human interest, and therefore is not dependent on
any revelation or any theology. Shaftesbury, how-
ever, being primed by his theistic optimism, argues
as if this recognition got rid of all moral difficulty—
as if “human interest” did not imply “clash of
interest,” and as if men could actually be capacitated
at all times to see the beauty of justice and righteous-
ness, even as deducible from their own formulas.
His case was, in sum, that the right course is the
morally beautiful, useful, and fitting course. Man-
deville, a Naturalist with a difference, given to
analysis rather than to synthesis, and accustomed to
look at human nature as a physician, saw that taste
in morals varied endlessly ; that multitudes had no
palate for the moral use or beauty of Shaftesbury’s
ideal ; that each’s “interest” is simply that which
each desires ; and that each organism must infallibly
energise on the line of its bias. He rightly contended,
therefore, that there is no absolute in morals. It
followed that men concerned for right conduct should

* Even James Mill, while chivalrously defending Mandeville against
the discreditable aspersions of Mackintosh, goes on to say that he
dﬂes_ not think mankind are as Mandeville described them ; a con-
cession made, I think, rather on sentimental than on logical grounds.

Certainly Mandeville is astray in some inessentials ; but he ought to
be judged by his essentials.
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strive to impose their ideals on others ; and, crediting
such men in the past with “inventing ” or fostering
useful conventions by appealing strongly to certain
kinds of bias, he argued that in the present the best
thing to be done was to keep the poor in poverty in
order to force them to work, and (here almost smiling
in our faces) to preach the precepts of practical religion
by way of morally hypnotising them.

Obviously he had not reached logical finality. On
his own repeated showing, failure to obey the precepts
of “religion” is normal among those who entirely
accept its sanctions. On this head Mandeville always
equivocated, doubtless ironically. In his sixth dia-
logue® he so puts the pros and cons. as to leave no case
for his own ostensible advice. ‘ Multitudes,” he
makes his orthodox disputant say, ‘“ are never tainted
with irreligion ; and the less civilised nations are, the
more boundless is their credulity,” while “on the
contrary, men of parts and spirit, of thought and
reflexion...... if their youth has been neglected...... are
prone to infidelity.” Ergo, there must be assiduous
teaching of what such minds are inapt to believe.
All the while, it is the unquestionably religious multi-
tude that in the terms of the case exhibits most mis-
conduct. The antagonist replies that what is wanted
IS to train the young morally, not dogmatically. The
first speaker retorts that “ nothing has contributed
more to the growth of deism in this kingdom.” The
argument is at an end. Mandeville in his heart is
with the rationalists, not with the dogmatists ; and
what withholds him from going the whole way with
them is partly his prudence and partly his pessimism.
Logically, his rejection of Shaftesbury’s moral

r Ed. 1772, i1, 261 sq.
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optimism should have included the theism on which it
was based ; and at this point he either temporised or
dogmatised.

But the practical effect of his reasoning, alike for
theists and for thorough Naturalists, is to stress the
inductive and objective views of the moral problem
as against the a priori and the subjective. Here I
was doing a real service to science, not only paving
the way for the evolutionary conception, but preoccu-
pying for Naturalism the ground which would other-
wise have been held for dogma as against optimistic
theism. Where the theologians would have made
the alternative lie between idealising pantheism and
irrational faith, Mandeville sardonically indicated that
there was another. And to-day social science must
embody his point of view as well as the other.

N

As his thought ripened with experience he cut ever
more deeply to the roots of his problem. The Enquiry
into the Origin of Honour, published in the year before
his death, is in several respects his most stringently
reasoned performance. In his preface, as he was
wont, he sums up his argument; and it is after a
rapid induction from the etymology of such words as
virtue (from v77), clown (from colonus), and villain
(from willein) that he writes :—

Moral, for aught 1 know, may now signify virfue, in the
same manner and for the same reason that panic signifies
fear. That this conjecture or opinion of mine should be
detracting from the dignity of moral virtue, or have a ten-
dency to bring it into disrepute, I cannot see. I have
already owned that it ever was and ever will be preferable
to vice, in the opinion of all wise men. But to call virtue
itself eternal cannot be done without a strangely figurative
way of speaking. There is no doubt but all mathematical
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truths are eternal, yet they are taught ; and some of them
are very abstruse, and the knowledge of them never was
acquired without great labour and depth of thought.......
All propositions, not confined to time or place, that are once
true, must be always so, even in the silliest and most abject
things in the world ; as for example, It is wrong to under-
roast mutton for people who love to have their meat well done.
The truth of this, which is the most trifling thing I can
readily think on, is as much eternal as that of the sublimest
virtue. If you ask me where this truth was before there
was mutton, or people to dress or eat it, I answer, in the
same place where chastity was before there were any
creatures that had an appetite to procreate their species.
This puts me in mind of the inconsiderate zeal of some men
who, even in metaphysics, know not how to think abstractly,
and cannot forbear mixing their own meanness and imbe-
cilities with the ideas they form of the Supreme Being.
There 1s no virtue that has a name, but it curbs, regulates,
or subdues some passion that is peculiar to human nature :
and therefore to say that God has all the virtues in the
highest perfection wants as much the apology that it is an
expression accommodated to vulgar capacities as that he
has hands and feet, and is angry. For as God has not a
body, nor anything that is corporeal belonging to his essence,
so he 1s entirely free from passions and frailties....... The
holiness of God, and all his perfections, as well as the
beatitude he exists in, belong to his nature ; and there is no
virtue but what is acquired.

The truth last put is at least as old as Aristotle ;* and
Mandeville is hardly more consistent in his grasp of
it than was Bacon, who endorsed and then ignored
it ;> but the collocation of it with a thoroughly natu-
ralistic conception of the evolution of morals was
perhaps never before that day better achieved than by
Mandeville. It is in this connection that he vindi-
Cates his ostensibly extravagant proposition that
morals originated in the craft of rulers. Taken

* Nicom. Eth. vii, 1. E
* De Augmentis Scientiarum, B. vii, c. 111,
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literally, the doctrine is, as S‘ir Leslie Ste[?hen says,
preposterous. A moral bias must exist before
« rulers ”’ can take advantage of it; but when Mande-
ville goes on to show how the “point of honour” has
been evolved on the same lines as the conception of
« yvirtue,” it begins to appear that under the exaggera-
tion of his phrase there lies the scientific conception
of forms of moral opinion as fostered variations. The
thesis is clearly put in the first dialogue of the

Enquiry into the Origin of Honour :—

Horatio. But pray come to the point, the origin of honour.
Cleomenes. 1f we consider that men are always endeavour-
ing to mend their condition and render society more happy
as to this world, we may easily conceive, when it was
evident that nothing could be a check upon man that was
absent, or at least appeared not to be present, how moralists
and politicians came to look for something in man himsel,
to keep him in awe. The more they examined into human
nature, the more they must have been convinced that man is
so selfish a creature that, whilst he is at liberty, the greatest
part of his time will always be bestowed upon himself; and
that whatever fear or reverence he might have for an invisible
cause, that thought was often jostled out by others more
nearly relating to himself....... It is highly probable that
skilful rulers, having made these observations for some
{ time, would be tempted to try if man could not be made an
object of reverence to himself.

Hor. You have only named love and esteem : they alone
cannot produce reverence by your own maxim : how could
they make a man afraid of himself?

Cleo. By improving upon his dread of shame; and this, ]
am persuaded, was the case. For as soon as it was found
out that many vicious, quarrelsome, and undaunted men,
that feared neither God nor Devil, were yet often curbed and
visibly withheld by the fear of shame ; and likewise that
this fear of shame might be greatly increased by an artful
education, and be made superior even to that of death, they
had made a discovery of a real tie, that would serve many
noble purposes in the society. This I take to have been the
origin of honour, the principle of which has its foundation
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in self-liking ; and no art could ever have fixed or raised it
in any breast if that passion had not pre-existed and been
predominant there.

Hor. But how are you sure that this was the work of
moralists and politicians, as you seem to insinuate?

Cleo. 1 give those names promiscuously to all that, having
studied human nature, have endeavoured to civilise men,
and render them more and more tractable either for the
ease of governors and magistrates, or else for the temporal
happiness of society in general. I think of all inventions of
this sort, the same which [I] told you of politeness [Fable of
the Bees, Part ii, p. 132], that they are the joint labour of
many. Human wisdom is the child of time. It was not
the contrivance of one man, nor could it have been the
business of a few years, to establish a notion by which a
rational creature is kept in awe for fear of itself, and an idol
is set up that shall be its own worshipper.*

Thus stated, the doctrine is seen to have a content
not recognised by Mr. Lecky, who cites an earlier
statement of it only to vituperate it.? Obviously the
formula is askew, inasmuch as “ moralists and politi-
cians”’ themselves belong to the category ‘“ man,” and
in the terms of the case their moral perception figures
as spontaneous. But there remains the truth—now
freshly illustrated for westerns by the case of Japan—
that moral ideals are matter of “invention” and incul-
cation like arts and sciences, and that a given ethic is
simply a variation which has survived—the source of
variation being perhaps somebody’s ““ genius.”

Had the case been thus put, it would have been
possible on Mandeville’s behalf partially to turn even
the home thrust of Hume: “Is it not very incon-
sistent for an author to assert in one page that moral
distinctions are inventions of politicians for public
Interest ; and in the next page maintain that vice is

" Enquiry into the Origin of Honour, 1732, pp. 38-41.
* Hist. of European Morals, 6th ed. i, 6.
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advantageous to the public?”* The parry would
consist in saying that the original ‘“invention ”
seeded overhauling; that morals had become con-
ventionalised ; and that it was necessary to have a
fresh valuation. Not that that answer would have
saved the thesis of “ private vices, public benefits.”
But the service done by Mandeville, when all is
i said, lies in his method, not in his results. He is of
the tribe of Machiavelli, one of the spirits who face
the realities of life and put aside conventions to reach
their own estimate. “One of the greatest reasons,”
he writes, in the Introduction to his Enguiry into the
Origin of Moral Virtue, “why so few people understand
themselves, is that most writers are always teaching
men what they should be, and hardly ever trouble
their heads with telling them what they really are.
As for my part, without any compliment to the
courteous reader or myself, I believe man (besides
skin, flesh, bones, etc., that are obvious to the
eye) to be a compound of various passions, that all of
them, as they are provoked and come uppermost,
govern him by turns, whether he will or no.” And
he insists again:*> “To understand human nature
requires study and application, as well as penetration
and sagacity.” In medicine, as in morals, he was a
sceptic and a naturalist ; and his book Of the Hypo-
chondriack and Hysterick Diseases,? while vending a
good deal of fantasy concerning the bodily  spirits,”
after the fashion of the time, insists from the first on a
. closer and more patient study of nature. It is this
\ vital hold on permanent fact that makes Mandeville

B

" Essay Of Refinement in the Avrits.
* Dialogue ii (ed. 1772, p. 75); cp. Dial. iv (p. 134).

> So in later editions. The first and part of the second haveé
“Passions” for “ Diseases."
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fresh and stimulating for us to-day, keeping him worth
reading now in connection with the most advanced
science in history, sociology, and biology.* And yet,
somehow, he has practically passed out of sight for
the general reader.” I suppose it is partly because of
our intense prudery and still prevailing superstition ;
partly because of that turn for optimistic platitude
which 1s so much more characteristic of English
thought than any “practicality” or “hatred of shams.”
Our timidity about “the nude” extends to truth in
general.  In France, despite the ‘restrictions
banales” which M. Thénard believes® will long
continue to be made there on the teaching of La
Rochefoucauld, that writer is a familiar classic ; and
even i1n this country it is certain that many will
acquiesce in Mr. Saintsbury’s outspoken vindication
of him who would shrink from Mandeville. Mrs.
Grundy has always made exceptions in favour of
foreigners. “It may be,” said Mr. Horne once,*
“that false modesty, and social as well as religious
hypocrisy, are the concomitant and the counterpart of
the present equivocal state of our civilisation ; but if
[ were not an Englishman, it is more than probable I
should say that these qualities were more glaringly
conspicuous in England than in any other country.”

VI

It would be finally unwarrantable to dismiss as mere
conventional prejudice the hostility to Mandeville
shown by Mr. Lecky in the section on utilitarianism

~ See, for instance, Dialogue iii. : _
. - An edition, issued in 1844, of Law’'s Remarks, with a character-
IStically rambling and purposeless preface by Maurice, gives, I think,
the last reprint of the #able in England.
: Préf. to ed. of La Rochefoucauld, 1881, p. 38.
Ingram’s Zife of Poe, i, 253.
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which begins his History of European Morals from
Augustus lo Charlemagne, a section which 1s perhaps
the least durable portion of an ill-coordinated book.
But when Mr. Lecky adds to his always inconclusive
because always misconceiving criticism of utilitarian
ethics the use of at once question-begging and
vituperative terms, which can only browbeat the
uninstructed while doing nothing for the student
save repelling him—then we are justified in imputing
to the scholar the temper of unscholarly bigotry. To
begin by calling Mandeville’s theory (taken not as a
whole, but in a section admittedly inconsistent with
the main and notorious thesis) “ perhaps the lowest
and most repulsive form ” of the principle that virtue
rests on self-interest; to reiterate the term  repul-
sive” and call the scheme in question “selfish”; and
yet again to speak of Hobbes’s system as attain-
ing intellectual grandeur though “ starting from a
conception of human nature as low and base as that of
Mandeville "—this is not to reason and confute, but to
eke out weak argument with abuse. Such was the
tactic of Mackintosh, who dismissed the whole
subject with a “not to mention Mandeville, the
buffoon and sophister of the alehouse: or Helvetius,
an ingenious but flimsy writer, the low and loose
moralist of the vain, the selfish, and the sensual "'—
thus coarsely contemning the acute and original
fabulist and the benevolent and beloved Helvetius,
while giving complaisant notice to Shaftesbury,
Hartley, Tucker, and Paley. As against such 2
deliverance it is not uninteresting to cite the judgment
of one whom Mackintosh had occasion once t0
characterise® as failing “in little but the respect due

: (I?;- the Progress of Ethical Philosophy, 4th ed. by Whewell, p. 69-
. P- 303.
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to the abilities and character of his opponents.” Says
Macaulay, in his early essay on Milton* :

If Shakespeare had written a book on the motives of
human actions, it is by no means certain that it would have
been a good one. It is extremely improbable that it would
have contained half so much able reasoning on the subject as
is to be found in the Fable of the Bees. But could Mandeville
have created an Jago? Well as he knew how to resolve
characters into their elements, would he have been able to
combine those elements in such a manner as to make up a
man, a real, living, individual man ?

The criticism 1s an arresting one ; and on reflection it
recommends itself as just. It is certainly well borne
out, as regards the last sentence, by the Viurgin
Unmask’d. But the praise remains very sufficient,
and is not lightly to be discounted. Elsewhere in the
regions of propriety, too, there has been heard at times
a reasonably open-minded verdict on the ZFable:
it was Miss Mitford, I think, who once pronounced
it the wittiest and wickedest of modern books.
Browning,? finally, appears benevolently to credit
Mandeville with holding his own elastic doctrine,
presumably derived through Shaftesbury and Pope
and Priestley, that evil, while perceptible only as
contrary to good and necessarily to be hated and
resisted as such, is somehow good from a non-human ‘
point of view. The interpretation will not stand ; but ‘
the endorsement is notable. It is the professed philo- .
sophers who have been loudest to cry ““shocking.” {
Even Sir Leslie Stephen, I think, gives undue
countenance to the Grundyite view of Mandeville by
calling him a “prurient” writer, and accepting old
gossip to the effect that Mandeville was given to ;

' Essays, Student’s ed. pp. 3—4-
* Parleyings with Certain People of Importance in their Day.
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ribald talk in the coffee-houses.” “ Mandeville,” he
says, “ was giving up to the coffee-houses a penetra-
tion meant for loftier purposes’’; and he accuses him
of “ brutality,” and of wearing a “detestable grin™ when
he shows us the “hideous elements that are ferment-
ing beneath” the Shaftesburyan “ coating of varnish.”
All this is a little over-strained. If Mandeville was a
prurient writer, Pope must be pronounced very prurient
indeed ; and in fact half the writing of his time must
be similarly censured. He 1s perhaps not so abso-
lutely innocent as James Mill made out: his Virgun
Unmask’d is not an entirely well-meaning perfor-
mance ; but even the most dubious part of that is
far more of a realistic study than a prurient pro-
duction ; and the bulk of the book runs to politics
and rather stilted narrative. The valid objection to
him is on the score of his deficiency in sympathy,
which is bad enough, but can hardly be -called
“brutality ”’; and in any other sense he i1s much less
brutal than Swift. Asfor the “detestable grin” which
Sir Leslie Stephen discovers, I have not been struck
by it ; and I cannot see the point of the charge that
the coffee-houses got the best of Mandeville’s gift of
penetration. How many more books would the critic
have had from a practising physician?

VII.

In view of the severity towards Mandeville shown
by such writers as Hutcheson, Adam Smith, and
Mackintosh, it cannot be said that his unpopularity

* Dr. Goldbach (pp. 32-3, nofe) notes that Schlosser (Gesch. d. 18
Jahrh. i, 408) says Mandeville's life corresponded to his book, but
answers with Tabaraud (Hist. Crit. du Philos. Anglais, 1806, ii, 248)
that there is no evidence for such defamatory statements.
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is substantially due to his repute for unbelief in
religion. Open heterodoxy could bring upon Spinoza
the passionate hatred of generations of Christians;
but in the case of Mandeville, as in that of Machiavelli,
the charge of unbelief was rather a pretext to aggra-
vate a resentment felt on other grounds than a spon-
taneous protest. Men were unaffectedly exasperated
at seeing themselves held up to the light like so many
impaled 1nsects, by observers whose utter dispas-
sionateness was more wounding than the savage
contempt of Swift. But Mandeville certainly added
to the volume of resentment against him by indicating
a tranquil incredulity as to Christian dogmas while
habitually calling himself a Christian. He might
soothe churchmen at one time by mercilessly dissect-
ing the graceful theistic schema of Shaftesbury ; but
when he turned the edge of his criticism towards the
church as a factor in human conduct he was as
unpleasant reading for the priests as he had ever been
for the heretical optimists. It would be difficult to
discredit Christianity more effectually in that day
than Mandeville did by simply weighing its claims
as a moralising force. The stress of the deistic
criticism had lain on the issue of credibility ; and
the defence ran largely to saying that freethinkers
were not and could not be good men. Mandeville in
effect shrugs his shoulders over the question of belief,
barely taking the trouble to indicate skepticism.

“Nothing is easier,” he writes, “than /o believe,; men
may be sincere in their faith, and even zealous for the
religion they profess, and at the same time lead wicked
lives, and act quite contrary to their belief.” * Throughout
the nation the Christian faith, according to the common
acceptation, is that part of our religion in which the
generality of the people are the least defective; if we
inquire of those who attend the greatest profligates in the
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last moments of life, even the ordinaries of prisons, we
shall hear but few complaints as to this point.”*

Like other freethinkers of his day, he makes deft use
of the language of Archbishop Tillotson, a Broad
Churchman a century before the Broad Church.

e A S— S e i

Indeed he was something more than a Broad Church-

man who wrote—

We will suppose that about the time when universal
ignorance and the genuine daughter of it (call her devotion
or superstition) had overspread the world, and the generality
of the people were strongly inclined to believe strange things ;
and even the greatest contradictions were recommended to
them under the notion of mysteries; being told by their
priests and guides that the more contradictious anything is
to reason, the greater merit there is in believing 1t—

by way of preamble to a discussion of the mystery
of the Eucharist. It is after quoting a long passage
couched in this strain from Tillotson, and another
from Taylor on the improbabilities of Scripture, that
Mandeville writes: “ No candid reader can imagine
that I would endeavour to make slight of faith, or
lessen the reverence that is due to the real mystery of
our religion, any more than either of these prelates ”;
and we can imagine the growl with which some
readers saw their religion reduced to a haze of
uncertainty, to the end of forcing them to confess
that they had no right to force creed subscription on
anybody, and that the only tenet they could con-
fidently hold was the existence of a God whom they
could not conceive.

For the rest, Mandeville’s own way of handling the

““mysteries ”’ leaves small room for doubt as to his
own convictions :—

In the idea we can form of the supreme being, the first
attributes we are convinced of are his power and wisdom,

* Free Thoughts on Religion, the Church, and National Happiness,
2nd ed. 1729, pp. 6-7.
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though in a degree of perfection vastly beyond our capacity
to conceive ; and if we continue in that contemplation we shall
find that the unity of a God must be equally necessary with
his existence : but as soon as we admit of reveal’d religion
and the gospel, we meet something that surpasses, if not
shocks, our understanding, which is the divinity of Jesus
Christ, and that of the Holy Ghost. Men may cavil and
wrest words to their own purpose as long as they list ; but
whoever has read the New Testament with attention, and
denies that he has found any such meaning hinted at there,
must be either very blind or very obstinate.

What then must we do in this dilemma ? Shall we reject
part of the gospel, or say that there are three gods, and so
speak not only against the clearest ideas we have of the
deity, but likewise the plainest doctrine of the same gospel
as well as of the Old Testament ? Not to be guilty of either,
we ought to treat this point with the utmost diffidence of
our own capacity....... The more we endeavour to explain
this mystery the more intricate we shall find it ; and it will
less startle and fight reason when propounded in a few
words according to the simplicity of the scriptures than it
does by that great train of explications that accompany it
in Thomas Aquinas’s commentators....... It is impossible
men should ever entertain the same sentiments of a matter
which is unintelligible in its nature ; and it is to be admired
how so many men of sense and good logicians as this point
has been controverted by for so many ages could ever
imagine that anything could be a fit subject for disputation,
which no language can give them the least idea Of. caesss
Others may interpret for us as they please, and impose upon
us what forms they think fit; but whoever will attend to
what passes in his own mind may soon be convinced that
believing is not a thing of choice. Our Church pretends
not to infallibility, which implies that all her members are
at full liberty to re-examine whatever she has taught them.”

Mandeville and Shaftesbury thus joined hands on the
great practical issue of their day, the wringing of
legal toleration for heresy from monopolist churchmen
and opinionated fanatics. Whether or not they were

* Id. pp. 71-73-
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on the right side by force of their being in the
minority, on that side the freethinkers then as later

stood ; and to their polemic i1s mostly due what
advance was made in their age. Mandeville, for his
purpose, freely quoted Bishop Taylor On the Liberty
of Prophesying,; but Taylor himself, after bearing his
testimony, fell from light, and condoned persecution.’
The freethinker, more fortunate, stands out for posterity
in the light of the great virtue to which he remained
loyal, and which makes practical amends for so much
negative shortcoming in active sympathy.

If, after all, orthodoxy is still concerned to hold
him up to odium on the score of the shortcoming, in
revenge for his exposure of the vast failure of Chris-
tianity to make men either just or compassionate one
to another, it must be noted that Mandeville to the
last professed to admire the Christian ethic. ¢ After
all,” says Horatio to Cleomenes at the end of his last
dialogue, “I can’t see what honour you have done to the
Christian religion, which yet you ever seem strenuously
to contend for, whilst you are treating everything else
with the utmost freedom ”’; to which Cleomenes replies
that “ no discovery of the craft or insincerity of men
can ever bring any dishonour upon the Christian
religion itself. I mean the doctrine of Christ, which
can only be learned from the New Testament, where
it will ever remain in its purity and lustre.” This
attitude, though certainly not orthodox, has so often
passed for an acceptance of Christianity that it cannot
plausibly be identified with an anti-Christian temper
for the mere purpose of saddling on rationalism the
scandal of the thesis that “ private vices are public
benefits.” To all appearance, Mandeville thought on

* See the admissions of his biographer Willmott, Bishop Jeremy
Taylor, 2nd ed. 1848, p. 200.
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the Christian religion very much as did Locke, whose
mode of adhesion is not commonly disclaimed. No
doubt Mandeville was farcing when he solemnly
arraigned Shaftesburyasadeist;* but his language con-
cerning Bruno and Vanini? is worthy of Warburton ;
and it is certain that the author of Deism Revealed had
no pretext in Mandeville’s works for describing him as
an assailant of Christianity.? But his value for us as
a thinker is not affected by the question of his private
attitude towards creeds; it lies in the “tart cathartic
virtue ”’ of his criticism of men and manners; in the
downright force and fearlessness of his speech. “Of
all the writers on the side of infidelity,” admits the
author of Deism Revealed, even while thus misrepre-
senting him, “this had the greatest stock of wit and
experience : his stile, indeed, is a little lumpish, but
it is clear and strong.” Smith thinks the style,
though humorous, was one of “coarse and rustic
eloquence ”’; but in point of fact it is more pungent,
nervous, and effective than Smith’s own ; and the
humour is an added superiority. Pope’s pointless
half-line* in the Dunciad was probably penned with
the poet’s usual independence of personal inquiry.
It may be noted to Mandeville’s credit, finally, that
he was a keen advocate of realism in art,’ and that
he is nearly unique in his generation in his insistence
on the intellectual capacities of women.® That may

' Dialogue vi, end.

> Remark (R) on Fable. He describes both as atheists, which they
were not, and gives a quite erroneous account of Vanini's end.

3 Lechler, in his careful Geschichte des Englischen Deismus, does
not mention Mandeville at all.

¢ B. 11, 414 5 Dialogue 1. _

6 Dialogue iv (ed. 1772, pp. 142-3). I do not recollect any earlier
proposition of a similar kind in our literature, save that of Defoe 1n
his Essay on Projects, 16g8. In Mandeville’s Dialogue i, the woman
is given the best of the argument on art. It must be confessed, how-
ever, that Mandeville’s criticism does not in general spare women
any more than men.
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‘r win him a measure of feminine consideration to-day,
| and he certainly needs some such special recommenda-
b tion to secure much of it.




