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lé PREFACE q?
¥

TaE following papers, excepting the Epilogue, which
condenses an unwritten lecture, were first prepared and
~ delivered in 1891, as a course of lectures for the South
~ Place Ethical Society, London, under the title “Modern
Criticisms of Life.” The title “Modern Humanists” is
now substituted because of a strong representation made
to me that “Criticism of Life” is an esoteric conception,
which has not yet conquered the general intelligence, how-
‘ever wide be the literary vogue of the phrase. “Humanist’
is, perhaps, not quite a popular conception either, but the
significance of that term is less easily missed, and it
properly covers the different lines of thought dealt with.
- At the same time, the original title determined the small
- ‘amount of space given to the purely literary side of the
work of the writers discussed.
To a certain extent some of the lectures have been en-
~ larged, and all have been revised; but they substantially
keep the lecture form, which, in respect of some past ex-
‘perience, I trust will be more conformable to the general
or's convenience than it has been to my own bookish
udice. I have attempted to increase the value of the
so far as may be by adding a number of references
elucidations. This has been done more particularly in
c on on Carlyle, for the reason that that section
chance of exciting opposition, and so
to be backed by evidence and testimony. I




Preface.

have elsewhere contended that one of the greatest needs in
litcmry criticism is the comparison and analysis of con-
flicting judgments, after the example set in the physical
sciences; and this will hold good of eriticism of characters
and doctrines as well as of the discussion of ssthetic
qualities. Despite attacks made on this view, I can only
regret that want of leisure and consequent want of know-
ledge have hindered me from more fully annotating many
points in these papers. 28
~ In the essay on Emerson, for instance, certain proposi-
tions are made as to the spontaneous nature of critical as
other ideas. Only since those pages went to press have
I met with the Théorie de I'Invention of Professor Souriau
881), which handles the whole problem with remarka
sshness and penetration. And here is a new instance
1e need of more careful documentary record in men
d moral science: chancing to resume a former examina-
tion of the Idéologie of Destutt de Tracy, I find that he
ad to a large extent made the investigation independently
taken up by M. Souriau. Needless to say, there are other
writers to be cited in the same connection. :
I have only to express, further, my sense of the in
~ adequacy of the following studies all round, and of one or
in particular. In the essay on Emerson I now note
_omission to dwell on valuable points in his teaching wh
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MODERN HUMANISTS.

THOMAS CARLYLE

L

r is now over sixty-three years since the aged Coethe, in talk
ith the devout Eckermann, passed on Carlyle an encomium which
often been quoted. * Carlyle,” he said, “is a moral force of
importance. There is in him much for the future, and we
not foresee what he will produce and effect.”* This notable
se, from tho greatest modern man of letters, was bestowed
hen the subject of it was little over thirty years old, and had
one only his “Life of Schiller” and a few translations and
reviews to earn it. Heine andsMr. Swinburne combine to remind
us that Jupiter’s approving nods were bestowed with a somewhat
~ Olympian caprice ; and Carlyle himself must sometimes have

grimaced at the fact that the eye which saw a great moral force
him saw a greater in Byron.? But, thirty years afterwards, 8
¢ different authority summed up Carlyle's achievement in
ms of the forecast of Goethe. Of Harriet Martinean, though
did him a substantial service at a time when he confes-
needed it.-,.'_ Carlyle never speaks in his letters or jo N

first allusion, without some of his plentiful derision ; but

Conversations, Eng. tr., p. 277. i
shik & ob i of such eminence tag Bym had never
bly would never come again.” b, p. 8.




is none the Jess ane of his best advocates in the end. When
wrote her account of her life in the belief that it was near its
-zﬂole.ahethtu eulogised him: “If I am warranted in believing
M the society I am bidding farewell to is & vast improvement
3 -m that which I was born into, I am confident that the blessed
nge is attributable to Carlyle more than to any influence
"1 But she made some remarkable concessions, which
a question that we shall have to face again in our survey.
may be,” she grants, ““himself the most curious opposition
M he may be the greatest mannerist of his age while
Janeing conventionalism—the greatest talker while eulogising §
he most woeful complainer while glorifying fortitude— = f-%r
most uncertain and stormy in mood while bolding forth
pity as the greatest good within the reach of man ; but he has
 the less infused into the mind of the English nation sin-
v, earnestuness, healthfulness, and courage.” Some of Harriet
v’s judgments—for instance, that on Macaulay—fail to
ad themselves to posterity ; but her eulogy of Carlyle, -
he would have been the last to acknowledge the results
bed to his works, states a popular view ; and, in any case, 5
plenty of accomplished and influential men of letters who
) the main taken up her patable—Mr. Morley, Mr. Lowell,
rnett, Mr. Hutton, Professor Masson, Mr. Conway, and many
e. Certainly, Carlyle was one of the leading figures in Eng- '
h in his old age, and M. Taine, twenty years ago, remarked.
 he was the writer to whom average Englishmen referred &
reigner who asked for the leading English thiuker.*
' 'eahlmty as everybody knows, was built up by a loog
of literary work certainly not planned to conciliate the
h public, either in style or in doctrine ; and while we must
aber that in all ages it has been a popular thing to denounce
age, the fact of (krlyle’s fame and standing is in itself llgdﬂg




Thomas Carlyle.

of a society it was into which he was born, and how ho stood
related to it.  And, to begin with, without deciding how far Har
riet Martineau was right in her explanation, we have to allow for
an immense difference in moral culture between the age into
which he came and ours. Perbaps the best side of the old rdgime
is to be seen in Jane Austen’s incomparable novels. We there
contemplate a middle-class and upper-class society in which nobody
has a suspicion that social reconstruction is a thing to be con-
sidered. Jane Austen's people, indeed, are impossible in this one
point of their exclusion of all human problems from their minds
_at a time when England was in the first furions swing of the re-
'-_ﬂk\n against the French Revolation. But while we cau see that
&hj must have talked in cant formulas about the horrors of de-
pracy, as they and she talked in cant formulas about the great
of life and death, it remains cleu thm; t.hey did little mn."

tion of peopla w:t.h easy incomes, nobody ever surmised : that
mty is, in trath, an organic thoug'h monstrous whole, in W

The vogue of this ideal in fiction is a measure of the socic

of any period. Originally it was universal, ait.lmint.ho-l\qwot
se * motive or in that of the young man who comes to fortune.

it in our best fiction as late as Thackeray's ** Philip,” and It
t in the worse.

Mhlhnn.hmﬁon!orpouiul justice on Ia'
li;thm Mhlﬂl mﬁhhﬂh _




Themas Carlyle.

_pound. Look to the matter of bookselling, and you will find that
after the outbreak of the French Revolution, after the issue of
Burke’s © Reflections,” there was an almost complete arrest among
 the middle and upper classes of the movement of rational and critical
 thought, which, rising a century before, had persisted through the
corrupt Georgian period despite pietistic revival, and was taking new
_ paths when Burke thought its progress had ceased.® For instance,
Godwin's “ Political Justice,” Mary Wollstonecraft’s “ Rights of

Women,” and the English translation of the works of Voltaire, seem
~ all to have stopped dead in the bookseller’s hands, after starting
 with every sign of popularity. The editions cease in the last decade
* ofthe century. People were simply frightened back into orthodoxy,
 stupor, and respectability ; and the nation turned in the mass to
- the brute excitement of war. What did survive was a new demo-

 eratic politics and a new democratic Freethought, both kindled
‘the red-hot sincerity of Thomas Paine, and destined not to be.
trodden out again.? But all this remained tabu to upper class
gociety, which in the mass touched a lower intellectual depth than
 had reached for centuries. Compared with the respectability
the first quarter of this century, the previous century, which
been belittled by so many people, including Carlyle, is as a
estival day compared with a British Sunday: it had curiosity,
~ vigour, intelligence, lucidity, and, above all, wit ; where the reign-
ng tone and temper of the reactionary period—the tone of “good
society,” as apart from the obscure circles where new life germin-
ated—was at once witless, joyless, and cowardly. What kind of
thinking subsisted was, broadly speaking, the commonplace of Dr.
ann, whom Carlyle would have us regard as a peculiarly vital
haman type, starved by the moral famine of the eighteenth cen-
; and whom Professor Hales® now invites us to regard as really

- 1 Compare the famous WWho now reads Bolingbroke ? with Mr. Morley's
- eomment, Voltaire, 4th ed., p. 65. i

= Paine’s work was continued in the next generation by Richard
, suffered at the hands of the English Government the atrocious pi
! imprisonment.
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embodying the spirit of his time ; but who is surely to be viewed
as rather narrowing down to his own grasp the manifcld thonght
of his age, excluding its originalities, and stamping on it the rigid
impress of his own powerful character and prejudiced mind.

Of course, all generalisations of this kind must be taken with a
free hold, and with constant readiness to recoguise qualifications
and exceptions. Needless to say, conventional religion ran off
bere and there into real piety or fanaticism ; and, as I have said,
new life and light were being obscurely developed. They present
themselves (apart from that democratic Freethought which per-
sisted in the towns among the people) in two guises, in the new
poetry of Wordsworth, Coleridge, Shelley, and Byron, and in the
new politics of Bentham, James Mill, and the young Whigs, a
itics which soon established itself on the economics that had
been formulated by Adam Smith, though his book, like every
' that called for mental effort, had to run the blockade of
reaction for twenty years. .

In these two new factors, the new poetry and the new Radical-
i ‘) , we have the leading external clues to Carlyle’s position in his
youth. The poetry and the Radicalism came into obvious contact
in Shelley, and somewhat differently in Byron ; and that fact
- perhaps the plaivest proof of the still rudimentary character
their common ideas. Poetry, dealing with public or general and
ot private or special themes, is either a mere artistic expression
_of the trite and the traditional, or a vague yearning towards
~ gomething new which is not clearly or rationally conceived.
~ cause well represented in poetry is either dead or as yet wlydr
aspiration. Now, Shelley’s poetry, in so far as it is politi :
humanitarian, is just such an aspiration ; as Byron's is just a revolt
8 the traditional ; aud the fact that those two poets had the !
sptance they had is the proof that their ideas, whether dam
» or constructive, were not yet workable, To-day, when the
as are matters of common strife and prosaic discussion, we find

e



worse than the innovating philosophical poetry of Shelley—his
claborate poems, that is, not the Iyrics which came from his heart.
They sought to make poetry of raw material which they were
'~ unable to fase up to pure poetic quality—prejudices parading as
‘wisdom, and theories not vitalised by human feeling. On the
other hand, the prose-writing Radical politiciaus, we can easily
h see, had no complete scheme for men or States to live by,
only principles of amelioration, corrective of the tyrannies and

ps re-cstablished or confirmed by the reaction. Into this
n came the young Carlyle.

y ; for we may depend upon it that study or criticism oi
is ever to be scientific and profitable, must involve atudy_ :
heir physical characteristics, which determine the mental. It
y well enough known, through Mr. Froude’s editorial labours
no less untrammelled testimony of outsiders, that Carlyle
on the father's side, of a vigorous and ill-tempered race.
their record in Annandale, where plain speaking has mot
peculiar to one family. The more comprehensively one
Carlyle’s work, the more clearly one sees in him a marked
y strain which all his culture did nothing to deﬂect.

only embellished. He did not exaggerate, in his Rmmwu,
: ‘uililmooof his father over his mind, though, of course, he
agnified the paternal intelligence.? He inherited James Carlyle’s
‘his earnestness, his headlong spleen, his abusiveness, his
r fashions of speech and pbrase ; but, unfortunately, with-
important virtue he attributes to his father, that “ He
spoke of what was disagreeable and past.” * That the son
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fashions he followed.? Much admiration seems to have been ex-
cited by the son’s story of how the elder Carlyle passed judgment
on a minister of his sect who, after officiating for some time in
~ the district, decided to accept a “call” from another oong'reg'atwn
where the salary was larger. “Pay him his wages,” said old
Carlyle, “ and let the hireling go.” Now, that minister was just
- doing what ten thousand other ministers have done before and
~ Since ; nay more, what James Carlyle himself would do as &
- matter of course in his own masonwork; and what Thomas Carlyle
~ thought himself perfectly entitled to do in his literary work,
getting the best price he could for his services.* The old man
)imply voiced his own egoism in an explosion of unjust wrath,
which the son unthinkingly endorsed. Take again the letter to
son in which James Carlyle makes some remarks on the

the actual body buried. He told the poor man that such

king clogg” as his body was very unfit to inhabit Paradise.®
e old gentlaman retails this insult in his letter to his son with
jous satisfaction; and we have no reason to doubt that his son
turn enjoyed the paternal humour. _
- That letter of the elder Carlyle’s is instructive in more ways
than one. He himself, it is noteworthy, has no particular opinion
to what the resurrection would consist in. He quotes the
views of his two disputing neighbours, and lets us see, not that
had reasoned out the subject for himself—though, of oen!li,u;
was dogmatically certain that there was to be some resurrection
t simply that he had no liking or respect for the two disput-
and accordingly held himself in antagonism to both,

¥ Mr. Froude, London Life, i. 40, says Carlyle often made the remark &
~ CL Mr, Conway, Thomas Cariyle, p. 77, and Froude, First J
. 397,
f they [London Review] pay me rightly they shall have a paper
, not.” (thJcanulyhinandt, Mw
rmvmmudm) .
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Qpecinﬂy to the one least agreeable to him personally. There we
bave Carlyle all over. Antagonism, oppugnancy, negation, clear-
‘ness of conviction only that other people are wrong—that is
porbapo the most persistent note in his character ; and we shall
see, I think, that he did not greatly innovate on hls father's range
of ideas, much as he multiplied their utterance. The resentment
3 ‘of incompetence of all kinds, of bad workmanship in high things
or in low, which is 8o often to be met with in Carlyle’s pages, is
just the kind of sentiment that he would oftenest hear in the
“household of a farmer-mason of powerful character, straitened cir-
‘eumstances, and sharp temper. Somewhat suggestive, too, of the
‘frugal peasant heredity is the literary man’s continual and
quernlous apprehension, through the first balf of his life, of com-
ing one day to starvation. His constant outcry on the subject,
od, is not characteristic of the Scotch or any other peasantry,
‘Q‘ta rather to be set down to his special turn for quarrelling
w destiny; and even in his prosperous period he is found treat-
‘his wife with an inconsiderate parsimony which has shocked
‘warmest worshippers ;* while he himself represents his father
§ generous in all bis dealings. Still, these things may fairly be
~accounted for through ancestry.? s
‘strong was the physical element in the inheritance that we
constantly see it in Carlyle’s physical misery over his literary
‘work. He had the physique of a bilious peasant, a physique
‘whose strength was proved by its duration, but which, just because
its strength, would clearly have been much healthier at all
if only it could have had continuous physical exercise. He
quite right, in this regard, in saying that he was not naturally
d to be a literary man;* and there was a spontaneous physical

?Hr Larkin's Thomas Carlyle: the Cpen Secret of his Lyfe, p. '.
. Wh&ﬂy}unﬁmmharbmthorinhw ollm'lmbﬁiiwh 4
‘miserable about hypothetic futare starvation. Londcch,l.Gﬁ. PO
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need behind his early thoughts of going to the American back-
- woods, A biological friend of mine, who preaches a universal
return to handicrafts as the first necessity of social reform, argues
that Carlyle’s spleen was largely the expression of his inherited
- need for hand labour, a need inhering in muscle and nerve ; and
- indeed the Carlylean gospel of work, which inconsistently enough
- makes labour a virtue in itself, irrespective of its direction, implies
- such a bias; though at times it is hardly possible to read Carlyle
on that subject without thinking of Eccles, who “did not work
much himself, but liked to see the young uns at it.” Much has
been said of the work he actually did, which impressed the un-
borious Emerson as tremendous; but in point of fact he idled as
uch as he worked; idled morosely, as he himself confesses, for
3 at a time, angrily out of gear for either study or pro- %
ion.!
‘He really had no prevailing bent to literature, regarded as a con-
ous development of thought, save in that he had a great
itary flow of vivid speech in support of his few ideas; and,
h as he has repeated himself, his thirty or forty volumes
represent no overwhelming product for such a long life. And the
physiological secret of all this seems to flash on one at the sight
of the truest of all the portraits of him—the daguerreotype, an
~ admirable etching from a photograph of which is prefixed to the
ﬂﬂarlyle—Emarson Correspondence. The student of physiognomy,
even if he be not specially familiar with Scotch types, can read
there at a glance “the spasm of defiance contracting the nose,
~which Wagner saw in Becthoven, or rather an innate oppugnaney,
written also in the harsh and indelicate mouth, with its dyspeptic
downward fold. The later photographs, in comparison, are
addenda, exhibiting as they do, one and all, on the confession

literature was not the employment best suited to a person of Carlyle's dis
ton.” m.p.nl. 4 -
* “For above two years I have been as good as totally idle, composedly
ng fallow. It is frightful to think of!” Journal, Feb. 9, 1845 (London
)  Ci. Journal, Feb. 7, 1835, L. L. i., 19, ndn'h.t,
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s frionds, an unreal air of “semi-professional melancholy,”* un
mistakably—and not unnaturaily—self-conscious.

111, 1
~ We have to figure this son of James Carlyle, then, started on S
the path leading to literature by force of the old Scotch tendency j
to turn an intellectual boy into a minister. In young Carlyle’s
se, this disposition would be encouraged by his seriousness of
eanour, in which again he took after his father. The father
stern and unkindly in the family, so that in early days all,
ding his wife, feared him ;* and the child, we learn through
friend, Professor Masson,® was very much given to crying. In
household the child, the father of the man, and the man, thﬂ
or of the clnld, present a luminous contmulty

orthodoxy. Of that process we have had no clear u’
o, and I am fain to suggest that it was Carlyle’s genenl' ‘
of negative criticism, his innate need for opposing and
bjecting to what went on around him, that enabled him to put
msell in opposition to orthodox clericalism so early as he did.
ions. apart, he was constitutionally unfit to be a pastor: he

&
Professor Norton, in New Princeton Review, July, 1886, p. 2. “mh N

‘when quiet,” says Professor Norton, *“ was rugged as that of A
d of the hills.” ]
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Thomas Carlyle. 11

is characteristic and permanent in Carlyle. We must remember
that when he went to Edinburgh College, a boy of fourteen, the
educated deism of the previous generation had been overwhelmed,
- as in England, by the reaction. Hume’s ultimate atheism, brought
out in his posthumous “ Dialogues,” had terrified most of the
- deists as it did his executor, Adam Smith ; and there was certainly
- small audible scepticism in the Edinburgh of 1810. The boy
seems so far to have shaped his own course. He knew nothing of
the circles of lettcred and cheerful society in which Scott, and
Jeffrey, and Cockburn moved ; and he lived through his five
- sessions, working over his La.ttn and his mathematics, reading
~miscellaneously in the college library, but remaining aloof alike
from the pietistic and the bacchanalian sides of the old Edinburgh
e, and developing chiefly what may be termed the dyspeptic
inciple, tempered in those early days, however, by some youth-
friendships. ;
‘We may safely decide that his intercourse with Edward Irving
2 his school-teaching period at Klrkca.ldy did much to bring him
1 contact with the ideas of the day ;% and throughout this period
8 social bias would still be mainly determined by the Radicalism
f his father and mother®—a frame of mind which has prevailed
among the Scottish peasantry more or less throughout their
hole history, but notably since the Reformation. The ltoqol' '
his answer to the anti-Radical volunteer at Edinburgh on his Iﬂ }
o ﬁo drill—that he was not sure which side he should take‘—points
to the then state of his sympathies, though, characteristically
enough, they led him to no sort of action.
having attained any consciously settled attitude towards life ; bl__t

> “He sat throngh Thomas Brown's lectureswith perpetual inward M
7 that he did not want the mind to be taken to pieces in that way.”
Hinlao, Manual of English Prose Literature, p. 163. %

u Life, i., 35. She is said to have taught his to admire Cro
HM,M?.!S&!-
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in his letters of this adolescent period we find bim significantly
emphatic in judgments which had often small foundation in know-
ledge; and, what is equally striking, passing quickly from an
: epinion to its opposite, with no apparent sense of shock, or sign 2
of misgiving. Thus in a letter to his young friend Mitchell in |
October, 1814, he takes it for granted that his friend denounces
with him the “bigoted scepticism of Hume”—*his specious
‘sophisms,” and “ his blind prej udice in favour of infidelity ;” and
in May of the next year he writes to the same friend praising
‘Hume very highly indeed, without apparently any reminiscence of

what he had said eight months before.? The explanation seems
e that in the interim he had been reading Hume, which he
od not done before. And at this time, after he has gone through
his college course in physics, we have a sample of his later way of

ion, He accuses a writer on Navigation of being absurd in
z that the attraction of a boat to a ship, or a ship to a mﬁ;};

phenomenon may be witnessed by causing two pieces
to float on a bowl of water—and all men know that it
by capillary attraction.”*® I suppose his work in geome
corapetent as he and others have declared it to be; but
o good thing that he did not get the post of astronomer
urgh, for not obtaining which he was so strangely ran-

towards Jeffrey.® Practical science was clearly not his

1V,

was soon drawn from that study towards the more perturl
of life. As he grew into manhood his sombre and splen
ment more and more asserted itself, as was
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physically natural in his position of schoolmaster. And whereas
- we have been asked both by Carlyle and his biographers to be-
lieve that at a certain time in early manhood he somchow van-
quished his spivitual troubles and attained to some kind of
philosophic serenity and self-mastery,? it is necessary to point out
that no such thing ever really happened. The myth takes two
forms. One connects with the passage in Sartor Resartus? in which
- Teufelsdrockh declares how there rushed upon him a feeling of
indignant revulsion from his dyspeptic misery—a kind of ex-
 perience which must have occurred to Carlyle a hundred times
_ over, to no permanent purpose, as it has occurred to many an-
" other. The other view, also supported by Carlyle,® is that he
8 rescued from mental misery by his study of Goethe. There
be no doubt that his early resort to German literature, and
Goethe in particular, was a very important experience, and
have afforded him much intellectual solace. It is difficult
to realise what it must have been then to pass from the
gning imaginative literature of England to the new literature
rmany. Wordsworth, Coleridge, Shelley, and Byron, were
ust beginning to create a new humanism in poetry; and already
Germavny there existed a humanist literature which was in
ny respects deeper and in some respects truer than the m
soetry in England. Starting as it did from the impulse of the

‘highly developed literature of France, an impulse reinforced from A

" England, the modern German literature had then, relatively to
time, just such a precocity of vigour and freshness * as be-
in our own time to the prose fiction of Russia, which in turn

Reminiscences, i., 287. Froude, First Forty Years,i., 101. The passage
Reminiscences is an amazing assertion, to which every page of his

. Since Heine, German Mulamuhnwhllmmlﬂv
_ _inpuﬂnhr is much hwhamwﬁ-nnnﬁmﬁ,
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'has sprung from the seed of all the developed literatures of
‘Europe. Fresh as were Wordsworth and Byron in many ways,
: thay were weighed upon by a great tradition that did not burden
' Schiller and Richter and Goethe; and even if it were not 8o,
~ Qarlyle was of all men the most likely to feel that attraction of
~ povelty which we tend to find in ideas presented in a foreign
' Janguage, and which we are so apt to miss in books in our own
~ Janguage by reason of prejudice.> A mind with such a tendency
t all neighbouring doctrine was specially prepared to re-
congenial thought from a foreign country against which he
had not learned to harbour any prejudice. But if he had been
a8 ready to receive Wordsworth and Shelley as he was to listen to
he, the German poet had clearly the richer and riper fruits
him. Goethe was for Carlyle what Wordsworth became for
a harmoniser of life. Where the gentler nature of the
se Mill found solace in the grave nature poetry of the man u!’
ul rural existence, the stormy and spleenful Carlyle was
ated and charmed by the manifold life-criticism of * Faust,”
. which is, as Emerson grumblingly contended,® the work of ammo;&iw
e world, but a great man of the world, and a great poet into

‘the bargain. For “grit” and “ Geist,” Goethe’s masterpiece far
tweighs the similarly ambitious poetry of Wordsworth and
7, excelling them in all the main quolities of virility, out- .
ness, and volume of human experience. o
Carlyle then was for the time dominated by the new German
rature, and in particular fascinated, and in a degree tranquil-
ised, by the large serenity of Goethe. But nothing is more clear
than his entire failure to assume Goethe's attitude towards life.®
‘He no more assimilated Goethe’s spirit than he did the trans-
‘cendental philosophy, whether of Kant or of Fichte. And
it must be said that Carlyle’s early utterances on these mal
imitative and pretentious to an afflictive degree. All hi

. Goethe on Carlyle's Life of Schiller, Werke, Aufg. 185, ¥.,
2 Letlers and Social Aims, ed. 1877, p. 59.
‘Morley, Miscellanses, ed. 1886, ., 164.

'
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 long, certainly, his literary manner is uneasily self-conscious, ner-
vously sarcastic, wanting equally in simplicity and in good temper,

‘being never tranquil,’ and only attaining good humour in the
form of humour, and not always in that form. But when he ex-

pounds Goethe’s poetry,® or German metaphysics, we are clearly

in the presence of a factitions enthusiasm. For metaphysics,

~ despite a certain vein of elementary mysticism, he had no natural

faculty, as he virtually admitted later by his avowed sbandon-
- ment of all such study.® He could think penetratingly in that
a8 in other provinces, in flashes, in disconnected perceptions; but
for the strenuous and patiently minute analysis of ideas, which is

p task of the true metaphysician, he had no turn. Read his

essay on Novalis, for the most part a worthless performance,*

you do not need his partial admission that he did not under-

what he was so arrogantly writing about. His strength,

e bent, did not lie that way; and he was just doing what

y weaker young men have done—what, in fact, we have

done in our youth—putting on a priggish fashion of thought

was not cut to his measure. “The prig,” it bhas been well

% is the same in all times and in all countries, obeying not
own needs, but the needs of others which he believes ought to
hie.” ®* That is a measles which in the order of nature we
ght to pass through in our youth; and nobody can accuse
Iyle of having had later attacks, though the dregs of his German
e lingered a good while. “ Priggishness,” says the writer T
Jjust quoted, “ priggishness, the vice of imitation, is, in Mt,.f
mpare Sterling's criticism of Sartor, in Carlyle's Life qrm A
ch. 2.

Dr, Garnett, Life of Carlyle, p. 81.

ris complete repudiation of Kantism in the ohtpuron(hlorldp_




r‘ulie egg-shell which the sturdy bird can break, but in which the
_weak perishes.” Carlyle was not of the perishing sort.

s A

But this matter of Carlyle’s quasi-transcendental philosophy
requires further attention. We are told to this day, by writers of
 standing, that «The guiding principle of all Carlyle’s ethical work
i the principle of F ichte’s speculation, that the world of experi-
se is but the appearance or vesture of the divine idea or life:

that he alone has true life who is willing to resign his own

onality in the service of humanity, and who strives incessantly
ork out the ideal that gives nobility and grandeur to human

1 Now, Fichte's philosophy, as here stated, is itself in-

ste and inconsistent, since the very stipulation as to there
only one true life is a flat denial of the premiss that all life
expression of the divine idea. But apart from that, Fichte
tedly was possessed in practice by his Pantheism, whereas
however he may have followed Fichte in his youth, cer-
pever adjusted his “ ethical work ” to Fichte's main doctrine.
 whole contention suggests how hard it is for transcendentalists
eneral. and for Carlyleans in particular, to relate their theories

y to life. Carlyle’s practical doctrine, the doctrine of his i

it and Present,” his * Latter-Day Pamphlets,” his Chartism,”
« Shooting Niagara,” is the absolt ‘.
jon of his early Fichtean idealism; and in his later work,
in irrelevant interjections, he does not even affect to repeat
idealistic formulas. If he thought he adhered to his early
ophy he was in this respect more profoundly inconsistent,
o hopelessly divided against himself, than in any other, ma
as his inconsistencies were, 1f the universe be but the ve
conscious and purposive innate life, call it Spirit or Pe
you will, what sense is there in all these volumes of C




Thomas Carlyle.

objurgation against the tendencies of things, all these lamenta-
tions and curses over the downward course of civilisation ! Carlyle,
~ wo are told, was only using a metaphor when he bracketed or
opposed God and Devil in discussing current conduct; but even
_ as a metaphor his Devil is meaningless if he really held the Pan-
theism he professed. He was lampooning the Universe ; shrieking
against the stars in their courses; and insanely calling on man-
kind, whom he had called the mere garment of deity, passing

phbantasms of the cternal existence, to overrule that eternal exist- e

_ ence itself. I will readily confess that 1 never met, either in life

_ or in literature, a transcendental Theist, or, indeed, any Theist,

who was plausibly consistent in applying his philosophy to prac-

o; but if we are to regard Carlyle as throughout life a Trans-

dentalist, he is the most scandalous case of zealous inconsistency

record.? One is fain to surmise that his Transcendentalism

just one of the borrowed fashions of his youth, of which he

the unfitness in his later life; and that he became just s

fforward irrational Theist of the traditional sort, making &

for every day of the year out of his impressions for the time

g. Inall his practical teachings his God is but the other

- s of his Devil, a thing to swear by. His admirers forgetfully

{insist that his faith in God was constant. If that were so, one

could only answer that there is not the least logical difference

~ between his Theism and his Diabolism, and that his Devil is as

real to him as his God. It is not for me here to decide whether
Carlyle in his heart of hearts had any genuine faith whatever.

would hardly be conclusive to take him finally by his despairing

Y in private that God seemed to leave the world to itself®
I am bound to point out that there is nothing to be made

religion but the old alternatives of a good God temporarily

Mr. Carlyle is ostentatiously illogical, and defiantly inconsistent,” says
Morley (Misc,, i, 143). It is not clear that Mr, Morley felt ;

said to him, not long hefore his death, that I could only b
oh (sic) did something. With a cry of pain, which I shall ¢
Ho doos nothing.'" Froude, L. L., ik, 200.




;Med by a bad God, and an omnipotent God who never gets his
own way, because of the obstinacy of the creatures he himself
created. Every Theist capable of reasoning moves towards
Pantheism if he wants at any price to avoid Atheism ; and Carlyle
in many cases repudiates the old Deism and posits Pantheism ; ¥
but all the same he plunges into the crassest Deism every time he
aah to connect God with human affairs by way of practical teach-
' on eonduct. It takes a real thinker, as distinct from a man
genius, to be a consistent Pantheist. The consistent
.itlﬂﬁhmli, if such a one there be, knows that between him and the
ilosophical Agnostic or Atheist there is no difference save that
pame : that the position of Spinoza, logically worked out, is just
pnuhon of Mr. Bradlaugh * or Mr. Spencer, stripped of certain
: es of formula. But it was impossible for Carlyle at any
- of hm life to think or speak of Atheism without foaming at

» mouth in a mere passio: of prejudice. Holding steadily

her by Deism nor Pantheism, he can only be described as a
ic either for a hallucination or for a name. Call his creed
sm,” and you limit the confusion of words by separately
ing his confusion of thought.® '

YL

Turn from the cosmological to the ethical side of his religion, :
and the confusion is, if possible, plainer. There is nothing in

1E.g., the Essay on Diderot : People's ed., pp. 50-1.

2This was written while Mr. Bradlaugh was yet alive. I cannot now

ss his name without a tribute to that power of analytic and penetrating
ght in which he was 1o less remarkable than in his energy and sincerity

hiloldage (Dec. 18069) he wrote in his Journal (London Lv"e,

in me withal some confused but ineradicable flicker
re is a *particular providence.”” Quite so,
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literature, outside theology, to compare with his self-contradietions
on Right and Might. A cozen times over he assures us that
rights count for nothing, that our business is to find our mights ;
aud a dozen times more he arraigns an injustice as being a with-
holding from men of their clearest rights. The confusion is
exquisitely confounded in one of his letters} and in a piece of his
talk preserved for us by Professor Norton.' The sage, in his
best and most entertaining manner, dilates to his disciple on
~ “one ,* & willow-pattern sort o’ man, voluble but harmless, a
pure berbwomus, nay, mere graminivorous creature, and he says
wi’' many terms o' compliment, that there's ‘a great and vemer-
able author,” meanin’ myself, who's done infinite harm to the
world by preachin’ the gospel that Might makes Right ; and he
18 to have no idea that this is the very precise and absolute
rary to the truth I hold and have endeavoured to set forth,
y and simply, that Right makes Might. Well do T remember
p in my younger days the force o’ this truth dawned on me.”

with all respect to Professor Norton's discipular piety, Tam

nd to say that a more frontless sophism was never framed by
aceredited moralist. It is amazing that anybody should be
duped by it. To say that Right makes (=implies) Might is not
in the least to put the contrary of Might makes (= implies) Right ;

is merely the verbal converse, and amounts to saying the very

‘#ame thing over again ; for if all Might is made by Right, and if

- Right always makes Might, then Might and Right are inseparable,
~ and you cannot have Might without Right, which is exactly what
stated in the phrase Might makes Right. The real contrary to
phmewouldjuat be, hhghtdmnot make Right ; you mr




‘when he expressly grappled with the question his reasoning was
either that of a sophist or that of a blunderer. And when Pro-
" fessor Norton goes on to say that it is only a “ careless student”
ho could say Carlyle tanght that Might made Right, and quotes
illustration the phrases in “ Past and Present,” that “in all
battles, if you await the issue, each fighter has prospered accord-
ing to his right,” and that “ in the long run and in the final issue,
" ﬂm just thing proves to be the strong thing,”—when the disciple
~ reasons thus he forces us to answer that he is as confused as his
™ The very passages he quotes are statements that Might
s the measure of Right ; and one is driven to question the judg-
of a “student ” who cannot see as much.?
truth is, Carlyle has been celebrated by a band of literary
mirers who have never logically analysed his teaching, and who
» too often grown incompetent to do so by so long uncritically
lowing such an inconsistent teacher.? It is impossible not to
athise with their wish to restore the credit of an admired
er after it has been suddenly shaken by the revelations,
ntable or unwarrantable, of his appointed biographer ; but
‘revelations have in reality only added some private and
ic items to an indictment always framable from Carlyle’s
shed works. We have here little or nothing to do with
se revelations which have been exclaimed against, for they
ly give fresh instances of tendencies in Carlyle that are fully
ent in memorials of him which have not been objected to.

=

contemptuous of might except where it rests on right,” He had his
b days and his right days; thi: was a right day. S
. Froude writes, in the letter cited: *“To me, as I read him, he seems
y, on the contrary, that, as this universe is constructed, it is ‘right’
that is strong.” Is it a conspiracy of sophistry, or a consensus of
A :
From first to last he was surrounded by people who allowed him his
, because they folt his superiority—who found it a privilege to
inister to him as they became more and more conscious of his greatness—
o, when their eyes were open to his defects, were content to put
'm, as {he mere sccide: ts of 3 nervously sensitive organisation,”
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It is vain to say, as has been said,® that Professor Norton's
corrections of Mr, Froude's editorial blunders amount to & general
restoration of Carlyle to his old status —that is, to the position he
held in the minds of many people who read his books without
critically realising what they read. For my own part, I cannot
heartily regret that the truth has been bronght home to such
readers by any revelations whatever. Rather I would point to
the fact that Mr. Froude has been most bitterly blamed where be
let out truth, least blamed for his carelessnesses, bad as they were,
and hardly at all blamed for the worst vices of his book, which
_indeed are just a condensation of the vices of Carlyle-worship in
general—a reckless perversion of ethical and all other eriticism
habitual substitution of bluster for reasoning ; a total defect of
ial science; and sn almost constant looseness of moral states
as apart from statements of fact. Mr. Froude's occasional
» of his hero is only too well deserved. It is his windy
ic and his empty reiteration that will one day mark out

f‘pd'!ntmmoa.

Mr. Froude has told us, for mstmoe, that ’l'o nll men Carl)

he falfilled his own injunction. He wrote no * Werthers

0o musical ‘Childe Harold,’ to relieve his own heart by in
world to weep with him. So far as the world was cone
bore his pains in silence, and only in his journal left &




written record of them.” *  All which is patently untrue ; and the
~ Joud assertion of it is one of a thousand proofs that Carlylism,
' among its devotees, makes for anything but accuracy. Carlyle
" mot only filled his diary with his lamentations—a sufficiently
futile proceeding in itself—but filled his letters with them
likewise ; and not only did he write one book, Sartor Resartus,
primarily to relieve his own heart by inviting the world to weep
laugh, or sigh—with him, but he resorted to the same inex-
< wve relief in every book he wrote, in season and out of it.
urn his own smoke he never did, while he could hold a pen.
'he smoke of him goeth up from forty chimneys, the volumes of
‘works. ““At home, however,” says the conscientious biographer,
‘could not always be reticent.” TFor “could not always,”
“gould never,” and you have the general truth ; because any
ce” Carlyle ever acc_mplished was plainly as gloomy as
his speech, and deserves to be called by no such commendatory
me. Take any general virtue which he has lauded—serenity,
ppression, obedience, silence, rigid devotion to truth and
and you have but to read in his life and books to see him
efully lapse from it. He exhibits not merely human frailty,
re to realise his ideals : his ideals themselves are internecine.
With his spontaneous oppugnancy, his revolt from calm science,
incapacity for analysis, he had come into a world where above
1 things science and analytic faculty were wanted in those who
would be guides. Sound guidance, therefore, he could not give.

BB TT 1T nad g L[] T 1Y ¥ 1%
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All this, it will be said, is making out Carlyle to be a teacher
out grasp even of his own teaching, a life-long preacher of
ictions, a prophet with a gospel of shreds and "
|, that is, roughly put, what I am undertaking to show.
ve Carlyle, to put the matter concisely, as a man of e3
arily vivid imagination, who saw and felt separate pictu

i
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 scenes, situations, ideas, sentiments, convictions, with an unpar -
alleled intensity, and was able to find burning words in abundance te
express that ; but who was fundamentally incapable of a connected
philosophy of life, as he was incapable of writing a book of any
kind otherwise than as a series of separate pictures, or repetitions - X
- of a protest in different figures. His vividuess and his discon-
nectedness would appear to be correlative. He detested pbllm- Z
~ phical histories because they offered continuous reasoning, where
he needed a series of emotional states; and his bent was for him . =
always the measure of fitness. These things are at bottom
‘matters of physique; and when the doctors begin, after geners
tions of unreasoning aversion, to take up the science of localised
brain functions, as they are at length doing with the phenomena
what they have called bypnotism, they may explain such
Jualities in terms of cerebral constitution. However that may be,
le’s thinking is plainly a series of impulses and impressions,
of course coinciding with or corroborating each other ; but
-subjected to a continuous self-criticism with the view of
ating error by the test of consistency, which is the ultimate
of truth. And to say this is the same thing as saying that
Carlyle was inveterately prejudiced. Prejudice, remember—the
preference of our habit to another’s, tempered more or less by sus-
_ceptibility to particular magnetisms—is the primary or natur
state of every one of us; and the only difference between man
nmlmninthiaregardisthstmetry more or less hard to
duce their ideas to consistency, while others more or less com-~
etely abstain from the attempt. Carlyle’s abstinence seoms to
have been well-nigh total—seems, that is, from his pablished
though he was probably too sensitive a man not to M
self oftener than he lets us see,
:_ Ms any one of his familiar doctrines as we have hh-. bis
lism and his theory of Might and Right, and this infirmit)
lppau As he grew in years he passed out of his mqﬁa
ic which seems to have been irrational enough,® into a
WTorﬂlm. which called for Radical mh'lnh '
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. Jeople’s interests at the hands of a good despot, whom apparently
‘the people were to choose, though in the terms of the case they
. were incapable of wise choice. And when he once gets the length
~ of bringing his see-saw doctrine of kingship to the neighbourhood
" of practice, what does he propose? That the matter should be
" gettled in Britain by the reigning sovereign—who is the extremest
possible negation of Carlyle’s ideal sovereign, and therefore most
‘completely disentitled to play the part—undertaking to choose
pordinates or sub-kings, who, thus chosen by typified incom-
ence, should competently do the kingly work.? The scheme,
after all that pother and pretence, is worse than absurd ; i
is despicable. You feel that after all the prophet had not the 1
s of his opinions, And it is the same with his treatment of 1
. He abandoned the reigning faith : he often raged at it ]
ate, and to some extent he indirectly impugned it in his
ngs ; but when it came to speaking out plainly and fully he
goiled. His biographer tells us that he would not attempt to. &
hrone the moribund Christianity which exasperated him, because
sared to open a way for an Atheism which he believed to be
2  He blustered privately of an ¢ Exodus from Houndsditeh,”
never spoke publicly a plain word to such effect. On his own
les, that was an unpardonable treason. He was avowedly
d to speak the truth lest it should lead to evil ;* and all the
ile he professed to teach that only the speaking of the truth and
ing but the trath could save society from ruin. It is intelligible
out of filial concern he should dissemble with his pious old
er ; but he dissembled with the very world whose insincerity.
always denouncing. His whole manner of expression on
n, barring a few explosions,* is designed to suggest ortho-
oxy ; and he did nothing to resist the bigotry and superstition

e

b

** He really thinks the truth dangerous, Poor wretch. . . "
Pamphlets, iv., People’s ed., p. 136. And see his own

s Mr. Froude, Zondon Life, i., 458. A
y Pamplilets, p. 137 ; and see Mr.
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A.‘ which he privately railed against. He could impeach where jm-
pmhment brought him rather respect than odium : he never risked
 in his own person the impeachment of heresy.! Other derelictions
~in abundance are confessed by one or other of his admirers all
-round, as we saw at the outset they were by Harriet Martinean,
With his gospel of silence, as she said, he was the most irrepress-
~ible of talkers ; and his talk, brilliant and endlessly entertaining
a8 it was, yet was emphatically that of a man who was not seek-
ing for truth, who would listen to no other mau's truth, who had
real thought even of persuasion, but who was concerned only =
0 blow off his own steam. And it was the same in his writing,
® man who preaches silence turns out to be one of the most
uacious of writers, inasmuch as his didactic books say the same
g over and over again in fresh words, and, as there is no e
ration or logic, but only asseveration, the purport of a
me at times might easily be put in a chapter. So with his
iations of other teachers for what he held to be their short-
He charged Voltaire, unreasonably and unjustly
gh, with merely denying and destroying; and nine-tenths of
“own life’s work, apart from his mere story-telling, is just
negation and destruction, or rather, vain atterpts at destruetion,
for he had not Voltaire’s gift of doing what he aimed at. His
energy almost always proceeds from some repulsion ; he never in his
o, from the time of Peel’s repeal of the Corn Laws,* seems to have
_ given his approbation to any man’s scheme of action for the publie
od, even where it simply removed an obstruction ; and it
prable that the one contemporary writer whom latterly he
far as his explicit teaching goes, he has left Scotland as it was.
thorn in his heart, which the solitudes of Scotland could not remove,
his utter inability to bring his intellect into any harmony with the
and ideas of the people. . . . Again and again he went back there,
, 88 Mrs, Carlyle told me, the mnjority of them were so narrow and dogs
tic that Carlyle hardly drew a peaceful breath till he got back
" (Conway, as cited, p. 150). Yet he never sought to lnliilhf

- Compare Professor Minto, Manual, p. 167,
letter to Peel in the Zondon Life, i., 376-7. mmm
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~ cordially applauded, Mr. Ruskin, pleased him precisely by his
* denunciatious, and never by his constructive views.? If anybody
went to Carlyle sincerely desirous of practical guidance, the
chances were that he simply fed the sage’s sense of the humorous,
~ which went deeper than even his books show. Mr. Henry James,
~ the elder,? has told how Lord John Manners, the nobleman who is
like to be made immortal by one couplet, went to Carlyle with
some other aristocrats of the young England school to ask
counsel. Carlyle told the story to Mr. James as a capital piece of fun

. ¢ They asked me,’ he said, with countenances of much interrogation,

~ what it was just that I would have them to do. I told them that Ihad no ;

* manner of counsel to bestow upon them ; that I didn't know how they lived :

‘at all up there in their grand houses, nor what manner of tools they had to :I
2
]

‘work with. All T knew was, Itold them, that they must be doing some-
"ﬁhgm long, or they would find themselves on the broad road to the
devil.’ And he laughed as if he would rend the roof.”3 4
That was typical. The constant habit of aversion and mockery
~made him ultimately a mere mocker at all other men’s hopes.* g
 Half the criticism in the world, no doubt, is simply the expres-
sion of that instinctive opposition of types and species which is
wariously visible throughout organic nature ; but no writer of dis-
,imuhon was ever so signally a mouthpiece of his neurot.lo e

s as Carlyle. In his prime we find him, out of sheer aplaen,

i ‘at Seneca for his reiteration of platitude about virtue,
“I&iﬂh was the exact counterpart of his own life-long habit.® In

1 Last letter to Emerson, in their Correspondence, ii., 352.
2 Dr. Garnett’s disparagement notwithstanding, this writer's Kecollce-

on the subject. Itis as good in its way as anything Carlyle ever

| in his.

- % Adantic Monthly, May, 1881, p. 597. Compare Dean Stanley's remin-
: Me in hufunanl sermon, cited by Onwald,p. 4, =

wtical love to man” (p. 594). “ Nothing maddened him so much
mistaken for a reformer. . . ." (p. 003}.
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middle age, attained by him with hardly a taste of the discipline
~ he was always prescribing for others, he snaps rabidly at all
_ #jsms ” alike, and avows affinity with none. In his old age, save G
~ for his endorsement of his disciples’ strictures, he has no relation
whatever to the general life. The later portraits, with their *
“ gemi-professional melancholy,” are thus a kind of acceptance of
the destiny of frustration that is stamped upon the racked and
~ reposeless features of the mau with his work yet to do.

VIIL

~ But some part of all this, we saw, was apparent to Harriet
artineau long ago; and yet she claimed for Carlyle a great
evement in the stirring up of the English mind to better
ses. Can the claim be just? Can the man whose teaching
‘was a tissue of contradictions, whose philosophy was a fallacy,
~ have influenced a whole generation for good? We should be glad
~ to believe so if we can; and there ia,aﬂernll,anupeotot-l_‘_
Carlyle’s work of which the claim holds true. I bave said that
his most constant inspiration was repulsion, aversion alike to what
‘men did around him and to what others proposed by way of im-
provement. Unquestionably, if his oppugnancy became an
session, it had still abundant scope for healthy exercise on the
social conditions of his and our time. Negative criticism, o
 called, is just as valuable as any other intellectual work when i
6 rightly done—a truth which Carlyle would not see when, ina
purely negative spirit, he sought to discredit Voltaire. If a thing
o bad, a condition evil, a doctrine false, the saying so is clearly
; P first service that the case admits of. It is folly to make out
that it is better work to build the new house than to clear away
‘the rotten one. Now, in that England which resulted from the grea
stion we glanced at ; the England in which the one importan
orm for which men could by long effort be got to unite i

-

ficient numbers was Freo Trade; tho England in which, with.
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M thought that moral and intellectual interests could take care
“of themsolves, and that civilisation was sure to prosper all round
‘under a reign of blind industrial competition—in that England
‘Carlyle must have counted for something as mere thunder and
lightning to clear the air. Things were not going right but
: wrong, in & hundred directions; and if his estimate of what was
" right and what wrong was often crude and capricious, his challenge
‘ Jeast must have set many thinking who otherwise would not
have thought. To this conclusion comes Mr. Lowell, after being
forced like so many others to give up Carlyle’s ethics; to pro-
punce him a blind partisan of unscrupulous power; to protest,
s 50 many have protested, that his polemic against cant was itself
the end the merest cant.® The moral stimulus, the spur to
jon and to thought, the vehement arraignment of social anarchy
‘and hypocrisy, these remain to claim credit from a just criticism.
; he did so much for England as Harriet Martineau thought,
the dying John Sterling thought, it is hard to believe. But
where is the means of measuring such influences? We can but
ide in general terms that he was, as Goethe predicted he would
»te, a moral force of great importance, in so far as his batteries
e rightly directed ; leaving open, however, the unpleasing pro-
lity that where they were wrongly directed he must also have
2 & great moral force for harm. The best way, for him, of put~
¢ the case, is to dwell on the energy with which be challenged
t he felt to be ruinous tendencies in the society in which
lived. It is one of his “chief and just glories,” says Mr.
, that he never was blind, as 5o many were, to the fact
sodarn England was entering on a new and great crisis.

too, Mr. Jumes, as cited. And see Carlyle's letter to his wife i
35 (ZLondon Life, i., 59):—** One thing in the middle of this chaos I

nd more determine to adhere to—it is now almost my sole rule
"dnrhynlfufmndhmulnuo!pMNm
Molmhywhtnmmﬂﬂd.udﬁﬂo",wmﬂ
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~ Glory? Can it then be a glory merely to have seen what so many
gaw and felt, apart from any rightness of counsel as to how the
erisis should be faced ! Well, his glory let it be. To many he
was the first bringer of the message that social morality does not
end with the discharge of money obligations; that a system of
gelf-preservation in terms of commerce is only savagery over again.
While others, seeing as much, cautiously planned lines of trans-
formation, he flatly impeached the actors, roundly calling the
fortune-making employer of labour a Chactaw, long before it was
fashion to speak of exploitation,
That is, I think, his high-water mark; and after all it was not
ilsomely attained. It was not hard to denounce Government 3
industrial distress, as he did in “ Chartism.” Temper fired his
and made sharp his tongue ; and he sometimes censured

) the spontancous insight of an angry womaun. Beyond that, =
counts for little in social reform. The matter is summed up =

for all by Professor Minto, the most judicial of his erities :—

#¢Carlyle's doctrines are the first suggestions of an earnest man, adhered
 with unreasoning tenacity. As a rule, with no exception that is worth
ing, they take account mainly of one side of a case, He was too impatient.
 difficulties, and had too little respect for the wisdom and experience of
others, to sabmit to be corrected ; opposition rather confirmed him in his
own opinion. Most of his practical suggestions had already been tried and
nd wanting, or had been wade before and judged impracticable upon
punds that he did ot or would not understand. His modes of dealing
ith pauperism and crime were in full operation under the despotisms of
VIL and Henry VIIL His theory of a hero-king, which means in -
se an necidentally good and able man in a series of indifferent or bad
ots, has been more frequently tried than any other political system: =
at this moment contains no government that is not despotic, His
in other departments of knowledge also are chiefly determined by

 Manwal of English Prose Literature, pp. 162.3. Compare the eriti-

fam of Professor Masson, the more weighty as coming from an admiret
Pp. 106-114) :—* His impatience of reasoned political science in -
+ + « really shuts him out, more than he was himself aware,

with the * fact of things,’ which he defined so uqﬁdl?
attainable wisdom ” (p. 113). Sce also Mr Morley,
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Against this the claim that Carlyle urged national education is
of little weight. It was part of the Radicalism of his age, and
after he dropped Radicalism he in no effective way advocated it.
‘In fine, we must reckon him as a general force or stimulus, an
awakener and censor, not as a teacher, though he figured as a
teacher to those he stimulated.

IX.

| The secret of Carlyle’s influence clearly lies in his diction, con-
‘gidered apart from his doctrines. Ideas which, put forward in a
¢ and unexcited prose, would have impressed nobody as re-
ble, become in his pages as the sounds of trumpets, and
» men to enthusiastic acceptance—when they do not drive
to put their fingers in their ears. And to-day, after such an
mity of protests from friends and foes against the uncouthness
the Carlylean style, it is interesting to find that the books have
quite an immense circulation among the widening multitude of
eneral readers. From a literary point of view there is nothing
o regret in that, even on the side of taste in style; for there is
e literary danger in that petulant and senile conservatism
h resents all novelty of expression, than in any mesmeric in-
ce of a striking mannerism ; and the time is past for an ex-
e contagion of Carlyle’s. He, indeed, spoiled one or two
8 style—Forster’s and Professor Masson's, for instance, and
ps in part that of Dickens ; but English prose has developed
too much in the last thirty years to permit of Carlyle’s work
ug a model. Before that period he certainly gave literary
ish new resonance and colour,? or, at least, restored some that
d lost ; but subtler and more various art than his has taken
 aw ' from him the prestige of freshness which did so much
‘ down to 1860 or so. What seems to be going on now
popular trial of the savours which tickled the more rec
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- palates among the cultured class of last generation. And this new
~ popularity, it is plain, is one more proof that Carlyle is not really
a profound thinker, as men used to call him, but essentially a

- writer on the popular plane of ideas. In Sartor Resartus he

- puzzles just by affecting to be abstruse when his thought is per-
fectly simple. Like Mr. Browning, he made many people fancy
he was profound by being, for them, in part unintelligible; but
in the one case as in the other, a little patience, a little literary
gymnastic in construing, serves to show that what seemed unheard-
of doctrine was only old thought in new dialect.?

~ Among his new public as among the old, Carlyle will doubtless

~ impress and fascinate by his unflagging vehemence ; for vehemence,
nember—mere physical excitation, communicated through
rds, or sounds, or gestures—goes a long way towards setting
& hysterical plasticity in the average person. It did so in all
 ancient religions, eastern or western ; and it does so in modern
tllke savage and civilised, in negro religion in Africa and the
ited States, in Salvation Army practice, and in the popular
paching of all ages. Carlyle, we know from himself, never
could write save in a white heat of nervous excitement; and,
whether or not there be truth in the Horatian maxim that the
poet himself should weep if he would make others weep, it is cer-
tain tbat the excited writer always stands a good chance of
~ exciting some at least of his readers. -
~ What is more, Carlyle’s books profit now, as they profited before,
~ by that mysterious and apparently immortal passion that in this
country attracts people to sermons.® It is something uniquely
 British. All foreigners are struck by it, putting it down as a

- 1 Jeffrey was not far wide of the mark when, in 1828, he wrote to Car-

y :—"'* I suppose that you will treat me as something worse than an ass

o I say that Iam firmly persuaded the great soure of your extrava-

and of all that makes your writings intolerable to many and ridicu.

to not a few, is not 80 much any real peculiarity of opinions as an

ambition to appear more original than you are.” (First Forty

il., 88.) e

Carlyle won his firat successes as a kind of preacher in print.”
udy Windows, 6th ed., p. 107,




~ national characteristic, with roast-beef and hypocrisy ; and they
~ seem to despair of explaining it, save by vaguely connecting it
sometimes with the hypocrisy, and sometimes with the roast-beef.
- “In England,” says one Frenchman, “the preacher is everywhere,
~ even in the novels;” and M. Taine points out how the first really
- English art was that of Hogarth, a succession of moral exhorta-
~ tions. That taste has stuck to the nation now for two hundred
. and fifty years, and will not soon leave it ; hence, among other
~ causes, a long lease of popularity for Carlyle. For a large part of
his work is in the very key and spirit of the sermon—a solemn
~ vein of allusion to such facts as death and eternity, and the need
for doing our duty; facts on which there is nothing new to be said,
but on which the true sermon-lover really does not want anything
new, being quite content to hear the established commonplaces
- once a week till death do them part. Carlyle had a great faculty
for ministering to that strange appetite, being wont, as Emerson
‘wrote of him in his diary, to say the same thing day after day,
- and year after year, throughout his life.! It comes out queerly
enough in his correspondence with his brother John, which
- evidently reflects the style of conversation in the family cu'oln-a_."; o
style familiar enough to those who know the Scotch peasantry. It
made up to an enormous extent of the tritest commonplaces of
he primeval and perennial sermon, retailed with a serious gusto
possible to describe. The letters of the Carlyle brothers, we
n see, consisted largely in a grave process of swopping platitudes,
comforting each other under the trials of life with proverbs.
The older and staler they are, the better Carlyle seems to relish
—* Another year has gone.” “What a worlditis.” Whaﬁ ’
world we live in.” “We are in God’s hand.” “Let us h
. Our life is a hope.” And eo on. And Thomas is qi
when John sends him a comparatively fresh plati
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round you.”) ‘I really try to do so, and succeed.” Alas for the
success !

Imagine this kind of reflection reiterated and amplified by all
~ the resources of a sonorous and impressive style,® with God’s
- name taken in vain or otherwise without stint, and the whole

embellished with eloquent imagery and solemn allusions to

spiritual experience, and you have the essentials of success for a
~ popular serious writer. It may be doubted whether the fecundity
- of grave commonplace in Carlyle’s essays would to-day be tolerated

in the reviews : indeed, it is pretty certain it would not be. When

we read the pages of tritely sententious reflexion with which he
interlards his critiques we have to remember what poor stuff the
English magazine writing of sisty years ago generally was, if we

not to vote the writer a literary empiric.

X

1 nd intensity. These simple thoughts, such as they are, are
. genuine with him ; they are his natural state of mind, save in g0

pt rubbed thread-bare they would be welghty things. His re
flexion u the uenoua expresauon of whnt is in his heart, and the

1—*In CulylouinBymn,onoiamoruh-uckmththorhewhﬁn

“the matter. He has manly superiority rather than in

80 makes good hard hits all the time, There is more character than
_ mamhadnshmgly mambhng Samuel Johuson,”
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~ the ordinary run of reviewing, marked as it so often is by per-
" functoriness and a concern to be at best elegantly entertaining.
Such essays as those on Scott, Burns, Johnson, and Voltaire, owe
their general impressiveness to the fervour with which, in writing
them, the reviewer insists on bringing his subject into touch with
his deepest convictions. He is not so much judging as feeling
and protesting his feeling : indeed, the scientifically judicial atti-
 tude, though he every now and then strives hard to assume it,
" and even succeeds beyond the wont of his contemporaries, is
 strictly foreign to him, though his literary taste is masculine and
penetrating. In these characteristics lie his strength and his weak-
_pess. His criticism of Burns, for instance, in so farasit is literary,
s for the most part just and durable, and is to a large extent in
remarkable opposition to that indiscriminate and incompetent
laudation of Burns by the mass of his countrymen, which consists
g0 ill with the national reputation for criticism. But these
ticisms, good as they are, are touched in lightly, without any
process of analysis or attempt to convince; and the stress of the
essay runs to the contemplation of Burns’s relations to life and
society, on which Carlyle felt most strongly. Now, it was his
 foible, as we have already seen, to be spontaneously in opposition,
in sarcastic opposition, to most views that came to him from
outside; and the result is that bis verdict on what was for
the main aspect of the case is a series of contradictions, Many
sensible people had felt that Burns's poetry suffered, not only from
‘the hasty character of his culture, but from the laborious pre-
ocoupations of his life, although his splendid vitality enabled him
_ to perform wonderful feats of composition. The truth of this is

_ a8 it had been stated by other people he must needs, in another
. portion of his essay, contradict them, and insist with futile
ticism that poetry lies in the heart and not in the tongue. So
the yuestion as to Burns’s character. Carlyle, resenting the
ority of smug respectability all around, while a Burns is
“to stumble down the road to ruin, makes the natural
Lut soon the feeling swings the other way, and he decides

R P i85 X PENeT)

 obvious that Carlyle could not help stating it. But inasmuch .
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~ that Burns ought to have saved himself, and that society is not
to blame. And then finally there is again the reaction against
‘the smug respectable and their censure, and we are reminded that
in blaming a man for his weaknesses we are to consider his tempta-
tions—this after the critic has done his blaming. In every one
~ of these views there is a measure of truth; but the critic makes
no attempt, and we cannot but conclude that he lacked the
faculty, to reconcile them and give us the net truth in a clarified
form. Criticism, like history—here I differ from Mr. Lowell—was
for him a matter of detached and disconnected views ;' and most
of his essays remain collocations of different pieces, written each
‘at one jet, and never reduced to unity.

The natural result of this is that the essay on Burns, above
anced, has not guided critical judgment among Scotchmen,
gh they have all read it. His moral criticisms make them
warmly but vaguely and contradictorily on the subject; and,
s swaying their hearts without enlightening their heads, he

never brought them round in the mass to his view of Burns

the literary side, though he has encouraged many of them to
land parts of Burns’s ablest work at which Scotch respectability
olds up its black-gloved hands, Equally instructive is the essay
on Scott, and its measure of acceptance. Here most conspicu-
ously Carlyle played the moralist, full of the sense of the gravity
‘of life and conduct, and so much concerned to insist on it that he
tried Scott by his life, by his attitude towards the universe, rather

“than by his performance as an artist. Nothing could be more
'ih]ulf., when we consider Carlyle’s treatment of Goethe and
Shakspere. He is full to overflowing of reprobation of Scott’s

rldliness, his ambition to found a family and a castle, his sub-

mation of his literary work to these ends. Certainly these are
the loftiest ambitions ; but what of Goethe's official life at

. and of Shakspere's canny accumulation of a competence,
cessation from play-writing when he had got it? Carlyle was

- writing in the spirit of John Knox, in solemn protest
the vanity of spending a life in writing poems lndne‘ﬂh :

i : Gl- Professor Minto, .l'ﬂ!l‘. P lﬂ.
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- merely to entertain the public. Neither Shakspere nor Goethe
would have countenanced him for a moment in such a protest ;!
they knew the fascination f pure art, and could enjoy it in
a natural and healthy way for its own sake; and, granted that
- each of them dug much more deeply into life than Scott, they
" would to a large extent have come under Carlyle’s ban if he had
 been minded to apply it impartially. The oriticism of Scott, in
fine, though redeemed by concessions which a man of Carlyle’s
capacity could not but make, is essentially unjudicial and unscien-
tific ; and this again because he cannot correct his impressions by
y comprehensive principles. An admirer of his has recently, in
" an able and independent essay,? decided that Carlyle is a bad
e when he plays the iconoclast ; that his best inspiration lies
his power of sympathy ; and that without that he is but a
inded Polyphemus, groping round his cave, bent on
urder.” The figure is happy, but treacherously suggestive.
for my part, cannot admit that the one-eyed giant sees
ectly when he has his eye to use. True vision is binoe-
. Sympathy is only one guide towards truth; it will
k it where antipathy will not ; but sympathy without science
i8 no criterion ; and where Carlyle sympathises he can be
s unjudicial in one direction as antipathy can make him in
other. When he would praise, he magnifies ordinary qualities
into peculiar virtues, as Napoleon’s objection to being cheated by
his upholsterers. His contrasted treatments of Mirabeau and
‘Marat are the repudiation of critical justice. In his early lectures
on “ Revolutions of Modern Europe,” he forced a friendly critie to
remark on his easy tolerance in Cromwell of the lying which he
- found unpardonable in Charles.® Of Johnson, whom he admires,
- he presents to us only one half; presenting it powerfully and
affectingly, but inevitably with exaggeration, because for him the
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half is the whole. So, in his early papers on Goethe, there is na

~ real criticism because there is no ripeness of reflection, but only
determined apostleship ; as, on the other hand, in the essays on
Voltaire and Diderot, the effort to do justice to writers whom
~ British orthodoxy ostracised—an effort which was not quite a
self-denying one for Carlyle—is every now and then pretermitted
in the interests of his prejudices,® and his disposition to kick at

~ the philosophy of the Frenchman as at that of his neighbours.
~ His dismissal of Voltaire’s criticism of Christianity, on the face of
it is deeply disingenuous, and can only be palliated by remember-
- ing where and when he wrote. Voltaire’s scepticism, he said,
struck only at the dogma of plenary inspiration ; yield him that,
and his battering ram played idly through space. Considering
that what Voltaire attacked was the rooted belief of the whole of
stendom, this was an outrageous evasion. In the essay on

erot, again, with much fair appreciation, there is some

angely unsympathetic writing, as on the betrayal of the great 3

or by his publishers ; and much blatant injustice & propes of
derot’s atheism. At the mere sound of that word, the Godite
y8 became rabid. For the rest, some of the more purely
ferary of the essays, as those on German Playwrights and the
Nibelungen Lied, are fresh and entertaining, if someiimes un-

1 Mr. Morley (Misc., i., 185) praises Carlyle for that, much as he wrote

on many men, *“ there is hardly one of these judgments, however much we

~may dissent from it, which we could fairly put a finger upon as indecently
absard or futile. Of how many writers of thirty volumes," asks Mr.
~ Morley, ‘ can we say the same?” This is a singular eulogy. Are ““in.
~decently absurd or futile " judgments so common in celebrated writers—
Bwift, Voltaire, Hallam, Goethe, Sainte-Beuve, Guizot, Herder, Lessing,
Macaulay ? Do we call even Johnson's worst criticism of Milton, or Val-

ire's of Shakspere, indecently absurd? It is not difficult to make up a A

of very outrageous criticisms from Carlyle’s works ; and in the biogra-

matter published since Mr. Morley wrote there are contained some

1t are indeed indecently absurd—e.g., those on Lamb {I.‘mim‘.m.ma_. it
Froude, M hﬁy Years, ii., 209-210}; Comte (Rem., i., 338);
Add to these ﬂ:e culﬁ-
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eatholic, his literary sense here baving fairly free play. DBut in
the criticisms of leading and typical men and teachers the strong
~ and the weak points are always the same—the incoherent pre-
~ possessions and oppositions always preclude unity, and still the
temperamental glow of earnestness always ke eeps the reader’s atten-
- tion, even in a platitude,

XI.

Tt has been a good deal the fashion of late years to compare
: , Carlyle with Macaulay to the disadvantange of the latter. I am
no devoted partisan of his, but I am bound to say that the
balances do not seem to me to be as a rule fairly held. T have
~ gtriven to show that while Carlyle talks much about the deeper
~ problems of life, he has little that is new or instructive to say
about them ; while in other directions his ideas are few and
simple. Now, Macaulay scrupulously shuns those themes on
which Carlyle’s mind dwelt most, and so he strikes people as lack-
ing profundity ; while in point of fact he simply avoided uttering
thoughts which he either knew to be trite, or felt to lack clear-
ness ; and in practical matters he has more receptivity and more
ety of reflection than Carlyle. He lacked Carlyle’s burning
‘imagination, and so missed his great literary effects ; but take
him as an instructor on history and politics, and he is, I think, de-
cidedly the more profitable. Macaulay’s essay on Bardre will give
you more intelligent comprehension of the French Revolution
than Carlyle’s on Mirabeau, or than any similar number of pages

r than Macaulay.” (Zondon Zife, ii., 257.) As to B
tur Ir.!'mudowﬂlﬂnimﬂondmulmdl
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great episodes, which seize one almost like a hallucination, till
before the Bastille one’s blood tingles with the roar of the crowd,
and one’s fingers seem to close on a weapon., So with the two
men’s treatment of Frederick. Macaulay will give you an ad-
‘mirably sane and instructive, and what is more, a brilliantly well-
written account of the hero’s whole career in one essay, which is
equally valuable as a preparation for Carlyle’s great small-beer
chronicle and as a purgative after it. As historians, the two men
- come singularly to resemble each other in their final status.
- Carlyle, who made light of Macaulay in general as Macaulay did
- of him, dismissed the History of England as a “book to which
four hundred editions could not lend any permanent value, there
being no great depth of sense in it at all and a very great quantity
of rhetorical wind and other ingredients, which are the reverse of =
sense.”! It may be so; but that is just what some of us sayof
a large part of the History of Frederick. Both men were at
‘bottom unphilosophical ; and, what is not so obvious, both men
receded further from general views as they grew older, leaning more
d more towards rule of thumb and the study of the historical
picturesque, though Macaulay always dealt with historical matters
more rationally than Carlyle did. In his early essay on Mitford's
History of Greece, written when he was only twenty-four years of
age, there is a ripeness and justness of reflection which would
have done credit to an experienced thinker, and which is not
surpassed in any of his later criticisms, There is no proportional
‘development of this side of Macaulay's genius; and he too ends
with writing a history which is a brilliant story,® though with
‘more concern for collecting useful information than is shown by
rlyle. The latter attempts nothing like Macaulay's third

r the writing of history Carlyle had unquestionably some
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| which seemed to let him literally see, in vesture and gesture, the
.~ people of whom he had to write. Where there is a scene to be
vealised, or a personage to be presented, no historian of any age
approaches him in vividness; but in other and surely no less im-

portant matters he is as conspicuously awanting. No one has
Dbetter put the case than Mr. Lowell :—

~ « Mr, Carlyle’s manner is not so well suited to the historian as to the
essayist. He is always great in single figures, but there is neither grada-
$ion nor continuity. He has extraordinary patience and conscientiousness
in the gathering and sifting of his material, but is scornful of common-
jace facts and characters, impatient of whatever will not serve for one of

is olever sketches, or group well in a more elaborate figure piece. He
ees history, as it were, by flashes of lightning. A single scene, whether a

sape or an interior, a single figure, or a wild mob of men, whatever
‘be snatched by the eye in that moment of intense illumination, is
utely photographed by the memory. Every tree and stone, almost
blade of grass ; every article of furniture in a room ; the attitude or
jion, nay, the very buttons and shoe-ties of a principal figure ; the

es of momentary passion in a wild throng ; everything leaps into
ander that sudden glare with a painful distinctness that leaves the
quivering. The intervals are absolute darkness, Mr. Carlyle makes
wainted with the isolated spot where we happen to be when the flash
, as if by actual eyesight, but there is no possibility of a comprehensive

Now, it is very instructive to find that this historical method
is one which, when he met with it in his younger days in another
writer, to whom he went seeking for historic light, he condemned
in the strongest terms. Read what he writes in his journal? in
thirty-fifth year, after reading Scott’s “ Tales of a Grand-

“ An amusing narrative, clear, precise, and I suppose accurate ; but no
a history of Scotland than Iam Pope of Rome. A series of palace
sues and butcheries, and battles, little more important than those
Donnybrook Fair; all the while that Scotland, quite unnoticed, is
ding on her course in industry, in arts, in culture, as if ¢ Langside’
and * Clean-the-Causeway ' had remained unfought. Strange that a man

; 3 My Study Windows, pp. 102:3,
3 Pirst Forty Years, ii., 87.
p
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should think he was writing the history of a nation while he was

chronicling the amours of a wanton young woman called queen,” and
8o forth.

Could any criticism strike more directly at his own work, above = =
all at his longest and maturest work, his History of Friedrich?
~ Palace intrigues and battles, certainly a hundred times more
energetically told than those of Scott's limpid narrative, but still
only intrigues and battles; and of the life of Prussia, of Aer
developments in industry, in arts, in culture, not a chapter, not a
page! It is incredible, till you search for yourself, how com-
pletely he has contrived to leave out the whole social and intel-
lectual history of the people, in writing what he is certainly candid
enough to call the History of Friedrich. Nay, so contracted have
his interests become, such a mere story-teller has he grown in his
mature age, so incapable is he become of harbouring any save the
most elementary political ideas, that he does not even half tell
the history of Friedrich, monstrously as he has swollen it out by
‘ plan of systematised gossip. As Mr. Lowell points out, “we
ot very little notion of the civil administration of Prussia ; and
hen he comes, in the last volume, to his hero’s dealings with
civil reforms, he confesses candidly that it would tire him too
much to tell us about it, even if he knew anything at all satis-
factory himself,” The same tendency is obtrusive in his
- extremely interesting  Reminiscences,” nine-tenths of which con-
sist of vivacious personalities. i
All this points with unmistakable plainness to a progressive
atrophy of Carlyle’s intelligence on the side of ideas; a desuetude
his faculties in all save one or two directions—that of the vivid
observation of details of life and character, and that of preaching
~ (gesarism as the only wear in politics, and zealously playing Bos-
~ well on an imperial scale to the most likely-looking of recent
wsars. One can but say that if that is what Ceesarism doel OF 6
historian, the spectacle is enough to warn us against trymgthj&"
) survives: the power of etching vignettes of stillor
“@iﬂ“ﬁﬁm uﬂmpdudr:d what o power!” Dr. Garnett,

, P 150, G&Amdd,mndmmm
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erced as a nation. It isa plain case of dissolution in the in-
dividual mind—the cultivation of one or two faculties at the
. expense of all the rest—just as happens with a Cemsarised nation,
be it imperial Rome or Napoleonic France. In his last days,
Carlyle’s historic faculty was attenuated to the merest thread of
story-telling ; and after setting-out in life with a perception that
Scottish history only became humanly interesting at the Reforma-
‘tion,* and after narrowing his grasp from the French Revolution
to Cromwell’s part in the English Revolution, and yet further to
. the domestic annals, as it were, of the house of Friedrich the
we find him at last recounting, with an eye to adult
ors, the bare annals of the early kings of Norway, a piece of
-telling much less significant than Scott’s * Tales of a Grand-
or,” which really were composed in the first instance for a
1 remember when the papers on the Early Kings of Nor-
appeared. I was still in my teens, and one of Carlyle’s most
ted admirers—I mention this to show how a powerful and
ow-minded writer may put stumbling-blocks in the way of
z people. Filled with spurious conceptions and insincere con-
from his books, I eagerly read the new work of the
. a8 I had read nearly all that went before. Not satisfied
» reading his abstract, | devoutly made an abstract of that
myself ; and I don't think I shall ever quite forgive him for
particular waste of my then not very valuable time.
When all is considered, of course, there is something to be said
Carlyle’s plan of telling a story in vivid details, leaving the
osophising of it to future generations. Philosophical histories
d to go out of fashion, and men go back to the facts for them-
and philosophise them afresh to their own taste.? But

L Journal, Feb, 28, First Forty Years, ii., 73, 88 ; Lectures on Heroes
Knox.

Froude writes :—** Whether the history of humanity can be treated
ally or not; whether any evolutionary law of progress can be
wht;thehohmuth&dwhtwﬁhmml_-
Mmdmdhuqhwﬂ_s_m-_ﬁ'd#
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that defence will serve Macaulay quite as well as Carlyle; and,
furthermore, not only does it beg the question as to the aceuracy
of the historian’s reproduction, but it takes Carlyle down from the
high position he aspired to hold. For he really thought, in his
one-idea’d exaltation, that the vehement empiricism with which
he peppered his “ Friedrich,” in the tasting of which the reader of +
the future will have only the alternatives of a smile and a curse—-'.-.-.f_"-
that this really was historical thinking and historical teaching.
It was a grotesque delusion, As he goes on, one sees, even the
literary art deteriorates on some sides with the shrinkage of the
mental outlook ; though there is certainly much in * Friedrich”
that is extremely entertaining. The temperamental need to be
~ striking, the developed appetite for piquancy, becomes a foible,
which jars on every discerning reader, As Mr. Lowell remarks,
he went in part the way of Edward Irving. He began by dazzling
his andience rather than persuading them ; and henceforth “the
curse was upon him ; he must attract ; he must astonish ;” till in
‘the end he became “ the purely literary man, less concerned about
what he says than about how he shall say it to best advantage™
He praised Emerson? for having the opposite ambition, quite
wrongly, I think—for surely Emerson, at least in his early days,
is a great seeker and chooser of phrase—but he himself became
~viciously verbalist. The champion of veracity could never be con-
" tent with stating a fact simply: it must glitter and sparkle and
snap. I remember to have heard of how an American star actor
" in melodrama chided his supernumeraries for want of animation in
a military march-past. His language is only in small part fit :
publication,  “Blank, blank,” he shouted, “do you call that
marching? Jump, you blank!” Carlyle's supernumeraries and
stage properties have so to jump. General Hamley makes a goﬁ
deal of havoe of the < gilded farthings” of style in the “ Friedrich,®
absurd periphrasis of observations to the effect that Queen

ii..204.) Mr. Froude forgets that Carlyle always assumes he is g
!;ann:lwcnuthomu,mdmhh"m"mﬁrmh&w-
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M endmg, so that when something ha.ppena we have the reflec-
“tion that * Here lies a business fallen out, such as seldom occurred
‘before.” Mr. John Morley, approaching the popular Macaulay in
ﬂn spirit set up in young England by Carlyle a generation ago,
ﬂmonnoes among other things his glaring colour and “ stamping
sis.” No writer better deserves that blame than Carlyle,
_'l‘hom Mr. Morley never thinks of applying it. Always over

hatic, he came in the end to have nothing but emphasis left.
, this engrossing passion for picturesqueness and animation
s inevitably to a perversion of the very facts so presented
§ General Hamley again has it,

historian was ever more picturesque ; none studied more how, by

nlly-chosen or carefully-invented epithets, to give force and individn

to a scene or character. But the result of habitually treating every-
and everybody, except a few oddly-selected heroes and their doings,
jeering, semi-contemptuous way, is to produce an effect which resembles
in the same way as the work of medieval carvers in gargoyles,
and chorch-doors resembles nature. Everywhere there is ex-

»l
this applies even to his best biographical work, of which his
Life of Sterling ” may be taken as the high-water mark. No
graphy excels that in general electric quality ; and some of the
raits, above all that terrible one of Coleridge, would alone

> him & man of genius. But is that or any other of the
‘hostile portraits in his books, letters, and journals, really just? I

i comforted in thinking that as regards a critic so determinedly
on other men’s weakuesses, none of his admirers can decently
one-sidedness on the criticisms I offer here, where I do not
_to present portraits but to discuss teachings. Analyse
e in the spirit in which he depicted Coleridge, dwelling only
antipathies, and you could make a repellent picture enough,
without genius. The truth is, he was too intense to be

2 : be was always a creature of impressions, too much of a

» and distortion, as if we were looking at things in & convex




feeler, too little of a knower or scientist. Goethe, he thought,
emancipated him from Byronic self-commiseration, but it was not
80: he only afforded him an interregnum between imitative and
spontaneous egoism.  And, as General Hamley observes, the young
gentlemen who formerly adopted Byronism, or the despairing
romantic, afterwards fell into Carlyle, or the despairing prophetio;f"‘i'-
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Certainly no more self-conscious writer than Carlyle is to he
- found in the biography of the period. He may have grown less
gelf-engrossed in later life, but in his prime, in the very act of
denouncing self-consciousness, he is the most uneasy of literary
egotists. It was indeed part of his constitution, and doubtless
condition of his genius, of which the strength lay precisely
vividness of feeling, along with the capacity to follow and repro-
duce in words that which he felt. Every man whose work lies in
challenging his own consciousness for literary purposes must need;
~ be inclined to be, as we say, seli-conscious ; but Carlyle is unique
~ in biography, in the unrestrainedness of his egotistic indulg
It comes out constantly in his correspondence with his friends a
relations, alike when he is despondent and when he is complace
~ a chronic and lamentable outery, which must have darkened
in his home. We can see him all the time feeling what a piet
esque sufferer he is, posing bimself in his dyspeptic despair b
himself in his journal ; before his mother, and before his b
_and, we can divine, making his wife’s life a burden by his dail
ugs. As he candidly puts it in speaking of his first 1
T pitied myself, so agitated, terrified, driven desperate
furious,”? He is always pitying himself: if he had pitiba»
Jow-creatures half as much, his books would have sounded
rent key. oy
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" At times the note changes to complacency, and we learn half-a-
dozen times over how original and powerful he felt his own
" “French Revolution” to be; how it came flamingly from his
living heart ;* how it was “a perfect oak clog, which all the
- hammers in the world will make no impression on ;” how it was
- like a certain old Scotchman, with invincible breadth of body, a
shaggy smile, and a deep voice;* how it was “one of the savagest
's written for several centuries,” written by a wild man,
“looking king and beggar in the face with an indifference of
brotherhood and an indifference of contempt;”® and so on. Now,
this, though tolerably boastful, is nothing far out of the way
human experience : we have most of us a fair share of self-
sfaction in our respective spheres; though not always, perhaps,
o much as this ; but it is to be observed that this is the self-
wiousness of a man who affected to despise and denounce self-
psciousness, and who always jeered at other men’s self-conceit.
as on so many other points, we feel that the preaching was
affectation, or, if that word be too crude, that it was an opinion
in & merely negative way, and forming no part of the preacher’s
nality. He has obviously never a notion of working on the
siple he lays down for others ; and in point of fact, it is not
ble that he ever could so act any more than he could put
in practice any of his formulas about silence and serenity and

tion—all matters for which he had no vocation. For the way
conquer self-consciousness (the vicious excess of it, that is : the
rmal activity of it is not vicious but saving) is not purposely to

know clearly what you are, how moved, how informed, where
:, where not so weak ; to know how you came by your ideas,
how much human ideas, in a general way, are worth, as tested
you by your own mental processes. This kind of self-appraise-
t, honestly done, means tolerance and fellow-feeling—and
re lies the deliverance from obtrusive gelf-consciousness. But
s essentially negative cast of mind, his inability to feel or

tIb., p. 96.
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yourself, as Carlyle vainly proposed, but to know you self ;
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think strongly or cordially except by way of mere hero-worship,
or of negation of some one else’s feeling or action, or of repetition
of some cosmic platitude —this is sure to foster self-contemplation

of the sentimental or dizeased kind ; and Carlyle in this way is as

visibly a poseur. before his mirror as Byron. If any one feels this

to be an unwarrantable saying, and is convinced that Carlyle was

sincere and earnest, let him just ask himself whether Byron in
his turn was not sincere and earnest also, Here we come back to
our physiological standpoint. Even a transcendentalist, in look-
ing at Byron, cannot but feel that his was a pathological case;
that he carried in brain and nerves and body the springs and
motives of his morbid utterances and unworthy acts ; that he no ]
more “made his character,” as the transcendentalists say, than he
- made his club-foot. I want to claim the same thing for Carlyle;

~ because I claim it for all of us, From one point of view, there-
~ fore, nothing could be idler than the dissection of his tempera-
~ mental vices of repulsion, impatience, and inconsistency : scienti-
. fically speaking, it is as if the doctor denounced his patient for
his flaws of constitution, But the trouble is that this man has
just been doing that and almost nothing else all his life in A
eriticism of his environment, and that he has to an indefinite =
extent helped to possess people with the belief that such denuncia-
tions are better than diagnoses, and that prescriptions so heralded
are the best. Working in that temper, he is no trustworthy
guide or light ; you cannot translate his denunciation into sound
diagnosis, if you would ; the process is radically wrong, and must
 be discredited. And to do this it is necessary to pull Carlyle
pieces and show what he really was. et
Let us acknowledge, of course, that he himself, being so sensi-
tive and so variable, indicted himself often enough, and truly
_enough. “Alas!” he writes to his mother, “I trace in myself
‘such a devilish disposition on many sides, such abysses of self-
conceit, disgust, and insatiability ;" * and again, “Let us give

to vain-glory, to self-conceit, the wretchedest of things, the
* devil's chief work, I think, here below;”* and again to :

e . X Zondon Life, i, 118, *Ib, p. 132




ut that was beyond the power of Omnipotence. “ Ego et Rea
MMeus,” he writes again, speaking harshly of his friend Sterling: *
That is the tune we all sing. Down with ego.” That would
ve meant, in Carlyle’s case, a reversal of his whole nature;® a

instinct ; a revisal of the first thoughts born of spleen and passion
natural bias, by the second and third thoughts which analyse
ispiration and constitute gcience. Immeasurably more heartfelt
2 his self-abasement is his abasement of other people. - Listen
some of his characterisations: this of Roebuck: “An acrid,
dy, barren character, dissonant-speaking, trivial, with a singular
peration ; restlessness as of diseased vanity written over his
when you come near it.” ¢ And this of the early friends of

T

Jobn Mill : ““There is a vociferous platitude in them, a mangy,
* hunery discontent ; their very joy like that of a thing scratching -
nder disease of the iteh” 8 And this of Maurice: “One
the most uninteresting men of genius that I can meet in
jety is poor Maurice to me; all twisted, screwed, wiredrawn, X

ith such a restless sensitiveness, the utmost inability to let
ature have fair play with him. I do not remember that a word
r came from him betokening clear recognition or healthy free
ympathy with anything.”® Observe that every phrase in these
%amions might, with almost perfect accuracy, have been applied
» himself ; and consider what the comparative value of the man’s
: ts was,

1t is wonderful how many of Carlyle’s assanlts recoil on him-
~gelf. “BSurely,” he wrote once, “the pleasure of despising, at all
ses and in itself a dangerous luxury, is much safer after the
of examining than before it.”" Compare his own later treat-

" % Zondon Life, p. 128.

L Ib., p. 139 of. p. 142.

s Mr. Froude admits his ** extraordinary arrogance.” First Forty Years,

394 _

4 London Life, i., 19. s Ib., p. 108, S Ib., p.126.
.y on The State of German Literature. % :
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ment of Darwinism ; and consider the bearing of this among many L
passages on veracity :—

““ But have we well considered a divergence in thought from what is the

- fact? Have you considered the man whose very thought is a lie to him i
and to us? He too is a frightful man ; repeating about the Universe on
every hand what is not ; the sure herald of ruin to all that follow him,
that know with his knowledge ! And would you learn how to geta men-
dacious thought, there is no surer recipe than carrying a loose tongue. The
lying thought, you already either have it, or will soon get it, by that
method. He who lies with his very tongue, he clearly enough has long
ceased to think truly in his mind. Does he, in any sense, ‘think?’ All
his thoughts and imaginations, if they extend beyond mere beaverisms,

~ astucities, and sensualisms, are false, incomplete, perverse, untrue even to
‘himself. He has become a false mirror of this Universe: not a small

~mirror only, buta crooked, bedimmed and utterly deranged one, But all
loose tongues too are akin to lying ones ; are insincere at the best, and go
‘rattling with little meaning ; the thonght lying languid at a great dis-
tance behind them, if thought there be behind them at all. Gradually
there will be noneor little! How can the thought of such a man, what he
calls thought, be other thau false ? :

" Deadliest of all, perhaps, is the recoil of this judgment
Landor :—

“* A tall man, with gray hair, and large, fierce-rolling eyes : of the mo
rostless, impetuous vivacity, not to be held in by the most perfect bree
- —expressing itself in high-coloured superlatives, indeed in reckless ex:
- geration ; now and thenina . . . langh, not of sport but of mockery
wild man, whom no extent of culture has been able to tame! His intellectual
faculty seemed to be weak in proportion to his violence of temper ; the

the inward whirlwind shows him this side or the other of the object; and
sides of an object are all that he sees. He is not an original man ; in lﬂt
It is an amazing coincidence.

1 Latter-Day Pamphlets, No. v., Stump Orator, p. 17L
8 Letter to Emerson, Corr., i., 2778,
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XIIL

" Let us come back for a moment to our first conception of him
#s a temperament, carrying on a strong hereditary strain. We
have seen him acquiring culture of various kinds, and for a time
wearing the fashions of these. His first published writings are in
& carefully though never feebly conventional style, as his early
Jiterary letters are written in the deplorable epistolary style of the
generation after Sterne and Johnson, a style which makes us
wonder what our own juvenile letters would look like if they were
seserved. Then comes the German period, which leaves marked
aces, especially of Richter, though he disputed that ;* and gradu-
ally he finds his characteristic style, which is a powerful develop-
‘ment of that of his father’s talk ; the development being the out-
‘come of & wide reading, which we might know had gone with
P to Sterne, even if he had not told usso.® Here you
have a gradual resurgence of heredity and temperament, an
~ abandonment of the spurious mysticism of the studious period,
nd a gradual taking stand on a few powerful prepossessions—hot
yesentment of human feebleness and faultiness, of all incompetence,
anarchy, also of candid atheism ; and admiration of all master-
fulness of which the stress falls on other people. See now how
this physiologically retrogressive development exhibits itself in
political or social principles. In early youth he is simply a
Radical, here following his mother perhaps more than his father,
~ and carrying the principle to extravagance. But soon he began
to turn on the saner Radicals, as with his temper he was bound
0 do, and to develop the theoretic Casarism to which he was led
w his mere aversion to democracy. For a time he retained very
ongly—indeed, be never quite lost—his sympathy with the ‘poor
1 the toiling; and he was vehement if uninstructive in his demand
some attempt on the part of those who call themselves the
rning olass to devise some means for saving the workers from

1 First Forty Years, i., 396-7. :
3 Essay on Richter ; and First Forty Years,i.,806.
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the periodic miseries arising out of industrial anarchy. Of course
he is quite untrustworthy in his contrast between present and -
past conditions. Like Mr. Ruskin, he always falsifies the Middle
Ages, even when the truth stares him in the face ; and this in
part for the same reason: he never has patience to expiscate a
general truth, thongh he had plenty for finding out isolated and ,
purely personal facts in the lives of his heroes, There can be no i
greater delusion than the notion that social anarchy or laissez-faire
is a modern development. Any one who will study history watch-
fully can see that it has always subsisted, even alongside of gross
tyranny ; and that industrial misery has in all times been chronie =
on some scale, though in the scanty populations of the Middle
‘Ages it is 5o much less anomalous. It seems never to have
occurred to Carlyle how much of the apparently new anarchy
- around him was simply the arithmetical increase contingent on
an increase of population, such as England never before saw. To.
day, industrial depression or dislocation throws men idle in hundreds
or thousands, where of old it affected them in twos and threes or
dozens ; and it shows how essentially superticial, nay, irrational, ,
- weall are when we make much of the large masses of misery, and
make light of the small, as if a hundred starving men suffered more
‘than one. Theydo not and cannot. You cannot add up different
people’s pain or misery as you add beads or cheeses: the thousand
sufferers are just suffering units, each suffering on the average no
~ more than the one sufferer in the Middle Ages did. It is just
~ repetition of one person’s pain. We are all duped by the psycholo- %
- gical illusion of numbers. For instance, there are drowned annually
n this country, for the most part one at a time, between 2000 and
- 8000 persons ; and we read of many of the single cases with justa
passing regret ; whereas if half the number were drowned at once
should all be horrified—that is, if it happened near us, forif it
> in China we should only be faintly disturbed. So it is with
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As it happens, this superficial tendency of ours is for the pre-
sent a main guarantee of humane progress, this being one of the
partial compensations of immense increase in human numbers ;
~ and there is no need to blame Carlyle beyond pointing out how
" much further he was misled than other people in historical
matters. In his positive attitude he was praiseworthy enough.
He put in a very telling fashion the essential impotence of the old
: Whiggism when he said of an Edinburgh Reviewer (mistakenly
- supposed to be Macaulay) who discussed his *“ Chartism,” that the
‘Whig's principle in regard to working-class misery was simply,
“that the pigs be taught to die without squealing; 1 and he
ghould have full credit for refusing to accept that solution ;
" though on the other hand he took a fairly easy course in simply
“demanding that something should be done, without saying what
how. And in regard to that great problem of the blindfold in-
* crease of population, which struck him so little on the concrete
~ side, but which gave such serious pause to more circumspect men,
“he had nothing to say but the crudest empiricism, pointing to

 the man at the corner of the street might do, and still does do, as
f that were a solution. One tries to conceive what England
would be like, ruled on Carlyle’s principles, There would be
" work for everybody for a little while, under the guidance of
‘Captains of Industry, all under a Supreme Captain; a state of
 things which, in the absence of social science, would probably
_ double the population in about twenty years. Then when it was
found that, under the principle of thrift, or restricted consump-
 tion, the force for the production of common articles was rapidly
‘outrunning the demand, there being no notion anywhere of
- multiplying the demand for the higher sorts of products, the
‘Supreme Captain would presumably see fit to draft off superfluous
le by the hundred thousand to the localities Carlyle had in-
ed, Chinese Tartary and South America, and so on, as one

the unpeopled condition of large parts of the earth’s surface,? as
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moves bodies of cattle, At which stage, perhaps, when the new
colonies broke down, and the selected emigrants recoiled from the
fate forced upon them, the Supreme Captain’s head might be m
some danger,

But the positively vicious side of Carlyle’s social theory, the
element in his teaching which neutralises or, at least, counteracts all
the good, and makes him on the face of his books preponderatingly
a force for darkness, is his strange misreading of the lesson of
history on the social effects of this method of captaincy. We -
know how in imperial Rome the industrial problem was solved by
a series of Supreme Captains. On the one hand there was '
systematic public charity, the feeding of the multitude by the
State, a practice which ignorant people will tell you was invented 5
by ¢ Christianity ;” on the other hand, public works. And what =

- was the outcome? A progressive demoralisation of the populace,

- who lost manliness and energy precisely as their affairs were more
‘and more completely taken out of their hands. Imperial Rome
‘was in large part a splendid city, ultimately peopled with ignoble
‘men. We to-day, in our ignoble cities, have this one great hope, '
‘that we shall conserve our manhood and at length transform our
cities by intelligent co-operation, never by sinking to. the status
‘well-fed animals dependent for well-being on the rule of one
few. But the principle of hate and contempt in Carlyle, the

~stant virulent depreciation of those around him, made him

~ately incapable of seeing that the multitude needed to be a
but well-fed and well-worked slaves. “It is indeed strange,’
writes Mr. Lowell, “ that one who values Will so highly in the
greatest should be blind to its infinite worth in the leut _ '_

- men. " Strange, and yet not 0, when you remamber that tl

He compiles the “ Life of Cromwell,” which is the best pe
 illustration of the ruinous effect even of a good despotism on ni
> Cromwell, after his great administration, left England w
Vomthanhafoundhsr, stripped and shorn of the s
g energy which made the great Rebellion ; Mmﬂ{
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LF high spirit which shone in the strong men who at first surrounded

" himself; fit only to call back Charles the Second, and hurrah for
| him. Nay more, the good despot had no rational notion of pro-

" ¥iding another good despot in his place; but deliberately left it
 to a plainly incompetent son. To all which Carlyle was deaf and
~ blind ; baving no verdict on the situation save a malediction on
_ the England which his hero bad made.® From such a thinker,
| what political light is to be locked for on our latter-day problems !
Surely little.

XIV.

~ As he goes on, two notes of his utterance come out more and
more—negation in doctrine and inbumanity in practice. The
% Latter Day Pamphlets” grow wearisome by their roaring re-
jteration of invective and aspersion, of the names of God and
Devil, even where you feel the invective is at the start rightly
aimed ; and from weariness of their mill-round of outery you pass
anger at their heartlessness. Carlyle’s friends have assured us
¢ in his personal life he was a passionate hater of cruelty; and
pugh they make a great deal of traits of compassionate feeling
ich I should hope are common to about half the educated men
‘and nearly all the women in England, it is at least a comfort to
_ know that when he saw or heard of a cruel thing in private life
e indignantly protested. His protest, as was natural, was at
_ times as unreasoning as his justifications of the cruelty that did
not come directly in his way. Thus he spent much indignation on
the putting of live mice into the cages of serpents in the Zoological
Gardens,® a course certainly not so cruel as the ordinary catohing
‘mice in traps, which his own womankind doubtless practised. -
And the same man who thus sentimentally lashed himself up over
an spparent case of unintended cruelty on a very small scale,
d endorse and make light of cruelty the most frightful and

panegyric of Francia, Mis-
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the most wilful when his prejudlces came into play. Take—
though there it passes into humour—that capital story told by
Mr. James, senior, of the dispute he listened to one evening be-
tween Carlyle and Tennyson on the practices of William the
Conqueror. Carlyle had been talking in the style of his * Past
and Present,” girding at political economy and all modern
materialistic tendensies, and winding up his declamatory periods
with the aspiration, “Oh, for a day of Duke William again |”

“In vain,” says Mr. James, ““ his fellow Arcadian protested that Eng-
land was no longer the England of Duke William, nor even of Oliver
Cromwell, but a totally new England, with a self-consciousness all new and
totally unlike theirs ; Carlyle only chanted or canted the more lustily his
inevitable ding-dong : * Oh, for a day of Duke William again!’ Tired out
at last, the long-suffering poet cried, * I suppose you would like your Duke
William back, to cut off some twelve hundred Cambridgeshire gentlemen's
legs, and leave their owners squat upon the ground, that they mightn’t be
able any longer to bear arms against him |* * Ah !’ shrieked out the remorse-
less bagpipes, in a perfect colic of delight to find its supreme blast thus
unwarily invoked—* Ah ! that was no doubt a very sad thing for the Duke

“to do ; but somehow he conceived he had a right to do it; and upon the
whole he had !"  * Let me tell your returning hero one thing, then,’ replied
- his practical-minded friend, ‘and that is that he had better steer clear of
~ my precincts, or he will feel my knife in his guts very soon !’ It was, in
fact,” adds Mr. James, ““this indignant and unaffected prose of the dis-
tinguished poet that alone embalmed the insincere colloquy to my re-
membrance,” !

Insincere no doubt ; that is to say, Carlyle could not have
- heard with equanimity of such an act of butchery in his own time,
~ say, by Bismarck. His theories he mostly kept for past condi-
‘tions ; when they came to be tested they were apt to break down.
Thus we find that for Napoleon Third, whose policy and practice
he would assuredly have praised to the skies if it had occurred in
‘a previous century, he could find no sympathy, early pronouncing
him “an intensified Pig, as must one day appear.”* And
onway, while sadly admitting how utterly wrong Carlyle “l_ﬂlt

1 Adantic Monthly, as cited, p. 597.
_* Conway, as cited, p. 91. Nr Onnmmﬂmmm
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the American slavery question and the Civil War, tells us how,
~ when he related to Carlyle, while walking in Hyde Park, some of
- the cruelties which he knew to be practised by Southern slave
owners, the sage was so loud in his indignant comments as to
attract the notice of passers-by. Yes, you could always rely on
‘Carlyle for that. But is it then a vindication of a popular and
influential teacher that while he went frightfully wrong in his
published teaching, upholding cruelty and iniquity, and deriding
mercy and righteousness, there was a lot of good in him if you
‘only took him the right way in private? Really, the vindication
of Carlyle by some of his friends comes to sound very like Captain
Cattle’s exposition of the merits of his watch. You have only to
“put him back half-an-hour every morning, and about another
quarter towards the afternoon, and it's a watch that’ll do you
credit.”
~ Well, men will not long be satisfied with such a chronometer.
- They will see that Carlyle became a reckless mouthpiece of in-
justice and inhumanity, and that he put as much zest into his
evil work as ever he did into his good. His ‘‘History of Friedrich”
18 half the time an offensive sophistication of the gravest moral
~ lssues, to the end of making out that when his hero did wrong it
became right. And what shall we say of the pamphlet in which,
Inspired by sheer malevolent instinct, parading as moral fervour,
‘be did his furious best to resist and discredit the attempts of
_humane men to treat criminals rationally and decently, as creatures
morally sick, instead of as wild beasts? I confess I never can
read these raging pages without indignation. It is as if we stood
face of the caged multitude of the morally maimed, halt, and
blind ; darkened human souls, distorted and perverted from the
‘womb ; helpless manifestations of the evil that has lived from the
foundations of the world, cursed often with evil instincts as car-
nivorous animals are endowed with the thirst for rapine ; and as
| we saw come before them, gnashing his teeth, this raucous
phet, hooting like a Yahoo, snarling like a beast of prey. Are
brutalest instincts of the race, then, to be the guides of civilised
in their treatment of their miscrcated brethren? Did it

C]




need a professed moralist, declaiming in the name of God, to pre-
scribe a line of action that in the ages of brutality was freely
followed by the brutal many as a matter of course? The whole
pamphlet is an outrage on good feeling and sane morals ;8 shout-
ing and stamping proclamation of the crudest and most odious
~ instincts by which men have from time immemorial been moved
~ in their treatment of crime, real and artificial. The instincts of
the beadle and the bargee, the instinet which sends half the mob
to see the black flag raised above the prison—these are the springs
of Carlyle’s prison doctrine. S
Observe here what an imposture his transcendental doctrine of
God and humanity has become. After an atrocious incitation to
the most cruel ill-usage of the wretched men of whom he speaks,
after revelling in the idea of flogging them and reducing their
- lives to gloomy misery, he half recoils from his own ferocity, and
~ constructs a theological sophism on the lines of the Dark Ages,
‘to the effect that while he hates these men his hate for them is
not diabolic but divine ; that God Himself hates them, and that,
‘therefore, his servants must. And this is Fichtean Idealism

~ applied to ethics! The All-pervading *Spirit,” the Infinite

- “Sustainer ” of the Universe, having produced these moral pheno-
mena as * He ” produces others, working out the “ Divine Idea”
in darkness as in light, is to take a leaf out of the ethical bible
the venomous worms He has made, and hate the wretched
‘which His own hands have fashioned! And this is Theism and
Idealist philosophy; and the man who propounded it is to rank as
a thinker and a moralist | Alas, alas !
~ What avails it against this shocking misleading of men that
he grew old the prophet developed benevolence in his pri
life?* Was the harm any the less accomplished? On this
point I believe he is largely responsible for the fact that, after
quick growth of humanity and enlightened practice in the @
criminal treatment, our system has remained stupidly con
1 to his leniencies and generosities,
g-.l:'. h;;kmd.;:ﬁtuma pictures of his amenities ¢
pted as complete. Compare Mr. Shepherd’s Zife, il., 268.
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tive, undeveloping, and mainly injurious. Happily, he could not
- do such harm in other directions where he taught as ill. He
. helped to promote the most unworthy feeling in England in regard
~ to the American Civil Wat ; but he could not perpetuate it ; and,

after making himself pitiable in the eyes of all wise men by his
folly, he in some measure repented him of his grievous error, and
- even sought in a somewhat pathetic manner to make amends, by
his gift of books to Harvard University. Let us hope that that
seed of right feeling which he sowed among his tares of political
teaching in his own country is here in a deeper sense to-day mak-
ing amends for what he did in trampling down good grain of
other men’s sowing. In his latter years he bitterly declared that
‘while men paid him honour they in no way believed or obeyed his
teaching ; * just as Mr. Ruskin has protested since. It is well
that it is so, as regards his view of right method. His school,
fortunately, remains impotent as regards the direction of national
action ; fortunately, I say, because, apart from Mr. Ruskin’s
wyaluable gleams of practical insight, the school goes from bad to
worse. It was at its best, perhaps, in Kingsley, who, though
ready with the others to extol to the skies the action of Governor

yre in Jamaica, retained enough of wholesome manhood and
nocratism to rejoice in such a book as Mill's “ Liberty,” and to
avow that the reading of it made him a better man on the spot*—
‘this when his master was anathematising it. But Kingsley's
“influence for good was half undone by his hysteria and his senti-
fmenhllsm, which are poison to science; and it is matter for
thankfulness that Mr. Froude, in whom the same qualities are
‘becoming more aggressive in each new book he produces, is
idly destroying Ais influence for harm. When one contemplates
thinly-veiled Chauvinism, his facile and purposeless rhetoric,
destitution of sincere political insight,® one wonders what

+ Froude, First Forty Years, ii., 478.
2 Prof. Bain's J. §. Mill, p. 112 ; Kingsley’s Life, ii. 88,
# Even from a quasi-Carlylean point of view, Mr. Froude is found want-
. Mr. Ruskin in 1880 found that ** Yea.r by year his words hnvn grown
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Carlyle would have said of it if he could have lived thus long,
even with his faculties withered, I have heard a story——posaihl; :
fictitious—of how the prophet once dismissed a popular novelist
who went to him for sympathy. “Let me tell ye,” the sage is
said to have shouted over the bannisters to his retreating visitor,
“ye're gangin’ straight to the devil, and ye're gangin’ by the
verra vulgarest road !” To Mr. Froude, following up “ Oceana”
with “ The Two Chiefs of Dunboy,” and that finally with a “Life
of Beaconsfield,” that monition to-day would not be inapt. :

XV

It is somewhat singular to find, in this connection, that the
- biography of the pupil and admirer has been a means of bringing
the master into extensive discredit. Of course that was in a
minor measure to be expected. No man of high literary and
- moral standing ever had his life told in full detail without falling
somewhat from the level to which public hero-worship had raised
him. Dr. Johnson must so have fallen in the eyes of the outside
public, which had revered the moralist, when it read the dshlll
~ of Boswell ; Scott certainly suffered in the same way, so that men
accused Lockhart of malice against his father-in-law ;' George
Eliot has so suffered in the eyes of some of us; and Carlyle of
men was bound to illustrate the tendency. So many readers had
loosely read him, and vaguely reverenced him, that the sharp out-
~ lines of his every-day personality, when revealed with any degree
~ of candour—and Mr. Froude has been laudably candid on these
points—must needs create an extensive searching of hearts. His
admirers say this feeling will pass away, and that he will be
~ replaced on his old pedestal. T hope and believe he will not. I
~ cannot conceive that his confused and rudely prejudiced mebm Ry
' in the mass will ever again seem to educated people the v erang
of a wise and profound thinker, whether in ethics, in polities,
in philosophy. But what may profitably happen is tht, w

1 See Carlyle's Essay on Scott, beginning.




or two vital and clear perceptionsof truth may stand out, purified
from their dross, to sympathetic eyes. Whatever he practised, he
- preached sincerity, honesty, and earnestness in all things ; and in
- the conduct of national life he insisted vehemently on the im-
possibility of the common weal prospering while its entire industry
is earried on by the mere random lights of competing individual
interests. That principle we shall carry with us throughout our
present inquiry. Taken singly, indeed, it can do little. Again and
again we shall have occasion to repeat that an instinct, an aspira-
tion, will never solve the problems of society without a thorough
science of them. Hysterical people are now telling us that they
~ are going to be solved by the action of the Salvation Army, an
_institution resting on hallucination, and flourishing on unintel
ligence and superstition. That will not come about. Hallucina-
~ tion never did and never will save a State; and it is enough to
~ remind rational people that this phenomenon is really the measure
of the special intellectual backwardness of England, is peculiar to
~ England, and is regarded with wondering contempt by Continental
_peoples. The fact that Carlyle-worshippers now connect it with
the name of Carlyle,? points to a new development of Nemesis in
that direction.
 Finally, as to the man Carlyle, I for one will not refuse to
_anticipate a relaxation among posterity of the kind of eritical
rigour I have been employing against him. For that rigour I
have no apologies to make : it seems to me fully justified by the
facts; and it is amply invited by his own more than rigour
towards everything he disliked or dissented from. But it will be
the measure of the progress and prosperity of future generations,
how far they are able to look tranquilly back on Carlyle’s errors,
and pityingly see in them finger-posts to dangerous places in the
y march of humanity, places where blinded men painfully
‘stumbled and fell. Nay, even now, even in the act of rigorous
judgment, we can avoid ill-will, profiting by his own example.
His worst error was to cherish a host of blind repulsions, so that




at length he came to speak as if the universe were a mere medley
of forces of evil. Let us above all things shun the darkness into
- which he fell. We are even now just beginning, as a nation, to
~ acknowledge the central truth on which he insisted, that our
affairs will never go aright if we proceed on the principle of each
for himself, with an ever vaster stratum of misery and an ever
wider area of dwarfed life, a mere spurious semblance of civilisa-
tion. At such a time it is fitting that, in the act of lt:.l:.ni.ngt
narrowly the counsels of all who offer guidance, we should deny
none the credit of having at least seen that the road ahead lay
among precipices and morasses, in which of old whole nations
- have sunk, and nations may sink ugamn,
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0 pass from the presence of Carlyle to that of Mill is to turn
from a stormy and sinister to a serene and humane spirit, whose
traits are the more winning and welcome from the contrast.
The difference might be loosely expressed by the figure of two
landscapes : one, say, that of a rugged and voleanic land, lit by

the fitful flame of recurrent eruptions, in whose blaze at times hill
“and valley are lit up with anunearthly clearness, so that close at
hand in the ancient lava you see the serpent crawl; while the
picked out in distances by peaks of fire, is the more
cing and oppressive. The other picture is, let us say, of a

come. The trees, stirred by no wind, stand out leafless but
peful in the pure dry light; and though clouds veil some of
farther mountain tops, the vistas are clear aud fair; while in
ool benignant air there is an unspeakable promise of warmth

on, and to many an eye the two landscapes of our fancy, seen
nder changed skies, will look strangely different.

What all will admit is that these two thinkers represent a pro-
d temperamental difference, affecting all their ways of think-
‘and by consequence all their conclusions, so that, though both
od heretical, and though their ideals at one point almost
ded, they are almost more disparate than any conventionally
d types, such as Radical and Tory, poet and scientist, or
ic and Atheist. But it is important to remember that when
first came together as young men they attracted and liked
other ; and it is interesting to note how they both come of
iern stocks, different and yet both characteristically Scotch.

e
0
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there are such different tyI:tes in all races—as James Carlyle;
only we naturally compare him, a man of culture, with Thomas
Carlyle rather than with the uncultured father. The younger

- Mill, in one of his most famous books, long afterwards pro-
pounded his belief that any general system of education was a
“mere contrivance for moulding people to be exactly like one
another.” * Tt would have puzzled him, I think, to find two more
different minds than his father and Thomas Carlyle, though the
educational system under which these two were trained was

- substantially the same. James Mill's mother, a proud woman of

- some claims to family descent, and with aspirations to revert

- apwards through her son, seems to have had a large share in

~ persuading her husband, a well-to-do country shoemaker, to give

~ their boy at the outset an education better even than was thought
to suffice for a minister—this before a patron intervened to send
the lad to college. Thus James Mill had a more thorough train- -
ing than Carlyle. The former went to Edinburgh at eighteen;

- the latter at fourteen, as the majority in those days did. In one

_ point the two took the same course: both intended for the

~ministry, they both thought themselves into unbelief, and both
turned aside from their proposed career; Mill, however, being

- actually licensed to preach, and making his renunciation the more

 deliberately, as befitted his maturer age.® There, as regards
opinions, the identity ends. At one time Carlyle was a Radical,
but he never was one in James Mill’s way ; and the two men were
wholly opposed in their general attitude to life, Mill was, what

- Carlyle never became, a good Greek scholar; and in his youth,
rationalist and utilitarian as he even then was, he nourished him-

f largely on Plato, which again is a proof that line of education
not at all certain to determine line of thought. You would ex-
ot Carlyle and not Mill to be the Platonist, but it was the other

~way. Carlyle, even in his would-be-mystic period, does not seem
to have studied Plato; and later, even on Emerson’s urging, he

 On Ziberty, ch, v. Pop. ed. p. 63.




eould not endure him; though he did afterwards enjoy him as
an opponent of democracy; while the Mills, father and son,
successively found in the philosopher who for Emerson was a
transcendentalist, the best preparation for the pursuit of exact
moral science.

To some extent James Mill and Thomas Carlyle compare gener-
ally in their selfreliance, their simplicity of life, and their in-
~ difference to what men ordinarily pursue as pleasure; but Mill
after coming to London worked much the harder of the two, and,
what is more, made no outery about it, which I hope is the more
Scotch-like course, Both men were excellent talkers ; but James
Mill talked to persuade, and did do so, while Carlyle, as I have
“before said, did not in talk try to persuade, and convinced men,
‘when at all, rather by magnetism than by reasoning. For the
‘rest, alike independent, inaccommodating and masterful, they
~ were far asunder in their aims. James Mill, though of an irri-
table and warm temperament, was essentially a thinker, a reasoner,
_au analyst, and a lover of freedom ; while Carlyle was a fecler, a
/ prophet, and in theory an apostle of tyrannous power. They
‘seem never to have met, Mill having died soon after Carlyle settled
a London ; and from his opinion of Carlyle’s early essays in the
reviews ! we may safely decide that they could never have drawn
together. John Mill, in a remarkable way, held at that time a
~nand of each.

HO

: ‘One vainly speculates as to what a son of Carlyle’s would have
like, if he had had one. Human heredity is thus far a
snce incapable of a precise prediction, though convincing
pugh in its retrospects, and though John Mill’s case, for instance,
s no perplexities. James Mill married an English wife, a
apparently of little force of character, and in her son the
s northern granite is seen transmuted into something less

e
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hard, more plastic, more loveable, and at the same time perhaps
less strong. What qualities he clearly inherited were the high
public spirit, the rectitude, the unwavering devotion to truth and
Justice, and the logical faculty which marked his father ; and,
coming as he did of such a stock, and beginning his remarkable
education at his father’s hands in his tenderest years, he represents
a very high intellectual evolution indeed—two generations of the
highest rational culture in a highly advantageous soil. You may
say John Mill was a generation and a half nearer moral science
than Carlyle, when they met. To the criticism of life Carlyle
brought his masterful intuitions, his prejudices, his imagination,
his earnestness, his negations and antagonisms, his fundamental
intolerance and want of philosophy ; where the young Mill brought
& mind sensitive to the most various influences, lacking perhaps in
some kinds of native power, but singularly and eminently fitted
to get good from other men’s intuitions where these were good
and to escape their contagion where they were evil. He had been
trained, too, as no English youth of his time had been trained, to

- analyse beliefs and arguments, and to reach his own by connected

and consistent reasoning. Between this training and his native

_ amenity of temper he had become a rationalist of the most attrac-

- tive type, catholic and yet earnest, vowed to science but spontane-

~ ously interested in the ideas of men of a quite different bias.

\e

I have said of him? that he had a genius for justice, and that

- this was the secret of his influence ; and yet on weighing the
~ phrase I am in doubt as to its entire fitness. That open-minded

receptivity of his is indeed one of the most winning of gifts; but ,
perbaps a genius for justice, or the highest genius for justice,
would be something less a matter of susceptibility, and a little
more o matter of science. On freshly surveying his life and work,
one becomes conscious of a certain sympathetic waywardness which
every now and then took him a little to one or other side of truth,

' s
‘bometimes in pessimism, sometimes in optimism, sometimes in
Mty, sometimes in eulogy, oftenest and furthest in the latter

tion indeed, but always in a pure and high-minded b £ 2ve
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* hardly ever from a small motive. Take for instance his critical
treatment of the school in which he was trained, that of Bentham,
~ and the school which most opposed it, that of the transcendental-
ists, represented in England by Coleridge. Certainly no man then
~ could be trusted to deal out a more nearly even-handed justice to
_ two such opposite schools; and yet, as he himself admits in his
Autobiography, he bas to some extent strained matters against
Bentham and in favour of Coleridge. He explains characteristic-
~ ally that, writing as he did for an audience of Utilitarians, he saw
fit to lay special stress on the flaws of Benthamism, and on the
strong points of Coleridge’s school, both things which that audience
would be specially prone to overlook ; and that the two sorts of
stress in question were rectified by his other writings. But one
doubts whether this is either just or politic. Surely one has no
more right to press hardly on one’s own side than to press hardly
~ on the other ; and surely Mill forgot that the special praise you
~ give to an enemy, and the special blame you pass on a friend, are
~ equally likely to be made too much of in the enemy’s interest. In
that case, too, it was certainly not the transcendental cause that
~ most needed helping in England. Indeed, when we come to deal
~ with Mill’s latest utterances on religion, we shall see cause to sur-
~ ise that, whatever be the full explanation in terms of heredity,
ke really had a certain constitutional bias to traditional super-
_ naturalist views of life which his father’s more firmly logical in-
telligence had outgrown. We are in fact led to feel that but for
the training and indoctrination of his father, Mill would have been
very much nearer supernaturalism throughout his whole life.
Certainly he is most uncritical of Coleridge’s glaring intellectual
frailties, while laborious and, as I think, in part misleading, in
his insistence on the errors of Bentham ; and his praise of Ben-
tham on other points is certainly no warmer than his praise of
Coleridge. Reading the strictures on Bentham, and feeling that
in some respects they are well grounded, I cannot but feel also
‘that in some highly essential qualities Bentham was nearer a
~ geientific attitude or temper in morals than his critie. His science

was incomplete ; it could not but be, pioneer as he was, even if he
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been more ready to learn from others ; but he has a gift of

~ dispassionateness which Mill never quite attains. Bentham was
& most remarkable combination, as Mill justly points out, of a
powerful moral inspiration with a faculty for the cool analysis of

- moral questions. Al scientific history goes to show that moral
~ 8eience, to be sound, must be gone about in as passionless a
- temper as that of the chemist over his crucible. While you
- actively either love good or hate evil you may be doing the most
valuable moral work, but you are not philosophising. Now, Mill is
wonderfully philosophic in temper, compared with the average man;
but his very enthusiasm of humanity kept him short of :
scientific method. Bentham again was indeed unscientific in the

~ sense of leaving out whole classes of data in some of his e §
~—notably those on the treatment of criminals—but there is a fine
colourlessness about his mental atmosphere, a fine north light, so
to say, in his studio. And while Mill had been fitted by his train-
ing to appreciate this, you feel that on the other hand he had &
certain temperamental readiness to do justice to the poetic colour

.

believe that the father’s Rationalism made his son's early life un-
happy. Now, it is quite clear from the son’s testimony, as well
~as from Professor Bain’s biography, that James Mill, having
! ‘.ﬁrﬁodnpnttywmm who oouldnotgivehimintelleetullmm: R
' ionship, fell into the failing, to which Saotohmenmw
vially prone, of being a strict and unsympathetic, though
mtious, husband and fatber. Hence you find Christian
s of the baser sort—the more numerous sort _
an illustration of the
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domestic life : a line of argument which moves one to wish that
the apologist could just begin his own life again in a downright
religious family of a type familiar to Scotchmen, and not unknown
in England. But John Mill’s boyhood, all the same, was not un-
happy.

Mr. W. L. Courtney, who has written a somewhat capriciously
critical “ Life of Mill,” quotes from the Autobiography the account
of the young man’s mental and physical prostration at one stage of
his development, the stage in which he “ seemed to have nothing
left to live for.” “This,” says Mr. Courtney, * is the shipwreck
of Rationalism, at least of that narrow and poverty-stricken
Rationalism which was theboast of the eighteenthcentury.”* Foran
anti-Rationalist, of course, any stick will do to beat Rationalism
in general, and that of the eighteenth century in particular.?
But one wonders that Mr. Courtney should take so little pains to
be plausible. Does he think to persuade us that Irrationalists of
all sorts have not passed through just such stages of mental pro-
stration as young Mill did? Does he pretend either that the
eighteenth century Rationalists, such as Hume, were, as a rule,
miserable men, or that the subsequent transcendentalists, such as
Maurice and Coleridge and Carlyle, were generally or continuously
happy or confident men? He might, indeed, plead that Mill
himself traces his depressions to purely mental causes. This is,
us Professor Bain points out, one of the examples of Mill's slight
hold on biology ; he never allowed reasonably for physical con-
ditions. When an overstrain of mental work broke down his
elasticity he saw in the case a mere process Or sequence of ideas,
and so describes it in his Autobiography. But Mr. Courtney
proceeds to misrepresent the case still further. He goes on to

~ deseribe young Mill as meeting guch men as Maurice and Sterling,

and finding that they had preserved their souls alive amid the
arid fields of utility and gelfishness,” whatever that may mean.

* Life of Mill, p. 57.
2 ¢t A]l that i; worst in him,” says Mr, Courtney later (p. 174) of Mill,

_ #helongs to the eighteenth century, all that is best is akin to the highest,
~ best spirit of the nineteenth,” Thus can sociology be written.
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The implication seems to be that Maurice and Sterling never
depressed. “They were not fond,” says Mr. Courtney in
academic English, “of analytic habits.” And then he goes on
represent Mill as if saying later, in his own person, that “ Ax
habits are a perpetual worm at the root both of the passions and
the virtues,” What are the facts? Mill in his Autobiography
tells how at that particular time of early depression he thought
this about analytic babits ; and immediately after he goes on
say that he never turncd against the habit of analysis, but sim]
found that other kinds of cultivation required to be joined with
it;* and that the delight which he found in reading Wordswort
proved to him that with poetic culture “there was nothing t¢
dread from the most confirmed babits of analysis.” * And where
as Mr. Courtney relates ¢ that Mill was led to the reading
Wordsworth in 1828, by contemplating the support which Maurice
and Sterling found in Wordsworth and Coleridge, Mill himself
tells us, first, that his state of dejection began to give way, ina
very simple manner, two years before; and, secondly, that it was
after reading Wordsworth and proclaiming his enjoyment at the
Debating Socicty that Sterling was drawn to him, telling him that
he and his friends had before thought Mill a “made " or manu=
factured man, stamped with certain opinions in his youth, lnﬁ
that he had been quite brought round by finding that Wordsworth
“belonged ” as much to Mill as to his own set.®* These may
seem small perversions, but they become serious when seen to be
part of an attempt to discredit, by side winds, the philosophy in
which Mill was trained. He tells us, indeed, that Maurice and
Sterling helped him in his development—which is only what all
young men of parts do for each other; but his own critioiamt_“_i
of them, especially of Maurice,® of whom he writes so much more
perspicaciously and justly than Carlyle did, show that he went
with them, as individuals, no great way.

t Autobiography, p. 138, *Ib. p. 143.

& My, Courtney’s biographical laxity
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 Auobiography, p. 165
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By Carlyle himself, again, Mill was certainly influenced.? One
phrase he uses of Bentham—¢ His lot was cast in a generation of
the leanest and barrenest men whom England has as yet produced,
and he was an old man when a better race came in with the be.
ginning of the present century "—smacks much of Carlyle. For
Mill, it is sufficiently perverse. Bentham was a young man in the
- time of Burke, of Johnson, of Goldsmith, of Gibbon, of Hume, of
- Adam Smith, of Horne Tooke, of Sterne, of Smollett, of Cowper, of
Burns, of Sheridan ; and it may be doubted whether Mill's own
- early contemporaries were all round overwhelmingly superior to
- these. But if Mill was ready to talk so of the leanness and
barrenness of Bentham's generation, we can understand why
- Carlyle found him at first ““ one of the clearest-headed and clearest-
- hearted young men now living in London.”® We know how
Carlyle regarded the school of Bentham, including at first both
~ the elder and the younger Mill. He had written in his Journal
that Bentham and “his Mills” and such people were “intrinsi-
cally wearisome, almost pitiable and pitiful. Logic is their sole
- foundation ; no other even recognised as possible.” That was as
~ shallow as Carlyle’s prejudices generally were. As John Mill well
showed, Bentham pursued the career he did, just because his moral
- sensibilities were so much warmer, and his moral courage so much
- greater than those of his fellows. Bentham himself, in his early
- criticism of Blackstone, had pointed out how intimate is the con-
- mection between some of the gifts of the understanding and some
- of the affections of the heart; and had declared that, “In the
~ errors of the understanding there can be little to excite, or at

1 Bat Mill thus describes the manner of the influence :—** Instead of my
- having been’tanght anything, in the first instance, by Carlyle, it was only
in proportion as I came to sce the same truths through media more suited
to my mental constitution, that I recognised them in his writings. Then,
indeed, the wonderful power with which he put them forth made a deep
impression upon me, and I was during a long period one of his most

fervent admirers ; but the good his writings did me was by o8
o dnsteuot, but ae sy o aulite,” 2 , p- 175. Wi
“TLetfor to Hunt in Mr, Conwa Carlyle, p. 208.  Cf. Froude's

London Lift, 1., 95. Of courwo ll this was changed later.




least to justify, resentment. That which alone, in a manner, calls
for rigid censure, is the sinister bias of the affections.” James
Mill was no less, was even more, moved in his life’s work bya
pure moral enthusiasm ; and who now will say that John Mill had
not a more constant moral inspiration than Carlyle? But inas-
much as these moralists added logic to instinet, they must needs
be wearisome to the intuitionist. When logic is againsta man,he
is naturally against logic. And Nemesis came into play as regards
John Mill's early inclination towards Carlyle’s views. As time
~ went on the sage found Mill more and more “ sawdustish,” as the

elder Sterling phrased it; and when the “Autobiography” appeared,
that fascinating and luminous book, the aged Carlyle wrote of it
with his usual wanton abusiveness :—*I have never read a more
uninteresting book, nor, I should say, a sillier, by a man of sense,
integrity, and seriousness of mind . . . . It is wholly the life of
a logic-chopping engine . ... Autobiography of a steam-engine.”*
It was in large part a story of ideas, and that sufficed to exasperate

- Carlyle. y
- I have said that at one point his and Mill's ideals almost coin-

~ cided. Both were opposed to Whiggism; both resented
neglect of popular interests by the ruling classes; John Mill w
willing to see good in the mystics ; and Carlyle, while he had been
abusing “ Bentham and his Mills,” had unknowingly read soi
articles of John Mill's, and thought they came from “a ®

. mystic.”® But there was a rift within the lute, which slowly

~ widened. Carlyle chose to decide tbat the Radicalism which he
had formerly embraced consisted in calling on the most iguors
people to guide themselves. Mill, who never ceased to dwell
the dangers of popular error in politics, but who saw with |
father that only the suffrage could save the people from bein
governed in the interests of the upper classes, remained a sa
democrat, while Carlyle grew into a supporter of slavery, an
golutist, and a blind enemy of popular government. When

~ case of Governor Eyre came up, they were ranged on o]

- 1 Froude's London Life, ii., 420. G
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- sides ; and it is a very interesting study to compare their separata
accounts of the events in Jamaica, Mill briefly recounting the facts
and Carlyle suppressing three-fourths of them in his partisanship
of the man who had put down an insurrection. You would never
learn from Carlyle’s remarks that men and women had been
flogged wholesale after the insurrection was over. In the Ameri.
can Civil War, while Carlyle threw his weight on the side of the
South, Mill was one of the first public men in England to resist
- the prevailing evil sentiment and declare for the side of civilisa-
_ tion. Their ideals had become completely divergent; and when
the *Liberty ” appeared, Carlyle pronounced it a compendious
statement of all he held not to be true in political matters.

- On the other hand Carlyle certainly anticipated Mill, if not in
~ Sympathy with the workers, at least in seeing that their lot would
never be made permanently happy by a system of universal in-
dustrial competition. Mill, indeed, saw and taught from the first,
‘what Carlyle never saw, that the restraint of population was
essential to the well-being of the masses ; but in his * Principles of
Political Economy,” as we shall see, he also taught a doctrine quite
inconsistent with that, arguing with elaborate futility that if only
_people would go on saving money for investment in sufficient
quantity, there need never be any lack of employment. But if
Mill thus erred precisely where his training and his method should
‘have preserved him from error, he none the less continued to pre-
serve a healthy sympathy with all forward movements ; and there
s 10 man of modern times who has been further from the pitfall
 of reaction on the score of his own miscalculations. It was never
‘painful to him, says Professor Bain, to change an opinion when it

freedom. Even when he injuriously narrowed his range of society,
“he seems never to have narrowed his general sympathies. To
the last he was one of the most catholic of men.
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IV,

Writing his Autobiography long after he had parted company
with Carlyle, he speaks of his former friend with much genemmtgy

I did not deem myself,” he says, *“a competent judge of Carlyle. T f.l'.t
he was a poet, and that I was not ; that he was a man of intuition, which
I was not ; and that as such, he not only saw many things long before me,
which I could only, when they were pointed out to me, hobble after and
prove, but that it was highly probable he could see many things which
were not visible to me even after they were pointed out. I knew that I
could not see round him, and could never be certain that I saw over him;
and I never presumed to judge him with any definiteness, until he was in-
terpreted to me by one greatly the superior of us both—who was more
poet than he, and more a thinker than I—whose own mind and nature h!'
cluded his, and infinitely more,”

This remarkable person was, of course, the lady who ult.imat:dy"
became Mill's wife—the subject of some of the most extravagant
panegyrics ever written on anybody by a contemporary and
intimate. It is necessary to consider these deliverances i
- estimating Mill. If it had been of them that Carlyle wrote when

he called the Autobiography silly, one could have understood his
fecling. The two men compare rather remarkably in the extremely
high tribute they have paid to their deceased wives; but w
Mill bad very much the advantage in his conduct as a hu
. bomgnot so much a post mortem enthusiast, heudntmoﬂy
~less convincing in his eulogy. Carlyle’s tardy praise of his
is in part certainly extravagant enough, but it is perfectly plain
that Mrs. Carlyle was a woman of uncommon mental gifts
‘whereas Mill has represented his wife as one of the most ren
~able minds that ever existed, without ever convincing any h
 being, I believe, that she was anything like what he said.
all the persons I have ever talked with about Mill’s
wifo. not one has doubted that he was under a I
Iazpom Huo'nduhuﬁomfommtoﬁlt
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“ He tells us, as above, that Mrs, Mill included all Carlyle’s gifts,
- and infinitely more, while far superior to her husband as a
- thinker ; again,® that she equalled James Mill in her ““ power of
~inflaencing by mere force of mind and character the convictions
~and purposes of others, and in the strenuous exertion of that
- power to promote freedom and progress;” and yet again? that in
‘thought and intellect Shelley was “but a child to what she
ultimately became.” And all this of a lady who, though ad-
- mittedly brilliant and intellectual, has left on record no idea of
~any original importance, and who only published one composition,
‘and that on the not very deep subject of the enfranchisement of
- women. If she had all the share in her husband’s work for which

panegyric ; and it was rather fatuous of him not to see, among
ther things, that he was partly trying to enforce his inordinate

nds, he could not point to any mind but his own which

had come under her sway. And he finally overthrows his own
- estimate in one of the strangest passages ever written by a really
dest and sagacious man.

“During the greater part of my literary life,” he says,? ‘I have per-
W the office in relation to her, which from a rather early period I had
umidored as the most useful part that I was qualified to take in the
M of thought, that of an interpreter of original thinkers, and mediator
them and the public; for I had nlway; a humble opinion of my
powm as an original thinker, except in abstract science (logic, meta

ez, and the theoretic principles of political economy and politics ), but-
ht myself much superior to most of my contemporaries in willingness
.lbiiity to learn from everybody.”

The last claim is certainly well warranted ; but did ever any
nan before make such a claim as the preceding one? “I am not
of an original thinker except in logic, metaphysics, and the
of political economy and politics. Apart from these trifling
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~matters, [ am only an intellectual middleman.” What shall we
say of it? If Mill was an original thinker on all these matters he
was a great philosopher, and his name and fame will endure,
And beyond originality in these points, what have his works to
show? Mrs. Mill, he admits, did not meddle with these subjects;
she had no hand in the Logic; she died before he wrote the
Examination of Hamilton, and can have contributed nothing to
it; she suggested one chapter in the Political Economy ; and she
inspired the Liberty and the other late political treatises, not one
of which has any claim to notable originality. It is idle to discuss
further ; we are in the presence of a hallucination ; and when we
find the philosopher going on to say that his wife “continually
struck out truths far in advance of me, but in which I could not,
as I had done in those others, detect any admixture of error,”*
are disposed hastily to drop the subject. The item that the lady
- could never err is the last straw,
~ How then does this phase of him affect our total estimate o!
- Mill's character and faculties? Plainly he was weak on the side
of emotional susceptibility to a personal influence. In his admira-
tion of his friend and wife we have an extreme development ¢
that plasticity which first let him take so deep an impress
his father's teaching, and later made him undergo so
~ the influence of another school. These two developments in
- manner corrected each other ; but the extravagance of the last
~ longest period of discipleship of all leaves us unable to doubt that
his judgment when swayed by his sympathies could go far astray.
1t is a singular weakness to be combined mhuﬁaultyforw
~ logic; but it consists very .obviously with Mill's unquestionable 3
~ infirmity in the application of logic to specific problems, alike in *
politics, economics, and philosophy. He reasoned in general
in vacuo on the abstract and technical matters which did not
-ﬂu his syrapathies ; but in the concrete, though often nghi
‘reasonable, he is chronically untrustworthy. And it will

sound generalisation to say that hmmyulholidv

ofmind, 80 attractive in itself, was mhﬁn 'ﬂ
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unsnreness in the reasoned settlement of single human problems.
There he was always susceptible to instinctive pulls and pushes
from his personal leanings and reluctances ; and though his
mpathies in pract.ica.l affairs were always humane, and I think
er disastrous, his logic is at times far to seek. We can
apathise with his early associates who, Professor Bain tells us,
r reading his papers on Bentham and Coleridge, felt a “ pain-
misgiving as to his adhering to their principles or to any
iples.”> They were substantially reassured later, but the
ing was well grounded; and perhaps, after all, we have
to be grateful to his wife for keeping Mill so right in the
. His most startling performance, the essay on Theism, was
after her death; and one vaguely feels that if he had
gome one else things might have gone further. We can-
‘but think that his unlimited adoration of his wife’s mind, and
entire absorption in her society, to the abandonment of inter-
e that might and ought to have braced him in various ways,
stituted an arrest of his intellectual growth ; but we are not
od to say that Mill’s mind but for that one influence would 3
developed much further. Wecan but wish that the materials
a full biography, which his step-daughter is understood to
pss, may ere long be turned to proper account. No“better
has met the public eye in modern times ; and few reputa-
can be less likely to suffer from a complete biography, now
t the main facts of the life are known. The worst that is likely
be said, that he was regrettably ready to give up his own
nily in his devotion to his wife, and that to one of his brothers
_in ill health he showed unkinduess—this has been said already.®

;
’

V.

One or two questions of expediency, finally, are raised by the
ey of Mill’s training and life. His education by his father is
justly deemed, as it was among those contemporaries who
' 1J. 8. Arill, p. 55. '

* By Dr. Baiu, s cited, pp. 95, 172.
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- knew of it, a most remarkable experiment, though we now know,
through Professor Bain, that James Mill was not performing such
Herculean tasks in the way of literary labour while teaching his
son, as the son afterwards supposed. The noteworthy thing was
his success in giving the boy languages and moral science at an
age at which the average boy at school has neither one nor the
other, though in this case the pupil had a memory rather below
than above the average. We are led to doubt, however, whether
James Mill’s system, while immediately successful, was ultimately
advantageous In giving the boy Greek and Latin and mathe-
matics and logic and economics, and all the rest of it, was he fit-

 ting him in the best way for an intellectual life? James Mill, we
 know, shared the eighteenth century bias to the & priori ; and we
' have the admission both of his biographer and of his son that in_

matter of education he paid far more heed to abstract theory

to the lessons of practice. Powerful minds easily miscarry

on this subject. The late Mr. Pattison has pointed out how com-
pletely wrong Milton was in his notion of education, as worked out
the teaching of his nephews. g

“The subject of education,” the eritic observes, **is one which is always

~ luring the innovator and the theorist. Everyone, as he grows up, becc

~ aware of time lost, and effort misapplied, in his own case. It is not mn-
natural to desire to save our children from a like waste of power."1
Milton's time in particular, schools and universities were in a bad :

~ and in his Tractate of Education he proposed reforms, which, says Nﬂ
Pattison, ** are ludicrously incommensurable with the evils to be remedied.”

" He will not even stay to quote them, curtly remarking that ** they are only
_a form of the well-known educational fallacy—the communication of usefal
knowledge.”? ** Milton saw strongly (#ic) as many have done before
gince, one weak point in the practice of the schools, namely, the ®
result of much time. He fell into the nataral error of the inexpel
teacher, that of supposing that the remedy was the ingestion of mueh
diversified intelligible matter. It requires much observation of ye
minds to discover that the rapid inculeation of unassimilated informa
the faculties instead of training them. Is it fanciful to think th
Edward Phillips, who was always employing his superficial pen upe

A Milton, p. 45.
i e AR
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liqitl with which he snatched a fugitive acquaintance, we have a concrete
-mpk of the natural result of the Miltonic system of instruction?"1

- Now it cannot for a moment be pretended that John Mill was
s a smatterer of this sort. He was a conscientious and
rious workman., Before reviewing Grote on Homer he re-
‘the whole of the Iliad and Odyssey in the original ; and so
‘with his essay on Plato. James Mill might fairly claim that
8 plan had attained his ends: he taught his son to think, not
uffing him with ready-made information, but forcing him to ac-
e it by his own labour. But in making a child a classical
jlar and a boy a logician, did he not strain the very bottom-
as it were, of the faculty which he trained? We cannot
that he ruinously injured the boy’s health, though that was
haken. John was by far the hardest taught of the family, and
is constitution, despite seeds of disease, lasted where those of his
hers gave way. I have already dismissed the notion of his
g made miserable by a training in rationalism, in view of the
fact that the pleasure he found in Wordsworth was simply what
thousands of supernaturalists found there, and that his youthful
ﬂsgectmn was not a whit out of the common way. His father, he
tells us, was untender in his early family life ; but the boy’s feel-
ings were certainly not starved. What does suggest itself, how-
‘ever, is that, apart from 'his failure to take on any literary colour,
80 to speak, from his early classical studies, the faculty of abstract
logie, which in John Mill was certainly exceptional, and which
produced his most important work, never seemed to develop after
that work was done ; and that in so far as his later work consisted
_ in applying that logic freshly to practical problems, he ceases to be
a noteworthy thinker, and finally becomes almost a feeble one.
~ Was he then prematurely exhausted? His mind certainly con-
- tinued to play energetically on many simply practical issues, and
» hem he had to expound humane and liberal prmclples he dld it
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be found in connected reasoning His Political Economy has ]
been declared by one of his most discriminating admirers to be
“g ruin,” and I do not think the phrase is an exaggeration. As
for his final theology, it never had even a temporary acceptance
among philosophical students. We naturally ask whether this
apparent exhaustion of the higher mental faculties may not have
been due to his spending of so many years of his life in official
work? He himself has strongly insisted on the danger of trying
to live by literature ; saying truly enough that the career is one
which greatly tempts men to do thin and showy work instead of
- ‘producing books fit to live, which are not likely to be so popular.
To his mind, an official position such as his own, with sufficient
leisure, was the proper compromise. In point of fact, the great
popularity of his own books has gone far to prove that he might
have lived fairly on his gains from these ; but in any case his plea
for official occupation becomes sufficiently irrelevant when we learn
that his own labours were so light that he was virtually able to
write his two great books, the Logic and the Political £conomy,
during office hours* Certainly there is much to be said for
official occupation of that sort—from the point of view of the
~ Mill then was not exhausted by his official work, though his friend
and critic, Professor Bain, seems to say so,® after telling us how
easy the work was, and we are left to speculate as to whether the
early and strenuous development of all his powers was not a cause
of some of them being early arrested. Failing a conclusion on
that head—and it is hardly possible to come to one—we must just
~ say with Professor Bain that, as we actually find him, “ He had
~ an intellect for the abstract and the logical, out of all proportion
~ to his hold of the concrete and the poetical.” But the full force

1 Dr. Bain, as cited, p. 147.

® J. 8. Mill, pp. 147-8. Of both father and son Professor Bain says
that ““ By endeavouring to combine work for a livelihood with original
search in philosophy, they brought upon themselves premature exhavstion, -
and vitiated their theories of life by shaping them under the per

ttered frames.” _ -
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of this discrimination must be shown in detail ; or rather perhaps
I shall make out a proposition somewhat different from Dr. Bain’s.
Mill seems to me to have been singularly weak in his handling of
a set of questions which some people would call abstract, namely,
those discussed under the head of rellgmn I will call these con-

that in handling them Mill’s logical resources (so apparently
when he discusses the forms and laws of logic)! seem to be
the slenderest description, the work being really done for the
ost part by his sympathies, feebly chaperoned, as it were, by a
ing faculty grown elderly and languid, though remaining
conscientions, It is remarkable, indeed, how the habit of
reasoning clings to Mill under all circumstances.

Y1,

~ Take first his main line of reasoning on the subject of Theism.
e makes a good show of treating judicially the doctrines of a
Cause, and of miracles, and of natural tendencies of belief;
duly shows that the ordinary First Cause argument destroys
; that miracles are as good as incredible, philosophically
speaking ; and that natural tendencies of belief prove either
othing or too much. But not only does he introduce a flagrant
fallacy in his partial defence of the theory of miracles, but he
“-mamtmns continuously a position which is untenable from the
v commencement of the argument—that, namely, of a good
deity of limited powers. This notion had a strange attraction
for him, since it is not merely elaborated in the essay on Theism
but laid down in the previous essay on the Utility of Religion
There he says that

“One only form of belief in the supernatural—one only theory respecting
origin and government of the universe—stands wholly clear both of in-

%ﬂu powers seem undiminished so late as 1865, when he produced his |
ramination of Sir William Hamilton’s Philosophy. The esssy on
was written between 1868 and 1870. i B
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tellectual contradiction and of moral obliquity. It is that which, resigning 2
_jrrevocably the idea of an omnipotent creator, regards Nature and Life
~ motas the expression throughout of the moral character and purpose of the
_ Deity, but as the product of a struggle between contriving goodness and an
intractable material, as was believed by Plato, or a Principle of Evil, as
was the doctrine of the Manicheans. A creed like this, which I have
known to be devoutly held by at least one cultivated and conscientious
~ person of our own day, allows it to be believed that all the mass of evil
~ which exists was undesigned by and exists not by the appointment of, but
in spite of, the Being whom we are called upon to worship.” ! -

Such a passage forcibly arouses that perplexity that is some-
times excited Ly exhibitions of glaring fallacy from thinkers who
have specialised in logic. Jevons was another example ; his

. Primer of Political Economy contains a fallacy that might be
detected by a sharp schoolboy. And no reasoner of standing ever
made a more obvious oversight than is here made by Mill in

ertaking to set forth as an explanation or theory of the origin
of the universe the doctrine of a deity of limited power, struggling
vith an intractable material. On the very face of the case, this
 no theory of the origin of the universe at all, but one which
gets the problem of origin aside; and just as little is it a theory
of deity or the supernatural, since the very purpose of sucha
theory is to formulate the uuiverse in terms of will and adminis-
tration, while Mill’s formula presents a subaltern God, the vietim
of circumstances, struggling with a universe which is too much
for him, and either taking a hopelossly pessimistic view of it as
mystery he canuot make out, or figuring to himself in tum A
* other and bigger superior God who is either incorrigibly bad or is
in turn the vietim of circumstances. That is what limited-liability
Theism logically comes to. It is amazing that a man of
philosophical training should have been capable of writing down
such a childish restatement of one of the most naive conceptions
antiquity. We are told that the essay on Theism had not been
finally revised ; but this passage occurs in an essay written long be-
o; and the essay on Theism elaborates the proposition. 1t is the
kﬁhnwlﬁmtowudnsphilowphy of the universe to k
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found in modern literature of the better class; and I ean only
aocount for its existence by Mill's own remark that ““the scepticism
of the understanding does not necessarily exclude the Theism of
imagination and feelings.”? In this case the Theism of the
feelings had got so far the upper hand that it claimed to sit in the
of the understanding, declaring that its dream was “ wholly

r of intellectual contradiction;” and the only demur that
reason was able to murmur was that the “evidence” for
proposition of his feelings was “too shadowy and uusub-
. . .. to admit of its being a permanent substitute for the
of humanity.”* Evidence, forsooth, for a contradiction
ms! Unsubstantial is not the word. And in the very act of
ng this nugatory admission, Mill proceeds to urge, as he
d at the close of the essay on Theism, that apart from all
- men should cherish religious hopes which were agreeable to
. Human life needs to be elevated by imagination,so you are to
there may be a future state while not believing there will be;
you are to imagine a God who cannot get his own way because
may then have the pleasing sensation that you are helping
.® In this way you will keep up your spirits without perverting
r judgment ; because “ when imagination and reason receive
h its appropriate culture they do not succeed in usurping each
8 prerogatives.”* Which reminds us of Dickens' remark
it Mrs. Nickleby, sitting before him in her chair, denied that
8. Nickleby existed. According to Mill the appropriate culture
the imagination is to fancy that the reason may be mistaken.
~ Ove is fain to remember his own remark that the subject of the
proper means of culture for the imagination has not hitherto

d the serious attention of philosophers. Certainly his

I be conceived, dividing as it does the imagination from the
bs0n, as if there were no reason in imagination and no imagina-

life pleasant and lovely inside the castle, in relisnce on

iew of the subject is the crudest and most primitive that conld

 in reason. He does say, indeed, that imagination is 0




ward bounds ;"' but the whole effect of his argument is to pre-
#cribe to imagination a holiday on the loose, out of sight of the
~eastle, every time, so to speak, that the horses are disengaged.
Sarely men are prone enough to put guess and inclination above
science without being thus strangely encouraged to it in the name
of science itsell. Every purpose that Mill professed to have in
view could be met by the cherishing of hopes of an ideal fature
for humanity in this world ; and he gratuitously, nay, treasonably,
gave away that motive power in the professed service of humanity.
.~ And if be is illogical in his general scheme of phlloaophlcd ~
. oulture for the feelings, he is worse than illogical, he is inex-
‘cusably heedless, in his treatment of the claims of the religion
‘which in his own community professes both to train the feelings
id inform the reason. His eulogy of the Jesus of the Gospels,
d his unwarrantable and fallacious defence of the historie
ty of that figure, have been picked out of the mass of
empiricism that makes up the essay on Theism, and

dished in the faces of rationalists as a complete admission
t Jesus lived and spoke as he is said to have done ; that Jesus
perfect ; that nobody else had such ideas ; and that he really
_mhuhadaspwidmmgahumﬁod—for to this ex
of anreasoning hypothesis Mill actually proceeds, though for some
unexplained reason he will not accept the doctrine of the Incar-
nation, The whole exposition is arbitrary and illogical to the

~ and to show that he must have done, Mill contends that this
’.Mboum mbodydxoouldbaremdthathmgnhuyam

m;uuchutonulﬂgum,ormnothu pmfamdmohhﬁ
 compilation of many current at that and a later period? An-

er, No: because we know that Jeaul emtedmdtmgbt
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~ Testament criticism, however fallaciously he might continue ta

reason, he could scarcely have played fast and loose with the

matter to the extent he did. But we know from Professor Bain,

that “he scarcely ever read a theological book. . . Heis not even

read in the sceptics that preceded him.”* He has no notion

the application of analytic historical criticism to the records.

talks of “the fishermen of Galilee,” as if he knew all about

; and it has apparently never struck him that Paul shows

of baving ever heard of any teachings of Jesus whatever,

in tha dubious matter of the Last Supper. He speaks

rally of the life and sayings of Jesus as having a “stamp of
mgmahty combined with profundity of insight;” and

does not cite a single saying to exhibit that profundity. He

ounces the matter special to the Fourth Gospel to be “poor --

" of which there was any amount to be had in the East; and

does not attempt in a single line to show where the sayings of

synoptics are more profound than those. In point of fact, it 1

ihol"ourth Gospel that above all has gone to build up the

itional conception of Jesus as a marvellous teacher; and it

continue to do so, and would do so even if such matters as

2 Sermon on the Mount had not been shown to be pre-Christian.

e most independent of all the teachings attributed to Jesus

{and even that cannot have been original) is that in the story of the

- woman taken in adultery, which occurs only in the Fourth Gospel,

and which is now rejected by the Revisers as an interpolation,

‘though ignorant Christians—and others—continue to lay stress

on it as a proof of Jesus' moral exaltation. Mill, after alleging

 his profundity, without giving any example of it, calls him pro-

r._,lmi:ly the greatest moral reformer . . . who ever existed upon

e ” when in point of fact there is not one valid moral doctrine

'bnted to Jesus which had not been laid down long before him,

when he not only passed over in absolute silence one of the

st social crimes of all ages, that of slavery, but is represented

tba First Gospel as giving special endorsement to the evil

e of national exclusiveness, tellmg his disciples to enter: )
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into any city of the Samaritans. And Mill himself had in the
- previous essay on the Utility of Religion pointed out that the Christ
of the Gospels bases right action on the hope of a heavenly re-

" ward, and endorses the doctrine of hell punishment, which last

~ Mill admits to be a drawback “of so flagrant a character as al-
~ most to outweigh all the beauty and benignity and moral great-
ness which so eminently distinguish the sayings and character of
Christ.”* At the end he seems to have got over this drawback,

VIL

Of these serious intellectual shortcomings we can only say that
&ey gtve staggering proof of the laxity of Mill's mind in the
splication of his own logical principles to the discovery of truth
regard to the constitution of the universe and the history of !
gion. But if we are right in saying that these intellectual
nesses were correlative with his sympathetic qualities, they
serve to give us a more vivid idea of the strength of the
element of benevolent feeling in his character. These unhappy
reasonings on Theism, that headlong deliverance as to the char-
acter and actuality of the Jesus of the Gospels, were on this view
partly the outcome of his wish to preserve for his fellows every
possible comfort and consolation from their old religious beliefs,
every vestige of their old devotions, that seemed tenable without
lnjurymgood morals. If he miscaleulated on the last head,
least the aim was good. And at worst, even if .we attribute his
fallacy not wholly to pure altruism but partly to intellectunal
infirmity, hereditary or acquired, in himself, still no one who has
studied him ever harboured a doubt as to his integrity in debate,
or his readiness to listen to criticism when it came. Had I
lived, the essay on Theism would certainly have beenmmd.if
"hohadcvermﬁttopubhshlt. A%
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- gympathies could warp his reasoning, they rarely led to his
advancing an injurious doctrine, just because his desires were so
' essentially benevolent and his practical sympathies so just. For
that he reasoned to the detriment of right policy, he was
‘times the advocate of right policy in the face of extreme dis-

gement ; and the sympathies and aspirations which some-
made his doctrines inconsistent were always potent to lead
past his inconsistencies to new doctrine and new beneficent
vity. May we all have as fortunate an antidote to the errors
reasoning which, with possibly worse origins, we are at least
 sure to commit as he.

YIILE

 After what we have seen of Mill’s way of thinking and reason-
about the matters of popular religious belief, there is nothing
ising in the fact that throughout his lifetime he kept silence
the main on those points in which he thought that belief

nal and immoral. Dr. Bain tells® of a conversational

; in regard to the proclamation of heterodox opinions. The party
‘were walking together, and Carlyle was “denouncing our religion
and all its accessories. Mill struck in with the remark, ¢ Now,

- He gave, with his peculiar grunt, the exclamation ¢ Ho,” and added,

it is gomeone like Frederick the Great that should do that.’”
‘ell, Frederick the Great did indicate his opinions on these sub-
Jects pretty freely, but Frederick’s biographer, on that particular
‘point, was rather more circumspect ; and he seems to have been
very frigid to Mr. Froude, at their first meeting, because that
-;enthma.n, then young and imperfectly Carlylean, had been pub-

17, 8. Mill, p. 191,

mg his views on religious subjects. When it came to speaking =~
out on these matters, Carlyle shuffled his pack of principles, and fe A0
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for the trump card, “speak the truth,” substituted that other,
“burn your own smoke.”
~ But why, one asks, did Mill practise the same reticence?! Ha
apparently cannot have felt on the subject in his youth, when he
urged Carlyle to speak out, as he did in later life when he wrote
the essay on Theism; but he never assailed religious unreason
and immorality as he did the subjection of women and the re-
striction of freedom of thought in general ; and even the essay on
~ Theism, like those with which it is published, avows opinions
thoroughly opposed to those of the majority. Apparently he
thought that in his time it was still expedient to maintain silence,
as it had been in his father’s time. He tells in the Autobiography
~ how thoroughly anti-religious were his father’s opinions, and how
ey were imbibed by himself.

I am thus,” he wrote, * one of the very few examples, in this country,
who has, not thrown off religious belief, but never had it: 1 grew
1 & negative state with regard to it. I looked upon the modern exactly

I did upon the ancient religion, as something which in no way con-
ned me. It did not seem to me more strange that English people should
bolieve what I did not, than that the men I read of in Herodotus should
have done so. History had made the variety of opinions among mankind
& fact familiar to me, and this was but a prolongation of that fact. This
point in my early education had, however, incidentally one bad conse-
- quence deserving notice. In giving me an opinion contrary to that of the
to give it as one which conld mot

‘to myself at that early age was attended with some moral disadvantages ;.
~ though my limited intercourse with strangers, especially such as were
likely to speak to me on religion, prevented me from being placed in the
 alternative of avowal or hypocrisy.” -

Twice, he says, he discussed religious matters with other boys,
80 the moral disadvantages would seem to have attached to hi




- of moral conviction as he did, unpopular opinions on religion, or on any
- other of the great subjects of thought, would now either practise or incul-
cate the withholding of them from the world, unless in the cases, becoming
- fewer every day, in which frankness on these subjects would either risk
the loss of means of subsistence, or would amount to exclusion from some
sphere of usefulness peculiarly suitable to the capacities of the individual,
On religion in particular the time appears to me to have come, when it is
the duty of all who, being qualified in point of knowledge, have on mature
consideration satisfied themselves that the current opinions are not only
y'.o but hurtful, to make their dissent known ; at least, if they are among
 those whose station or reputation gives their opinion a chance of being
. snded to.”

In the circumstances, one can hardly help wishing that Mill
d seen that *the time had come” to speak out while he was
ll alive. The Autobiography, however, spoke for him immedi
ely after his death ; and there are not wanting evidences that
even at his death pious malignity was zealous against him. The
Church Herald, for instance, wrote as follows :—

 “Mr. J. Stuart Mill, who has just gone to his account, would have been
- & remarkable writer of English, if his innate self-consciousness and abound-
ing self-confidence had not made him a notorious literary prig. . . . . His
death is no loss to anybody, for he was a rank but amiable infidel, and a
most dangerous person. The sooner those ‘lights of thought’ who agree
with bim go to the same place, the better it will be for both Church and
State.”?
- At least it is a merit to have earned some men’s hate. And
however Mill may have hesitated to speak out on religious
- questions, he certainly never faltered on any other. His ethics,
public and private, may betray error, but never conscious or
_wilful neglect of truth or justice. In regard to India, he
 defended the privileges of the East India Company against the
etermination of his countrymen to substitute a public and
national for a private administration of that vast dependency ;
one cannot but feel that his sympathies were here engaged
th the Company by reason of his own official connection with it,

Church Herald, May 14, 1873, quoted by Mr, Spencer, The Study of
') .D.ﬂ'. v . $
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~Itis difficult to conceive of an unbiased and scientific politician
coming to the conclusion that India ought to be ruled by a
commercial partnership, But on the other hand we are to re-
member that he knew how his father and he had been able ta
- influence for good the action of the Company they served ; and
~ that he had reason to think he could continue to benefit the
Tudian peoples if its jurisdiction had remained. It wassufficiently
~ unreasonable for him to write as he did in his Autobiography that
the action of Parliament converted the administration of Indie
“into a thing to be scrambled for by the second and third class of
English parliamentary politicians,” as if parliamentary politicians
were less fit to deal with India than with England, and as if they
. were to be “classed ” for any purposes below the members of the
East India Company. But we have to remember on the other
‘hand that he had at heart the interests of the people of India, and
not merely those of his employers ; and if he were alive today he =
might justly accuse the English people of having failed to realise
d act upon the responsibilities they assumed towards India in
858. As it happens, the outcome has justified his fears even in g
stultifying his expression of them. The harm has been done, not
by parliamentary politicians “ scrambling for " the administration
of India, but by their leaving it as far as possible alone—leaving
the Government of India to the bureaucracy which carries it on,
and which it ought to be their first concern narrowly to supervise
and control. That inveterate indifference of the English publie
and their representatives to the right government of a territory
over which they claim rule and possession, will hasten the
inevitable separation of India from the British commonwealth;
just as a similar indifference, worsened by prejudice, bas made
inevitable the legislative separation of Ireland, and will one day
- make necessary the legislative separation of Scotland. But in the
meantime it is interesting to remember that the interests of 7
India were cared for in the British Parliament by one who was
Mill's disciple, and are now being cared for by one! who, if not his
mmmmmoﬂyhmmmdlnﬁmﬁu“'




principle which moved him for India survives in his school.
Again, on one minor question of home politics he was at issue
. with the majority of his party—the question, namely, of the
~ ballot, on which he first took the affirmative, and later the negative
ion. His wife, he mentions, preceded him in this change
opinion. I cannot see any principle that would justify him in
ng to ordinary citizens the right to keep secret the direction
eir vote, which would not call in question his own prudential

ce on religion. Whatever be the merits of his opinion,
rever, here again there can be no question that it was neither
illiberal prejudice nor a selfish ethic which guided him. He
| unpopularity on & point on which he had nothing to gain.

IX

But these eccentricities, if we may call them so, in Mill’s poli-
, raise the question how far that was a consistent system.
here can be no question, at the ontset, that it was scientific in
t and in tendency ; that is to say, that it aimed at applying
embodying certain ethical principles, tested for political pur-
poses by a study of actual history, if not actually arrived at by
uction from such study. This systematic tendency he derived
~ from his father and Bentham, but he would have said that,
- whereas they were unduly apriorist, he sought to modify their
- method by a study of the concrete. His essays on Coleridge and
Bentham would seem to indicate that he was led to this modifica-
 tion by the influence of the former and his school. And yet it is
easy to see why he should not have got all his modifying ideas

hows him to have lost hold of all his better positions

a permanent standard ; and his treatment of the French
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under the stress of an emotional revolt against a too rapid innovat-
ing movement. But Coleridge exhibited just the same weaknesses ;
and the fact remains that Burke's works preserve his wisdom for
~ us to smelt out if we will It would seem that, since for the
Bentham group Burke finally represented sheer reactionism, he
having in the end been identified with the worst Toryism ; and
since Benthamite politics was a democratic reaction against Burke
and his allies, Mill set out with an antipathy to him; whereas
Coleridge, coming freshly on the scene, had no difficul'v in win-
ning the young man’s ear. ¢
Now, there can be no doubt that James Mill's conception of
the science of Government, formed as it had been, was in various
. ways imperfect. It professed to derive that science from the
~ principles of human nature without taking sufficient pains to find
. out what those principles were. But still it was in large part
ntific. His essay on Government is known to most readers of
his generation from Macaulay’s criticism of it, which is anything
ut a candid attempt to find what truth it contained. It is com-
nly forgotten,® though Macaulay’s acrimony might suggest as
much, that the Edinburgh Reviewer had to avenge the vigorous — =
 criticism passed on the general conduct of his organ a few years.
before by James Mill at the start of the Westminster Review.
These exigencies, I believe, at times occur even in our own day;
and as a journalist I do not feel wholly free to moralise on the %
subject. Macaulay had not simply to criticise an essay or a theory,
~ but to heap ridicule on an entire school or party, which had made
itself offensive to his own. And he had reason to abstain, as he
did during his lifetime, from reprinting his three articles of eon-
troversy with the Utilitarians, not merely because of his tone
 towards James Mill, for which he afterwards fully apologised, but be-
cause his antagonists at various points convicted him of crooked
tactics,? and pushed him awkwardly hard on his own positions,
* + John Mill seems to have overlooked this. See the Autobiography, p- 5
* I cannot agree with Professor Bain (James Mill, p. 227) that
weriter who first replied in the Westminster was **no match for Mac
is on many points m&oﬁn;ﬂ'm&,
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and oftener than not he could only reply by rudeness. On the
other hand, he certainly showed that James Mill had stated too
absolutely certain propositions as to the tendencies of human
~ nature;! and he showed on some points the difficulties of the
greatest happiness ” principle. He further rebutted forcibly the
‘ansound Benthamic assumption that miscalculation of chances is
explanation of all forms of misconduct, asserting against it the
d biological principle that men’s propensities vary. John

reading Macaulay, came to the conclusion that neither
aulay nor his father was right, and that the truth lay between
- Here, however, he assumed that Macaulay had a theory ;
reas Macaulay, on challenge, loudly affirmed that he had not,
gh he had said things which at least showed he had a belief,
On this he has placed himself in a very amusing dilemma. If
mes Mill’s principles were sound, Macaulay first said, the demo-
o form of Government which Mill recommended would work the
ruin of the State. “But,” he went on, “if these principles be
‘unsound, if the reasonings by which we have opposed them be
t, the higher and middling orders are the natural representa-
of the human race.”* Now, what Macaulay’s argument
y required was that if his own principles (not merely Mill's)
sound, universal suffrage would be ruinous, and middle class
suffrage the right course. His proposition to the latter effect
~would really be of the same value whether Mill's principle were
~sound or not ; but in any case he himself really dreaded universal
‘suffrage, and yet he made his proposition as to its ruinous
tendencies conditional on the soundness of his opponent’s prin-

[passages of it, believing it was by Bentham, admitted that they were witty.

rgﬁu second WWestminater reply equally hits Macaulay at many points,

sth are forcibly written.

1 But James Mill pointed out in his Fragment on Mackintosh,
reply both to Mackintosh and Macaulay, that he had not sought to

explain the immense variety of political facts,” but only “to show how

community could obtain the best security for good legislation.” See
in m

Macaulay, ed. 1563, p. 146, _

=
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* Review of Mill's Essay on Government, near end. Misc. Writings of
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giples, which he had just been denying. His “if” was & gelf-
stultification. And yet this ““if ” was his only defence against the
implication of making certain offensive charges against demo-

‘cracies ; and when challenged on those charges (which his opposi- 2

tion to universal suffrage really required him to make), he had to

fall back on his “if,” and say that he only meant these things
would happen if Mr. Mill's principles were sound. The obvious CTEs
answer is that, as he himself declared they were not sound, he

had shown no reason whatever for opposing universal suffrage,

and was as good as committed to saying there was none, although 2
he did oppose it. Errors of reasoning were fallen into on the
other side, but none that could be compared to this, which

virtually quashes Macaulay’s case. Yet John Mill did not detect
the collapse of the attack on his father.

The truth was, Macaulay bad no theory of government, pro-
erly so-called—no theory in the sense in which James Mill had

-

gave in so far as he incompletely held one of James Mill's

trines as an isolated prejudice; and John Mill did him tog¢

‘much credit in supposing that his quackish rhetoric about in-

.--'Idtwtion, and the Baconian system, meant & contention that

~ government was purely a matter of experiment.® In the very act
~ of opposing James Mill’s apriorism, Macaulay himself was resisting
~ democracy on the purely a priori principle that it was dangerous—
for he did not pretend to prove from experience that it was. He
was all the while really accepting, for that one purpose, James
Mill’s general principle, and drawing from it a conclusion which
“Mill would not like to face—namely, that a majority of “not-
haves” would be sure, if they had power, to plunder the  haves.”

1 Professor Bain too seems to have overlooked this central blunder in
Macaulay's argument. That Macaulay was really expressing his own view,
and not merely assuming for argument’s sake an oppouent’s M
~when he pictured the results of universal suffrage, is made clear by his

1 on the People's Charter in 1842, cited by Dr. Bain, p.

ok y there said he considered universal suilrage incompatible

3
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James Mill laid down his general premiss of class selfishness, and
‘evaded that particular conclusion. Macaulay held that par-
ticular conclusion, but disavowed any general premiss.

X

How then did John Mill modify his father’s methods or prin-
? Did he correct the apriorism, as he said would he the
er course, by substituting for the deductive method of pure
etry the deductive method of the natural sciences? If he
his results are oddly incongruous. James Mill, in seeking to
ver how far the principle of universal suffrage might be
without destroying the security for good government,
ested that men under the age of forty. and all women, might
excluded, on the score that their interests might be assumed
be the same as those of the men who would then be left to vote.
facaulay, passing over the point as to men under forty, pounced
the point as to women, and in the heat of argument made
dmissions ! as to their position which went far to justify their
ranchisement, and which flatly contradict his own subsequent
lement, that a “ respectable Englishman’s ” interest may fairly
said to be identical with his wife’s. John Mill, thoroughly
accepting the principle of woman suffrage, while recognising that
 his father put men under forty in the same case as women, goes
h to protest against the exclusion of women as an error no less
ious than any against which the Essay was directed, without
huim'ng that the exclusion of men under forty would be equally
just. Of course he would not himself have argued for the
xclusion of the men under forty; but we do find that he was
lways much more enthusiastic about woman suffrage than about
ult suffrage. And here, it seems to me, he was simply turning
 father’s apriorism in support of what he sympathised with,
le ultimately dealing with what he did not so much like partly
I an a postertor: method, or at least on a quite different ethical e
e At first he was for adult suffrage, or at least for subs
! Review cited, near middle (p. 142),

>
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- stantial democracy, with men and women equal. Later, he tells

- us, he and his wife were “much less democrats than I had been,
- because so long as education continues to be so wretchedly im-
perfect, we dreaded the ignorance, and especially the selfishness
and brutality of the mass.”* Now, the whole drift of their joint
~ book on “The Subjection of Women” is to make out that not
only uneducated but educated men were in the habit of acting
- selfishly by their womankind, and oppressing them. Would
educated men then be less likely in general to oppress uneducated
men politically ? James Mill said they would tend to oppress,
and that therefore the mass should have the vote: John Mill,

though he did not actually propose to restrict the vote, feared to
give it. Why then was he so willing to give it to the women of
the middle and upper classes? On his principle of looking to

experience for a check to @ priori speculation, he ought at least

 have hesitated, for we had then no experience as to how women

ould use the vote ; and his cases of good queens, in Europe and

dia, clearly proved nothing on this head. Besides, he strongly
contended that women in general were in the position of slaves.
Now, if it is dangerous to enfranchise an ignorant democncy,
surely it must be dangerous to cafranchise slaves.
- I am not arguing against woman suffrage : I advocate it to the
- fullest extent, including it in adult suffrage. I am simply trying
to show that Mill supported woman suffrage on certain a priors
moral principles, because his sympathies went that way, while he
shrank from applying the same principles where his sympathies
did not happen to be quite so strong. In regard to women he
| ly argued that we and they cannot possibly know what
their characters and capacities really are until we give them a full
opportunity of developing them. Quite so; and the same holds
good of the unenfrauchised masses of to—dny. Their enfranchise-

ent is the best security for their education, not only because,

-  George Eliot’s fine saying, “ Those who trust us, educate us,
'po!lﬁosl sense, but because everybody feels the need of
g education when all are voters, Anro:thowmof

'Aﬂvw.n ﬂl-_
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classes, they run just as much risk of going wrong, taking one
lxopenaity with another, as the men of all classes ; and to give
- upper-class women, by means of the franchise, the power of con-
trolling the destinies of unenfranchised lower-class men, would be
gimply to create one more anomaly, and one which, on Mill’s
~ own a priori principles, we are entitled to call iniquitous. For
" women after all are sinners, even as men. 3

- But here again Mill’s hesitation about democracy, inconsistent
though it be, is a very different thing from the reluctance of the
ze Whig, not to say the Tory. In the passage from which
I last quoted, he goes on to say:

# Qur ideal of ultimate improvement went far beyond Democracy, and
“would class us decidedly under the general designation of Socialists. While
we repudiated with the greatest energy that tyranny of society over the
individual which most socialistic systems are supposed to involve, we yet
Jooked forward to a time when society will no longer be divided into the
idle and the industrious ; when the rule that they who do not work shall
ot eat, will be applied not to paupers only, but impartially to all; when
the division of the produce of labour, instead of depending, as in go great a
~ degree it now does, on the accident of birth, will be made by concert on an
acknowledged principle of justice ; and when it will no longer either be,
or be thought to be, impossible for human beings to exert themselves
strenuously in procuring benefits which are not to be exclusively their

own, but to be shared with the society they belong to.”?

They did not presume to suppose, he goes on to say, how these
~ conditions could best be attained, or how soon; and they saw
clearly that to make the transformation ¢ either possible or desir-
 able, an equivalent change of character must take place both in

the uncultivated herd who now compose the labouring masses,
and in the immense majority of their employers;” and towards
this end he and his wife “ welcomed with the greatest pleasure and
interest all socialistic experiments by select individuals (such as
the Co-operative Societies).” That is the gist of Mill’s Socialism,
- as summed up in the Autobiography ; and when he mentions that
~ i the Political Fconomy “these opinions are promulgated, loss
clearly and fully in the first edition, rather more 8o in the second,

== \duicbiography, pp. W12
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and quite unequivocally in the third,” we are forced to conclude
that his thoughts on the subject were to the last in a perplexed
state. The posthumously published “ Chapters on Socialism”
eertainly leave them tentative.

XI.

I have said that the “Political Economy” has been justly pro-
nounced a ruin, a result which consists not ill with Mill's own
avowal that it was “ far more rapidly executed than the ‘Logie,” or
indeed than anything of importance which I had previously
written,” * Before his death, he abandoned one of his essential

psitions, the Wage Fund theory, but he seems to have been un-
ware how much of his system fell with it, and in particular how
as the key-stone of the arch of his general doctrine of Capital.

Y, his pupils and successors seem equally to have failed to see

50 that to this day Smith's and Mill's doctrine of the absolute

eficence of parsimony remains the accepted basis of national

nomics ; and even leading Socialists are found taking up their

und on it, Smith, giving voice to the instincts, so far as they

‘had taken argumentative shape, of the rising middle class of his

‘day, taught that every spendthrift did an injury not only to him-

self, but to the commonwealth. When he went about to prove
this doctrine in detail from the facts of society, he arrived at
results which were totally inconsistent with his proposition ; and
his uunsystematic way he presented these results, in the admis-

sion that many forms of individual extravagance were beneficial to

community ; but he still left his original proposition as

stood, Further, while asserting the complementary proposition

~ that the parsimony of individuals was the source of national pros-

~ perity, and thus counselling all members of the community to

consume s little as possible, he sought to buttress his iuconsistent

o that production should be increased as much as possible,




It is & perpetual see-saw of fallacy. You are to consume as little
~ as possible, and save your money, because such saving is the only
way to provide the indispensable capital for production ; but at
" the same time we want to multiply production to the utmost for
the good of trade ; and we reassure ourselves by the reflection that
' there is no limit to consumption—just after we have been preach-
ing that national prosperity depends on our placing a limit as
strictly as possible in our own case.

That fallacy of Smith’s was more or less clearly exposed by
" Lauderdale, by Sismondi, by Wakefield, by Chalmers, and by
‘Malthus, but just because it went in so completely with the habits
and inclinations of the middle and upper class majority, it has
yemained a part of orthodox economics to this day; and to Mill
belongs the discredit of giving it new currency and prestige by
his deplorable chapter entitled “ Fundamental Propositions on
pital,” a tissue of bare-faced fallacy which bas gone far to reduce
political economy to the level of theology. Happily the blunder is
being detected by an increasing number of students. I cannot
~ here go into the argument in detail. I propose to do that else-
‘where ; but I will sum up Mill's contentions. Holding generally
‘with Smith as to parsimony and capital, he undertakes to show
that capital is the result of saving, a proposition which he im-
‘mediately reduces to utter insignificance by saying that you may
call saving the production of things in excess of consumption,
even if it be *“ concurrently with an increase of personal consump-
tion.” The proposition “ Capital is the result of saving ” is thus
‘changed to ** Capital is made by making.” That being so, he will
ghow that “if there are human beings capable of work, and food
to feed them, they may always be employed in producing some-
‘thing,” How? By all persons who have money to spare deciding
ot to go into the market and buy commodities of any sort with
it, but to employ labour directly in the making of commodities
~ for which there is no demand! It sounds incredible when you
- summarise it ; but such is the argument. You are not to purchase
commodities, because, says Mill, “demand for commodities is not
demand for labour ”—a bankrupt sophism which you shall find

=t
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gravely expounded by his successors, and agreeably illustrated in
a tale for the young by Mrs. Fawcett. What you are to do is, for
"pmlerence, to go into the labour market and hire men directly to
build a house for you. You are not to go to a builder and ask
him to make you a house, for that would be demanding a com-

~ modity, and that is not a demand for labour, and so would do no_

. good. But if you employ the bricklayers yourself you are a bene-
factor to your species. And when that house is built, you will
best continue to be such a benefactor by proceeding to build an-
other, without the slightest regard to whether the first housesells ;
ause if any one offered to buy it he would be demanding com-
ities and not labour, and you must not let a demand for com-
dities lead you to employ labour, for does not the formula say
it cannot :

ch is Mill's deliberately expounded plan for keeping men em-

d so long as there is food to feed them. No doubt, if adopted,

Id secure the end in view—so long as there was food. With
man employing labour at first hand with all his spare cash,
sur would be fed while there was the wherewithal. Art and
givilisation would be at a discount, but it would be a fine time for |
the bricklayers. If, however, you turn to Mill’s subsequent chap- #
“ter entitled * Popular Remedies for Low Wages,” you find this e

4Tt would be possible for the State to guarantee employment at ample
~ wages to all who are born. But if it does this, it is bound in self-protee.
~ tion, and for the sake of every purpose for which Government exists, to
that no person shall be born withouat its consent.”? 5
‘Now, it is perfectly clear that Mill's scheme of employing labour
¢ first hand with everybody’s available “ savings,” (a scheme
“which, a8 he says, would give work and food to all while food
xisted), is tantamount to “guaranteeing employment at ample
zes to all who are born ;” and therefore that scheme would, on-
own later showing, only be workable on condition that the
mity as a whole should control the numbers born. Yet

i not say & word of this condition in his chapter on “F
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damental Propositions on Capital,” and he uses language which
‘excludes it. And all the while the line of action he proposes is
not only s flat defiance of common sense, but a negation of all the
principles of commercial industry which he assumes and expounds
throughout his book. I well remember the profound discourage-
ment which for a time fell upon me when I perceived the utter
nullity of these reasonings of a man standing in the first rank
alike of economists and of logicians, But, meaningless as the
chapter is, it has somehow served to keep up the prestige of Smith’s
inconsistent doctrine of saving, which Mill professed to be es-
tablishing,? while he was in reality proceeding by a succession of
logical fatuities to the absolutely contrary doctrine that the wall- .’.
being of the community is to be maintained by unproductive econ-
sumption all round—for that is the definition, on his own premises, ;*'
of the process of benevolently employing labour which he set forth. :ﬁ
And when the first or Smithian part of the argument is finished, %
when he has done proving that “ saving enriches and spending im-
poverishes the community along with the individual,” he adds a ‘E
footnote * stating, very much as Smith did, that it is “worth f
while to direct attention to several circumstances which to a cer-
tain extent diminish the detriment caused to the general wealth
by the prodigality of individuals.” He might well say that, when
he was actually proceeding to exhort everybody to turn spend-
thrifts, and hire men to build houses they did not need. After
ghowing scantily and contradictorily enough how expenditure may
benefit the community, he ends the note by saying that “There
are yet other and more recondite ways in which the profusion of
some may bring about its compensation in the extra savings of
others; but these can only be considered in that part of the
Fourth Book which treats of the limiting principle to the accumu-
lation of capital"—a limiting principle, observe, of which there
has in the present chapter been no hint, and which it implicitly
negates. The Fourth Book is near the other end of the volume
this is near the beginning. We turn to the Fourth Book and
Mill remarking that in regard to the accumulation of
1 P. 45 2 Pp, 45-6.
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Adam Smith’s language is “ wavering and unsteady, denoting the
absence of a definite and well-digested opinion.”* Quite so; and
we need go no further, for it is clear that Adam Smith’s suc-
cessor is in the same position, with distinctly less excuse.

But the explanation of Mill's confusions is not far to seek. He
get out, like Adam Smith, inspired by the optimism of Free Trade.
The first generations of that school were so impressed by the
manifold evil which bas been wrought by trade restrictions that it
seemed to them as if the removal of these must be all that
humanity could ever need. They could not bear to believe that
there were tendencies to disaster in the freest action of an indue-
trial community ; and, practically speaking, it was well that they
' had that faith, which, relatively to the conditions of the time, was
' rational enough. Even, however, when the demonstration of
Malthus clearly established the presence of this principle of disaster '
_ in all unregulated industry, the Free Trading Radicals failed to

' act on the demonstration, while admitting its soundness. Whether
t was that the stress of opposition to freedom kept their minds
" controversially fixed chiefly on the gains it would involve, or that
they were moved to resist those Tory Malthusians of the early
* days who opposed all reforms and defended all abuses, certain it is

that few or none of them, save in abstract economics, kept the
fundamental truth constantly before them. We have seen that

John Mill himself, in the book in which he distinctly laid down

the Malthusian principle, wrote chapters and sections which not
only ignored but virtually negated it. After all, we can hardly
wonder. If they kept the population principle consistently and
continuously in the front, they would find every admission seized
upon by men who sought to maintain all standing injustices on
the score that justice could not secure well-being. 30

And in this connection we have to remember that, with all
economio inconsistencies, Mill was the first Liberal economist who
distinetly insisted on the necessity of controlling population wh
urging liberal reforms. Malthus, profoundly impressed by
truth he had enunciated, and seeing no way of restraining
i . 1 P. m
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 tion save by postponing marriage, was opposed to Corn Law repeal,
which he saw would greatly stimulate increase. Ricardo and James
_ Miil foreibly set forth the tendency of population to increase faster
than subsistence—or, as James Mill put it, faster than capital, for
he too held the doctrine of saving and the wage fund—but they
- went no farther. M‘Culloch, an optimistic Deist, brazenly made
~ out that the law of population was like all others a beneficent
‘arrangement of Providence, since but for constant pressure on
‘Subsistence “society would gradually sink into apathy and
mguor.”* The perpetual massacre was serenely ignored in this
It was left for John Mill, among leading economists, to
repeatedly, if not connectedly, that population might be
strained by human prudence. I remember a story, which I
Manot now trace, of his attempting in his youth to spread Neo-
thusian knowledge among servant-girls, If he had done so it
d have been to his honour, and not to his discredit, as some
d to think, but the story is unlikely. He freely used his
fiuence on the subject, however, in his books ; and in insisting
this all-important truth he made amends for many fallacies,
if it be, as Mr. Morley says, the glory of Carlyle to have
guised that we are living in a period of erisis, equally must it
the glory of Mill, who in the long run saw the facts more com:
ely, and presented them more sanely.

XIIL.

And, indeed, save In so far as he encouraged the old delusion

out individual parsimony being a source of national prosperity,

ind reinforced unreason in matters of religion, Mill’s fallacies were

106 of a kind to lead men into harm. Even on the point of

ion, indeed, it may be said for him that he did much more for

n than he wrought against it, Mr. Morley has claimed for

that, without openly assailing theology, he had done more
any other writer to cut at the root of the theological spirit.

3 Principles of Pol. Econ., 20d ed., p, 228,

~ * Oritical Miscellanies, iii., 43.—The Death of Mr. Mill
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When Mr. Morley wrote, the ‘* Three Essays” had not appeared.
But the Liberty had already done in part what the Essays did
afterwards—encouraged many religionists to remain in the re-
ligious way of thinking. It is true that those whom Mill had
trained to think rationally by his “ Logic” and his “ Examination
of Hamilton” would seldom be thrown back by his Essays; and
there must have been many such. But on the other hand readers

_coming fresh to the Essays had the strongest encouragement to

remain in their beliefs when they found a reputed sceptic coming

o near orthodoxy and employing such eminently orthodox devices

of argument.! We must just balance the loss against the gainj
and we may reckon the balance to be decidedly on the right side.
A good deal has been said of the effect of one passage in his '
+Political Economy,” that which allows that Protectionism may be
the whole the best policy for a young colony. It is told of
bden that when on his deathbed he solemnly declared his be-
hat one passage had done more harm than all the rest of the
ok had done good. Now, it was the defect of Cobden, in other
Jects so admirable and enlightened a statesman, and so far in
advance of contemporary politicians, that he did not accurately or
sensitively measure the evils bound up with his own commercial
theory. In his prime he was eminently one of the Fres Trade
optimists. He could see all the abstract evils arising out of a
corrupt development of the protective system in the colonies, but
" ho was less perceptive on the side of the evils co-existing with Free
" Trade at home, save in so far as he could trace them—and he
" eould do that to a considerable extent—to a wasteful and mili-
tarist Government. Not that, as some people think, Cobden was
finally satisfied with the way English civilisation went under Free
Trade. His biographer has recorded that “the perpetual chagrin
of his life was the obstinate refusal of those on whom he had
helped to shower wealth and plenty, to hear what he had to say

“on the social ideals to which their wealth should lead. At last
wrote to a friend: * Nm
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have not yet learnt to bear prosperity, liberty, and peace. They
. will learn it in a higher state of civilisation. We think we are
the models for posterity, when we are little better than beacons to
help it to avoid the rocks and quicksands.’”! There is, indeed,
little of Manchester optimism there. But the fact remains that
his career as a publicist reveals little of this feeling as compared
ith his satisfaction in industrial development ; and either the
deathbed story is false—which deathbed stories certainly very
often are—or his last thoughts of all were determined by his
early theoretic faith. However that may be, the reproach against
lill has been endorsed by others on the Free Trade side, and it
lls for rebuttal. It is surely idle to say that the actual harm
e by protection in our colonies is thus far anything like as
vous as the suffering at home resulting from the increase of
opulation.  Cobden, with his commercial optimism, seems to
have failed to grasp that principle. Tt consisted with that
Mm that he should not see the sociological arguments for Mill’s
ion of protectionism to young colonies. The pure Free
vg‘;‘:ma.fgumant'. is that every territory should produce what it can
- produce advantageously under Free Trade conditions, and aim at
nothing more. That is to say, if Canada can most advantageously
oduce timber and wheat, can raise these at a profit in free
exchange, while unable to produce other goods at a profit under
e same conditions, she should be content to raise timber and
heat only, and to have in perpetuity a population consisting
almost wholly of farmers and foresters. Now, that problem
really has to be settled by principles outside of political economy,
which Cobden ignored. If the farmers and foresters of Canada
decide that they will make their civilisation more complex, that
they will make certain sacrifices in order to set up among them
variety of handicraft and art, holding that such variety is essen-
to general progress, they are so far reasoning not foolishly but
fisely, Iam not saying that protection in young communities
in practice been enforced on enlightened,? or even on honest _
! Life of Cobden, by Mr. John R L Sl G
NS S
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principles ; it certainly involves grave evils, the most obvious of
which is the obstinate rooting of sinister interests after the initial
gain is quite secure ; but, on the other hand, it has involved some
gains to civilisation, while Free Trade, along with its great gains,
has fostered desperate evils. Mill's counsel was rational and g
scientific, and represents one of his fortunate applications of biolo- .'
gical method to a problem which others were treating as a B
mechanical one,
In other cases, he seems to have adhered to the unbiological

_ method of dealing with a problem which is essentially biological,

_or rather sociological. His opposition to the suppression of

'~ capital punishment 1 can only explain as an adherence to =
Bentham’s @ priori methods of reasoning on the deterrent effects of
penalties. Positive study of penal matters shows that a priore
ﬁn.lcnlat.ion of deterrents is always wrong ; and that, for instance,
there was more sheep-stealing when men were hanged for it by
dozens than to-day when it is slightly punished. In the same
way murder does not increase in the ratio of non-capital sentences,

* and we are faced by the consideration that we may safely abandon
an odiously brutal and brutalising practice, which clearly demore
lises and degrades men’s sensibilities. But not only is Mill thus
confuted : he is put out of court by an ethical principle which
believe he would not have disputed if it had been urged upon

_him. Capital punishment practically means the hiring of execu-
tioners to perform an act that is in itself regarded with loathing
by all civilised citizens, so much so that the hangmau's office
always treated as putting him beyond the pale of ordinary com-
munion. In carrying out the judge's sentence he ought to rank
a8 a public servant equally reputable with the judge ; but he
mot; and when lately it was proposed in Parliament to control his
walk and conversation, it came out that no official would consent
todo so. The reason is simply that his function is felt to
hateful. And yet the public who loathe it, and who would

ring tariffs against everybody, while the United States had ta
them. MWMI&N&MWM
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-:ﬂividunlly recoil with horror from its performance, continua
through their representatives to employ him. Mill might safely
be defied to justify such a proceeding on moral grounds.
- In another dispute with philanthropists, his position is, I think,
more defensible. In Parliament he argued and voted against
Cobden and other Liberals who sought to neutralise all the
wmdiae of belligerent powers in time of war. He argued
the best way to make an end of war was to let citizens feel
| its evils ; that to remove one of the most pressing of these
ould be to make them indifferent to the state of war. Mr.
Morley holds with Cobden that in any case war is not likely to be
t an end to, and that we should in the meantime mitigate all
evils as much as possible. Probably the question is unpractical,
is difficult to conceive of nations in general binding them-
to leave alone each other's commerce when they are in a
struggle ; but in any case there is much to be said for Mill’s

X1IT.

ers of his opinions, again, which must be pronounced

ous, did little, if anything, of harm in social science, Pro-
ssor Bain, his most competent critic, is emphatic on the error of
doctrine as to the natural equality of men’s powers.> “He
ited the mistake,” says Dr. Bain, ‘ from his father, and could
ier learn nor unlearn, in regard to it.” It consisted with this
he never properly recognised the physical conditions of mental
“he did not allow what every competent physiologist would
affirm to be the facts. Iam afraid,” adds Dr, Bain, “ that on
 these errors his feelings operated in giving his mind a bias.”
This seerns the more probable when we note how, in his early
ssay on Bentham, in his mood of reaction he ohargeu his former
r with a disregard of human nature :(—

That which alone causes any material interests to exist,” he then
“Ihhhdmmahlumybodydhmnmhhphnhbul_
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society, is national character : that it is which causes one nation to sncceed

in what it attempts, another to fail; one nation to understand and aspire

~ to elevated things, another to grovel in mean ones; which makes the

greatness of one nation lasting, and dooms another to early and rapid

 decay. The true teacher of the fitting social arrangements for England,

- France, or America, is the one who can point out how the English, French

- or American character can be improved, and how it came to be made what

jtis. A philosophy of laws and institutions, not founded on a philosophy of
pational character, is an absurdity.”?1 f

This rather bad mixture of Carlyle and Coleridge is a very in-
conclusive opposition to the method of Bentham, but it seems at
Jeast to recognise that character varies. Inthe “Logic”* he suggests
a ““ Political Ethology, or the theory of the causes which determine
the type of character belonging to a people or to an age.” Already
he is inconsistent, and his new term falls to the ground between
the two stools on which he seeks to rest it. Later on, in the
Political Economy, we find him returning to the best spirit of
Benthamism in a repudiation of the English habit of attributing
the poverty of Ireland, really caused by bad institutions and alien
rule, to an indolence in the Celtic race. “Of all vulgar modes of
escaping from the consideration of the effect of moral and social
influences on the human mind, the most vulgar is that of attri-
buting the diversities of conduct and character to inherent natural
differences.” ® This is eminently just, while sufficiently incon-
sistent with the attack on Bentbam, which alleged either natural
differences or nothing. But he carried his second reaction to
the extent of habitually writing as if all differences in capacity
were due to education ; ¢ and here, especially when we read the

 essay on the “Subjection of Women,” it is difficult to doubt that his
especial zeal for women’s emancipation disposed him to treat
fntellectual differences as always acquired and never constitutional.

% Dissertations and Discussions, i., 365-6.
*B. vi,c. 9,84 _
- 3B.ii, ch. ix, § 3. Cf. dutobiography, p. 274. :
4Though he hardly adhered to that view in his famous generalisation as
“ gtupid party,” which was, not that Conservatives are stupid, but




" And yet, when all is said, this error of his can have done little
any social harm, while he may have done much good in com-
‘bating the contrary and vulgar error which he pinned down in
e case of English treatment of Ireland, and which is still one of
 stock platitudes of what he called the stupid party. Dr.
p says his error as to the physical conditions of mind was
ically injurious ;” but the reference here must be to Mill’s
health. Doubtless that suffered, but he did not add to other
's burdens. And we come to a similar conclusion in regard to
fallacies we find in the foundation and in the exposition of his
n of the principle of Utilitarianism. I think him historically
psychologically wrong in his position that the idea of justice
out of the notion of conformity to law *—a position which
he himself contradicts later in the “Subjection of Women,”
statement that “ Laws and systems of polity always begin
I recognising the relations they find already existing between
duals.”® Tt is obvious enough that the idea of Jjustice

of Mill's ever injured the cause of practical ethics. And
other hand, how shall we overrate the influence of his
cal utilitarian teaching for good 7 Who shall say how much
contributed to the cultivation of rational moral science, and
its spread even in anti-rational regions? It has been well said
7 Professor Minto that the main service of his “ Logic” is not so
h to effect his original technical purpose as to bring the
iples of proof accepted in physical science to bear on human
; and that service is not affected by his technical fallacies,
even by his failures to apply his own principle in practice.
t such failures, balance his advances on all the ethic of his

produces Gradgrinds, and exiles beauty from life. What are
facts? Both father and son were peculiarly concerned to
erve the beauties of English scenery from injury through the

in the instincts of animals. But we do not find that this :

Ignorant people think of his Utilitarianism as a system

ace of railway projectors ; aud John Mill was one of the

e et B S RN S HETSE
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" first writers to make an effective public protest on the subject.®
What Mr. Ruskin has done latterly, he sought to do in his day.
James Mill, too, expressly impeached the English civilisation of
his time for its starvation of the arts.* gL
On the son's action as a public man, again, we have the most
emphatic testimony from the most authoritative sources. While
he was in Parliament the Speaker said, we are told, that he maa&,r
the tone of debate. But Mr. Gladstone has clothed that official

~ tribute with a warmer than official utterance. a

<4 «We well knew,” says the veteran statesman, ‘¢ Mr. Mill's intellectual
~ eminence before he entered Parliament, What his conduct there prin
ecipally disclosed, at least to me, was his singular moral elevation. I re-
member now thatat the time, more than twenty years back, I used familiarly
call him the Saint of Rationalism, a phrase roughly and partially ex-
 pressing what I now mean, OF all the motives, stings, and stimulants that
' yeach men through their egoism in Parliument, no part could move or even
2 bim. ... For the sake of the House of Commons at large, T -
joed in his advent, and deplored his disappearance. He did us :
good. In whatever party, whatever form of opinion, I sorrowfully confess

 that such men are rare.”™

That is the testimony of one who on many grave matters
thought far otherwise than Mill, and who is not latterly inclined
to be enthusiastic about the “saintly ” possibilities of rationalism
It is the more convincing and conclusive ; and it combines, as

same voice has at other times been able to combine, the feelings
of the different camps among the armies of progress. In
directions has Mill's influence been felt for good. “ No caleulus,”
says his friend Bain, rising into something of grave poetry in :

 elosing tribute, “no calculus can integrate the innumerable li

 pulses of knowledge and of thought that he has made to vi

_in the minds of his generation.” And I would add that, if
more toilsome labours were swept aside, if his repute

3 Bain, J. 8. Mill, pp. 162:3.
2 Bain, James Mill, p. 399.
~ 3Mr. Courtney's *LVG pp. 1412,




have deserved from his race a gratitude such as they give to
those who mark out for humanity the upward and warn against
e downward path, by the new eloquence and the new wisdom

bave not attempted in this general study to criticise Mill's Logic,

that is of all his works the one to the making of which there went
amount of brain work. It stands to reason that, despite his
ed gift for abstract logic, a thinker who was capable of the errors
‘discussed must fall into some fallacies in a survey of the whole field
and to attempt to handle all of these would have made my
very ill-suited for a general audience. I am fain, however, to
ment them with an extract from Professor Minto’s excellent article
imcyclopadia Britannica, which gives at once a most impartial and

‘compendious view of Mill's strength and weakness as a technical
and which is in many ways more instructive than the essentially
criticism of Mr. W. L. Courtney—at present perhaps the most
circulated among *‘ general readers " :—

och-making as his Logic undoubtedly was, from the multitude of new
, from the addition of a new wing to the rambling old
gz, and from the inspiring force with which every dusty chamber was
rched into and illuminated, giill did not escape all the innumerable pit-
Is of llngunﬁ.that beset the pioneer in such a subject. It is evident
mastudy of hispurposesand the booksfrom which he started, that his worse
plexities were due to his determination to exhibit scientific method as
'T&nt of scholastic logic. In his defence of the gllog‘ism he con-
s lyllogl:tw forms with deductive reasoning. Every deductive
ning may thrown into the forms of syllogism, but not every
gism is deductive. The reasoning in several of the syllogistic forms
deductive at all in the sense of involving a movement from eral
cular. Although he knew Aristotle in the original, Mill did not
e the fact that the syllogistic machinery was primarily constructed
reasoning together of terms. Asr the word induction, Mill
it in diflerent connections to cover three or four distingnishable
gs—induction viewed as the establishment of predications about a
term ; induction viewed as inference from the known to the un-
; induction viewed as verification by experiment, and induction
ed as the proof of propositions of causation. The form of his system

yas really governed by the scholastic notion of induction as a means of
ng general itions ; the inductive part of his system is in-
er the %ﬂnctiva under this character; while the greater
of the substance of what he treats of under the name of induction,
] the so-called experimental methods, have nothing what-
ﬁt’hﬁauﬁbﬁnhmtnfgmqqlmoﬁﬁmh the technical
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- with which he preached to his fellows a doctrine thatis ever being
~ venomously assailed and too often being sullied, but which thus

- far by his help stands safer than ever before, alike from enmity

- and disgrace—the doctrine that the good of mankind is a dream
if it is not to be secured by preserving for all men the possible

" maximum of liberty of action and of freedom of thought.

to be measured by technical inaccuracies and inconsistencies, to which an
academic mind may easily attach undue importaunce, In the technical
history of the science, Mill's Logic may be viewed as an attempt to fuse the
practical tests of truth set forth in Herschel’s Discourse on Natural Philo-
-mplfnwit.h the theoretic views of induction propounded in Whately's Logie.
. But in the history of thought the t importance of the work is due not
‘80 much to its endeavour to formulate the methods of science, and lay bare
~ the first principles on which they rest, as to its systematic application of
tific method to what he called the moral sciences. Mill has often been
sed as if he had pretended to teach men how to conduct their in-
rations and how to make discoveries in the physical sciences. His
'k was rather to educe from the practice of men of science the principles
which they proceed in testing and proving their speculations concerning
se and effect in the physical world, and see whether the lam:nznrinei _
d not be applied in testing and proving speculations concerning cause
effect in the moral world. What is the effect upon human character
‘and human happiness of given social and physical conditions—climate, in-
stitutions, customs, laws? How can conclusions upon such points ba
3 oved ? These were the cLueetion.s in which Mill was interested, and the
- striking novelty of his work was its endeavour to show that propositions
rhl:n b::il effect in human aflairs t:]l:nnh be pro\'ed.pli.f th t;dmit of Mﬁm bt
d absolute or approximate, on the same principles with proposi o
cause and effeet in the material world,”
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is an instructive fact in the history of culture that the English-
ing population of North America, while considerably out-
abering for some time back that of the old country, has thus
¢ contributed but a small part of the permanently important
ture of the language. Save for the very notable works of
onathan Edwards, which bring such remarkable reasoning power

the demonstration of the incredible, and for the vigorous
fionality of Franklin, American authorship only began to exist
r English readers within the present century; and only in the
atter half of it have American books begun to get any cordial
gnition, The novels of Fenimore Cooper represented no
or enduring culture force; and the pleasing works of
ington Irving were rather an assimilation of previous English
are than an addition to it. It is with Emerson that a visibly
ortant American factor first appears in our higher literature;
while in Emerson’s first generation there were at least two
r American figures in the front literary rank, the number to-
i8 certainly no greater absolutely, and is smaller proportion-
. Contemporary with the young Emerson were Edgar Poe,
] nngu]nr apparition of pure intellect in the literature of

ation; and Hawtliorne, nearly the first great ‘novelist of
sy ho ogical school, and still t] the muat individual. Long-
v, of course, has been much more popular than either of
as Dr. Holmes has perhaps been more popular than
on, but these beloved writers hardly count as first-rate
influences. And whereas the strungeness nnd mbﬂotyot .
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~ who will be most generally recognised as an important writer on
~ this side of the Atlantic. Since Emerson’s rise to fame, again, we
- have Mr. Lowell, happily still alive, and still in general power
4 second to no critic of his time; and among the younger men, two
highly accomplished novelists, at the very top of the second rank,
Mr, James and Mr. Howells, of whom the former is even more
gifted as a critic than as a fictionist. Further, we have Walt
Whitman, who in some respects has influenced men’s minds in
this country more forcibly than any of his now surviving contem-
poraries, by virtue rather of his spirit and message than of his
literary performance. That short list exhausts the foremost names
in American literature for fifty years back; and if at this moment
we in England seem to flag in the production of first-rate writers
and thinkers, the ebb is still more obvious in the United States,
gince here several men of the first degree of reputation still sur-
vive. A few able scholars there are in the great Republic, and a
number of more or less capable writers on sociology and philosophy,
of whom Mr, Lester Ward and Mr., Daniel Greenleaf Thompson
‘deserve special mention. But these writers have still to conquer
& British or European fame ; and the fact remains that the great
American population yields a very small crop of eminent writers.
The fact cannot be faced without some casting-about for an
~ explanation, and that is not easy to formulate. It cannot be
‘merely that the limited development of university life in the
States is unfavourable to literature, for the majority of our own
~ leading writers of the past hundred years owe little or nothing to
universities. The younger Mill, Ricardo, Grote, Scott, Dickens,
Lewes, Spencer, Huxley, Tyndall, George Eliot, Mrs. Browning,
Charlotte Bronté, Jane Austen—these men and women represent
1o university training; and though our poets generally do, still
~ Browning might conceivably have had as much importance with-
‘out attending London University, and Thackeray’s work savours
ittle of his university preparation. And the same with Darwin,
to speak of Carlyle. Nor can the discrepancy be wholly due
_ commercial conditions of American literature, which go to
out the native author by the unlimited nplotluo:uof
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books imported from England ;* for the majority of the English
‘writers I have named do not represent life conditions peculiar to
this country. Apparently we must allow something for both these
‘causes, operating directly and indirectly, and add the inference
that a productive intellectual soil takes a long time to develop
. even in a receptive community. America has produced one of
the very greatest of inventors, Edison, and a perfect multitude of
lesser inventors; but her literature is still indigent in point of
quality relatively to her civilisation. In fine, the general civilisa.
tion has mot yet been overtaken by the thought of the literary
" class; and the chances are that important social re-adjustments
' take place before that happens.

IL

~ Emerson then represents for us the most conspicuous American
* influence on modern English culture. Before him, as Mr. Lowell
says, his countrymen were “still socially and intellectually moored
to English thought”: it was he who *“cut the cable” and gave
‘them “a chance at the dangers and the glories of blue
vater.” * And though Emerson’s main lines of thought were not
‘new, and not peculiar to him, his was essentially an independent
elopment. Mr. John Burroughs has said of him that his
ture was “antenatal,” ® this by way of summing-up the re-
kably copious clerical ancestry of which he came on both
of the house. If the effect of many generations of clergymen
were to produce Emersons, human prospects would in general
se brighter; but we must continue to surmise that Emerson
_;" d rather more to the culture he imbibed after birth than to
~ what he inherited. What he did inherit—and this is sometimes
srlooked—was a faculty for rhetoric, in the best meaning of the

, both on the side of the literary sense and the necessary
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. physical equipments. At school the future lecturer asserted him.
gelf not in any noteworthy intellectuality, such as might have
- been looked for in the scion of a clerical line, but in a turn for
recitation—certainly of his own verses.? What is more, the
terse effective style of his mature writing is evidently formed on
the model of the epistolary and conversational manner of that
very remarkable woman, his aunt, whose style we know he greatly
admired,* and whose influence on the formation of his character
he has emphatically acknowledged.® I see the Puritan moral
heredity much more in her than in him. Passionately attached
to her nephews, she yet was capable of absolutely breaking with
alph Waldo in later life, despite his continued affection, simply
cause she could not.tolerate his “airy speculations.” * Not
~ that she was an orthodox Puritan. Her nephew has told us® how,
- with a strong constitutional clinging to the old Calvinism, she
in spite of herself a reasoner and a sceptic, and so always
vided against herself. In her, a strenuous intelligence was
_ ded to a passionate and headstrong character ; in her nephew,
~ whose mother was of a stable and undemonstrative temperament,®
the inherited leanings were modified by a serene temper and &
turn for what Walt Whitman points to when be ‘says, “I loafe
and invite my soul.” There is small trace of the Puritan in that;
- and though Emerson drew back after his first praise of the
¢ Leaves of Grass,” he was always something of &hreek.,mm;lﬂ_'
4 presence of the primary human instincts. G
- Mr. Lowell would seem to make out that the trace was otmon:, 2
~ but it is all a matter of the use of terms. “The Puritanism of
past,” he says, “found its unwilling poet in Hawthorne, the
t creative imagination of the century, the rarest in sore
respeots since Shakspere; but the Puritanism that omotl_ :
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_ Scotch Presbyterianism and New England Puritanism made their
~ new avatar in Carlyle and Emerson, the heralds of their formal
~ decease ; and the tendency of the one towards Authority and of
~ the other towards Independency might have been prophesied by
~ whoever had studied history.” Well, on that plan you might
prove that anything cawe of any one thing that preceded it. To
say that Carlyle grows out of Scotch Presbyterianism, and that,
as Mr. Lowell further puts it, “the Transcendental Movement
was the Protestant spirit of Puritanism seeking a new outlet,” is
much the same as it would be to say that Protestantism grew out
of Catholicism, and Christianity out of Paganism, and so on for
ever. There is a positive truth in each of these propositions, but
‘only the general truth of evolutionary change. James Mill came
of Scotch Presbyterianism just as much as Carlyle did; and he
tended not towards Authority but towards Independency. And
unless T am mistaken, New England Puritanism to this day would
stand upon Authority pretty often if it could, as it certainly did
in the past, no less than Scotch Presbyterianism. No: if Pro-
testantism or Puritanism is to be credited with the Transcen-
_ dental movement, it is also to be credited with Atheism, which,
" as Mr. Lowell would admit, must have descended from some-
~ thing.
I prefer to say that Emerson, brought up in New England
 Unitarianism, and coming early under the influence of Channing,
- as well as of European Transcendentalists, gradually let go the
Jast remnants of definite dogma that he had inherited, and pro-
fessed & Theism which he never took any logical trouble to dis-
tinguish from Pantheism.? The successive stages of Unitarianism,
of which he thus exhibited the last, are perfectly intelligible, so
much so that one’s only puzzle is as to how so much of the old
Unitarianism still survives. It does so, I suppose, as a result of
the continued movement of reluctant Christians along the line of
3« Emerson might, in his ‘metaphysios* [Collected Writings, ii. 58],
deny personality to God ; but he never gave much attention to his meta-
and what he means by personality seems to be nothing more thon
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Jeast resistance to their emotions. I always think, though Uni-
- tarians do not seem ever to admit it, that the sect owed a good
deal last century to the movement of the Deists, as it was modi-
fied by the criticism of Butler. Logical Deists, met by that
criticism, would answer that it clearly gave no more voucher for
Christianity than for Mohammedanism, and that the final position
of reason must be Atheism, or what some now call Agnosticism.
Less logical Deists, unable however to accept all the extravagances
of Christism, would be disposed to range themselves with Priestley.
However that may be, Unitarianism has at no time presented
itself as a movement that fostered perfectly consistent or peme-
trating thought. Good service it has rendered in detail scholar-
ship, from Lardner down to Samuel Sharpe, but never, I think,

any notable help to accurate reasoning; though of course the a8

‘admirers of Dr. Martineau will give a very different judgment.

* And in Emerson, the literary flower of the movement in America,
" we see just the kind of development that remained possible after e

the old spirit of eautious rationalism had played itself out, and
the system was left to the influences of vaguely catholic emotion.
Some would gravitate to orthodoxy ; others would pass into poetia
pantheism.
Emerson’s withdrawal from his ministerial charge represents
~ the strength of the orthodox bias among the Unitarians of his day.
" There was no precise conflict of nominal belief between him and
his flock ; only Emerson was averse to keeping up the institution
of the Communion, as being irrelevant and of too much impaired
significance, while the congregation, true to the religious idiosyn-
erasy, did not see why he should abandon a venerable practice.
~ He was really asking them to go back to the position from which
the early Unitarians of Poland had been persuaded away by
‘Sozzini ; but they, grown fixed in Socinian orthodoxy, would not
follow him. He was disappointed, but quietly withdrew, and the
‘world gained an essayist and lecturer, while the sect lost
pre: always a little too essayish and secular for its taste.
‘His gift of elocution and phrase and charm of presence had given
a bis main hold ; and we learn that he “won his first adwirers




in the pulpit,” while he shocked or disturbed others,T On the
merits of his withdrawal one can only say that if he was willing to
keep up the assumption of the Bible being a special revelation,
Be might as well have held by the bread and wine Communion.
" As he himself argued later against other people: * What is the

" use of going about setting up a flag of negation?”? The bread
wine Communion is a venerable usage, which was old in
sm before it was adopted by the Christiaus. But your
ctic is always liable to caprices.

11T,

Emerson’s recoil from the orthodoxies of Dissent must needs
> been strengthened by that early visit to Europe, in the
of which he saw Italy and Landor, and England and
Coleridge, Wordsworth and Carlyle. His instinet for distinction
' ﬂn mﬁnumentof cultured life was reinforced, and his leanings
ok him in the way of men who would encourage his Transcen-
alism without pressing him to cultivate his deficient logic.
or he himself early recognised his complete lack of the power >
_continuous reasoning; and, as human nature is apt to do, '-

e sought to make out to himself that his defect was rather an

: ntage. In his journal, at the age of 21, we find him writing

. of his love of poetry, with the addition: “My reasoning faculty
proportionally weak ; nor can I ever hope to write a Butler's g
_“Analogy,’ or an ‘Essay’ of Hume.” And then he goes on to
me himself with the refloction that “the highest species of 1
soning upon divine subjects is rather the fruit of a sort of
imagination than of the reasoning machines, such as Locke,

| Clarke, and David Hume.”® Now, that doctrine, which is
‘peculiar to Emerson, brings us to close quarters with what



" we may term the practical side of his Transcendentalism. His
'views on this head, as on all other points of his philosophy, wers
wery loosely held; and against such a deliverance as the fore-
going, you may find in his works plenty of a contrary tone. Nor
is this surprising when we realise that Emerson bad fallen into a
mere empirical confusion, which, however, has ensnared many
harder reasoners than he. No concrete issue comes up oftener
in modern philosophy than this as to how men come by what we
eall original ideas, by new generalisations, or flashes of perception

" which seem to have mo derivation from previous knowledge.
"~ Kant, [ am much inclined to believe, was led to his special theory
of Reason by way of accounting for his own intellectual experi-
ences in the course of those earlier scientific speculations of his
hich the students of his philosophy, as a rule, so strangely

" ignore. Again and again others have insisted on that progressive

~ element in the human understanding which so constantly exhibits
jtself in hypothesis ; and men have frequently been led to suppose
that this progressive element is something wholly unconnected
with what we call the reasoning faculty, or at least with the
“process of reasoning, commonly so called.? You will find this
attitude partly assumed by Edgar Poe.? Goethe appears to have
sdopted it when he found that the soientists wonld not aceept
theory of colours;® and Schopenhauer, whose philosophy ran so
_much to the personal equation, repeatedly affirmed the position,
which he found lying ready to his hands in previous Romantioism
and Transcendentalism, He too uses language which amounts to
calling previous philosophers reasoning machines ; and though he
~ would have made short work of Emerson’s philosophisings, he might
ve said with him : * I believe that nothing great and lasting can
done except by inspiration, by leaning on the secret augury.”®
1Tt was contemued by Bacon, On this compate the criticisms of Je
'«s of Science, p. ﬂﬁ}.lﬂquGhnt(PquMﬂm :
17-19), and Mill ( Logic, B. vi., ch. 8, § 5). i
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Now, the whole question is, what is this secret augury? Is it
something which the reasoners never have? On the contrary, it
is the condition precedent of all their work. It shows how narrow
and how superficial a would-be profound and really catholic
Transcendentalist can be, that Emerson should never have sus-
~ peoted that the analytic ideas of Locke and Hume are just as
much inspirations, or secret auguries, as: his own. There can be
no greater blunder than to suppose that men who use the analytic
- method begin to get notions by analysing mechanically. The act
~ of analysis is itself a reaching-forward identical in character with

- what Emerson called the secret augury. People who object to
 consequent literary criticism tell you that true appreciation is for
- them a matter of spontanecous judgment. But so it is for the
aritic.  Always the impression comes first and the analysis and
the reasoning after. T have heard a Wagnerian attempt to dis-
_ parage the late Edmund Gurney’s criticism of Wagner, by saying
that Gurney had a feeling against that music and sat down to
- find reasons for it. Now, as that Wagnerian ought to have
known from his own experience, that is the formula of all criticism.
The whole question is whether your subsequent reasoning does ot
~does not prove your particular impression to be consistent with
all your other impressions; and the advantage of the reasomer,
the analyst, over other people is that he applies this test, which
is at bottom the only way of distinguishing truth from error,
‘while the mere impressionist has no test, and rests in his secret
~augury as he began. The formula of all error is just Incomplete
'Thought ; and he insists on keeping his thought as incomplete as
_possible. Inspiration is “as plentiful as blackberries.” Coleridge
told an inquiring lady that he did not believe in ghosts because
had seen too many. So the circumspect rationalist does not
believe in inspirations because he has had too many, He knows
~ that while the test of reasoning, the test of universal consistency,
 verifies some of his inspirations, it discredits many more ; and he
~ knows better than to bow before a notion merely because it came
> his head, when he knows there was no other way that an
could come. That he should ever have new ideas may be

b




~ to him a mystery; but not more of a mystery? than the fact that :
his muscles grow stronger with using. Any fairly intelligent
_person can have fifty inspirations in a morning walk ; and if he
- uses Emerson’s literary method, and has a touch of Emerson’s
literary genius, he may soon make books of them. But even if
- he has unquestioned genius, he will, I fear, be preparing a good
deal of matter for the dustbins of posterity.
- Emerson’s genius is certainly beyond question. Such a gift of
luminous and stimulant speech, in single dicta, you shall not read
' para]lerm all literature. And, be it said at once, multitudes of the
~ kayings are as true and valnable as they are brilliant. But we
~ are dealing for the moment with that Emersonian principle of the
~ secret augury, considered as an asserted truth. Itis just as much
~ a counsel of darkness as a counsel of perfection. Act on it, and
~ you can as well be a bigot and & crank as a liberal and a sane
citizen. What else did all those fanatics and enthusiasts do,
at whom Emerson smiled or shrugged his shoulders? At times
he would answer, no doubt, that it was well they should be what
they were; but in that case all his counsels to mankind were
~ strietly gmtmt.ous——that is, if you were to allow yourself to reason

et

Iv.

~ This weak place in Emerson’s doctrine is sufficiently obvious
his more intelligent disciples; and when I speak of dlmphl.--
should still wish to be ranked as, at least, an ex-pupil. Em
helps you, half the time, to anti-Emersonise. Butnﬁllthm
always the idolaters, or the lovers, who are fain to deny or palli
the obvious. Emerson in effect teaches a hundred times over &
~ truth is just how you happen to feel; and plain people on ti
~ observe that that is a very good gospel for self-conceit. Mﬂ
" dhst,whihl‘mhhﬂumﬁnmofﬂuﬂ




and modest of men, this very foible of committing himself to
* inspiration ” that struck him, makes him often utter what
pounts to idle arrogance. What name but conceit can we give
that phrase about Locke and Hume being mere reasoning
achines—as if it were any better to be an imagining machine?
dis later depreciation of the masterly Hume as a man who was
not deep, and who won his reputation by a single keen observa-
n,* taken with the further facile depreciation of so many
erful faculties, as those of Scott and Gibbon,* goes to convince
that only the habit of connected reasoning, resting on a favour-
le temperament, will ever make a thoroughly catholic mind.
ierson’s temperament was in itself admirable : his natural gift
enity and catholicity is always shining through even his
patism ; but still the narrowness and the dogmatism are
e, because he must needs book all his © inspirations.” As if
our prejudices and unjust caprices were not such !
1 the question of the philosophic and practical bearing of this
ne, a8 put in the phrases, ‘“ Revere your intuitions,” * To
nvoluntary perceptions a perfect faith is due,” and so on, Mr.
in his “Memoir of Emerson,” observes that “nothing was
foreign to him than idolatry of his opinions or his moods.”3
btless that is true in the sense that in Emerson one mood
ily drove out another, and an inspiration of arrogance was
n checked by an inspiration of humility. But is not this claim
 admission that Emerson abounds in contradictions, and that
p of his most characteristic doctrines are not to be taken as if -
fully or constantly meant them, but only as rash indications
one of his prevailing mental habits? The best that can be
e of the matter is Mr. Cabot’s proposition* that. “ reverence for N
s meant to Emerson resistance to the sleep that is apt to 3
s over our spiritual faculties.” No doubt Emerson doal help S

Emerson, p. 202.  After this it is well to know that "Olhnnd!
once, when forced to speak, * My reputation, such as lth.'ﬂlh :




much to dispel that sleep; but it is also true that he often pro-
motes it, or a trance that is singularly like it in results, by en-
couraging superficial people to worship their prejudices, and those -
habit-born notions which get to feel like necessary truths. & -
" The flaw in the matter is really that kind of mental in- ¥
dolence in Emerson which consists with, or consists in, the :
- incapacity for the drudgery work of thinking. That stamps all -
f his writings regarded as literary compositions, and all his verse,
* regarded as a set of artistic performances. What is it in his
" poetry that baffles and repels so many friendly readers, and all his
best critics? The constant lapsing from metre and rhythm, the
" frequent hiatus in music and flow, which is, in the last analysis, '
. the result of sheer want of taking pains, since no man capable of
. werse at all could commit such offences in pure blindness. It is
" #¢he unlit lamp and the ungirt loin” that make all these racking
- gaps and fissures in the texture of Emerson’s verse, supremely
~ fortunate as it so often is in detached inspirations. He knew it
. himself: again and again he confesses to a “ vast debility,”* to
_an inveterate indolence. In his heart he knew that great and =
~ enduring books could not well be made as his were, by the pro-
cess of jotting down all random ideas in note-books, index
them, and then just collecting them under headings, in essays
lectures, eked out as need might be.* Carlyle, in all friendline
early compared the essays to bags of shot*; and Emerson him
in a letter to Carlyle, spoke of his mauner of composition a8
which made “each sentence an infinitely repellent particle.’
“ He was well aware,” says Mr. Cabot, “of the inconsecutiver
" that came from his way of writing, and liked it as little as a
body :—
 (Journal, 1854)—*If Minerya offered me a gift and an option, I _
sy, give me continuity. I am tired of scraps. I do not wish to b

literary or intellectual chifonnier. Away with this Jew's rag-bag of ¢
¢ and cloth-of-gold ; and let me spin some ¥
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- or miles of helpfal twine ; a clue to lead to one kingly truth; a cord te
~ bind some wholesome and belonging facts.’”

T

~ Such directness of self-criticism is startling and pathetic ; for
moment it disarms our criticism, especially by being so well
ased. But it was only a passing mood, as Mr. Cabot goes on

show :— '

IM it was contrary to his literary creed to aim at completeness of

ot -—

*¢I would not degrade myself by casting about for a thought, nor by
iting for one. If the thought come, I would give it entertainment ;
it comes not spontaneously, it comes not rightly at all.’ 2

Thus does self-will send self-criticism packing. But indeed
18 too is pathetic. How easily can the wisest of us, as here,
tajole ourselves into feeling that our foible is our forte, and our
indolence the choice of our enlightenment. For all which, Time
ill bring us into judgment, if we be writers of books. Those of
18 who have most ingenuously delighted in Emerson feel at times
e chill of a coming indifference. Everybody knows the story of
effect of his lecture on Plato :—* Can you tell me,” asked one
his neighbours, while Emerson was lecturing, “ what connection
ihere is between that last sentence and the one that went before,
d what connection it all has with Plato?” *None, my friend,
ve in God |” One reads with regret Walt Whitman’s disdain-
remark that he had called Emerson Master for a month in his
youth ; this after he had availed himself of, and gained so much
by, Emerson’s cordial praise of his first book. But it must be
tted that that Master’s dignity is insecure, of whom his dis-
~ eiples come to feel that his lamp to their path may at any moment
& will-o™-the-wisp for all they can tell beforehand, As he him-
elf said, Even a wise man speaks three times without his full
understanding for once that he speaks with it. And he was un-
duly adventurous in the face of his confessed risks.

! Cabot, i. 295,
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If our explanation be the right one, that he did not think hard
enough in proportion to his gift of crystallising and phrasing his
impressions, our negative criticism may soon be ended as regards %
his so-called philosophy, which was produced under the same con-
ditions as his every-day aphorisms, By this time, indeed, all his
leading exponents have admitted that he is not to be looked to
for philosophy properly so-called.® He was a poet, giving voice
to those pantheistic impressions which have come to poets in all i
ages and in all civilisations, Hindu, Greek, Egyptian, Teutonic.
Poetry, if you like, is primeval philosophy. The more need that
we should be clear as to the philosophic inadequacy of the poetic "

- method in the age of science and prose, which are so much more
resourceful things. Like his predecessors and contemporaries
in the intuitive faith, Emerson had ever and anon an exalted per-
ception of the unity of the universe, which in his poetic exaltation
he must needs call God ; and like them, he proceeded with fa ._
unconsciousness in every other mood to repudiate his genonhﬂr =
tion and reduce the unity to duality, to multiplicity, to the terms
of the perceptions of the people who do not generalise at :lk,
 Transcendentalism was to bim,” says Mr. Cabot, “not a pm'
ticular set of doctrines, but a state of mind.”* Say an occasional
state of mind, and you have complete accuracy. Mr. Cabot him-
self thus states Emerson’s doctrine as to the relation of man to
the all-pervading energy:—* When he submits his will to the
tnspiration, he becomes a creator in the finite. Zf he is disobeds
if he would be something in himself, he finds all things hos

~ and incomprehensible.” What girlish inconsistency is this? Ho
in the name of reason can a human phenomenon be disobedient &

Sanity? To this dilemma must always come the would-be

et 1 «Mr. Emerson's place is among poctic, not among philosophio m
: ',Mﬁmml\‘bwl’,m A -




i “ persists in formulating the Universe¢ in terms of his own
fransient sonl, and making its measureless energy a God in hie

merson talking on Atheism is as conventional, as inanely
cal, as Carlyle. Hear him in a late tractate, fittingly en-
“The Preacher:”"—

v, nay frightful, is the solitude of the soul which is without
the world. To wander all day in the sunlight among the tribes of
s, unrelated to anything better, to behold the horse, cow, and bird
the bird, as it hurried by with its bold and perfect flight, would
his sympathy, and declare him an ontcast. To see man pursuing
their varied action, warm-hearted, providing for their children,
their friends, performing their promises—what are they to this chill,
, fatherless, aimless Cain, the man who hears only the sound of his
teps in God’s resplendent creation? To him, it is no creation ; to
s fair creatures are hapless spectres ; he knows not what to make
to him, heaven and earth have lost their beanty.”?

hnd is the hand of Emerson, though the voice is the voice
age. Every phrase is a negation of the principle of the

ul, of the Universal Spirit, of the Unity of Nature, of the
f Compensations, of all the doctrines in which Emerson rises
conventionality. The bird relates providentially to the
; but the heretical man does not. And the end of it all
the Over-Soul animates all things, except those which it
0't,  Let the preacher be answered by a stave of his own song
‘Brahma, in which, echoing the philosophy of ancient India, he
almost within sight of a cousistent Pantheism :—

“ They reckon ill who leave me out ;
When me they fly, I am the wings;
I am the doubter and the doubt,
And I the hymn the Brahmin sings.”

er the prose, certainly, Emersonians may with much plausi-
deny that Emerson was a Pantheist. Theodore Parker
: h indignantly. “He has been foolishly accused of Pan-

-“mohamﬁ-m:mm;mwm”
?my.m ; -



~ theism, which sinks God in Nature; but no man is further from
it. He never sinks God in man.”* Here, again, we are reading
the language of one who, though a moralist and a scholar, cannot
properly philosophise. To say that Pantheism “sinks” God in
Nature, when it says God ¢s Nature, is the merest hiding behind
words ; and to say that “ no man is further ” from Pantheism than
Emerson is to be very reckless indeed. Others of his admirers
admit that Emerson “will always doubtless be open to the charge
of Pantheism;” and they can only urge that where his phraseology
is “undoubtedly pantheistic,” it is * poetical, not to be read
literally.” * The simple truth is, as we have seen, that Emerson
‘was sometimes pantheistic and sometimes not, because of his 2
fortuitous method of thinking and composing. “ He ignores,”
ys one of his best expositors, “ those sharp distinctions and de-
tions which would have saved him from the charge of Pan-
theis He “ignored ” them because he could not make them.
L ’I‘ha children of the gods,” he declared, “never argue.” * No;

Now, we cannot say that all this fallacy and contradiction is a
light matter : we cannot dismiss it with the Emersonian aphorism
that ““a foolish consistency is the hobgoblin of little minds,” and
that ““ with consistency a great soul has simply nothing to do.
When great or other souls apply that principle to commercial
‘morals, they are apt to get into jail; and if they habitually act
on it in didactics they are likely to be confined one day to the
second-hand bookstalls. Rational men will never be bounced out
of common sense by bravado of that sort. Happily for Emerson,
he could not be consistent in inconsistency, though he flaunted
the flag of chaos. Some harm, however, must have been done by
his bravado among the weaker heads; and we shall perhaps not

~ be wrong in laying at his door the condition of subsequent Ameri-
“can literature in the matter of religious flatulence. These school-
phﬂmophemea of his are grown fatally popular in the country
' 3 Ib. p. 28k
'Hr. Gonm.y"!l. W Ma.p.m




h he taught to be proud of him. We have enough of in
sal Theism in these islands in all conscience ; but American
n is a product so copious, so spontaneous, as to deserve a

rate label in literary commerce. You splash into it every-

e in Mr. Howell’s charming novels, in Mr. Lowell’s admirable

in the novels and criticisms which are neither admir-

charming. It reaches at times an astonishing degree of

jeousness. Mr. 0. B. Frothingham, who bas written an inter-

uﬁ useful history of New England Transcendentalism,

d the phenomenon, with apparent rationality, as “a wave

yent” which elated and transported a few people, and

d on. With probable truth he declares that it had a power-

snce on character. But beyond that point he becomes

ent.  ** New England character,” he affirms in one breath,

ed from it an impetus that never will be spent.” In the

we learn that “transcendentalism as a special phase of

b and feeling was of necessity transient—having done its

it terminated its existence.,” It is not now surprising to

 that & “ phase of thought ” ““did its work, and its work was

rious.”* And after that we can turn back with a scientifie

to the proposition that, in the Hegelianism of Bruno

r and Strauss, “ by being adopted into the line of the intel-

development of mankind, Christianity, though dethroned

nd disenchanted, was dignified as a supreme moment in the auto-

‘biography of God.” * Comment here would not be superfluous,

but I find it impossible. All I can manage to say is, that you

need only give a Theist rope enough if you desire to see his philo-
sophic existence violently curtailed. :

YL

is a relief to turn from these phases of a state of mind which
& n unluckily fostered, to others which can be contemplated
With very different feelings. Taking his books in the mass, w
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~may say of them that if his moonshine is much the same as other
people’s, his sunshine is peculiarly his own, and very much above
the average. Matthew Arnold, after going in his gracefully
ineisive way over the points of Emerson’s work, and settling that
he is not a great writer of prose, because his style “ wants the
requisite wholeness of good tissue,” and that he is not a great
poet because he lacks plainness and concreteness and the power of
evolut:ou, finally decides that, nevertheless, “as Wordsworth’s
poetry is in my judgment the most important work done in verse,
_in our language, during the present century, so Emerson’s Essays
‘are, I think, the most important work done in prose. His work is
~ more important than Carlyle's.”* He isnota great writer or man
~ of letters in the sense that Cicero and Swift and Plato and Bacon
' Puell and Voltaira are great writars but still, in that be

"';5 his “ most important ” cannot be taken as final for Emerson
y more than for Wordsworth. Arnold had not the means or the
‘method of finding out what is really “most important” in the
literature of a century. He would pass over all Spencer with a
graceful wave of the hand and the handkerchief, and sum up in a
'Iimpnd phrase the heavy volumes he had not read. It would not
_oceur to him to ask how it was, precisely, that George Eliot, or Mill,
was less “important” than Emerson; or wherein importance
chiefly consisted, and why. Butif we take the generalisation with
‘the discount which is proper for Arnold’s “paper,” we shall find
ourselves directed to a reasonably just conclusion. Emerson’s
old of “happiness and hope” is not quite the most important
thing in our nineteenth century English prose, because these are
not the things of which we stand in the most pressing need ; but
'.‘- hen all is said, his gift to us in that regard is a aplend:dom.
Certainly no one stimulates as he does. The morality of George
iot has muhd airs and an indoors odour in onmpcrm 3 uﬂ
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Emerson you have ever the air of the Concord woods and plains,
the air that Thoreau breathed by Walden Lake. His very foible
i booking all his inspirations has given us a multitude of tonic
_sentences, of exhilarations that pulse as if from the veins of spring.
.~ Arnold, and everybody else, has remembered how the young heart
ds to some of his unmatchable phrases. “Trust thyself:
‘heart vibrates to that iron string. Whoso would be a man
be a nonconformist.! He who would gather immortal palms
not be hindered by the name of goodness, but must explore
goodness, Nothing is at last sacred but the integrity of
own mind. Absolve you to yourself, and you shall bave the
2 of the world.”® There is the pure note of the moral
in the doctrine of the secret augury and the inward voice:
 true note, neither sharp nor flat, concordant with all the
r notes of human science. Again and again comes in that =
ion, which is the breath in the nostrils of democracy: —

Zoologists may deny that horsehairs in the water change to worms
find that whatever is old corrupts, and the past turns to snakes, The
erence for the deeds of our ancestors is a treacherous sentiment. 7heir
ierit was not to reverence the old, but to honour the present moment ; and
falsely make them the excuses of the very habit which they bated and
defied.”® *‘The reliance on property, including the reliance on governments |

vhich protect it, is the want of self-reliance. Men have looked away from A
themselves and at things so long, that they have come to esteem the il o
- religious, learned, and civil institutions as guards of property, and they 3ru
deprecate assaults on these because they feel them to be assaults on pro- '
- perty. They measure their esteem of each other by what each has and
not by what each js. Buta cultivated man becomes ashamed of his pro-
 perty, out of new respect for his nature. Especially he hates what he has, )
if he gee that it is accidental—came to him by inheritance, or gift, of =~
. erime ; then he feels that it is not having ; it does not belong to him, has :
0o root in him, and merely lies there because no revolution or no robber

takes it away."¢

- These maxims of his on politics are certainly worth many
treatises as stimulants to what is best in men ; and though States
- cannot any more than men live on stimulants, they may at times
1 Naturally Mr. Arnold did not quote this clause. ;

* Self-Reliance. 3 Works and Days. = % Self-Reliance.

]
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escape death or prostration by them. When I think of the
resonant nobleness of some of his didactic verse I forgive its un-
filed rudeness ; and in the end I decline to subseribe to Arnold’s
~ dictum that a smoothly musical performance of Longfellow or
~ Whittier is worth all Emerson’s poetry. Hissong is short-breathed
and soon broken, but he has caught notes of Apollo that they have
never heard. His poetic teaching has a quintessential quality
that is to theirs what Milton is to Cowper ; and at times it only
~needs the last magic of finish to compare with the noblest song in
v * Nor kind nor coinage buys
Aught above its rate.
Fear, Craft, and Avarice
Cannot rear a State.
Out of dust to build
What is more than dust—
Walls Amphion piled
Pheebus stablish must,
When the Muses nine
With the Virtues meet,
Find to their design
An Atlantic seat,
By green orchard boughs
Fended from the heat,
Where the statesman ploughs
Furrow for the wheat,—
‘When the church is social worth,
When the state-house is the hearth,
Then the perfect state is come,
The republican at home,"?

- In other keys and measures he can attain to radiances of phrase
and thought that are not for the Longfellows at their luckiest.
And when we are dissecting, as we must, the fibre of his t.eaehilg,

rigorously weighing his message, even as he himself fully

orised us to do, we can hardly refuse to bow at least for a

ent under the melodious rebuke which in one of his moods he
on a friend :— - i¢




“ Set not thy foot on graves ;
Nor seek to unwind the shroud
Which charitable Time
And Nature have allowed
To wrap the errors of a sage sublime,

“ Set not thy foot on graves;
Care not to strip the dead
Of his sad ornament,
His myrrh, and wine, and rings,
His sheet of lead,
And trophies buridd :
Go, get them where he earned them when alive ;
As resolutely dig and dive,

4 Life is too short to waste
In eritic peep or eynic bark,
Quarrel or reprimand ;
"T'will soon be dark ;
Up ! mind thine own aim, and
God speed the mark ! "1

_ But, indeed, there is small suggestion of the grave as yet about ey

son’s teaching ; nor will there soon be. He is the very poet R

optimism, which it is not an easy thing to be: prosperity is :

ie, and the poetic instinct turns most spontaneously to

ow. It is his glory, and a glory not easily won, to have con-
ed men that every age must find its highest inspiration in itself

i8 ever to be capable of giving inspiration to others. Before ;

Whitman, though Whitman seems to have forgotten it,
taught the people of America to frame a literature for them-
pg :— 8 A

*““The test or measure of poetic genius is the power to read the poetry of
's—to fuse the circumstance of to-day; not to use Scott's antique
litions, or Shakespeare's, but to convert those of the nineteenth cen-
and of the existing nations into universal symbols. 'Tis easy to re- -
the mythology of the Greeks or of the Catholic Church, the feudal
‘the crusade, the martyrdoms of medimval Europe; but to point
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where the same creative force is now working in our own houses and public
assemblies, to convert the vivid energies working at this hour into universal -
gymbols, requires a subtle and commanding thought. . . ., Every man
would be a poet if his intellectual digestion were perfect. The test of the
poet is the power to take the passing day, with its mews, its cares, its
fears, as he shares them, and hold it up to a divine reason till he sees it to
have a purpose and beauty, and to be related to astronomy and history and
the eternal order of the world. There is no subject that does not belong to
him—politics, economy, manufactures, and stock-brokerage—as much as |
sunsets and souls; only these things, placed in their true order, are poetry; =
displaced or put in kitchen order, they are unpoetic.” 4 '

These are the words of a man who lived his life genuinely and
~ with genius ; and if they and others of his doctrines are found to
expand some that are associated with the name of Carlyle, nothing
- can be idler than to repeat the vacuous old epigram that he was
but a pocket edition of his friend.? Carlyle himself seems to have
thonght that Emerson was in a measure a “spiritual son” of his;

b ‘or bad; Wise or unwise, which he could not ‘conceivably hava
come by if Carlyle had never lived. That he himself was a mag-
netic and commanding personality is shown by his marked influ-
ence on Thoreau,® who, however, made the Emersonian style as
much his own as Emerson did when he developed it from that of
his aunt. Thoreau, I take it, repaid the debt when he gave
Emerson the right lead on the slavery question. Not that Emer-
son could, under any conceivable circumstances, have gone wrong
on that as Carlyle went wrong ; but that it did not come quite
naturally to him to cleave to the right side in the face of all its
extravagances and fanaticisms. At first he was not hearty against.
slavery; and he blamed the Abolitionists for their “ impatience of
 discipline” and “ haste to rule before we have served.” * But his
“unhappy conscience” respected them; and he went straight.
By degrees he warmed to the great issue. From the first he lpokc

1 Letters and Social Aims : Poetry and Imagination. -
’Thttthkviwmdumdby?oouoneofthehuviutlﬁﬂﬂlw ;
that great critic. (Works, iii. 878.)

3 Described in Cabot's Memoir, 4 Cabot, ii. 45,




‘sure, with the sentiment I write; but I accept it rather from my
friends than dictate it. It is not my impulse to say it.”* At an

. waked last night and bemoaned myself because I had not thrown
into the deplorable question of slavery, which seems to want nothing
h as a few assured voices, But then, in hours of sanity, I recover
lf and say, God must govern his own world, and knows his way out of
without my desertion of my post, which has none to guard it but
T have quite other slaves to free than those negroes, to wit, imprisoned
s, imprisoned thoughts, far back in the brain of man—far retired in

m of invention, and which, important to the republic of man, have
man, or lover, or defender but .72

that reasoning no man need ever move, since God could
find his way out of the pit if he wanted ; and if he did not
 why then it was bestso. But when the crisis came, Emerson’s
od pushed his theistic sophistry aside, and in the fiery trial

e war his heart did not falter or change, seeming indeed tq
there, as others found, the rectification of many moral con

But his service to mankind is wider than the example of his
own conduct in any one conjuncture ; and it is wider, too, than
8 mere optimism, bracing as that is. Arnold, estimating in his
wile way the value of the English Trats, decides that that book
Sses permanent value because it is the “ observation of a man
matically benevolent,” as Hawthorne's Our Old Home fails:
use it is ““ the work of a man chagrined.” ® That is a singular

in criticism. Emerson was indeed benevolent, but Arnold’s gl
cism is meaningless unless it signify that his benevolence
ded him to English defects. Now, it did no such thing, The

1 Cabot, pp. 512,

* Bmerson in Ooncord, by Edward W. Emerson, p, 78,
_ 'M-Jmp 173, S
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weakness of that book is not systematic benevolence, though it is
undoubtedly over-benevolent to Anglo-Saxonism in the lump. Its
weakness is that which always inheres in Emerson’s method, un-
resolved contradiction and unabashed inconsistency. If you
analyse it you find that, as usual, he has booked every generalisa-
tion that ocourred to him day by day, and made no attempt to
~ correct one by another, though in the nature of the case each isa (g
~ generalisation from a few particulars. But take the book as you ==
find it, and you have a series of the most brilliant characterisa-

tions of English defects and limitations, so much to Arnold’s own -
purpose, many of them, that you can hardly avoid concluding
* that he had only skimmed the book or had mostly forgotten it

when he spoke of its systematic benevolence. )
But Arnold himself goes on to avow that, *“Strong as was 4
_ Emerson’s optimism, and unconquerable as was his belief in a
~ good result to emerge from all which he saw going on around
him, no misanthropical satirist ever saw shortcomings and absur-

dities more clearly than he did, or expressed them more courage- ;
pusly.”? That is true of his criticism alike of English and
American life and institutions ; and his general social doctrine, at
its best, is medicinal for all civilisation :—

«Tis pedantry to estimate nations by the census, or by square miles of
land, or other than by their importance to the mind of the time. Leave
this hypocritical prating about the masses. Masses are rude, lame, un-
made, pernicious in their demands and influence, and need not to be
_ flattered but to be schooled. I wish not to concede anything to them, but -
" %o tame, drill, divide, and break them up, and draw individuals out of %
_ them. The worst of charity is, that the lives you are asked to preserve L
are not worth preserving. Masses ! the calamity is the masses. I do
wish any mass at all, but honest men only; lovely, sweet, accomplished
women only ; and no shovel-handed, narrow-brained, gin-drinking million
 stockingers or lazzaroni at all. If Government knew how, I should like to
see it check, not multiply, the population. When it reaches its true law
) dwtion,avarymm:hatuhomwinbohaﬁcdum‘ ® £

~ These are the words, remember, of a republican of republicans,
“mot merely the friend but spiritually the representative of 1
: ' ! Pp, 189, 190, e




r of democracy. They are not a call for a stoppage of pro-
‘but an earnest incitation to progress of a better kind, “ We
hink our civilisation,” he writes again, “near its meridian, but

‘are yet only at the cock-crowing and the morning star.” * That

P est and a prediction in one. And if he who delivered it
also give the science by which the prediction should be
, none the less is he to be honoured and laurelled for that
ght to bear on all who could share his ideal the compul-

 his noble aspiration and his beautiful speech.
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I saw lately pencilled on the title-page of a eopy of Mr. Thomas
Arnold’s handbook of English Literature, an indictment of the
Arnold family, by one of those sectaries who still chequer our

~ civilisation in such numbers, and sometimes move one to ask in

R
L {2
o

what sense fanaticism can be said to be disappearing. It was to
the effect that the book was written from the Roman Catholic ﬁ.
ntandpomt and that the Catholicism of the writer, and the
cepticism of his brother, Matthew Arnold, and further, the g
rationalism of their niece, Mrs. Humphrey Ward, were srgmﬁoant
f the evil inherent in the educational system of Dr. Arnold, who

had brought up his children to be Christians in a merely general

gense, without inculcating on them any precise system of doctrine.
That commentary is interesting as throwing light on the feeling of

~ English Churchmen about the control of the schools ; but I doubt

if it is of any more value than other clerical generalisations, as an

‘explanation of the facts it deals with. The Newman family,

which diverged in a similar fashion, was brought up, it would ap-

pear, in the orthodox manner ; and we do not find that rationalists
~ usually come of latitudinarian Christian parents. What may

: - reasonably be suggested is that some of the intellectual tendanohl

~ of Dr. Arnold, developed freely in different directions, are to be
' traced in the careers of his sons; but the most careful doctrinal _

 training by him would conceivably have served only to stimulate

and emphasise their special tendencies. He was one of those

- men who nombme a considerable intellectual or cntwal fmnlty

liefs. “The tendency to Atheism, I imagine,” he wrote to an ex-
‘ ;dl. “exists in every study followed up vigorously, without
: n of l’nth, and thst taund&hon omfnﬂy MM




built upon.** That candid admission that faith must be ‘
“eatablished before study, is illustrative of his transparent earnest- |
;” of character. He held his simple faith too unreasonably ever |
‘$o falter in it ; but in many directions where that did not bar the ‘
. his mind played intelligently and critically on life ; and
gh for us to-day he is in the main repellent and reactionary
reason of the erudity and virulence of his theology, he was for
own generation a conspicuous Liberal and Broad Churchman.
quarrel with the anti-liberal party,” he wrote to a friend in
D, “is that they are going the way to force my children to
and to deprive me and every one else of property,
on, and all the inestimable benefits of society in England.”
‘then follows his political creed, very well put :—

*There is nothing so revolutionary, because there is nothing so unnatural

convulsive to society as the strain to keep things fixed, when all the
d is by the very law of its creation in eternal progress; and the canse
| the evils of the world may be traced to that natural but most deadly
~of human indolence and corruption, that our business is to pre-
and not to improve. Itis the ruin of us all alike, individuals, schools,
Bations.” ?

such a man was, of course, very far from being a Liberal all

pund , very much less of a Liberal, for instance, than his pupil
d biographer, Dean Stanley ; and in the same letter, declaring
& “the aspect of the times is really to my mind awful”he
: “If 1 bad two necks, I should think that I had avery
od chance of being hanged by both sides, as I think I shall now

¥ whichever gets the better, if it really does come to a fight.”

It is not easy for us today to throw our minds back to 1830,
#hen the boy Matthew Arnold was eight years old, and his father,
sad-master of Rugby, recoiling alike from Toryism and from
pualistic Liberalism, indignant at the one and shuddering at
other, could talk even figuratively of being hanged by either
-ddhhahﬁdmbdngdﬂmwmmfwsﬁm
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We are to remember that those were the days of dear com, of
widespread misery, of the beginnings of Chartism, of the agitation
for the Reform Bill ; and, on the other hand, of the dominanee of
that species of Toryism of which we had a dress rehearsal in
London a few winters ago, over the Trafulgar Square episode, when -
a large section of the middle class, encouraged by many of the
literary class, shouted with delight at the wanton resort to blood- .
shed, and eagerly formed gangs of special constables, bent on
~ breaking more heads if there should be a chance. The Liberals of
the school of Bentham and James Mill, satisfied that the Church X
would always be ou the side of oppression, and themselves rationally T3
convinced of the folly of its creed, sought to ground right action
~ on moral science, though without challenging the popular creed ;
and the half-reasonable zealots like Dr. Arnold, outraged by the
naked brutality of the prevailing and orthodox party, detested
‘rationalism as much as did the average clergyman. When Arnold
#aw a popular weekly, of which he admitted he “delighted in its
plain and sensible tone,” omitting to * speak of Christ,” he declared
~ that he “must feel utterly adverse to it,” and regarded it as “abe 2
 solutely circulating poison.”* Because the “ Useful Knowledge
- Society ” did not sauce all its dishes with evangelical pietism, the
support of that society by some members of the Government was
in his eyes ‘“a matter of deep grief and disapprobation to a large
proportion of the best men in this kingdom, while it encourages
the hopes of some of the very worst”—the *very worst” being
the rationalists, Clearly, such a publicist as this was not likely
- to do much for the regeneration of his country, Much is to be
- forgiven to the man who hit on the discovery that schoolboys could
~ be made to tell the truth by simply taking their word ; but it
difficult to believe that Dr. Arnold, politically liberal as he was,
supplied much philosopbic light along with his generally healthy
- moral leading ; and it can have been no fault of his if hiepup&
and his children were not led by his example and precept to ' o
rvent adherents of the Church of England, and bitter haters of

W
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"cfmmnly denounced him and his followers for remaining in a Church
where they had no business to be ; and while he was able to speak
ith surprising tolerance of Unitarianism,* he abhorred Catholicism
much as he did unbelief.? For the rest, he seems to have had
evout belief in the existence and activity of a personal devil,
f whom he speaks in his letters as often as does Carlyle, and ob-
ly with much more simplicity and sincerity.

IL

e course of young people in life is determined as much by
temperament as by their education ; and in Matthew Arnold’s
the temperament was unfavourable in many ways to develop-
on the father’s lines. The vehemence, the pietism, and the
rance of the Rugby master had no place in him; and it
appear that the father was further disturbed by an appar- .
' ent absence even of his own moral earnestness. David, the son

Goliath,” Mr. Swinburne (or another) called his fellow-poet, by
of suggesting that the child of light had a Philistine for his
Mather. .But, indeed, the young Arnold does not seem to have
.- Wa any great Apollonian inspiration, being distinguished chiefly
for good spirits and a levity of manner which, as we learn from
Lord Coleridge, pained and disappointed his father, who had no
langhter in him, though the son, in his poem, “ Rugby Chapel,”

aks of his “radiant vigour” and “ buoyant cheerfulness.” The
pses we get of the son at college, as in Clough’s Memoirs,
of a cheerful youth of ssthetic tastes, who neither studied nor :
thought very bard, but exhibited sufficient self-confidence. His
e-poem, “ Oliver Cromwell,”® however, though rather above
average of these paralysing performances (in which the Eng-
University system exhibits itself as far on the way to throttle
t poetic faculty which, nevertheless, seems afterwards to
* Stanley’s Life of Dr. Arnold, ch. vii., Zetters 63, 75, 82 ; oh. viil,
ﬁ”:.n.,mu sud Appendix D., extracts 1 and 6, |
 # Dated 1841, whea he was nineteen years ol
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 flourish among University men), gives small hint of the freshness
of touch and inspiration which later made him one of the most
distinguished of English poets, though its theme is already signi-
ficant of his complete adoption of his father’s Liberalism. On the
other hand, we gather from his own reminiscences, and from his
verses, that he had tastes and tendencies little in accord with his
father's ideals. In one essay, he tells us how, when in his youth,
he saw Rachel act in Edinburgh, he was so fascinated that he fol-
lowed her to Paris, and went to see her play every time for two
months. In another essay,* he tells how, when he came under the

- spell of George Sand, after reading her Jeanne, he determined to

- 80 to France and see the scenes of her novels, and straightway

looked up one place in “Cassini’s great map at the Bodleian

Library.” Put these episodes together with that of which we have

~some deeply-cut traces in the group of poems entitled *Switzer- }
" and you perceive an individuality touched with modern

impulses and modern scepticisms, with ssthetic ardours and emo-

 tional aberrations, such as the headmaster of Rugby never har- '

* boured; a character and an ethic far enough from belief in a
personal devil and horror at unevangelical periodicals for the

The note of Arnold’s youth seems to have been rather of psycho-
~ logical than of intellectual unrest. The drift of scientific criticism

 in religion he appreciated indirectly, listening unearnestly to the
rationalists on the one hand, and to the Newmanites on the other.
Ideas, then as always, reached him @sthetically : he did not spend
much time over Strauss as did his friend Clough ; and he had not
the ascetic devotion that was needed to follow Newman. The master

influence of his youth seems to have been Senancour, the author of Ruf
“ Obermann,” whose teaching was a pessimism of the feelings, not
of the understanding, a sincerer development of the melancholy of P.

140n the French Play in London,” Irish Essays, p. 210,
® “George Sand,” in Mized Hssays. 5 EE

#8ee Arnold's own intimate criticism in the note to his Stansas |
- of the Author of ** Obermann.” e 5

Bl
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_ natural resumption of the note of Rousseau after the heart-shaking
and nerve-exhausting strain of the Revolution. Thus poetry,
"l]lhh voices moods and feelings, was the natural utterance of
old before he came to middle age; and we doubtless owe to
conjunction of his sufficient, if not scientific, classical training
by and Oxford, and to his appreciation of the emotional or
s French writers of his day, that ripe and chastened art of
which makes his most inspired verse unsurpassable in
and fulness of music and meaning, and his prose always
i and refined, and often of an Attic pregnancy and point.
ure, thongh not deep, was catholic, and took in Goethe and
as vell as Sainte-Beuve and Guérin ; and he took from
s and Heine the forms of some of his most effective irregular
. yerse. But as a prosist he learned most from the French,*
pg from them that urbanity and amenity, that ease and
wralness which, once cultivated in England, had for a time :
out of fashion with us under the necessary stress of a de-
ment of ideas that could not be contained in Addisonian
s. Thackeray, about the same time, with more need,
ed as happily to temper his youthful English crudity by
ch example, as well as by reversion to our own Augustan

* But in recognising Arnold’s debt to French culture, we must
. overlook the distinct influence of his father, which once more
illustrates the literary importance of early domestic example
88 we have noticed it in Carlyle’s imitation of his father and
.tmon’s imitation of his aunt. Dr. Arnold shows a plentiful
ok of amenity in many of his letters; but in his Sermons and his
es on History you will find the obvious origins of the style
_ son—the sensitive search for simplicity and temperance and
§m and flow, the crisp diffuseness of tissue, the balancing

“ M. Sainte-Beuve,” he tells in his lecture on Numbers, *‘ wrote to me

¢ last years of his life : Vous avez traversé notre vie et notre littérature )
wne ligne intéricure, profonde, qui fait les initiés, et que vous ne perdrea
s, Mhnﬂl&mﬁ&ﬂﬂ“mdmychldmn" Dis-
ﬁm»ﬂ-ﬂ.
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- of clauses, and the reiteration of words and phrases in successive
 relations—characteristics evidently developed in the father by his
- function as a preacher to boys. And that combination of dignity
~ with lucidity, which gave impressiveness to the discourses of the
- schoolmaster, lent to the writings of his son, where the same
~ qualities were tempered with humour, an influence almost out of
proportion to their purport. In the harsh strife of English schools
and parties, full of echoes of Cobbett and the Z%mes, and reminis-
cences of the malevolence of Junius and the violent invective of
‘the later Burke, where even the penetrating criticism of Coleridge
- was touched with the odium theologicum, as was that of Macaulay
“with the heat of politics, and where the grave polemic of John
- Mill had visibly the dust of battle about it—in this atmosphere
iy the serene brightness of Matthew Arnold’s treatment of men
,-ld manners, of books and tendencies and movements, has had
om the first a refreshing and exemplary charm. As a contro-
unialist he is visibly infirm and inconclusive, and it was a sound
_ instinct that led him to play the part lightly and indirectly; but
when he does debate, he does it with a good-humour that makes
much amends for loose logic and imperfect information. He

his countrymen both by precept and example. He has thus been

as if they were primary, has brought scoffing on himself, and his
gerene obstinacy has at times provoked impatience, the notes of
grave melancholy as well as of grave fortitude which sound through
80 much of his verse have kept his standing high even for his
opponents. Thus he was for his time one of the leading figures
“in intellectual England. :
On the other hand, these gifts and graces correlate with intel-
lectual defects which, if never repellent, are finally serious.
Among the things his strenuous father did not bequeath to him
was the turn for hard work. Knowlodgemdamph!h_m
ha wrmenlytohim thstn,thcyhndtodlm &h,

iz

could banter without indecorum and without bitterness, and scoff
without bluster—French accomplishments, which he pressed on

more of a civiliser than a teacher ; but such civilisers are rare and %
precious. And while his fastidious concern over things secondary,




% s man must well-nigh wear his heart out. But even where
¢ brought his taste and culture most happily to bear on his work,
ly, in his poetry, he can at times be flat and uninspired, be-

s he has not enough of the unweariable passion for perfec-

n which gosds the supreme artists. Lucky for him was his
onged classic and other useful training at school and college,

could not have cultured himself to the same effect. And

his English school and college training did not in any

» correct his intellectual defects, his want of logic and

pughness of thought, he remained decidedly deficient to the

111

We bave seen in contemplating Carlyle and Emerson how, in
wder to reach a tenable and coherent philosophy of life and prac-

, there is needed an earnest and continuous effort after con-

ney as the final criterion of truth, an anxious regard for evi-

a steady watchfulness against the snares of prepossession

nd predilection. We have seen how Carlyle, for want of self-
eriticism and patience, was blown throngh life by the gusts of his
temperament, so that he constantly stultified his own better prin-
- eiples and higher thoughts, and came to be, as a teacher, a mere
- vessel of wrath, beneficent only as an antidote to lethargy. We
~ have seen how Emerson, with a much more benign temperament,
. alloyed his salutary gospel with a good deal of facile unwisdom,
 the result of lack of logical check and scientific care for the per-
~#onal equation ; and how he too failed to unify his thinking, re-
ﬂil_!ing an obscurantist on the side of religion. Above all, we

e seen, in the case of John Mill, how even a habit of reasoning
Mvhouynnamnlromaanmemrthmnghhukmf

waﬁum hpusuvmgmnnof
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to the bulk of his criticism of life. If, then, a man come to the
eriticism of life as Arnold did, with neither a faculty nor a training
for logic, but only a delicate susceptibility and a cultured taste, it

_ is impossible that he should escape frequent error and inconsis-
tency, and reach sound moral science. He may see and correct
some mentul vices in his contemporaries, but he will inevitably
suffer from some grave ones of his own. “If the righteous is
scarcely saved. where shall the ungodly and sinner appear?” as
his father would say. It is really grotesque, if one will think of
it, that men and women should reckon to reach accurate know-

~ ledge in mental and moral and historical science by the process

_ of eking out somewhat their intuitions and their schooling and
 their prejudices, when in the natural sciences, as we see every day,

~ an infinity of patience and comparison of evidence is needed to

‘the sea, microscoping every grain of it and separating its minute
worlds of life, making mistakes and correcting them, and at worst
- putting on record a mass of hard facts for the generalisers to work
“upon. But in moral and social science, while a devoted few do
work hard to colligate data and check theories, the mass of us
come with our every-day convictions and lay down the law to each
~other with the unanimity and persuasiveness of an aviary, Arnold
in later life was always satisfied with his intuitions, his first
- thoughts, his acquired ways of seeing things ; and to the vast per
~ plexity of human affairs he brought little more than a refined and
humane judgment and a decided set of tastes. It was nét merely
that he never bad any scientific training, though his father’s views
- and his own on that head are significant.

 1f one might wish for impossibilities,” wrote Dr. Arnold to an ex-pupil,
- %1 might then wish that my children might be well versed in physical
~ geience, but in due subordination to the fulness and freshness of their know-
~ ledge on moral subjects. This, however, I believe cannot be; and physical
science, if studied at all, seems too great to be studied i» wapipyw: M%'
e, rather than have it the principal thing in my son’s mind, I 1
thwﬁsm mtmdﬂtnmb.udht he st




s _were so many spangles set in the bright blue firmament. Surely the one
- thing needful for a Christian and an Englishman to study is Christian and
moral and political philosophy, and then we should see our way a little
more clearly without falling into Judaism, or Toryism, or Jacobinism, or any

‘other ism whatever.” !

. This extraordinary argument, which would exclude all know-
e of physical science from ordinary education, and leave its
jon to an abandoned few, is somewhat modified in the
late lecture on * Literature and Science ;" but his dialectic
thesis of literature versus science, as if they were incom-
is little more edifying than his father’s, He seems all his
have regarded natural science with either indifference or
on. You remember Mr. Frederic Harrison’s picture of him
r last skirmish, as a “ well-preserved Ariel, tripping from
to flower,” who had always found science too difficult to

est that has been thought and said, he had no excuse for neglect-
1g modern science, which everywhere trenches on the main pro-
ems of life and conduct. '
But let us not fall into the assumption that a knowledge of
g,nml ical science suffices to make a man scientific in his sociology.
?, , i8 clear, as Arnold says with Wolf, that, “ All learning is
seientific which is systematically laid out and followed up to its
.~ original sources ;” # and a scientific discipline of some sort might
be got outside of physical science. It is very true again, as Pro-
fessor Huxley urges, that, “An army without weapons of precision,
and with no particular base of operations, might more hopefully
_enter upon a campaign on the Rhine, than a man, devoid of a
knowledge of what physical science has done in the last century,

- seience has done is no security for soundness of criticism of life. :
large measure of such knowledge leaves Professor Tyndall, for

lightened people ; and a still larger measure of it leaves even

‘-ﬁ‘:}-.:':-_ { - lsmf"m%-vmtm’m
 *Discourses in America, p. 8T,

in. And on his own principle that we ought all to know the

iustance, very much at one in his political ideals with very unen-
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- Professor Huxley’s criticism of life characterised by lameness and
- inconclusiveness —qualities which, indeed, in the opinion of some,
- attach to his work in physical science. No, there is a scientifio
gift as well as a scientific training ; and there is a gift for moral
and social as well as for physical science ; and though these gifts
‘may at times be finely combined, as in Clifford, the combination

. israre. The real drawback in Arnold’s case is that he lacked the

scientific gift in his own department. Even in his special provinece
of literature, on which he has done some excellent writing and
said many admirable things, he is arbitrary in his tastes, and
‘methodless in his criticism. Very characteristic is his way of

pporting his plea for an English Literary Academ y. In order to

that the French Academy has fostered temperance and

y in French style, he sets an admittedly florid passage of

emy Taylor against an admittedly chaste passage from Bossuet >

 picks out some of the coarsest sentences of Burke ; and he com-

s what he confesses to be an extra trite sentence from Addi-

0 with a telling sentence from Joubert. Now, that, to use his

- own phraseology, is the method of the Barbarian and the Philis-

tine, not the method of culture, which, in literary matters, is

gcientifically comparative. On his plan of selection you could

prove any proposition you pleased, the negative as easily as the
affirmative,

It is the reverse of surprising that a critic with such habits 3
~should fall into glaring self-contradictions. In the essay, “A
Guide to English Literature,”* he writes that in Gray we are

‘never very far from ” the “ false style” exemplified in the second

ast stanza of the Elegy. In his lecture on Emerson * he credits

Gray with “a diction generally pure in an age of impure diction.”
Most literary men agreed in the main with Mr., Swinburne in his

raversing of Arnold’s late dictum that the names of Wordsworth

wnd Byron will stand highest among those of the English poetsof
 century when it closes. But, as it happens, Mr. Swinburne's
ous depreciation of Byron can be reinforced by Arnold’s
Y Mixed Essays,p. 201,
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- earlier explanation of how “ Byron’s poetry had so little endur-
. ance in it” and is “so empty of matter.”* And his literary
affections were arbitrary as well as inconstant.
~ With a very different cast of mind from Emerson’s, Arnold was
ery like Emerson in his reliance on his prepossessions ; and the
is that even when there is something to be said for his
s he leaves a careful reader scandalised by the levity and
- with which he assumes he has proved it when he has only set
forth in terms of his tastes. When he would contrast the
jolic Church with Protestantism, to the disadvantage of the
he goes airily and wittily over the British sects, saying : ¥
jcanism suggests the English episcopate ; Calvin's name
ests Dr, Candlish ; Chalmers’s, the Duke of Argyll; Channing’s,
n society ; but Catholicism suggests—what shall T say—all

¢ pell-mell of the men and women of Shakspere’s plays.” It is
impossible to make comparisons more capriciously. On the one :
‘hand we have not even the general term Protestantism, but names f’
of single men put ostentatiously; on the other, a general term of
wide historical associations, which, again, are carefully selected L5
from. It would be just as fair to say that Protestantism suggests
- all the pell-mell of men and women in Goldsmith, Fielding, Scott,

- Jane Austen, Thackeray, Dickens, George Eliot, and Hawthorne;
and that Catholicism suggests the rack, the stake, the Inquisition,
filthy monks, devout Italian assassins, sham miracles, winking

~ Virgins, profligate popes, and Lucrezia Borgia. b
Arnold’s habit of resting on prepossession, on the “secret 4
i

augury,” as Emerson would say, occasionally has amusing
 results of another kind. In his early pamphlet on “ England and
~ the Italian Question,” published in 1859, he undertook to describe
 the position and prospects of the leading European powers, and |
- here (pp. 33-34) is one of the summaries :— el e
~ “Prussia isa great power only in name, . . . Prussia, with neither
 territory nor population enough for her support as a great military power,
_ ean ouly have a large efficient army at the expense of having her finances

1 Essays in Oriticiem, 3vd ed., pp. 7-8, '
s_&..‘rm . P g




~ in ruin. She sensibly chooses to have her finances in prosperity. But
~ her army, therefore, is a shadow. In her regular forces she has not & man
- who has served three full years. The majority of her landwehr are respect-
~ able married citizens, fathers of families. To require such troops to repel
- a charge of Zonaves would be as reasonable as to make this demand of the
Marylebone Vestry. French military men know this perfectly well. They
speak with great respect of the Austrian army. ‘Clest une belle armée,’
they say of the Austrian army, ‘ mais elle est malheureuse ;' of the Prndn
army they say, * C"est une garde nationale.””

‘This was only seven years before the same Prussian army broke
‘the Austrian army to pieces in a six weeks’ campaign—only
even years before Sedan. It is not easy to be further wrong =
‘than that. It was said of the late Earl of Derby—and some say
speaker was the present Earl of Derby—* You can trust his
ment where he is well informed, but then he never s well
ormed.” We must not compare Arnold with Lord Derby,
hough Derby was a scholar ; but what is true of the one isina
lified degree true of the other. In that matter of Greek
scholarship, in which he may be thought of with Derby, his deli-
cate appreciation did not amount to masterly knowledge. Itis
“impossible to read his discussion with Professor Francis Newman
on the translating of Homer without feeling that he had never, in
Wolf’s sense, systematically laid out his learning and followed it
up to its original sources. He criticised Newman's translation un-
fuirly, falling into his usual sin of selecting bad passages and
giving them as samples, without attempting to estimate the
‘general success; and on the question of Homer's archaisms,
though Professor Newman’s reply was needlessly warm, there could
‘be no question that Arnold was discomfited. And some of his own
“translations, like Clough's, were artistically about as bad as ur,r-
.tlling hitherto achieved.




characterise in a disastrous degree the main drift of his treatment
- of religious questions, though I am far from denying that his
* refined and unsectarian exposition of his ideas did much to elevate
and even to rationalise religious thinking in this country. His
selecticism is an immense advance on the fanaticism of his father.
And yet,]u.st as he derived some of his worst, as well as his best,
encies in politics from his father, so he follows his father’s
thod with ourious fidelity in much of his religious reasoning.
Dr. Arnold’s sermon on “ The Creation,” for instance,* there
piece of exegesis which might almost be read as a refined cari-
s of some of the religious argumentation of his son. The

a remarkable extract, from an old Etruscan author, giving
account of the creation of the universe, in which the Deity is
psented as making the world in six thousand years; in the
thousand the heaven and the earth ; in the second, the firma-
t; in the third, the sea; in the fourth, the sun, moon, and
3; in the fifth, all living things, except man ; and in the sixth,
_ man; while it is further intimated that as there were six thousand
years before man was made, so mankind will last for six thousand
‘more. Now, to an open-minded student, that Etruscan extract is
clear proof that the creation legend in Genesis is far older than
the Hebrew scriptures, and that, somewhat in the Persian
. form, it had got as far west as Italy in very ancient times. But
~ to Dr. Amold it never occurs to deal with the matter in a
~ scholarly or scientific spirit. He goes about to show his hearers

‘L'hre is, he contends, the obvious mark of a true Scripture revela-
; ,..M’ in the abuence ﬁ'om the Blble of any mentlon of when the

pvln."' (F. W. Newman's Phases qrmm ed., p. w.)_
hMﬁhvﬁh&mum-mw [ A

cher tells how there is preserved in the Greek lexicographer, =
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the absence from the Etruscan account of the intimation that God
‘gave men dominion over the animals. There is no word as to the
~ possibility of a common origin of the creation stories. No oredit
is given to the Etruscan for Ais mention that the world was made
by a God ; no allowance is made for the fact that the passage
cited is only a fragment ; and that the Etruscan, too, might have
talked about man having dominion over the animals. Take, again,
Dr. Arnold’s sermon on the story of Phinehas.® * Historically
_speaking,” says the preacher, “I quite allow that the event re-
corded in the Twenty-fifth Chapter of Numbers is altogether 2
extremely painful. But then that which forms its substance,
 taken as history, is just its mere perishable form, when it is taken
~ as Scripture. The wilderness of Arabia, the foreign manners and
* language, the licentiousness, the bloody punishment, all that is
national and individual, Midian, Israel, Phinehas, the priest of the
of Tsracl—we may drop all these from our consideration.
There still remains the true and eternal Scriptural lesson.” And
g0 on. Now, the method or tactic there is Matthew Arnold’s all
~ over. Take away all the facts, and you have as much room fot
 interpretation as you want. Read your own meaning into any old
writing, and you can make it out to be supremely edifying. %
The father believed in a personal God, in a personal Devil, in
the divinity of Jesus, in miracles, and in a resurrection ; the son
believed in none of these things, but he retained a predilection for
~ what his father called the Scriptural, and he makes out his case
~ for that just as inexpensively as his father did.* Having acquired
~ the habit of resting his moral sense on the Bible, he made it tlu
 business of his latter years to prop up the decaying credit of that
compilation by proclaiming that nowhere else so well as there can
men find exemplified the temper which craves after righteousness.
~ “The Jewish nation,” he would have us believe, attached “pre-
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1Vol. cited, p. 71.
. 31t is noteworthy that he followed his father in founding principally on
Fourth Gospel, in which Dr. Arnold saw the work of an eye-witness |
Cf. Prof. Nm‘uj’ho-d'm;su.udﬁmﬁw
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' the student knows, the Jews had no more genius for righteousness,
for justice, than anyother ancient people,* no more than the Persians
the Egyptians, decidedly less than the Greeks and Romans.
' The very fact that righteousness for them came to mean obeying
sacerdotal law is the proof of their inferiority : the occasional
ionate cry of their prophets for social rectitude is the measure
their lack of it as a community. But Arnold’s tastes and habits |
_in the direction of the Scriptural, and his tastes made his o
uments. Continental Liberals expressed their astonishment at
aims; and he, loyal to his mission of warning his countrymen
inst their insularity—a mission which, like others, he caughtin
from his father *—fully recognised that the Coutinental
erals were against him. The partisans of traditional religion
this country,” he wrote, “do not know, I think, how decisively
whole force of progressive and liberal opinion on the Continent
as pronounced against the Christian religion.” * But the expostu-
itions of the Continental Liberals had no weight with him. Pro-
sor Gubernatis, the most accomplished man in Italy, as Arnold
Mrhd was one of those who declared his astonishment. He
_expressed the feeling of educated Italians about the Bible, and
~sdded: “It is strange that the human genius should take plea-
Sure in combating in such narrow lists, with such treacherous
ground under one's feot, with such a cloudy sky over one’s head ;
s--lndall this in the name of freedom of discussion.” ® Aruold
quotes all that, and then he disposes of Gubernatis by a
mc subterfuge. What, asked the Italian, should we
Bay if Plato had based his Republic upon a text of Hesiod? “That
.&b&y, answers Arnold, “the Bible has no more solidity and

3MﬁpuMnndemon,Pm£pxniLﬁmM :
' Compare Mr. Gladstone's recent admission (Zandmarks of Homeric =
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value, as a basis for human life, than the T%heogony.” Obviously,
it is saying no such thing. Hesiod is credited with the Works and
Days as well as the T%heogony. But in any case, the argument of
.Gubernatis was not that Hesiod was as good as the Bible, but that
Plato, seeking to frame a rule of life for his age, looked for it in his
reason and experience, and not in the ancient sacred books of his
people—not in Homer any more than in Hesiod. One sophism,
however, is as good as another to vindicate a rooted prajudiee- '
and if Arnold were met on one, he had a dozen more in stock.
When he is met by the suggestion that modern knowledge has
surely as much light for men as the ignorance of ancient Palestine,
he has his answer ready. “Take,” he says, “a course of the
- Bible first, and then a course of Benjamin Franklin, Horace Gree-
ley, Jeremy Bentham, and Mr. Herbert Spencer ; see which has
~ most effect, which satisfies you most, which gives you most moral
~force.”* That, it would seem, is the kind of critical righteous-
ness that is developed under Hebrew tutelage. Is it worth while
~ answering that you might take a course of Sir Thomas Browne,
~ Burke, Charles Lamb, Emerson, Landor, Goethe, Mill, George
Eliot, Clifford, Tylor, and Ruskin, and that these may be found
to give considerably more moral force and satisfaction than the
Bible as a whole, not to say a course of Leviticus, Kings nud;
Chronicles, Proverbs, Jeremiah, the Epistle to the Hebrews, and
~ the Apocalypse! “Plato says,” Amold tells us,* *“with most pro-
. found truth : ‘ The man who would think to good purpose must
be able to take many things into his view together.’” It is
true; and how hard the saying hits him who quotes it!

What Arnold did with the Bible was to form an abstract
ideal conception of a people which be called Israel, and to assume
that this people was penetrated at all times, or at least till ne

~ the time of its fall, by those moral or religious notions which,

- the Old Testament books, most impressed his own religious
moral sense, We must not call this a delusion of sheer ignorance
for it often seems to be shared by M. Renan, who must
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~ better ; but in Arnold’s case the delusion seems from the outset
 to have barred knowledge of the facts. It is not merely that he
takes the conventional and illiterate view of the Bible documents,
accepting the ““law ” as coming down from Moses, and basing his
_motion of Jewish life on the chimeras of post-exilic forgery. He
'r'unnot, or rather will not, even read the plainest lessons of the
8 as they stand. He refers to Kuenen, but he learned nothing
Kuenen. Kuenen could have showed him, as the Bible could
showed him, that the Israelites remained habitual polytheists,
h *“all sorts of immorality,” to use his own phrase, at least till
exile ; and if he had sought historic science, and not the mere
of his prepossessions, he would have recognised that the
s’ monotheism and law are largely drawn from the races races
b conquered them. But he had his fancy to propitiate iate and
.-tut-en to promulgate, and so for him the polytheistic Hebrews,
ih their multitudinous polytheistic rites and gross superstitions,
‘corresponding to those of their Semitic neighbours, become a
visionary “Israel,” which with mysterious racial felicity had
- umiquely conceived of God as an “ Eternal Power, not ourselves,
which makes for righteousness—the meaning of Israelits
righteousness being at this point left tastefully vague. That
‘eonception is as far from historic fact, as purely a fairy-tale, as
iny of those other hallucinations which he calls such and smiles
at. Prohably no book was ever written in which there is so much
 of the air of judgment and moderation as appears in Ziterature and
: Ikyna, with such a deep defect of real judgment and painstaking
' in essentials. It is the work of a gifted man whose relation to the
-world of fact is in certain directions wholly fantastic. Only so
yil‘ did he possess the sense of reality as it was developed in him
balomely eclectic literary culture ; for with all his stipulation
for methodical reading he does not appear ever to have done any.
418 conceptions of religious history were such as might have been
med by Shelley, or by any fancifal and sympathetic mind de-
;&i-d from vulgar and dogmatic beliefs in the period before
cientific Biblical scholarship. Living at atime when such scholar-
m_nmddnnuyadvmoed, he in npdw.mtﬁ b e




