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DISSERTATIONS,

ETC.

COLERIDGE.*

THE name of Coleridge is one of the few English
names of our time which are likely to be oftener pro-
nounced, and to become symbolical of more important
things, in proportion as the inward workings of the age
manifest themselves more and more in outward facts.
Bentham excepted, no Englishman of recent date has
left his impress so deeply in the opinions and mental
tendencies of those among us who attempt to enlighten
their practice by philosophical meditation. If it be
true, a8 Lord Bacon affirms, that a knowledge of the
specnlative opinions of the men between twenty and
thirty years of age is the great source of political proph-
ecy, the existonce of Coleridge will show itself by no
glight or ambiguous traces in the coming history of our
country ; for no onc hus contributed more to shape the
opinions of those among its younger men, who can be
said to have opinions at all,

* Loodon and Westminster Review, March, 1840.



6 COLERIDGE.

The influence of Coleridge, like that of Bentham,
extends far beyond those who share in the peculiaritics
of his religious or philosophical creed. Ile has been
the great awakener in this country of the spirit of phi-
losophy, within the bounds of traditional opinions. He
has been, alinost as truly as Bentham, *“the great ques-
tioner of things established;” for a questioncr needs
not necessarily be an enemy. By Dentham, beyond
all others, men have been led to ask themselves, in
regard to any ancient or received opinion, ls it true?
and by Coleridge, What is the meaning of it? The
one took his stand outside the reccived opinion, and
surveyed it as an entire stranger to it : the other looked
at it from within, and endeavored to see it with the
eyes of a helicver in it; to discover by what apparent
facts it was at first suggested, and by what appearances
it has ever sinee been vendered continually credible, —
has secmed, to a succession of persons, to be a faithful
interpretation of their experience. DBentham judged a
proposition true or false as it accorded or not with the
result of his own inquiries; and did not scarch very
curiously into what might be meant by the proposition,
when it obviously did oot mean what he thought true.
With Coleridge, on the contrary, the very fact that any
doctrine had been believed by thoughtful men, and
received by whole nations or generations of mankind,
was part of' the problem to be solved; was one of the
phenomena to be accounted for. And, as Bentham’s
short and easy mcthod of referring all to the selfish
interests of aristocracies or priests or lawyers, or some
other species of impostors, could not satisfy a man
who saw so much farther into the complexities of the
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human intellect and feelings, he considered the long
or extensive prevalence of any opinion as a presump-
tion that it was not altogether a fallacy; that, to its
first authors at least, it was the result of a struggle
to express in words something which had a reality to
them, though perhaps not to many of those who have
since remeived the doctrine by mere tradition. The
long duration of a belief, he thought, is at least proof
of an adaptation in it to some portion or other of the
human mind : and if, on digging down to the root, we
do not find, as is generally the case, some truth, we
shall find some natural want or requirement of human
nature which the doctrine in question is fitted to satisfy ;
among which wants the instincts of selfishness and of
credulity have a place, but by no means an exclusive
one. From this difference in the points of view of the
two philosophers, and from the too rigid adherence of
each to his own, it was to be expected that Bentham
should continually miss the truth which is in the tradi-
tional opinions, and Coleridge that which is out of them
and at variance with them. Dut it was also likely that
each would find, or show the way to finding, much of
what the other missed.

It is hardly possible to speak of Coleridge, and his
position among his cotemporaries, without reverting
to Bentham : they are connected by two of the closest
bonds of association, — resemblance and contrast. It
would be difficult to find two persons of philosophic
eminence more exactly the contrary of one anotber.
Compare their modes of treatment of any subject, and
you might fancy them inhabitants of different worlds.
They seem to have scarcely a principle or a premise in
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common. Each of them sees scarcely any thing but
what the other does not see. Bentham would have
regarded Coleridge with a peculiar measure of the good-
humored contempt with which he was accustomed to
regard all modes of philosophizing different from his
own. Coleridge would probably have made Bentham
one of the exceptions to the enlarged and liberal appre-
ciation which (to the credit of A¢s mode of philusophiz-
ing) he extended to most thinkers of any eminence
from whom he differed. But contraries, as logicians
say, are but que in eodem genere maxime distant,
—the things which are farthest from one another in
the same kind. These two agrced in being the men,
who, in their age and country, did most to enforce, by
precept and example, the necessity of a philosophy.
They agreed in making it their occupation to recall
opinions to first principles; taking no proposition for
granted without examining into the grounds of it, and
ascertaining that it possessed the kind and degree of
evidence suitable to its nature. They agreed in recog-
nizing that sound theory is the only foundation for
sound practice; and that whoever despises theory, let
him give himsclf what airs of wisdom he may, is sclf-
convicted of being a quack. If a book were to be
compiled containing all the best things ever said on the
rule-of-thumb school of political craftsmanship, and on
the insufficiency for practical purposes of what the mere
practical man calls experience, it is difficult to say
whether the collection would be more indebted to the
writings of Bentham or of Coleridge. They agreed,
too, in pereciving that the groundwork of all other phi-
losophy must be laid in the philosophy of the mind.
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To lay this foundation deeply and strongly, and to raise
& superstructure in aceordance with it, were the ohjects
to which their lives were devoted. They employed,
indeed, for the most part, different materials; but as
the materials of both were real observations, the genu-
ine product of experience, the results will, in the end,
be found, not hostile, but supplementary, to one an-
other. Of their methods of philosophizing, the same
thing may be said: they were different, yet both were
legitimate logical processes. In every respect, the two
men are cach other’s “completing counterpart:” the
strong points of each correspond to the weak points of
the other. Whoever could master the premises and
combine the mcthods of both would possess the entire
English philosophy of his age. Coleridge used to say
that every one is born either a Platonist or an Aristote-
lian: it may be similarly affirmed, that every English-
man of the present day is by implication either a
Benthamite or a Coleridgian; holds views of human
affairs which can only be proved true on the principles
cither of Bentham or of Coleridge. In onc respect,
indeed, the parallel fails. IDentham so Tmproved and
added to the system of philosophy he adopted, that, for
his successors, he may almost be accounted its founder ;
while Coleridge, though he has left, on the system he
inculcated, such traces of himself as cannot fail to be
left by any mind of original powers, was anticipated in
all the essentials of his doctrine by the great Germans
of the latter half of the last century, and was accoms-
panied in it by the remarkable series of their French
expositors and followers. Hence, although Coleridge
iz to Englishmen the tvpe and the main source of that
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doctrine, he 13 the creator rather of the shape in which
it has appeared among us than of the doctrine itself.
The time is yet far distant, when, in the estimation
of Coleridge, and of his influence upon the intellect of
our time, any thing like unanimity can be looked for.
As a poet, Coleridge has taken his place. The health-
ier taste, and more intelligent canons of poetic criti-
cism, which he was himself mainly instrumental in
diffusing, have at length assigned to him his proper
rank, as one among the great (and, if we look to the
powers shown rather than to the amount of actual
achievement, among the greatest) names in our litera-
ture. But, as a philosopher, the class of thinkers has
scarcely yet arizen by whom he is to be judged. The
limited philosophieal public of this country is as yet too
exclusively divided between those to whem Coleridge
and the views which he promulgated or defended are
cvery thing, and those to whom they are nothing. A
truc thinker can only be justly cstimatcd whon his
thoughts have worked their way into minds formed in
a differcut school 5 have been wrought and woulded iuto
consistency with all other true and relevant thoughts;
when the noisy conflict of half-truths, angrily denying
one another, has subsided, and ideas which seemed
mutually incompatible have been found only to require
mutual limitations. This time has not yet come for
Coleridge. The spirit of philosophy in England, like
that of religion, 1is still rootedly sectarian. Conserva-~
tive thinkers and Liberals, transcendentalists and ad-
mirers of Hobbes and Liocke, regard each other as out
of the pale of philosophical intercourse ; look upon each

other’s speculations as vitinted hy an ariginal taint,
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which makes all study of them, except for purposes of
attack, useless, i wot mischicvous.  Aun error much
the same as if Kepler had refused to profit by Ptole-
my’s or Tycho’s observations, because those astronomers
believed that the sun moved round the earth; or as if
Priestley and Lavoisier, because they ditfered on the
doctrine of phlogiston, had rejected each other's chemi-
cal experiments. It is even a still greater error than
cither of these. Ior among the truths long recognized
by Continental philosophers, but which very few Eng-
lishmen have yet arrived at, one is, the importance, in
the present imperfect state of mental and social seience,
of antagonist modes of thought; which, it will one
day be felt, arc as necessary to one another in specula-~
tion, as mutually checking powers are in a political
constitution. A clear insight, indced, into this neces-
sity, is the only rational or enduring basis of philosophi-
cal tolerance ; the only condition under which liberality
in matters of opinion can be any thing better than a
polite synonyme for indifference between one opinion
and another.

All students of man and society who possess that
first requisite for so difficult a study, a due sense of its
difficulties, arc aware that the besetting danger is not
so much of cmbracing falschood for truth, as of mis-
taking part of the truth for the whole. It might he
plausibly maintained, that in almost every one of the
lead ng controversies, past or present, in social philoso-
phy, both sides were in the right in what they affirmed,
though wrong in what they denied: and that, if either
conld have been made to take the other’s views in addi-
tion to its own, little more would have been needed to
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make its doctrine correet. Take, for instance, the ques-
tion, how far mankind have gained by civilization.
One observer is forcibly struck by the multiplication
of physical comforts ; the advancement and diffusion of
knowledge ; the decay of superstition ; the facilities
of mutual intercourse; the softening of manners; the
decline of war and personal conflict; the progressive
limitation of the tyranny of the strong over the weak ;
the great works accomplished throughout the globe by
the co-operation of multitudes: and he becomes that
very common character, the worshipper of “our en-
lightencd age.”  Another fixes his attention, not upon
the value of these advantages, but upon the high price
which is paid for them; the relaxation of individual
energy and courage; tho loss of proud and sel f-relying
independence ; the slavery of so large a portion of
mankind to artificial wants; their effeminute shrinking
from cven the shadow of pain; the dull, unexciting
monotony of (heir lives, and the passionless insipidity,
and absence of any marked individuality, in their char-
aoters ; the contrast between the narrow mechanical
understanding, produced by a life spent in executing by
fixed rules a fixed task, and the varied powers of the
man of the woods, whose subsistence and eafety depend
at each instant upon his capacity of cxtemporarily
adapting means to ends; the demoralizing effect of
great inequalitics in wealth and social rank; and the
sufferings of the great mass of the people of civilized
countries, whose wants are scarcely better provided for
than those of the savage, while they are hound by a
thousand fetters in licu of the frecdom and excitement
which are his compensations. One who attends to
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these things, and to these exclusively, will be apt to infer
thet savage life is preferable to civilized ; that the work
of civilization should as far as possible be undone;
and, from the premiscs of Rousseau, he will not im-
probably be led to the practical conclusions of Rous-
seau’s disciple, Robespierre. No two thinkers can be
more entirely at variance than the two we have sup-
posed, — the worshippers of civilization and of inde-
pendence, of the present and of the remote past. Yet
all that is positive in the opinions of either of them is
true : and we see how easy it would he to choose one’s
path, if cither half of the truth were the whole of it;
and how great may be the difficulty of framing, as it is
necessary to do, a set of practical maxims which com-
bine both.

So, again, one person sees in a very strong light the
need which the great mass of mankind have of being
ruled over by a degree of intelligence and virtue superior
to their own. He is deeply impressed with the mis-
chief done to the uneducated and uncultivated by wean-
ing them of all habits of reverence, appealing to them
as a competent tribunal to decide the most intricate
questions, and making them think themselves capable,
not only of being a light to themselves, but of giving
the law to their superiors in culture. He sees, further,
that cultivation, to be carried beyond a certain point,
requires leisure ; that leisure is the natural attribute of
a hereditary aristocracy ; that such a body has all the
means of acquiring intellectual and moral superiority :
and he needs be at no loss to endow them with abun-
dant motives to it. An aristocracy indeed, being hu-
man, are, as he cannot but see, not exempt, any more



14 COLERIDGE.

than their inferiors, from the common need of being
controlled and enlightened by a still greater wisdom
and goodness than their own. For this, however, his
reliance is upon reverence for a Iigher above them,
sedulously inculcated and fostered by the course of
their education. 'We thus see brought together all the
clements of a conscientious zealot for am aristocratia
government, supporting and supported by an established
Christian church. Therc is truth, and important truth,
in this thinker’s premises. But there is a thinker of a
very different description, in whose premises there ig
an equal portion of truth. This is he who says, that an
average man, even an average member of an aristocracy,
if he can postpone the interests of other people to his
own calculations or instinets of self-interest, will do so ;
that all governments in all ages have done o, as far as
they were permitted, and generally to a ruinous extent ;
and that the only possible remedy is a pure democracy,
in which the people are their own governors, and can
have no selfish interest in oppressing themselves,

Thus it is in regard to every lmportant partial truth :
there are always two conflicting modes of thought, —
one tending to give to that truth too large, the other to
give it too small, a place; and the history of opinion is
generally an oscillation between these extremes. I'rom
the imperfection of the human faculties, it seldom hap-
pens, that, even in the minds of eminent thinkers, each
partial view of their subject passes for its worth, and
none for more than its worth. DBut, even if this just
balance exist in the mind of the wiser teacher, it will
not exist in his disciples, far less in the general mind.
He cannot prevent that which is new in his doctrine,
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and on which, being new, he is forced to insist the most
strongly, from making a disproportionatc impression.
The impetus neccssary to overcome the obstacles which
resist all novelties of opinion seldom fails to carry
the public mind almost as far on the contrary side of the
perpendicular. Thus every excess in either direction
determines a corresponding re-action ; improvement con-
gisting only in this, — that the oscillation, each time,
departs rather less widely from the centre, and an ever-
increasing tendency is manifested to settle finaily in it.

Now, the Germano-Coleridgian doctrine is, in our
view of the matter, the result of such a re-action. It
expresses the revolt of the human mind against the
philosophy of the eighteenth century. It is onto-
logical, because that was experimental; conservative,
becanse that was innovative ; religious, because so
much of that was infidel; concrete and historieal, he-
cause that was abstract and metaphysical; poetical,
because that was matter-of-fact and prosaic. In every
respect, it flies off in the contrary direction to its prede-
cessor : ycot, faithful to the goneral law of improvement
last noticed, it is less extreme in its opposition, it denies
Iess of what is true in the doctrine it wars aguinsi,
than had been the case in any previous philosophic
re-action; and, in particular, far less than when the
philosophy of the eighteenth century triumphed, and
so memorably abused its victory, over that which pre-
ceded it.

‘We may begin our consideration of the two systems
either at one extreme or the other, — with their highest
philosophical generalizations, or with their practical
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conclusions. The former seems preferable, because it
is in their highest gencralities that the difference be-
tween the two systems is most familiarly known.
Ivery consistent scheme of philosophy requires, as
its starting-point, a theory respecting the sources of
human knowledge, and the objects which the human
faculties are capable of taking cognizance of. The pre-
vailing theory in the eighteenth century, on this most
comprehensive of questions, was that proclaimed by
Locke, and commonly attributed to Aristotle, — that all
knowledge consists of generalizations from experience.
Of nature, or any thing whatever extcrnal to ourselves,
we know, according to this theory, nothing, except the
facts which present themselves to our senses, and such
other facts as may, by analogy, be inferred from these.
There is no knowledge @ priori; no truths cognizable
by the mind’s inward light, and grounded on intuitive
evidence. Secnsation, and the mind’s consciousness of
its own acts, are not only the exclusive sources, but the
sole matorials, of our knowledge. TFrom this doctrine,
Coleridge, with the German philosophers since Kant
(not to go farther back), and most of the English since
Reid, strongly dissents. He claims for the human
mind a capacity, within certain limits, of perceciving
the nature and properties of “things in themselves.”
Ie distinguishes in the human intellect two faculties,
which, in the technical language common to him with
the Germans, he calls Understanding and Reason. The
former faculty judzes of phcnomena, or the appear-
ances of things, and forms generalizations from these:
to the latter it belongs, by direct intuition, to perceive
things, and recognize truths, not cognizable by om
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senses. These perceptions are not indeed innate, nor
could ever have been awakecned in us without cxperi
ence; but they are not copies of it: experience is not
their prototype; it is ouly the occasion by which they
are irresistibly suggested. The appearances in nature
excite in us, by an inherent law, ideas of those invisible
things which are the causes of the visible appearances,
and on whose laws those appearances depend; and we
then perceive that these things must have pre-existed to
render the appearances possible; just as (to use a fre-
quent illustration of Coleridge’s) we sce, before we know
that we have eyes: but, when once this is known to us,
we perceive that eyes must have pre-existed to enable
us to see. Among the truths which are thus known
& priori, by occasion of experience, but not themselves
the subjects of experience, Coleridge includes the fun-
damental doctrines of religion and morals, the principles
of mathematics, and the ultimate laws even of physical
nature ; which he contends cannot be proved by ox-
perience, though they must necessarily be consistent
with it, and would, if we knew them perfecily, enable
us to account for all observed facts, and to predict all
those which are as yet unobserved.

It is not necessary to remind any one who concerns
himself with such subjects, that between the partisan
of these two opposite doctrines there reigns a bellum
internectnum. Neither side is sparing in the imputa-
tion of intellectual and moral obliquity to the percep-
tions, and of pernicious consequences to the creed, of
its antagonists. Sensualism is the common term of
abuse for the one philosophy ; mysticism, for the other.

The one doetrine is acensed of making men beasts ; the
VOL. 1I. 2
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other, lunatics. It is the unaffected belief of numbers
on cne side of the controversy, thut their adversaries
are actuated by a desire to break loose from moral and’
religivus obligation ; and of numbers on the other,
that their opponents are either men fit for Bedlam, or
who cunningly pander to the interests of hierarchies
and aristocracies by manufacturing superfine new argu-
ments in favor of old prejudices. It is almost needless
to say, that those who are freest with these mutual accu-
sations are seldom those who are most at home in the
real intricacies of the question, or who are best ac-
quainted with the argumentative strength of the opposite
side, or even of their own. But, without going to
these extreme lengths, even sober men on both sides
take no charitable view of the tendencies of each other’s
opinions.

It is affirmed that the doctrine of Locke and his
followers, that all knowledge is experience gencralized,
leads by strict logical consequence to atheism; that
Hume and other sceptics were right when they con-
tended that it is impossible to prove a God on grounds
of experience; and Coleridge (like Kant) maintains
positively, that the ordinary argument for a Deity,
from marks of design in the universe, ur, in olher
words, from the resemblance of the order in nature to
the effects of human skill and contrivance, is not
tenable. It is further said, that the same doctrine
annihilates moral obligation; reducing morality either
to the blind impulscs of animal sensibility, or to -a
calculation of prudential consequences, both equally
fatal to its cssence. Even science, it is affirmed, loses
the character of seience in this view of it, and becomes
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empiricism, — a mere enumeration and arrangement of
facts, not explaining nor accounting for them: since a
fact is only then accounted for, when we are made to
sce in it the manifestation of laws, which, as sovn as
they are perceived at all, are perceived to be necessary.
These are the charges brought by the transcendental
philosophers against the school of Locke, Hartley, and
Bentham. They, in their turn, allege that the transcen-
dentalists make imagination, and not observation, the
criterion of truth; that they lay down principles under
which a man may enthrone his wildest dreams in the
chair of philosophy, and impose them on mankind as
intuitions of the pure reason : which has, in fact, been
done in all ages, by all manner of mystical enthusiasts.
And cven if, with gross inconsistency, the'private reve-
lations of any individual Behmen or Swedenborg be
disowned, or, in other words, outvoted (the only means
of discrimination, which, it is contended, the theory
admite of), this is still only substituting, as the test
of truth, the dreams of the majority for the dreams of
each individual. Whoever forui a strong enough party
may at any time set up the immediate perceptions of
their reason, that is to say, any reigning prejudice, as
a truth independent of experience, —a truth not only
requiring no proof, but to be believed in opposition to
all that appears proof to the mere understanding ; nay,
the more to be believed, because it cannot be put into
words and into the logical form of a proposition without
a contradiction in terms : for no less authority than this
is claimed by some transcendentalists for their d-prior:
truths. And thus a ready mode is provided, by which
whoever is on the strongest side may dogmatize at his
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ease, and, instead of proving his propositions, may rail
at all who deny them, as bereft of “the vision and the
faculty divine,” or blinded to its plainest revelations by
a corrupt heart.

This is a very temperate statement of what is
charged by these two classes of thinkers agalnst each
other. How much of either representation is correct
cannot conveniently be discussed in this place. In
truth, a system of consequences from an opinion, drawn
by an adversary, is seldom of much worth. Disputants
are rarely sufficiently masters of each other’s doctrines
to be good judges what is fairly deducible from them,
or how a consequence which seems to flow from one
part of the theory may or may not be defeated by
another part. To combine the different parts of a
doctrine with one another, and with all admitted truths,
is not indeed a small trouble, nor one which a person is
often inclined to take for other people’s opinions.
Enongh if each does it for his own, which he has a
greater interest in, and is more disposed to be just to.
‘Were we to search among men’s recorded thoughts for
the choicest manifestations of human imbecility and
prejudice, our specimcns would be mostly taken from
their opinions of the opinions of one another. Impu-~
tations of horrid consegquences ocught not to bias the
judgment of any person capable of independent
thought. Coleridge himself says (in the twenty-fifth
Aphorism of his “Aids to Reflection”), *“ He who
begins by loving Christianity better than truth will
proceed by loving his own sect or church better than
Christiamty, and end in loving himself better than all.”

As to the fundamental difference of opinicn respects
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ing the sources of our knowledge (apart from the
corollaries which either pariy may have drawn from its
own principle, or imputed to its opponent’s), the ques-
tion lies far too deep in the recesses of psychology for
us to discuss it here. The lists having been open ever
since the dawn of philosophy, it is not wonderful that
the two partics should have been forced to put on their
strongest armor both of attack and of defence. ‘Lhe
question would not so long have remained a question,
if the more obvious arguments on either side had been
unanswerable. Each party has been able to urge in its
own favor numerous and striking facts, to reconcile
which with the opposite theory has required all the
metaphysical resources which that theory could com-
mand. It will not be wondered at, then, that we here
content oursclves with a bare statement of our opinion.
It is, that the truth on this much-decbated question lies
with the school of Locke and of Bentham. The nature
and laws of things in themselves, or of the hidden
causes of the phenomena which are the objects of
experience, appear to us radically inaccessible to the
human faculties. We see no ground for believing that
any thing can be the object of our knowledge except our
experience, and what can be inferred from our experi-
ence by the analogies of experience itself; nor that
there is any idea, feeling, or power, in the human mind,
which, in order to account for it, requires that its origin
should be referred to any other source. We are there-
fore at issue with Coleridge on the central idea of his
philosophy ; and we find no need of, and no use for,
the peculiar technical terminology which he and his
masters the Germans have introduced into philorophy
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for the double purpose of giving logical precision to
doetrines which we do not admit, and of marking a
relation betwecen those abstract doctrines and many
concrete cxperimental truths, which this language, in
our judgment, serves, not to elucidate, but to disguise
and obscure. Indeed, bub for lhese peculiarities of
language, it would be difficult to understand how the
reproach of mysticism (by which nothing is meant in
common parlance but unintelligibleness) has been fixed
upon Coleridge and the Geermans in the minds of many,
to whom doctrines substantially the same, when taught
in a manner more superficial, and less fenced round
against objections, by Rcid and Dugald Stewart, have
appeared the plain dictates of “common sense,” success-
fully asserted against the subtleties of metaphysics.
Yet, though we think the doctrines of Coleridge and
the Germans, in the pure science of mind, erroneous,
and have no taste for their peculiar terminology, we
are far from thinking, that even in respect of this, the
least valuable part of their intellectual exertions, those
philosophers have lived in vain. The doctrines of the
school of Locke stood in need of an entire renovation :
to borrow a physiological illustration from Coleridge,
they required, like certain secretions of the human
body, to be re-absorbed into the system, and secreted
afresh. In what form did that philosophy generally
prevail throughout Europe? In that of the shallowest
sct of doctrines, which, perhaps, were ever passed off
upon a cultivated age as a complete psychological sys-
tem, — the ideology of Condillac and his school; a
system which affected to resolve all the phenomena of
the human mind into sensation, by a process which
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essentially consisted in merely calling all states of
mind, however heterogeneous, by that naume; a philoso-
phy now acknowledged to consist solely of a set of
verbal generalizations, explaining nothing, distinguish-~
ing nothing, leading to nothing. That men should
begin by sweeping this away was the first sign that the
age of real psychology was about to commence. In
England, the case, though different, was scarcely bet-
ter. The philosophy of Locke, as a popular doctrine,
had remained nearly as it stood in his own book;
which, as its title implics, did not pretend to give an
account of any but the intellectnal part of our nature;
which, even within that limited sphere, was but the
commencement of a system ; and, though its errors and
defects as such have been exaggerated beyond all just
bounds, it dil expose many vulnerable points to the
searching criticism of the new school. The least imper-
fect part of it, the purely logical part, had almost dropped
out of sight. With respect to those of Locke’s doc-
trines which are properly metaphysical, — however the
sceptical part of them may have been followed up by
others, and carried beyond the point at which he
stopped, — the only one of his successors who attempted
and achicved any considerable improvement and exten-
sion of the analytical part, and therchy added any thing
to the explanation of the human mind on Locke’s prin-
ciples, was Hartley. But Hartley’s doctrines, so far as
they are true, were so much in advance of the age, and
the way had been so little prepared for them by the
general tone of thinking which yet prevailed, even
under the influence of Locke’s writings, that the phi-
losephic world did not deem them worthy of being
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attended to. Reid and Stewart were allowed to run
them down uncontradicted ; Brown, though a man of a
kindred genius, had cvidently never read them; and
but for the accident of their being taken up by Priest-
ley, who transmitted them as a kind of heirloom to his
Unitarian followers, the name of Hartley might have
perished, or survived only as that of a visionary physi-
cian, the author of an exploded physiological hypothe-
gis. It perhaps requircd all the violence of the assaults
made by Reid and the German school upon Locke's
system to recall men’s minds to Hartley’s principles,
as alone adequatc to the solution, upon that system, of
the peculiar difficulties which those assailants pressed
upon men’s attention as altogether insoluble by it. We
may here notice, that Coleridge, before he adopted his
later philosophical views, was an enthusiastic Hart-
leian; so that his abandonment of the philosophy of
Locke cannot be imputed to unacquaintance with the
highest. form of that philosophy which had yet appeared.
That he should pass through that highest form without
stopping at it is itself a strong presumption that there
were more difficulties in the question than Hartley had
solved. That any thing has since been done to solve
them, we probably owe to the revolution in opinion,
of which Coleridge was one of the organs; and, even
in abstract metaphysics, his writings, and those of his
school of thinkers, are the richest mine from whence
the opposite school can draw the materials for what has
yet to be done to perfect their own theory.

If we now pass from the purely abstract to the con-
crete and practical doctrines of the two schools, we
shall see still more clearly the necessity of the re-action,
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and the great service rendered to philosophy by its:
anthors. This will be best manifested by a survey of
the state of practical philosophy in Xurope, as Coleridge
and his compcers found it, towards the close of the last
eentury,

The state of opinion in the laller lalf of the eigh-
teenth century was by no means the same on the Conti-
nent of Europe and in our own island; and the difference
was still greater in appearance than it was in reality.
In the more advanced nations of the Continent, the
prevailing philosophy had done its work completely :
it had spread itsclf over every department of human
knowledge ; it had taken possession of the whole Con-
tinental mind ; and scarcely one educated person was
left who retained any allegiance to the opinions or the
institutions of ancient times. In England, the native
country of compromise, things had stopped far short of
this ; the philosophical moveracat had been brought to
a halt in an early stage; and a pesce had heen patched
up, by concessions on both sides, between the philosophy
of the time and its traditional institutions and erceds.
[Tence the aberrations of the age were gencrally, on the

Jontinent, at that period, the extravagances of new
opinions ; in England, the corruptions of old ones.

To insist upon the deficiencies of the Continental
philosophy of the last century, or, as it is commonly
termed, the French philosophy, is almost superfluous.
That philosophy is indeed as unpopular in this country
as 1ts bitterest enemy could desire. If its thults were
as well understood as they are much railed at, criticism
might be considered to have finished its work. Buw
that this is not yct the case, the nature of the imputa-
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tions currently made upon the French philosophers
sufficiently proves; many of these being as inconsistent
with a just philosophic comprehension of their system
of opinions as with charity towards the men them-
gelves. It is not true, for example, that any of them
denied moral obligation, or sought to weaken its force.
So far were they from meriting this accusation, that
they could not even tolerate the writers, who, like Hel~
vetius, aseribed a selfish origin to the feelings of moral-
ity, resolving them into a sense of interest. Those
writers were as much cried down among the philosophes
themselves, and what was true and good in them (und
there is much that 1s =0) met with as little appreciation,
then as now. The error of the philosophers was rather
that they trusted too wmmch to those feelings ; helieved
them to be more deeply rooted in human bature than
they are; to be not so dependent, as in fuct they are,
upon collateral influences. They thought them the
natural and spontancous growth of the human heart;
so firmly fixed in it, that they would subsist unimpaired,
nay, invigorated, wlen the whole system ot opinions
and observances with which they were habitually inter-
twined was violently torn away.

To tear away, was, indeed, all that these philosophers,
for the most purt, aimed at: they had no conception
that any thing else was needful. At their millennium,
superstition, priesteratt, error, and prejudice of every
kind, were to be annibilated : some of them gradually
added, that despotism and hereditary privileges mmst
share tho same fate ; and, this accomplished, they never
for a moment suspected that all the virtues and graces
of humanity could fail to flourish, or that, when the
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noxious weeds were once rooted out, the soil would
stand in any nced of tillage.

In this they committed the very common crror of
mistaking the state of things with which they had always
been familiar, for the universal and natural condition of
mankind. They were accustomed to see the human
race agglomcerated in large nations, all (except here and
there a madman or a malefactor) yielding obedience
more or less strict to a set of laws preseribed by a few
of their own number, and to a sct of moral rules pre-
scribed by each other’s opinion ; renouncing the exercise
of individual will and judgment, except within the
limits imposed by these laws and rules; and acquies-
eing in the sacrifice of their individual wishes, when the
point was decided against them by Jawful authority ; or
persevering only in hopes of altering the opinion of
the ruling powers. Finding matters to be so gencr-
ally in this condition, the philosophers apparently con-
cluded that they could not possibly be in any other;
and were ignorant by what a host of civilizing and
restraining influcnces a state of things so repugnant tu
man’s sclf-will, and love of independence, has Deen
brought about, and how imperatively it demands the
continuance of those Influences as the condition of its
own existence. 'l'he very first clement of the social
union, obedicnee to a government of some sort, has not
been found so easy a thing to establish in the world.
Among a timid and spiritless race, like the inhabitants
of the vast plains of tropical countries, passive obedi-
ence may be of natural growth; though even there we
doubt whether it has cver been found among any people
with whom fatalism, or, in other words, submission to
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the pressure of circumstances as the decree of God, did
not provail as a rcligious doctrine.  But the difficulty
of inducing a brave and warlike race to submit their
individual arbdirim to any common umpire has always
heen felt to be so great, that nothing short of snpernat-
ural power has been deemed adequate to overcome it}
and such tribes have always assigned to the first institu-
tion of civil society a divine origin,  So differently did
those jundge who knew savage man by actual experience
{rom thoese who had no acquaintance with him except in
the civilized state. In modern Europe itself, after the
a1l of the Roman Fnpire, to subduc the feundal anarchy,
and bring the whole people of any European nation
into subjection te government (although Christianity in
the mnst concentrated form of its influence was en-aper-
ating in the work), required thrice as many centuries as
have elapeed since that time.

Now, if these philosophers had known human nature
under any other type than that of their own age, and
of the partienlar classes of society among whom they
lived, it would have occwrved (o them, that wherever
this habitual submission to law and government has
been firmly and durably established, and yet the vigor
and manliness of character which resisted its estab-
lishment have been in any degree preserved, certain
requisites have existed, certain conditions have heen
fulfilled, of which the following may be regarded as the
principal.

First, There has existed, for all who were accounted
citizens, — for all who were not slaves, kept down by
brute force,—a system of education, beginning with
infaney and continned through life, of which, whatever
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else it might include, one main and incessant Ingre-
dient was restraining discipline. To train the human
being in the habit, and thence the power, of subordi-
nating his personal impulses and aims to what were
considered the ends of socicty ; of adhering, against all
temptation, to the course of conduct which those ends
preseribed; of eontrolling in himself all the feelings
which were liable to militate against those ends, and
encouraging all such as tended towards them, — this
was the purpose, to which every outward motive that
the authority directing the system could command, and
every inward power or principle which its knowledge
of human pature enabled it to evoke, were endeavored
to be rendercd instrumental. The entire civil and
military policy of the ancient commonyealths was such
a system of training: in modern nations, its place has
been attempted to be supplied principally by religious
teaching. And whenever and in proportion as the
strictness of the restraining discipline was relaxed, the
natural tendency of mankind to anarchy re-asserted
itself; the State became disorganized from within ;
mutual conflict for selfish ends neutralized the energics
which were required to keep up the contest against
natural causes of evil; and the nation, after a longer or
briefer interval of progressive decline, became either the
slave of a despotism, or the prey of a foreign invader.
The second condition of permancnt political society
has been found to be, the existence, in some form or
other, of the feeling of allegiance, or loyalty. This
feeling may vary in its objects, and is not confined to
any particular form of government: but, whether in a
democracy or in a monarchy, its essence is always the



30 COLERIDGE.

game; viz., that there be in the constitution of the
State something which is settled, something permanent,
and not to be called in question, — something which,
by general agreement, has a right to be where it is, and
to be secure against disturbance, whatever else may
change. This feeling may attach itself, as among the
Jews (and, indeed, in most of the commonwealths of
antiquity), to a common God or gods, the protectors
and guardians of their State; or it may attach itself
to certain persons, who are deemed to be, whether by
divine appointment, by long prescription, or by the
general recognition of their superior capacity and
worthiness, the rightful guides and guardians of the
rest; or it may attach itself to laws, to ancient liber-
ties, or ordinances; or, finally (and this is the only
shape in which the feeling is likely to exist hereafter), it
may attach itself to the principles of individual freedom
and political and social equality, as realized in Institu-
tions which as yet exist nowhere, or exist only in a
rudimentary state. But, in all political societies which
have had a durable existence, there has been some fixed
point; something which men agreed in holding sacred ;
which, wherever freedom of discussion was a recognized
principle, it was of course lawful to contest in theory,
but which no one could either fear or hope to see shaken
in practice ; which, in short (except perhaps during
some temporary crisis), was, in the common estimation,
placed beyond discussion. And the necessity of this
may easily be made evident. A State never is, nor,
until mankind are vastly improved, can hope to be, for
any long time, exempt from internal dissension; for
there neither is, nor has ever heen, any state of society
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in which collisions did not occur between the iminediate
interests and paseions of powerful sections of the peo-
ple. 'What, then, enables socicty to weather these
storms, and pass through turbulent times without any
permancnt weakening of the sccurities for peaceable
existence? Precisely this, — that, however Important
the interests about which men fall out, the conflict did
not affect the fundamental principles of the system of
social union which happened to cexist; nor threaten
large portions of the community with the subversion
of that on which they had built their calculations, and
with which their hopes and aims had Decome identified,
But when the questioning of these fundamental princi-
ples is, not the occasional dizease or salutary medicine,
Lut the habitual eondition of the body politie, and
when all the violent animositics are called forth which
spring naturally from such o situation, the State is
virtually in a position of civil war, and can never long
remain {ree from 1t in act and fact.

The third essential condition of stability in political
society i3 a strong and active puinciple of cohesion
among the members of the same community or state.
‘We need scarcely say that we do not mean nationality,
in the vulgar sense of the term, — a senseless antipathy
to forcigners; an indifference to the geneval welfare of
the himan race, or an unjust preference of the sup-
posed interests of our own country ; « cherishing of bad
peculiarities becausc they are national; or a refusal te
adopt what has been found good by other countries.
VWe mcan a principle of sympathy, not of hostility ; of
union, not of separation. We mean a feeling of com-
mon interest among those who live under the same
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government, and are contained within the same natural
cr historical boundarics. W meunn, that one part of the
community do uot consider themselves as forcigners with
regard to another part; that they set a value on their
ronnection; feel that they are one people: that their lot
is cast together; that evil to any of their fellow-country-
neen is evil to themselves ; and do not desire selfishly to
free themselves from their share of any common incon-
venience by severing the conmceetion.  How strong this
feeling was in those ancient commonwealths which
attained any durable greatness, every onc knows. Ilow
happily Rome, in spite of all Lier tyranny, succeeded in
establishing the {ecling of w common country among
the provinces of her vast awd divided empire, will
appear when any one who has given due attention to the
subject shall take the trouble to point it out.* Im

modern times, the countries which have had that feeling

% Wo are glad to quote a striking passage from Coleridge on this very
fubject. He is speaking of the misdeeds of England in Ireland; toward.
which misdeeds, this Tory, as he is called (for the Tories, who neglectec
him In his lifetime, show oo little eagerness to give themschves the crodit ot
his name after his death), entertained feelings scarcely surpassed by thes.
which are cxcited by the masterly exposuare for which we have recently been
indebted to M. de Beanmont.

“1et us discharge,” he says, “ what may well be deemed a debt of justice
from avery well-educated Englishman to his Roman-Catholic fellow-subjects
of the Sister Island. At least, let us ourselves uniderstand the true cause of
the evil as it now exists. I'o what and 1o whom is the present state of Tre-
lund mxinly to bo atiributed?  Thie should be the quastion: and to thia T
answer aloud, that it is mainly atiribwable to those, who, during a period of
lit!le less than a whole century, used as a substitute what Providence had
given into their hiand as an opportunity; who chose to consider as superszd.
ing the most sacred duty a code of law, which could be excused only on
the plea that it enabled them to perform it; to the sloth and improvidence
the weakness and wickedness, of the gentry, clergy, and governors of Ire.
land, whe persevered in preferring intrigue, violence, and seltish expatria-
tiom, to a cystem of preventive and remedial measnres, tha efficacy of wh'ch
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in the strongest degree have been the most powerful
countries, — England, France, and, in proportion to their
territory and resources, Holland and Switzerland ; while
England, in her connection with Ircland, is one of the
most signal exaraples of the consequences of its absence.
Every Italian knows why Italy is under a foreign yoke

every Geerman knows what maintains despotism in the
Austrian Empire ; the evils of Spain flow as much from
the absence of nationality among the Spaniards them-
selves as from the presence of it in their relations with
forcioners; while the completest illustration of all is
afforded by the republics of South America, where the

bad Leen warranted for them alike by the whole pmvihcial history of ancient
Rome, cui pacare subactos summa erat sapientin, and by tho happy results of
the few exceptions to the contrary scheme unbappily pursued by their and
our ancestors.

#1 can imagine no work of geniug that would more appropriately deco-
rate the dome or wall of a senate-house than an abstract of Irish bistory
from the landing of Strongbow to the battle of the Boyne, or to a yet later
period, embodied in intelligible emblems, — an allegorical history-piece
designed in the spirit of a Rubens or a Buonarotti, and with the wild lights,
portentous shades, and saturated colors, of a Rembrandt, Caravaggio, and
Spagnolctti. To complete the great moral and political lesson by the his-
toric contrast, nothing more would be required than by come equally effective
means to possess the mind of' the spectator with the state and condition of
ancient Spain at less than half a century from the final conclusion of an
obstinate and almost unremitting conflict of two hundred years by Agrippa's
subjugation of the Cantabrians, omnibus Hispanice populis devictis et pacatis
At the breaking-up of the empire, the West Goths conquered the couuniry
and made division of the Jands. Then came eight centuries of Moorist
domination. Yet so deeply had Roman wisdom impressed the fairest char-
acters of the Roman mind, that at this very hour, i’ we except a compara~
tively insignificant portion of Arabic derivatives, the natives throughout the
whole Peninsula speak a language less differing from the Romana rustica, or
provincial Latin of the times of Lucan and Seneca, than any two of its dia-
lects from each other. The time approaches, I trust, when our political
economists may study the science of the provineial policy of the ancients in
detail, under the auspices of hoy e, for immediate and practical purposes.” —
Church and Staie, p. 151,

VOL. II. 3
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parts of one and the same State adhere so slightly
together, that no sooner does any province think itsclf
aggrieved by the general government, than it proclaims
itself a separate nation.

These cssential requisites of civil society the French
philosophers of the eighteenth century unfortunately
overlooked. They found, indeed, all three —at least
the first and second, and most of what nourishes and
invigorates the third

already undermined by the vices
of the institutions and of the men that were set up as
the guardians and bulwarks of them. If innovators,
in their theories, disregarded the clementary principles
of the social union, conservatives, in their practice,
had set the first example.  The existing order of things
had ceased to realize those first principles: from the
force of circnmstances, and from the short-sighted
eolfishness of ite administrators, it had ceased to possess
the essential conditions of permanent society, and was
therefore tottering to its fall.  But the philosophers did
not sce this. Bad as the existing system was in the
days of its decrepitude, according (o them it was still
worse when it actually did what it now only pretended
to do. Instead of feeling that the effect of a bad social
order, in sapping the necessary foundations of socicty
itself, is one of the worst of its many mischiefs, the
philosopliers saw onlz, and saw with joy, that it was
sapping its own foundations. In the weakening of all
governiment, they saw only the weakening of bad gov-
ernment, and thought they could not better employ
themselves than in finishing the task so well begun; in
discrediting all that still remained of restraining disci-
pline, beeause it rested on the ancient and decayed creeds
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against which they made war; in unsettling every thing
which was still considered scttled, inaking men doubtful
of the few things of which they still felt certain; and 1t
uprooting what Jittle remained in the people’s minds of
reverence for any thing above them, of respect to any
of the liraits which custom and prescription had set to
the indulgence of each man’s fancies or inclinatiouns, or
of attachment to any of the things which belonged to
them as a nation, and which made them feel their unity
as such.

Much of all this was, no doubt, unavoidable, and
not justly matter of blame. When the vices of all
constituted authorities, added to natural caunses of
decay, have caten the heart ont of old institutions and
beliefs, while at the same time the growth of knowl-
edge, and the altered circumstances of the age, would
have required inetitutions and erceds different from
these, even if they had remained nncorrupt, we are far
from saying that any degree of wisdom on the part of
speculative thinkers could avert the political catastro-
phes, and the subsequent moral anacchy and unsettled-
ness, which we have wimessed and are witnessing.
Still less do we pretend that those prineiples and influ-
ences which we have spoken of as the conditions of the
permanent existence of the social union, once lost, can
ever be, or should be attempted to be, revived in con-
nection with the same institutions or the same doctrines
as before.  When society requires to he rebuilt, there
is no use in attempting to rebuild it on the old plan.
By the union of the enlarged views and analytic powers
of speculative men with the observation and contriving
engacity of men of practice, Lotter institutions and
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better doctrines must be elaborated; and, until this is
done, we cannot hope for much improvement in our
present condition. The cffort to do it in the eighteenth
century would have been premature, as the attempts of
the Economistes (who, of all persons then living, came
nearest to it, and who were the first to form clearly the
idea of a social science) sufficiently testify. The time
was not ripe for doing effectually any other work than
that of destruction. But the work of the day should
have been se performed as not to impede that of the
morrow. No one can calculate what struggles, which
the cause of improvement has yet to undergo, might
have been spared, if the philosophers of the cighteenth
century had done any thing like justice to the past.
Their mistake was, that they did not acknowledge the
historical value of much which had ceased to be useful,
nor saw that institntions and ereeds, new effete, had
rendered essential services to civilization, and still filled
a place in the human mind, and in the arrangements of
society, which could not without great peril be left
vacant. Their mistake was, that they did not recognize,
in many of the errors which they assailed, corruptions
of important truths, and, in many of the institutions
most cankered with abuse, necessary clements of eivil-
ized society, thongh in a form and vesture no longer
suited to the age ; and hence they involved, as far as in
them lay, many great truths in a common discredit with
the errors which had grown up around them. They
threw away the shell, without preserving the kernel;
and, attempting to new-model society without the bind-
ing foreces which hold society together, met with such
success as might have been anticipated.
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Now, we claim, in hehalf of the philosophers of tha
re-actionary school,  — of the school to which Coleridge
belongs, — that exactly what we blame the philoso-
phers of the eightcenth century for not doing, they
have done.

Every rc-action in opinion, of course, brings into
view that portion of the truth which was overlooked
before. Tt was natural that a philosophy which anathe-
matized all that had been going on in Europe from
Constantine to Luther, or even to Voltaire, should be
succeeded by another, at once a scvere critic of the new
tendencies of society, and an impassioned vindicator of
what was good in the past. This is the ensy merit
of all Tory and Royalist writers. Bt the peculiarity
of the Germano-Coleridgian school is, that they saw
beyond the immediate controversy, to the fandamental
principles involved in all such controversies. They
were the first (except a solitary thinker here and there)
who inquired, with any comprehensiveness or depth,
into the inductive laws of the existence and growth of
human society. They were the first to bring promi-
nently forward the three requisites which we have enu-
merated as essential principles of all permanent forms
of social existence; as principles, we say, and not as
mere accidental advantages, inherent in the particular
pulity or religion which the writer happened to patron-
ize. They were the first who pursued, philoscpbically
and in the spirit of Baconian investigation, not only
this inquiry, but others ulterior and collateral to it.
They thus produced, not a piece of party advoeacy, but
a philosophy of society, in the only form in which it is
yet possible, — that of & philosophy of history: not a
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defence of particular ethical or religious doetrines, but
a contribution, the Jargest made by any class of think-
ers, towards the philosophy of human culture.

The brilliant light which has been thrown upon
history during the last half-ecentury has proceeded
almost wholly from this school. The disrespect in
which history was held by the pAilosoples is notorious :
one of the soberest of them (D'Alembert, we believe)
was the author of the wish, that all record whatever of
past events could be blotted out. And, indeed, the
ordinary mode of writing history, and the ordinary
mode of drawing lessons from it, were almost sufficicnt
to excuse this contempt. But the philosophes saw, as
usual, what was not true, not what was. It is no
wonder that they who looked on the greater part of
what had been handed down from the past as sheer hin-
derances to man’s attaining a well-heing, which would
otherwise be of casy attainment, should content them-
selves with a very superficial study of history. But
the case was otherwise with those who regarded the
maintcnance of society at all, and espccially its mainte~
nance in a state of progressive advancement, as a very
diflicult task actually achieved, in however imperfect a
manner, for & number of centuries, against the strong-
est ohstacles. It was natural that they should fecl a
deep interest in aseertaining how this had been effected ;
and should be led to inquire, both what were the requi-
sites of the permanent existence of the body politic, and
what were the conditions which had rendered the pres-
ervation of these permanent requisites compatible with
perpetual and progressive Improvement. And hence
that scries of great writers and thinkers, from Herder
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to Michelet, by whom history, which was till then “a
tale told by an idiot, full of sound and fury, signifying
nothing,” has been made a science of causes and effects ;
who, by making the facts and eveuts of the past have a
meaning and an intelligible place in the gradual evolu-
tion of humanity, have at once given history, even to
ihe imagination, an interest like romance, and afforded
the only means of predicting and guiding the future, by
unfolding the agencies which have produced, and still
maintain, the present.*

The same causes have naturally led the same class of
thinkers to do what their predecessors never could have
done for the philosophy of human culture. For the
tendency of their speculations compelled them to see, in
the character of the national edunecation existing in any
political society, at once the principal cause of its
permanence as a society, and the chief source of its

#* There is something at once ridiculous and discouraging in the signs
which daily meet us, of the Cimmerian darkness still prevailing in England
(wherever recent foreign literature or the speculations of the Coleridgians
have not penetrated) concerning tho very oxistence of the views of goneral
history which have been received throughout the continent of Europe for the
last twenty or thirty years. A writer in “Blackwood's Magazine " — cer-
tainly not the least able publication of our day, nor this the least able writer
jn it— lately announced, with all the pomp and heraldry of triumphant
genius, a discovery which was to disabuse the world of an universal preju-
dice, and create *'the philosophy of Roman history.”” This is, that the
Roman Empire perished, not from outward violence, but from inward decay;
and that the barbarian conquerors were the renovators, not the destroyers,
of its civilization. Why, there is not a schoolboy in France or Germany
who did not possess this writer's discovery before him: the contrary opinion
has receded so far into the past, that it must be rather a learned Frenchman
or (terman who remembers that it was ever held. If the writer in * Black-
wood  had read & line of Guizot (to go no further than the most obvious
sources), he would probably have abstained from making himself very ridic-
ulous, and his country, so far as depends upon him, the laughing-stock of

Europe.
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progressiveness ; the former by the extent to which that
education operated as a system of restraining discipline,
the latter by the dcgree in which it called forth and
invigorated the active faculties. Besides, not to have
looked upon the culture of the inward man as the
problem of problems would have been incompatible
with the belief which many of these philosophers enter-
tained in Christianity, and the recognition by all of
them of its historical value, and the prime part which it
has acted in the progress of mankind. But here too,
let us not fail to observe, they rose to principles, and
did not stick in the particular case. The calture of the
human being had been carried to no ordinary height,
and human nature had exhibited many of its noblest
manifestations, not in Christian countries only, but in the
ancient world, — in Athens, Sparta, Rome : nay, even
barbarians, as the Germans, or still more unmitigated
savages, the wild Indians, and again the Chinese, the
Egyptians, the Arabs, all had their own education, their
own culture, — a culture which, whatever might be its
tendency upon the whole, had been successful in some
respect or other. Every form of polity, every con-
dition of society, whatever clse it had done, had formed
its type of national character. What that type was,
and how it had been made what it was, were questions
which the metaphysician might overlook : the historical
philosopher could not. Accordmngly, the views respect-
ing the various clemcnts of human culture, and the
causes influencing the formation of national character,
which pervade the writings of the Germano-Coleridgian
school, throw into the shade every thing which had been
effected before, or which has been attempted simultane-
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ously by any other school. Such views are, more than
any thisg else, the characteristic feature of the Goethian
period of German literaturc; and are richly diffused
through the historical and critical writings of the new
French school, as well as of Coleridge and his followers,

In this long though most compressed dissertation on
the Continental philosophy preceding the re-action, and
on the nature of the re-action so far as dirccted against
that philosophy, we have unavoidably been led to speak
rather of the movement itsclf than of Coleridge’s par-
ticular share in it; which, from his posteriority in date,
was necessarily a subordinate one.  And it wonld bhe
useless, even did our limits permit, to bring together,
from the scattered writings of a man who produced no
systematic work, any of the fragments which he wmay
have contributed to an edifice still incomplete, and even
the general character of which we can have rendered
very imperfectly intelligible to those who are not ac-
quainted with the theory itself. Our object is to invite
to the study of the original sources, not to supply the
place of such a study. What was peculiar to Cole-
ridge will ke better manifested when we now procecd
to review the state of popular philosophy immediately
preceding him in our own island ; which was different,
in some material respects, from the contemporaneous
Continental philosophy.

In England, the philosophical speculations of the age
had not, except in a few highly metaphysical minds
(whose example rather served to deter than to invite
others), taken so audacious a flight, nor achieved any
thing like so complete n vietory over the countoracting
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influences, as on the Continent. There is in the English
mind, both in speculation and in practice, a highly salu-
tary shrinking from all extremes ; but, as this shrinking
is rather an instinet of caution than a result of insight,
it is too ready to satisfy itself with any medium merely
because it is u wediam, and to acquicsce in a union of
the disadvantages of both extremes instead of their
advantages. The circumstances of the age, too, were
unfavorable to decided opinions. The repose which
followed the great struggles of the Reformation and the
Commonwealth; the final victory over Popery and Puri-
tanism, Jacobitism and Republicanism, and the lulling
of the controversics which kept speculation and spiritual
consciousness alive ; the lethargy which came upon all
governors and teachers, after their position in society
became fixed ; and the growing absorption of all classes
in material intercsts, — caused a state of mind to diffuse
itself, with less of deep inward workings, and less
capable of interpreting those it had, than had cxisted
for centuries. The age scemed smitten with an inca-
pacity of producing deep or strong fecling, such as at
least could ally itself with meditative habits. There
were few poets, and none of a high order; and phi-
losophy fell mostly into the hands of men of a dry
prosaic nature, who had not enough of the materials of
human feeling in them to be able to imagine any of its
more complex and mysterious manifestations ; all of
which they either left out of their theories, or introduced
them with such cxplanations as no one who had expe-
rienced the feelings could receive as adequate. An age
like this, an age without earncstness, was the natural
era of compromises and half-convictions.
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To make out a case for the feudal and ecclesiastical
institutions of modern Europe was by no means impos-
sible : they had a meaning, had existed for honest endy,
and an honest theory of them might be made. Dut
the administration of those institutions had long ccased
to accord with any honest theory. It was impossible to
justify them in principle, except on grounds which con-
demned them in practice; and grounds of which there
was, at any rate, little or no recognition in the phi-
losophy of the cighteenth century. The natural ten-~
dency, therefore, of that philosophy, everywhere but in
Kngland, was to scck the extinction of those institu-
tions. In England, it would doubtless have done the
same, had it been strong ecnough 3 but, as this was be-
yond its strength, an adjustment was come to Letween
the rival powers. What neither party caved about, the
ends of existing institutions, the work that was to be
done by teachers and governors, was flung overboard.
The wages of that work the teachers and governors did
care about; and those wages were sceured to them.
The existing institutions in Church and State were to be
prescrved inviolate, in outward scemblance at least; but
were required to be, practieally, as much a nullity as
possible. The Church continued to *rear her mitred
front in courts and palaces,” but not, as in the days of
Hildebrand or Becket, as the champion of arts against
arms, of the serf against the seigneur, peace against war,
or spiritnal principles and powers against the domination
of animal force; nor even (as in the days of Latimer
and Joho Knox) as a body divinely commissioned to
train the nation in a knowledge of God, and obedience
to his laws, whatever beeame of temporal principalities
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and powers ; and whether this end might mcst effectw
ally be compassed by their assistance, or by trampling
them under foot. No; but the people of Kngland
liked old things, and nobody krew how the place might
be filled which the doing-away with so conspicuous an
institution would leave vacant, and quicta ne movere
was the favorite doctrine of those times: therefore, on
condition of not making too much noise about religion,
or taking it too much in carncst, the Church was sup-
ported, cven by philosophers, — as a “bulwark against
fanaticism,” a sedative to the religious spirit, to prevent
it from disturbing the harmony of society or the tran-
quillity of states. The clergy of the Establishment
thought they had a good bargain on these terms, and
kept its eonditions very faithfully.

The State, again, was no longer considercd, accord-
ing to the old ideal, as a concentration of the force of
all the individuals of the nation in the hands of certain
of its members, in order to the accomplishment of
whatever could be best accomplished by systematic co-
operation. It was found that the Statc was a bad
judge of the wants of society; that it in reality cared
very little for them: and when it attempted any thing
beyond that police against crimc, and arbitration of
disputes, which are indispensable to gocial existence,
the private sinister interest of some class or individual
was usually the prompter of its procecdings. The
natural inference would have been, that the constitu-
tion of the State was somehow not suited to the exist-
ing wants of society; having indeed descended, with
scarcely any modifications that could be avoided, from
a time when the most prominent exigencies of society
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were quite different. This conclusicl, however, was
shrunk from ; and it required the peculiaritics of very
recent times, and the speculations of the Bentham
school, to produce even auy counsiderable tendency that
way. The existing Constitution, and all the arrange-
ments of existing society, continued to be applauded as
the best possible. The celebrated theory of the three
powers was got up, which made the excellence of our
Constitution consist in doing less harm than would be
done by any other form of government. Government
altogether was regarded as a necessary evil, and was
required to hide itself, — to make itself as little felt as
possible. The cry of the people was not, “Help us;”
“ Guide us;” “ Do for us the things we cannot do; and
instruct us, that we may do well those which we can”
(and truly such requirements from such rulers would
have been a bitter jest) : the cry was, “ Let ns alone.”
Power to decide questions of meum and twum, to pro-
tect society from open viclence, and from some of the
most dangerous modes of fraud, could not be withheld :
these functions the Government was left in possession
of ; and to these it became the expectation of the public
that it should confine itself.

Such was the prevailing tone of English belief in
temporals. What was it in spintuals? IHere, too, a
similar system of compromise had been at work.
Those who pushed their philosophical speculations to
the denial of the received religious belief, whether they
went to the extent of infidelity or only of heterodoxy,
met with little encouragement: neither religion itself,
nor the received forms of it, were at all shaken by the
few attacks which were made upon them from without.
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The philosophy, howcver, of the time, made itself felt
as effectually in another fashion : it pushed its way ¢néo
religien. The d-priore arguments for a God were first
dismissed.  This wus indeed iucvitable. The internal
evidences of Christianity shared nearly the same fate:
if not absolutely thrown aside, they fell into the back-
ground, and were litt): thought of. The doctrine of
Locke, that we have no ¢nnrale moral sense, perverted
into the doctrine that we have no moral sense at all,
made it appear that we had not any capacity of judging,
from the doctrine itself, whether it was worthy to have
come from a righteous Deing. In forgetfulness of the
most solemn warnings of the Author of Christianity,
as well as of the apostle who was the main diffuser of
it through the world, belief in his religion was left to
stand upon miracles, —a species of evidence, which,
according to the universal belief of the early Christians
themselves, was by no means peculiar to true religion ;
and it is melancholy to sce on what frail reeds able
defenders of Christianity preferred to rest, rather than
upon that better evidence which alone gave to their
so-called evidences any value as a collatcral confirma-
tion. In the interpretation of Christianity, the palpa-
blest dibliolatry prevailed, —if (with Coleridge) we
may so term that superstitious worship of particular
texts, which persecuted Galileo, and, in our own day,
anathematized the discoveries of geology. Men whose
faith in Christianity rested on the literal infallibility of
the sacred volume shrank in terror from the idea that
it could have been included in the scheme of Providence,
that the human opinions and mental habits of the par-
ticular writers should b allowed to nix with and color
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their mode of conceiving and of narrating the divine
transactions. Yet this slavery to the letter has not
only raised every difficulty which envelops the wmost
unimportant passage in the Bible into an objection to
revelation, but has paralyzed many a well-meant effort
to bring Christianity home, as a consistent scheme, to
human experience, and capacities of apprehension; as
i there was much of it which it was more prudent to
leave ¢n nubibus, lest, in the attempt to make the mind
scize hold of it as a reality, some text might be found
to stand in the way. It might have been expected that
this idolatry of the words of Scripture would at least
have saved its doctrines from being tampered with by
human notions: but the contrary proved to be the
effect; for the vagne and sophistical mode of inter-
preting texts, which was necessary in order to reconeile
what was manifestly irreconcilable, engendered a habit
of playing fast and loose with Seripture, and finding
in, or leaving out of it, whatcver onc pleased. Hence,
while Christianity was, in theory and in intention,
received and submitted to, with even "prostration of
the understanding ” before it, much alacrity was in fact
displayed in accommodating it to the received philozo-
phy, and even to the popular notions of the time. To
take only one example, but so signal a one as to be
instar omnium. I there is any one requirement
of Christianity less doubtful than another, it is that
of being spiritually-minded ; of loving and practising
good froma a pure love, simply because it is good.
But one of the crotchets of the philosophy of the age
was, that all virtue is self-interest ; and accordingly, in
the text-book adopted by the Church (in one of its
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universities) for instruction in moral philosophy, the
rcason for doing good is declarcd o be, that God is
stronger than we are, and is able to damn us if we do
not. This is no exaggeration of the sentiments of
Paley, and hardly even of the crudity of his lan-
guage.

Thus, on the whole, England had neither the bene-
fits, such as they were, of the new ideas, nor of the
old. We were just sufficiently under the influences of
each to render the other powerless. We had a Govern-
ment, which we respected too much to attempt to
change it, but not enough to trust it with any power,
or look to it for any services that were not compelled.
We had a Church, which had ceased to fulfil the honest
purposes of a church, but which we made a great point
of keeping up as the pretence or simulacrum of one.
We had a highly spiritnal religion (which we were
instructed to obey from selfish motives), and the most
mechanical and worldly notions on every other subject;
and we were so much afraid of being wanting in reve-
rence to each particular syllable of the book which
contained our religion, that we let its most important
meanings slip through our fingers, and entertained the
most grovelling conceptions of its spirit and general
purposes. This was not a state of things which could
recommend itselt’ to any earncst mind, 1t was sure, in
no great length of time, to call forth two sorts of men:
the one demanding the extinction of the institutions and
creeds which had hitherto existed ; the other, that they
be made a reality : the one pressing the new doctrines
to their utmost consequences, the other re-asserting the
best meaning and purposes of the old. The first typa
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attained its greatest hcight in Bentham ; the last, in
Coleridge.

We hold that these two sorts of men, who seem to
be, and belicve themselves to be, enemies, are in reality
allics, The powers they wield are opposite poles of
one great force of progression.  What was really
hateful and contemptible was the state which preceded
them, and which each, in its way, has been striving
now for many years to improve. Xach cught to hail
with rcjoicing the advent of the other. But most of
all ought an enlightened Radical or Liberal to rejoice
over such a Conservative as Coleridge. TFor such a
Radical must know, that the Constitution and Church
of England, and the religious opinions and political
maxims professed by thelr supporters, are not mere
frauds, nor sheer nonsense; have not been got up
originally, and all along maintained, for the sole pur-
pose of picking people’s pockets ; without aiming at, or
being found conducive to, any honest end during the
whole process. Nothing, of which this i3 a sufficient
account, would have lasted a tithe of five, eight, or ten
centuries, in the most improving period and (during
much of that period) the wost improving nation in the
world. These things, we may depend upon it, were
not always without much good in them, however little
of it may now be left: and reformers ought to hail the
man as a brother-reformer who points out what this
good is; what it is which we have a right to expect
from things cstablished ; which they are bound to do
for us, as the justification of their being established ; so
that they may be recalled to it, and compelled to do it,
or the impossibility of their any longer doing it may be
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conclusively manifested. What is any case for reform
good for, until it has passed this test? What mode is
there of determining whether a thing is fit to exist,
without first conridering what purposes it exists for,
and whether it be still capable of fulfilling themn?

We have not room here to consider Coleridge’s Con-
servative philosophy in all its aspects, or in relation to
all the quarters from which objections might be raised
against it.  'We shall consider it with relation to Re-
formers, and especially to Benthamites. e would
assist them to determine whether they would have to
do with Conservative philosophers, or with Conserva-
tive dunces; and whether, since there are Tories, it
be Dbetter that they should learn their Toryism from
TLord Eldon, or even Sir Robert Peel, or from Cole-
ridge.

Take, for instance, Coleridge’s view of the grounds
of a Church Establishment. IIis mode of treating any
institution is to investizate what he terms the idea of it,
or what in common parlance would be called the princi-
ple involved in it.  The idea or principle of a national
church, and of the Church of England in that charac-
ter, is, according to him, the reservation of a portion
of the land, or of a right to a portion of its produce,
as a fund, — for what purpose? Ifor the worship of
God?  TFor the performance of religious ceremonies?
Noj; for the advancement of knowledge, and the eivili-
zation and cultivation of the community. This fund he
does not term “ church-property,” but “the nationalty,”
or national property. Ie considers it as destined for
*the support and maintenance of a permanent class or
order, with the following duties : —
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“ A certain smaller number were to remain at the fountain-
heads of the humanities, in cultivating and enlarging the
knowledge already possessed, and in watching over the inter-
ests of physical and moral science; being likewise the in-
structors of such ag constituted, or were to constitute, the
remaining more numerous classes of the order. The meme
bers of this latter and far more numerous body were to be
distributed throughout the country, so as not to leave even
the smallest integral part or division without a resident guide,
guardian, and instructor; the objects and final intention of the
whole order being these,— to preserve the stores and to
guard the treasures of past civilization, and thus to bind the
present with the past; to perfect and add to the same, and
thus to connect the present with the future; but especially to
diffuse through the whole community, and to every native
entitled to its laws and rights, that quantity and quality of
knowledge which was indispensable both for the uncerstand-
ing of those rights, and for the performance of the duties
correspondent finally, to secure for the nation, if not a supe-
riority over the neighboring States, yet an equality at least
in that character of general civilization, whick, equally with,
or rather more than, fleets, armies, and revenue, forms the
ground of its defensive and offensive power.”.

This organized hody, set apart and endowed for the
cultivation and diffusion, of knowledge, is not, in Cole-
ridge’s view, necessarily a religious corporation.

“Religion may be an indispensable ally, but is not the
essential constitutive end, of that national institute, which is
unfortunately, at least improperly, styled the Church; a name
which, in its best sense, is exclusively appropriate to the
Church of Christ. ... The clerisy of the nation, or national
church in its primary acceptation and original intention, com-
prehended the learned of all denominations, the sages and
professors of the law and jurisprudence, of medicine and physi-
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ology, of music, of military and civil architecture, with the
mathematical as the common organ of the preceding; in short,
all the so-called liberal arts and sciences, the possession and
application of which constitute the civilization of a country,
as well as the theological. The last was, indeed, placed ut
the head of all; and of good right did it claim the precedence.
But why? Because under the name of theology or divinity
were contained the interpretation of languages; the conserva-
tion and tradition of past events; the momentous epochs and
revolutions of the race and mation; the continuation of the
records, logie, ethics, and the determination of ethical science,
in application to the rights and duties of men in all their vari-
ous relations, social and civil; and, lastly, the ground-knowl-
edge, the prima scientia, as it was named, — philosophy, or
the doctrine and discipling of ideas.

« Theology formed only a part of the objects, the theolo-
giang formed only a poriion uf the clerks or clorgy, of the
national church. The theological order bad precedency in-
deed, and deservedly; but not becauss its members were
priests, whose office was to conciliate the invisible powers,
and Lo superintend tho interests that sarvive the grave; nor
as being exclusively, or even principally, sacerdotal or temn-
plar, which, when it did ocenr, is to be considered a¢ an
accident of the age, a misgrowth of ignorance and oppression,
o falsification of the constitutive principle, not a constituent
part of the same. No: the theologians took the lead, because
the seience of theology was the root aud the trunk of the
knowledge of civilized man; because it gave unity and the
circulating sap of life to all other sciences, by virtue of which
alone they could be contemplated as forming collectively the
living tree of knowledge. It had the precedency, because
under the name Theology were comprised all the main aids,
jnstruments, and materials of national education, the nisus
Sformativus of the body politie, the shaping and inforriing
spirit, which, educing or eliciting the latent man in all the
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natives of the soil, trains them up to be citizens of the coun-
try, free subjects of the realm. And, lastly, because to
divinity belong those fundamental truths which are the com-
mon groundwork of onr civil and our religious duties, not
less indispensable to a right view of our temporal concerns
than to a rational faith respecting our immortal well-being.
Not without celestial observations can even terrestrial charts
bo accurately constructed.” — Church and State, chap. v.

The nationalty, or national property, according to
Coleridge, " cunnot rightfully be, and without foul wrong
to the nation never has been, alicnated from its ori-
ginal purposes,” from the promotion of “a continuing
and progressive civilization,” to the benefit of indivi-
duals, or any public purposc of mercly economical or
material interest. DBut the State may withdraw the
fund from its actual holders for the better execution of
its purposes. There is no sanctity attached to the
means, but only to the ends. The fund is not dedicated
to any particular scheme of religion, nor even to re-
ligion at all: religion has only to do with it in the
character of an instrument of civilization, and in com-
mon with all the other instruments.

“I do not asscrt that the proceeds from the nationalty
cannot be rightfully vested, except in what we now mean by
dergymen and the cstablished clergy. I have everywhere
implied the contrary. ... In relation to the national church,
Chrigtianity, or the Church of Christ, is a blessed accident,
a providential boon, a grace of God.... As the olive-tree
is said in its growih to fertilize the surrounding soil, to in-
vigorate the roots of the vines in its immediate neighborhood,
and to improve the strength and flavor of the wines; such is
the relation of the Cliistian and the national Church. But
as the olive is not the same plant with the vine, or with the
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elm or poplar (that is, the State) with which the vine is
wedded ; and as the vine, with its prop, may exist, though in
less perfection, without the olive, or previously to its jme
plantation : even so is Christianity, and & fortior! any particu-
Tar scheme of theology derived, and supposed by ifs partisans
to be deduced, from Cliristianity, no essential part of the
being of the national Church, however conducive or even
indispensable it may be to its well-being.” — Chap. vi.

What would Sir Robert Inglis, or Sir Robert Peel,
or Mr. Spooner, say to such a doctrine as this? will
they thank Coleridge for this advocacy of Toryism?
What would become of the three-years’ debates on the
Appropriation Clause, which so disgraced this country
betore the face of Europe? Will the ends of practical
Foryism be much scrved by a theory under which the
Royal Society might claim a part of the church-property
with as good right as the hench of bishops, if, by en-
dowing that body like the French Institute, science
could bo botter promoted? a theory by which the State,
in the conscientious cxercise of its judgment, having
decided that the Church of England docs not fulfil the
object for which the nationalry was intended, might
transfer its endowments to any other ecclesiastical body,
or to any other body not ceclesiastical, which it deemed
more competent to fulfil those objects ; might establish
any other sect, or all sects, or no sect at all, if it should
deem, that, in the divided condition of religions opinion
in this country, the State can no longer with advantage
attempt the complete religious instruction of its people,
but must for the present content itself with providing
gecular instruction, and such religious teaching, if any,
as all can take part in; leaving each scct to apply to



COLLERIDGI. 55

its own communion that which they all agree in con-
sidering as the keystone of the arch. We believe this
to be the true state of affairs in Great Britain at the
present time. We are far from thinking it other than
a serious evil. We entirely acknowledge, that, in any
person fit to be a teacher, the view he takes of religion
will be intimately connected with the view he will take
of all the greatest things which he has to teach. Un-
less the same teachers who give instruction on those
other subjects are at liberty to enter freely on religion,
the scheme of education will be, to a certain degree,
fragmentary and incoherent.  But the State at present
has only the option of such an imperfeet scheme, or of
intrusting the whole business to perhaps the most unfit
body for the exclusive charge of it that could be fonnd
amony persons of any intellectual attainments ; namely,
the cstablished clergy as at present trained and com-
posed. Such a body would have no chance of being
selected as the exclusive administrators of the nation-
alty on any foundation but that of divine right; the
ground avowedly taken by the only other schoul of
Conservative philosophy which is attempting to raiso
its head in this country, — that of the new Oxford
theologians.

Coleridge’s merit in this matter consists, as it seems
to us, in two things. First, that by setting in a clear
light what a national-clmrch establislhinent ought to be,
and what, by the very fact of its cxistence, it must be
held to pretend to be, he has pronounced the severest
gatire upon what in fact it is. There is some difference,
truly, between Coleridge’s charch, in which the school-
master forms the first step in the hierarchy, “who in
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due time, and under condition of a raithful performance
of his arduous dutics, should succeed to the pastor-
ate,” * and the Church of England such as we now
see. But to say the Clhurch, and mean only the cler-
gy, * constituted,” according to Coleridge’s conviction,
“the first and fundamental apostasy.”+ Ile, and the
thoughts which have proceeded from him, have done
more than would have been effected in thricc the time by
Dissenters and Radicals to make the Church ashamed
of the evil of her ways, and to determine that move-
ment of improvement {rom within, which has begun
where it ought to begin, at the universities and among
the younger clergy, and which, if this sect-ridden coun-
try is ever to be really taaght, must proceed, part passw,
with the assuult carried on from without.

Secondly, We honor Coleridge for having rescued
from the discredit in which the corruptions of the ng-
lish Church had involved every thing connected with i,
and for having vindicated against Bentham and Adam
Smith and the whole cighteenth century, the principle
of an endowed class, for the cultivation of learning,
and for diffusing its results among the community.
That such a elass is likely to be behind, instead of
before, the progress of knowledge, is an induction
erroneously drawn from the peculiar circumstances of
the last two centurics, and in contradiction to all the
rest of modern history. If we have secen much of
the abuses of endowments, we have not seen what this
country might be made by a proper administration- of
them, as we trust we shall not sce what it would be
without them. On this subject we are entirely at one

* P57, t Literary Remins, iii. 386.
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with Coleridge, and with the other great defenucr of
endowed establishments, Dr. Chalmers; and we cons
gider the definitive establishment of this fundamental
principle to be oue of the permanent benctits which
political science owes to the Conservative philosophers.

Coleridge’s theory of the Constitution is not less
worthy of noticc than Lis theory of the Church. The
Declolme and Blackstone doctrine, the balance of the
three powers, he declares he never could elicit one ray
of common sense from, no more than from the balance
of trade.* There is, however, according to him, an
Idea of the Constitution, of which he says, —

“ Because vur whole history, from Alfred onwards, demon-~
strates the continued influence of such an idea, or ultimate
aim, in the minds of our forcfathers, in their characters and
functions as public men, alike In what they resisted and what
they claimed; in the institutions and forms of polity which
they established, and with regard to those against which they
more or less successfully contended ; and because the result has
been a progressive, though not always a direet or equable, ad-
vance in the gradual realization of the idea; and because it is
actually, though (cven beeause it is an idea) not adequately,
represented in a correspondent secheme of means really exist-
ing, — we speak, and have a right to speak, of the idea itself
as actually existing; that is, as a principle existing in the only
way in which a principle can exist,—in the minds and con-
sciences of the persons whose duties it preseribes, and whose
rights it determines.” ¥ This fundamental idea i3 at the
same time the final critecion by which all particular frames of
government must be tried: for here only can we find the
great constructive principles of our representative system, —

* The Triend, first collected edition (1818), vol. ii. p. 75.
t Church and State, p. 18.
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those principles in the light of which it can alome be ascer-
tained what are excrescences, symploms of distemiperature,
and marks of degcneration, and what are native growtbs, or
changes naturally attendant on the progressive development
of the original germ; symptoms of immaturity, perhaps, but
not of disease; or, at worst, modilications of the growth by
the defective or faulty, but remediless, or only gradually reme-
diable, qualities of the soil and surrounding elements.” %

Of these principles he gives the following account : —

“Tt is the chicf of many blessings derived from the insular
character and circumstances of our country, that our social
institutions have formed themselves out of our proper needs
and interests; that, long and flerce as the birth-struggle and
growing pains have been, the antagonist powers have been of
onr own system, and have been allowed to work out their
final balance with less disturbance from external forces than
was possible in the Continental States,...XNow,in every
country of eivilized men, or acknowledging the rights of
property, and by means of determined boundaries and common
laws united into one people or mnation, the two antagonist
powers or opposite interests of the State, under which all other
State interests arc comprised, are thosc of permanence and of
progression.”

The interest of permanence, or the Conservative
interest, he considers to be naturally connected with the
land and with landed property. 'This doctrine, false in
our opinion as an universal principle, is truc of Eng-
land, and of all countries where landed property is
accumulated in large masses.

“On the other hand,” he says, * the progression of a
State in the arts and comforts of life, in the diffusion

# Church and State p. 19.
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of the information and knowledge useful or necessary for
all; in short, all advances in civilization, and the rights
and privileges of citizens, —are especially connected
with, and derived from, the four classes, — the rercan-
tile, the manufacturing, the distributive, and the profes-
risnal.”*  (We must omit the interesting historical
iltustrations of this maxim.) “"Chese four last-men-
tioned classes I will designate by the name of the
Dersonal Interest, as the exponent of all movable and
personal possessions, including skill and aequired knowl-
edge, the moral and intellectual stock in trade of the
professional man and the artist, no less than the raw
materials, and the means of elaborating, transporting,
and distributing them.” t

The interest of permanence, then, is provided for by
a representation of the landed proprictors; that of pro-
gression, by a representation of personal property and
of intellectual acquirement: and while one branch of
the Legislature, the Pcerage, is essentially given over
to the former, he considers it a part both of the general
theory, and of the actual English Constitution, that the
representatives of the latter should form “the clear and
effectual majority of the Lower Ilouse;” or, it not, that
at least, by the added influence of public opinion, they
should exercise an effective preponderance there. That
“the very weight intended for the effectual counterpoise
of the great landholders ” has, “in the course of events,
been shifted into the opposite scale ; ” that the members
for the towns “now constitute a large proportion of the
political power and influence of the very class of men
whose personal cupidity, and whose partial views of the

* Church and State, pp. 23-4. 1 1b,, p. 29.
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landed interest at large, they were meant to keep it
chccls,” — these things he acknowledges; and only sug-
gests a doubt, whether roads, canals, machinery, the
press, and other influences favorable to the popular side,
do mnot constitute an equivalent force to supply the
deficiency.*

How much better a Parliamentary Reformer, then, is
Coleridge, than Lord John Russell, or any Whig who
stickles for maintaining this unconstitutional omnipo-
tence of the landed interest! 1f these became the prin-
ciples of Tories, we should not wait long for further
reform, even in our organic Institutions. It is true,
Coleridge disapproved of the Reform Bill, or rather of
the principle, or the no-prineiple, on which it was sup-
ported. He saw in it (as we may surmise) the dangers
of a change amounting almost to a revolution, without
any real tendency to remove thosc defects in the
machine which alone could justify a change so exten-
sive. And, that this is ncarly a true view of the matter,
all partics scem to be mow agreed. The Reform Bill
was not caleulated materially to improve the general
composition of the Legislature. The good it has done,
which is considerable, consists chiefly in this, that, being
so great a change, it has weakened the superstitious
feeling against great changes. Any good, which is con-
trary to the selfish interest of the dominant class, is still
only to be effected by 2 long and arduous struggle ; but
improvements, which threaten no powerful body in their
gocial importance or in their pecuniary emoluments, are
no longer resisted as they once were, because of their
greatness, — because of the very benefit which they

* Chureh and State, pp. 81-2.



COLERIDGE. 61

promised. Witness the speedy passing of the Poor-
law Amendment and the Penny-postage Acts.
Meanwhile, though Coleridge’s theory is but a mere
commencement, not amounting to the first lines of a
political philosophy, has the age produced any other
theury of government which can stand a comparison
with it as to its first principles? Let us take, for
example, the Benthamic theory. The principle of this
may be said to be, that, since the general interest is the
object of government, a complete control over the gov-
ernment ought to be given to those whose interest is
identical with the general interest. The authors and
propounders of this theory were men of extracrdinary
mtcllectual powers, and the greater part of what they
meant by it is true and important. But, when consid-
ered as the foundation of a science, it would be difficult
to find, among theories proceeding from philosophers,
one less like a philosophical theory, or, in the works of
analytical minds, any thing more entirely unanalytical.
‘What can a philosopher make of such complex notions
as “interest” and " general interest,” without breaking
them down into the elements of which they are com-
posed? If by men’s interest be meant what would
appear such to a calculating bystander, judging what
would be good for a man during his whole life, and
making no account, or but little, of the gratification of
his present passions, —his pride, his envy, his vanity,
his cupidity, his love of pleasure, his love of ease, — it
may be questioned, whether, in this sense, the interest
of an aristocracy, and still more that of a monarch,
would not be as accordant with the general interest as
that of either the middle or the poorer classes; and if
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men’s interest, in this understanding of it, sually gov

erned their couduct, absolute monar¢ ay would probably
be the best form of government. Bu: since men usually
do what they like, often being perfestly awure that it is
not for their ultimate interest, still more often that it
is not for the interest of their posterity ; and when they
do belicve that the object they are seeking is permanent-
ly good for them, almost always overrating its value, —
it is necessary to consider, not who are they whose per-
manent interest, but who- are they whose immediate
interests and habitual feelings, arc likely to be most in
accordance with the end we seek to obtain. And, as
that end (the general good) is a very complex state of
things, — comprising as its component elements many
requisites which are ncither of one and the same nature,
nor attainable by one and the same means, — political
philosophy must begin by a classification of thesc
elements, in order to distinguish those of them which
go naturally together (so that the provision made for
one will suffice for the rest) from those which are ordi-
narily in a state of antagonism, or at least of separa-
tion, and require to be provided for apart. This
preliminary classification being supposed, things would,
in a perfect government, be so ordered, that, correspond-
ing to each of the great interests of socicty, there would
be some branch or sorae integral part of the governing
body so constituted that it should not be merely deemed
by philosophers, but actually and constantly deem itself,
to have its strongest interests involved in the main-
tenance of that ane of the erds of society which it is
mtended to be the gnardian of. This, we <ay, is the
thing to bo aimed at,—the type of perfection in a polit~
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1eal constitition. Not that there is a possibility of
making more than a limited approach teo it in practice:
a government must be composed out of the elements
wlready existing in society ; aund the distribution of power
in the constitution cannot vary much or long {rom the
distribution of it in secicty itsclf. Dut whercver the
circumstances of socicty allow any choeice, wherever
wisdom and econtrivance are at all available, this, we
conccive, is the principle of guidance; and whatever
anywhere cxists is fmperfect and a failure, just so fur
as it reccedes from this type.

Such a philosophy of government, we nced hardly
say, is in its infaney : the first step to it, the classifica-
tion of the exigencies of society, has not been made.
Bentham, in his © Principles of Civil Law,” has given a
gpecimen, very useful for many other purposes, but not
available, nor intended to be so, for founding a theory
of representation upon it.  For that particular purposa
we have scen nothing comparable, as far as it goes, not~
withstanding its manifest insufiiciency, to Coleridge’s
division of the interests of socicty into the two antago-
nist interests of Perminence and Progression. The Con-
tinental philosophers have, by a different path, arrived
at the same division ; and this is about as far, probally,
as the seience of political institutions has yet reached.

In the details of Coleridge’s political opinions there
is much good, and much that is questionable, or worse.
In political economy especially, he writes like an arrant
driveller ; and it would have becn well for his reputation,
had he never meddled with the subject.®* But this de-

* Yet even on this subject he has occasionally a just thought, happily
expressed; as this: * Instead of the position that all thinss find, it would
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partment of knowledge can now take care of itself. On
other points we mect with far-reaching rewmurks, and a
tone of general fecling sufficient to make a Tory’s hair
stand on end. Thus, in the work from which we have
most quoted, he calls the State policy of the last half-
century “a Cyclops with one eye, and that in the back
of the head ;” its mecasures “ either a series of anuchro-
nisms, or a truckling to events instead of the science
that should command them.”* He styles the great
Commonwealthsmen *the stars of that narrow intcr-
gpace of blue sky between the black clouds of the First
and Second Charles’s reigns.”t The “Literary Re-
mains ” are full of disparaging remarks on many of the
heroes of Toryism and Church-of-Englandism. He
gees, for instance, no difference between Whitgift and
Bancroft, and Bonner and Gardiner, except that the
lust were the most consistent ; thas the former sinned
against better knowledge :1 and onc of the most poig-
nant of his writings is a character of Pitt, the very
reverse of panegyrical.§  As a specimen of hig prac-
tical views, we have mentioned his recommendation that
the parochial clergy should begin by being schoolmas-
ters. Ile urges “a different division and subdivision of
the kingdom,” instead of “the present barbarism, which
forms an obstacle to the improvement of the country,
of much greater magnitude than men arc generally

be less equivocal and far more descriptive of the fact to say, that things are
always finding their level; which inight be taken as the paraphrase or ironis
cal definition of a storm.” — Second Lay Serinon, p. 408.

* Church and State, p. 89, 1 Ib., p. 102.

1 Literary Remains, ii. 388,

§ Written in the Morning Post, and now (as we rejoice to see) reprinted
in Mr. Gilhman’s biographical memoir.
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aware.”* But we must confine ourselves to instances
in which he has helped to bring forward great principles,
either iniplied in the old English opinions and institu-
tions, or at least opposed to the new tendencies.

For example: he is at issuc with the let-alone doc-
trine, or the theory that governments can do no better
than to do nothing,— a doctrine generated by the mani-
fest selfishness and incompetence of modern Luropean
governments, but of which, as a general theory, we
may now be permitted to say, that one half of it is true,
and the other half false. All who are on a level with
their age now readily admit that government ought not
to interdict men from publishing their opinions, pur-
suing their employments, or buying and selling their
goods, in whatever place ar manner they deem the mast
advantageous.  Beyond suppressing force and fraud,
governments can seldoin, without doing more harm than
good, attempt to chain up the free agency of individuals.
But does it follow from this that government cannot
exercisc a free agency of its own?—that it cannot
beneficially employ its powers, its means of informa-
tion, and its pecuniary resources (so far surpassing
those of any other association or of any individual),
in promoting the public welfare by a thousand means
which individuals would never think of, would have no
suflicient motives to attempt, or no sufficient powers to
accomplish? To confine ourselves to one, and that
a limited, view of the subject : a State ought to be con-
sidered as a great benefit-society, or mutual-insurance
company, for helping (under the necessary regulations

* Literary Remains, p. 58.
YOL. IL b
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for preventing abuse) that large proportion of its mems
bers who cannot help themsclves,

“ Let us suppose,” says Coleridge, “ the negative ends of a
State already attained, —namely, its own safety by means of
its own strength, and the protection of person and property for
all its members: there will then remain itg positive ends, —
1. To make the means of subsistence more easy to cach indi-.
viduul. 2. To secure to cach of its members the hope of
bettering his own condition, or that of his children. 3. The
developmeut of those facultics which are essential to his hu-

manity ; that is, to his rational and moral being.”*

In regard to the two former ends, he of course does not
mean that they can be accomplished merely by making
laws to that effect; or that, according to the wild doc-
trines now afloat, it is the fault of the government if
every one has not enough to eat and drink. But he
means that government can do something directly, and
very much indircetly, to promote even the physical
comfort of the people; and that, if, besides making a
proper use of its own powers, it would exert itsclf to
teach the people what is in theire, indigence would soon
disappear from the face of the earth.

Perhaps, however, the greatest service which Col-
eridge has rendered to politics in his capacity of a
Conservative philosopher, though its fruits are mostly
yet to come, is in reviving the idea of a ¢rust inherent
in landed property. The land, the gift of nature, the
gsource of subsistence to all, and the foundation of
every thing that influences our physical well-being, can-
not be considered a subject of property in the same
absolute scnse in which men are decmed proprietors of

¥ Second Lay Sermon, p. 414
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that in which no onc has any intercst but themselves,
— that which they have actually called into existence
by their own bodily exertion. As Coleridge points out.
such a notion is altogether of modern growth.

“The very ilea of individual or private property in our
present acceptation of the term, and according to the current
notion of the right to it, was originally confined to movable
things; and the more movable, the more susceptible of the
nature of property.”*

By the early institutions of Kurope, property in land
was a public function, created for certain public pur-
poses, and held under condition of their fulfilment ; and
as such, we predict, under the modifications suited to
modern society, it will again come to be considered.
In this age, when every thing is called in question, and
when the foundation of private property itself needs to
be argumentatively maintained against plausible and
persuasive sophisms, one may easily see the danger
of mixing up what is not really tenable with what is;
and the impossibility of maintaining an absolute right
in an individual to an unrestricted control, a yus utend:
et abutendi, over an unlimited quantity of the mere
raw material of the globe, to which every other person
could eriginally make out as good a natural title as
himself. It will eertainly not be much longer tolerated,
that agriculture should be earried on (as Coleridge ex-
presses it) on the same principles as those of trade;
“that a gentleman should regard his estate as a mer-
chant his cargo, or a shopkeeper his stock;” t that he
should be allowed to deal with it as if it only existed to

* Second Lay Sermon, p. 414, t 1b., p. 414
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yield rent to him, not food to the numbers whose hands
till it ; and should have a right, and a right possessing
all the sacredness of property, to turn them out by hun-
dreds, and make them perish on the high road, as has
been done before now by Irish landlords. We believe
it will soon be thought, that a mode of property in land,
which has brought things to this pass, has existed long
enough.

We shall not be suspected (we hope) of recommend-
tng a general resumption of landed possessions, or the
depriving any one, without compensation, of any thing
which the law gives him. DBut we say, that, when
the State allows any one to excrcise ownership over
more land than suffices to raise by his own labor his
subsistence and that of his family, it confers on him
power over other human beings, — power affecting them
in thoir most vital interests; and that no notion of
private property can bar the right which the State
inhereutly possesses, to require that the power which
it has so given shall not be abused. We say also, that,
by giving this direct power over so large a portion
of the community, indircet power is necessarily con-
ferred over all the remaining portion; and this, too, it
is the duty of the State to place under proper control.
Further, the tenure of land, the various rights connected
with it, and the system on which its cultivation is car-
ried on, are points of the utmost importance both to the
economical and to the moral well-being of the whole
community. And the State fails in one of its highest
obligations, unless it takes these points under its par-
ticular superintendence ; unless, to the full extent of
its power, it takes means of providing that the manner
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in which land is held, the mode and degree of its divis-
ion, and every othoer peculiarity which influences the
mode of its cultivation, shall be the most favorable
possible for making the best use of the land, for draw=
ing the greatest benefit from its productive resources,
for securing the happiest existence to those employed
on it, and for setting the greatest number of hands free
to employ their labor for the benefit of the conmunity
in other ways. We belicve that these opinions will
become, in no very long period, universal throughout
Europe ; und we gratefully bear testimony to the fuct,
that the first mnong us who has given the sanction of
philosophy to so grcat a reform in the popular and
current notions is a Conservative philosopher.

Of Coleridge as a moral and rcligious philosopher
(the charvacter which he presents most prominently in
his principal works), there is neither room, nor would
it be expedient for us, to speak more than generally.
On both subjects, few men have cver combined so much
earnestness with so catholic and unscctarian a spirit.
“ We have imprisoned,” says he, “ our own conceptions
by the lines which we have drawn in order to exclude the
conceptions of others. J'ai trouvé que la plupart des
sectes ont ralson dans une bonne partie de ce qu'elles
avancent, mais non pas tant cn ce qu'elles nient.” *
That almost all sects, both in philosophy and religion,
are right in the positive part of their tenets, though
commonly wrong in the negative, is a doctrine which he
professes as strongly as the celectic school in France.
Almost all errors he holds to be “truths misunder-
stood,” * half-truths taken as the whole,” though not

% Biographia Literaria, ed. 1817, vol. i. p. 249.
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the less, but the more, dangerous on that account.*
Both the theory and practice of enlightened tolerance,
in matters of opinion, might be exhibited in extracts
from his writings, more coptously than in those of any
other writer we know; though there arc a few (and
but a few) exceptions to his own practice of it. In the
theory of cthics, he contends against the doctrine of
general consequences, and holds, that for man “to
obey the sinple unconditional commandment of eschew-
ing every act that implies a self-contradiction;” so to
act as to “be able, without involving any contradiction,
to will that the maxim of thy conduct shoukl be the
law of all intelligent beings, —is the one universal and
sufficient principle and guide of morality.” ¥ Yet even
a utilitarian can have little complaint to make of a phi-
losopher who lays it down that “the outward object of
virtne” is “the greatest producible sum of happiness
of all men,” and that “happiness in its proper sense is
but the continuity and swn-total of the pleasure which
is allotted or happens to & man.” §

Dut his greatest object was to bring into harmony
relizion and philosophy. Ile lubored incessantly to
establish, that “the Christian fith—in whicl,” suys
be, “I include every article of belief and doctrine pro-
fessed Dby the first reformers in common ” —is not only
divine trath, but also * the perfection of human intelli-
gence.” §  All that Christianity has revealed, philoso-
phy, according to him, can prove, though there is much

* Literary Remains, fii. 145.

t The Friend, vol. i, pp. 266 and 340.
t Aids to Reflection, pp. 37 and 39.

§ Preface to the Aids to Reflection.
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which it could never have discovered : human reason,
once strengthened by Christianity, can cvolve all the
Christian doctrines from its own sources.* Moreover,
*if iofidelity Is not to overspreud England as well as
France,”t the Seripture, and every passage of Serip-
ture, must be submitted to this test; inasmuch as < the
compatibility of a document with the conclusions of
self~evident reason, and with the laws of conscience, is
a condition @ priori of any evidence adequate to the
proof of its having heen revealed by God;” and this,
he says, is no philosophical novelty, but a principle
“clearly laid down both by Moses and St. Paul.” }
He thus goes quite as far as the Unitarians in making
man’s reason and moral feelings a test of revelation ;
but differs ¢tofo ceelo from them in their rejection of its
mysteries, which he regards as the highest philosophic
truths ; and says, that “the Christian to whom, after a
long profession of Christianity, the mysteries remain as
much mysteries as before, is in the same state as a
schoolboy with regard to his arithmnetic; to whom the
Jacit at the end of the examples in his eiphering-book
is the whole ground for his assuming that such and
such figures amount to so and so.”

These opinions are not likely to be popular in the
religions world, and Coleridge knew it: “I quite calcu-
late,” § said he once, “on my being one day or other
holden in worse repute by many Christians than the
*Unitarians* and even ‘Infidels.” It must be under-
gone by every one who loves the truth, for its own sake,
beyond all other things.” For our part, we are not

# Literary Remains, vol. i. p. 888. $ Ib,, iii. p. 298.
t Ib., iii. 263. ¢ Table Talk, 2d ed. p. 91
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bound to defend him ; and we must admit, that, in his
ultewnpt to arrive at theology by way of philosophy, we
see much straining, and most frequently, as it appears
to us, total failure. The cuestion, however, is, not
whether Coleridge’s attempts are successful, but wheth-
er it is desirable or not that such attempts should be
made. Whatever some religious people may think,
philosophy will and must go on, ever seeking to under-
stand whatever can be made understandable; and,
whatever some philosophers may think, there is little
prospect at present that philosophy will take the place
of religion, or that any philosophy will be speedily
received in this country, unless supposed not only to be
consistent with, but even to yield collateral support to,
Christianity. What is the use, then, of treating with
contempt the idea of a religious philosophy? Religious
philosophics arc among the things to be looked for; and
our main hope ought to be, that they may be such as
fulfil the counditions of a philosophy, — the very fore-
most of which is unrestricted freedom of thought.
There i3 no philosophy possible where fear of conse-
quences is a stronger principle than love of truth;
where speculation is paralyzed, either by the belief that
conclusions honestly arrived at will be punished by a
Jjust and good Being with eternal damnation, or by
seeing in every text of Scripture a foregone conclusion,
with which the results of inquiry must, at any expense
of sophistry and self-deception, be made to quadrate.
From both these withering influences, that have so
often made the acutest intellects exhibit specimens of
obliquity and imbecility in their theological speculations
which have made them the pity of subsequent genera-
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tions, Coleridge’s mind was perfectly free. Faith—
the faith which is placed among religious duties — was,
in his view, a state of the will and of the affections,
not of the understanding, Heresy, in “the literal
ense and scriptural import of the word,” is, according
to him, “wilful error, or belicf originating in some
perversion of the will.”  He says, therefore, that there
may be orthodox heretics, since indifference to truth
may as well be shown on the right side of the question
as on the wrong; and denounces, in strong language,
the contrary doctrine of the * pseudo-Athanasius,”
who “interprets catholic faith by belief,” * an act of
the understanding alone. The “true Lutheran doc
trine,” he says, iz, that “neither will truth, as a mere
conviction of the nnderstanding, save, nor error con-
demn.  To love truth sincercly is spiritually to have
truth ; and an error becomes a personal error, not by
its aberration from logic or history, but so far as the
causes of such error are in the heart, or may be traced
back to some antecedent unchristian wish or habit.” 4
*The uwanistakable puassions of a fhictionwy and a
schismatic, the ostentations display, the ambitious and
dishonest arts, of a sect-founder, must be superinduced
on the false doctrine before the heresy makes the man
& heretic.” {

Against the other terror, so fatal to the uwnshackled
excrcise of reason on the greatest questions, the view
which Coleridge took of the authority of the Secriptures
was a preservative.  He drew the strongest distinction
between the inspiration which he owned in the various
writers, and an express dictation by the Almighty of

* Literary Remains, iv. 193. 1 Ib., iii. 159, t Ib., p. 245.
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every word they wrote. “The notion of the absoluts
truth and divinity of cvery syllable of the text of the
books of the Old and New Testament as we have it,”
he again and aguin uwsserts to be uusupported by the
Scripture itself; to be one of those superstitions in
which " there iz a heart of unbelicf;”* to be, “if pos-
sible, still more extravagant” than the Papal infalli-
bijity ; and declares thuat the very same arguments are
used for both doetrines.t  God, he believes, informed
the winds of the writers with the truths he meant to
reveal, and left the rest to their human faculties. IHe
pleaded most carnestly, says his nephew and cditor, for
this liberty of criticismn with respeet to the Seripturcs,
as “ the only middle paih of safety and peace between a
godless disrezard of the unique and transcendent char-
acter of the Dible, taken generally, and that scheme of
interpretation, scarcely less adverse to the pure spirit
of Christian wisdom, which wildly arrays our faith in
opposition to our reason, and inculeates the sacrifice of
the latter to the former: for he threw up his hands in
dismay at the language of some of our modern divinity
on this point; as if a faith not founded on iasight wera
aught else than a specious nawme for wilful positiveness !
as if the Father of lights could require, or would
accept, from the only ouc of his creatures whom he had
endowed with reason, the sacrifice of fools! . . . Of
the awecless doctrine, that (God might, if he had so
pleased, have given to man a 1eligion which to human
intelligence should not be rational, and exacted his faith
in it, Coleridee’s whole middle and later life was one

* Literary Remains, iii. 228. See also pp. 254, 323; and many other
passages in the 3d and 4th volumes. t Ib., ii. 3b5.
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deep and solemn denial.*  He bewails “bibliolatry ”
as the pervading error of modern Protestant divinity,
and the great stumbling-block of Christianity; and
exclaims,t " Oh! might I Jive but to uiter all my medi-
tations on this most concerning point, . . . in wlat sense
the Bible may be called the word of God, and how and
under what conditions the unity of the Spirit is translue
cent through the letter, which, read as the letter merely,
is the word of this and that piovs but fallible and im-
perfect man.” It is known that he did live to write
down these meditations 3 and speculations so important
will one day, it is devoutly to be heped, be given to
the world.t

Theological discussion is beyond our province; and
it is not for us, in this place, to judze these sentiments
of Coleridge : but it is clear enough that they are not
the gentiments ot a bigot, or of one who is to be dreaded
by Liberals, lest he should illiberalize the minds of the
rising generation of Torics and High-Churchmen. We
think the danger is, rather, lest they should find him
vastly too liberal.  And yet, now, when the most ortho-
dox divines, both in the Church and out of it, find it
necessary fo explain away the obvious scnse of the
whole first chapter of Genesis, or, failing to do that,
consent to dishelieve it provisionally, on the speculation
that there may hereafter be discovered a sense in which
it can be belicved, one would think the time gone by
for expecting to learn from the Bible what it never

*® Prefuace to the 3d volume of the Literary Remains.

1 Literary Remains, iv. 6.

$ [This wish has, to a vertain extent, been fulfilled by the publication

of the series of letters on the Inspiration of the Scriptures, whicl bears the
not very appropriate rame of * Confessions of an Inguiring Spirit.’]
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could have been intended to communicate, and to lind’
in all its statcments a literal truth, neither necessary
nor conducive to what the volume itself declares to be
the ends of revelation.  Such, at least, was Coleridge’s
opinion ; and, whatever influence such an opinion may
have over Conservatives, it cannot do other than make
them less bigots, and hetter philosophers.

But we must close this Jong essay, —long in itself,
though short in its relation to its subject, and to the
multitude of topics involved in it.  We do not pre-
tend to huve given any sufficient acecount of Coleridge ;
but we hope we may have proved to some, not previously
aware of it, that there is something, both in him and in
the school to which he belongs, not unworthy of their
better knowledge. We may have done something to
show, that a Tory philosopher cannot be wholly a Tory,
but must often be a better Liberal than Iiberals thetn-
selves ; while he is the natural mcans of rescuing from
oblivion truths which Tories have forgotten, and which
the prevailing schools of Liberalism never knew.

And, even if a Conservative philosophy were an
absurdity, it is well calculated to drive out a hundred
absurdities worse than itself. I.ct no one think that it
is nothing to accustom people to give a reason for their
opinion, be the opinion ever so untenable, the reason
ever so insufficient. A person accustomed to submit
his fundamental tencts to the test of reason will be
more open to the dictates of reason on every other
poiut. Not from him shall we have to apprehend the
owllike dread of light, the drudge-like aversion to
change, which were the characteristics of the old un-
reasoning race of bigots. A man accustomed to cons
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template the fair side of Toryism (the side that every
attempt at a philosophy of it must bring to view), and
to defend the existing system by the display of its capa~
bilities as an engine of public good, — such a man,
when he comes to administer the system, will be more
anxious than another person to realize those capabili-
ties, to bring the fact a little nearer to the specious
theory. “Lord, enlighten thou our enemics,” should
be the prayer of every true reformer; sharpen their
wits, give acutencss to their perceptions, and consecu~
tiveness and clearness to their rcasoning powers. We
are in danger from their folly, not from their wisdom :
their weakness is what fills us with apprehension, not
their strength.

Tor ourselves, we arc not so blinded by our particu-
lar opinions as to be ignorant that in this, and in every
other country of BEurope, the great mass of the owncrs
of large property, and of all the classes intimately con-
nected with the owners of large property, ure, and
must be expected to be, in the main, Conservative.
To suppose that so mighty a body can be without im-
mense influence in the commonwealth, or to lay plans
for effecting great changes, either spiritual or temporal,
in which they are left out of the question, would be the
height of absurdity. Let those who desire such changes
ask themselves if they are content that these classes
should be, and remain, to a man, banded against themn ;
and what progress they expect to make, or by what
means, unless a process of preparation shall be going
on in the minds of these very classes, not by the im-
practicable method of converting them from Conserva-
tives into Liberals, but by their being led to adopt one
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liberal opinion after another as a part of Conservatism
itself. The first step to this is to inspire them with the
desire to systematize and rationalize their own actnal
creed : and the feeblest attemapt to do this has an in-
trinsic value ; far more, then, one which has so much
in it, both of moral goodness and true insight, as the
philosophy of Coleridge.
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M. DE TOCQUEVILLE ON DEMOCRACY IN
AMERICA*

It has been the rare fortune of M. de Toccueville’s
book to have achicved an easy triumph, both over the
mdiflerence of our at once Lusy and indolent public to
profound speculation, and over the particular obstacles
which opposc the reception of speculations from a
foreign, and above all from a IFrench, source. There
is some ground for the remark often made upon us by
foreigners, that the character of our national intellect
is insular.  The general movement of the European
mind sweeps past us, without our being drawn into it,
or even looking sufficiently at it to discover in what
direction it is tending ; and, if we lLad not a tolerably
rapid original movement of our own, we should long
since have been left in the distance. The French lan-
guage is almost universally enltivated on this side of the
Channel ; a flood of human beings perpetually ebbs and
flows between London and Paris; national prejudices
and animosities are becoming numbered among the
things that were: yet the revolution which has taken
place in the tendencies of French thought, which has
changed the character of the higher literature of France,
und almost that of the French language, seems hitherto,

* Edinburgh Review, October, 1840,
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as far as the English public are concerned, to have
taken place in vain. At a time when the prevailing
tone of French speculation is one of exaggerated re-
action against the doctrines of the cighteenth century,
French philosophy, with us, is still synonymons with
Encyclopedism. The Englishinen may almost be nuin-
bered who are aware that Irance has produced any
great names in prose literature since Voltaire and Rous-
seau ; and while modern history has been receiving a
new aspect from the labors of men who are not only
among the profoundest thinkers, but the clearest and
most popular writers, of their age, even those of their
works which are expressly dedicated to the history of
our own country remain mostly untranslated, and in
almost all cases unread.

To this general neglect, M. de Toequeville’s book
forms, however, as we have already said, a brilliant
exception.  Its reputation was as sudden, and is as
cxtensive, in this country as in France, and in that
large part of Euarope which receives its opinions from
Trance. The progress of political dissatisfaction, and
the comparisons made between the fruits of a popular
constitution on one side of the Adantic, aud of a mixed
oovernment with o preponderating aristocratic element
on the other, had made the working of American insti-
tutions a party question. Jor many years, every book
of travels in America had been a party pamphlet, or
had at least fullen among partisans, and been pressed
into the service of one party or of the other. When,
therefore, a new book, of a grave and imposing char-
acter, on Democracy in Ameriea, made its appearance
even on the other side of the British Chanrel, it wag
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uot likely to be overlooked, or tc escape an attempt to
convert it to party purposcs. If over political writer
had reason to believe that he had labored successfully
to render his book incupable of such a usc, M. de
Tocqueville was entitled to think so. But though his
theories are of an impartiality without example, and his
practical conclusions lean towards Radicalism, some of
his phrases are susceptible of a Tory application. One
of these is “the tyranny of the majority.” This phrase
was forthwith adopted into the Conservative dialect, and
trumpeted by Sir Robert Peel in his Tamworth oration,
when, as hooksellers’ advertisements have since fre-
quently reminded us, he * earnestly requested the peru-
sal” of the hook by all and each of his audience. And
we helieve it has since been the opinion of the country
gentlemen, that M. de Tocqueville is one of the pillars
of Conservatism, and his book a definitive demaolition of
America and of Democracy. The error has done more
good than the truth would perhaps have done; since
the result is, that the English public now know and
read the first philosophical book ever written on Democ-
racy, #s it manifests itself in modern society; a book,
the essential doctrines of which it is not likely that any
future speculations will subvert, to whatever degree
they may modify them ; while its spirit, and the gen
eral mode in which it treats its subject, constitute it the
beginning of a new era in the scientific study of poli-
ties.

The importance of M. de Tocqueville’s speculations
is not to be cstimated by the opinions which he has
adopted, be these true or false. The value of his work

is less in the conclusions than in the mode of arriving
vOL. IL. 6
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at them. Ile has applied, to the greatest question in
the art and science of government, those principles, and
methods of philosophizing, to which mankind are in-
debted for all the advances made by modern times in
the othcr branches of the study of nature. It is not
risking too much to affirm of these volumnes, that they
contain the first analytical inquiry into the influcnee
of Democracy. For the first tine, that phenomenon
is treated of as something which, being a reality in
nature, and no merec mathematical or metaphysical
abstraction, wmanifests itself by innumerable properties,
not by some one only ; and must be looked at in many
aspects before it can be made the sulject even of that
modest and conjectural judgrent which is alone attain-
able respecting a fact at once so great and so new. Its
consequences are by no means to be comprehended in
ane single deseription, nor in one summary verdict of
approval or condemnation. So complicated and endless
are their ramifieations, that he who sees furthest into
them will longest hesitate before finally pronouncing
whether the good or the ovil of its influence, on the
whole, preponderates.

M. de Tucqueville has endeavored to ascertain and
diseriminate the various properties and tendencies of
Demoeracy 5 the separate relations in which it stands
towards the different interests of socicty, and the differ-
ent moral and social rcquisites of humun nature. In
the investigation, he has, of necessity, left much undone,
and much which will be better done by those who come
after him, and build upon his foundations. But he has
earncd the double honor of being the first to make the
attempt, and of having done more towards the success
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of it than probably will ever again be done by any one
individual. XTis method is, as that of a philosopher on
such a subject must be, a combination of deduction with
induction : his evidences are, laws of liwunan nature, on
the one hand ; the example of America and France, and
other modern nations, so far as applicable, on the other.
1lis conclusions never rest on either species of evidence
alone : whatever he classes as an effeet of Democracy
he has both ascertained to exist in those countries in
which the state of society is democratie, and has also
succeeded in connecting with Democracy by deductions
@ priori, tending to show that such would naturally be
its influences upon beings constituted as mankind are,
and placed in a world such as we know ours to be. If
this be not the true Baconian and Newtonian method
applied to society and govermmnent; it any better, or
even any other, be possible, — M. de Tocqueville would
be the first to say, candidus imperti: if not, he is
enliled to say to political theorists, whether calling
themselves philosophers or practical men, Ilis wtere
mecuni.

That part of “Democracy in America” which was
first published professes to treat of the political effects
of Democracy : the sccond is devoted to its influence
on socicty in the widest sense; on the relations of pri-
vate life, on iutellect, morals, and the habits and modes
of feeling which constitute national character.  The
last is both a newer and a more difficult subject of in-
quiry than the first : there are fewer who are competent,
or who will even think themselves competent, to judge
M. de Tocqueville’s conclusions.  But, we believe, no
one, in the least entitled to an opinion, will refuse te



84 DEMOCRACY IN AMERICA.

him the praisc of having probed the subject to a depth
which had never before been sounded; of having care
ried forward the controversy into a wider and a loftier
region of thought; and pointed ovut many questions
essential to the subject, which had not been before at-
tended to, — questions which he may or may not have
solved, but of which, in any case, he has greatly facili-
tated the solution.

The comprehensiveness of M. de Tocqueville’s views,
and the impartiality of his feelings, have not led him
into the common infirmity of those who sce too many
gides to a question, — that of thinking them all equally
important: he is able to arrive at a decided opinion.
Nor has the more extensive range of considerations
embraced in his Second Part affected practically the
general conclusions which resulted from his First. They
may be stated as follows : That Democracy, in the mod-
ern world, is inevitable; and that it is, on the whole,
desirable, but desirable only under certain conditions,
and those conditions capable, by human cure and fore-
sight, of being realized, but capable also of being
missed. The progress and ultimate aseendency of the
demnocratic principle has, in his eyes, the character of a
law of nature. He thinks it an inevitable result of
the tendencies of a progressive eivilization ; by which
cxpressions he by no means intends to imply either
praise or censurc. No human effort, no accident even,
unless onc which should throw back eivilization itself,
ean avail, in his opinion, to defeat, or even very con-
siderably to rctard, this progress. But, though the
fact itself appears to him removed from human eontrol,
ite salutary or baneful consequences do not. Like
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other great powers of nature, the tendency, though it
cannot be counteracted, may be guided to good.  Man
cannot turn back the rivers to their source; but it rests
with himself whether they shall fertilize or lay waste
his ficlds.  Left to its spontaneous course, with nothing
done to prepare before it that set of circumstances
under which it can exist with safety, and to fight
against its worse by an apt employment of its better
peculiaritics, the probable effects of Demoeracy upon
human well-being, and upon whatever is best and no-
blest in human character, appear to M. de Tocqueville
extreniely formidable.  But with as much of wise effort
devoted to the purpose as it is not irrational to hope
for, most of what is mischievous in its tendencies may,
in his opinion, be corrected, and its matural eapacities
of good so far strength ened and made use of as to
leave no cause for regret in the old state of society, and
enable the new one to be contemplated with calm con-
tentment, if without exultution.

It is necessary to observe, that, by Democracy, M.
de Tocequeville dves not, in general, mean any particu-
lar form of government. He can conceive a Democracy
under an absolute monarch. Nay, he entertains no
small dread lest in some countries it should actually
appear in that form. By Democracy, M. de Tocque-
ville understands cquality of conditions ; the absence
of all aristocracy, whether constituted by political priv-
ileges, or by superiority in individual importance and
social power. It is towards Democracy in this sense,
towards cquality between man and man, that he con-
ceives society to Dbe irresistibly tending. — Towards
Democracy in the other and more common sense, it
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may or may not be travelling. Equality of conditions
tends vaturally to produce a popular government, but
not mnecessarily. Equality may be equal freedom or
equal servitude. America is the type of the [imsts
France, he thinks, is in danger of falling into the sec-
ond. The latter country is in the condition, which,
of all that eivilized socicties are liable to, he regards
with the greatest alarm, — a democratic state of society
without demnocratic institutions. For, in democratic in-
stitutions, M. de Tocqueville sees, not an aggravation,
but a corrective, of the most serious cvils incident to
a democratic state of socicty. No one is more op-
posed than he is to that specics of democratic radicalistn
which would admit at once to the highest of political
franchises untaught wasses who have not yet been ex.
perimentally proved fit even for the lowest. DBut the
ever-inereasing intervention of the people, and of all
classes of the people, in their own affairs, he regards
as a cardinal maxim in the modern art of government:
and he believes that the nations of civilized Europe,
though not all equally advanced, are all advancing, to-
wards a condition in which there will be no «istinctions
of political rizhts, no great or very permanent distine-
tions of hercditary wealth; when, as there will remain
no classes nor individuuds capable of making head
against the government, unless all are, and are fit to
be, alike citizens, all will, ere longz, be equally slaves.
The opinion that there 1s this irvesistible tendency
to equality of conditions, is perhaps, of all the leading
doctrines of the book, that which most stands in need
of confirmation to English readers. M. de Tocqueville
devotes but little zpace to the clucidation of it. To
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French readers, the historical retrospect upon which it
rests is familinr; and facts known to overy one estab-
lish its truth so far as relates to that country. But to
the English public, who have less faith in irresistible
tendencies, and who, while they require for every polit-
ical theory an historieal basis, are far less accustomed to
link together the events of history in a connected chain,
the proposition will hardly secm to be sufficiently made
out. QOur author’s historical argument is, however,
deserving of their attention: —

“Let us recollect the situation of France seven hundred
years ago, when the territory was divided amongst a small
number of families, who were the owners of the soil, and tho
rulers of the inhabitants: the right of governing descended
with the family inheritance from generation to generation;
force was the only means by which man ecould, act on man;
and landed property was the sole source of power.

“Soon, however, the political power of the clergy was
founded, and began to extend itself; the clergy opened its
ranks to all clagses,— to the poor and the rich, the villein and
the lord; equality penectrated into the government through
the church; and the being, who as a sert must have vegetaied
in perpctual bondage, took his place as a priest in the midst
of nubles, and not untiequendy above the heads of kings.

“The different rclations of men became more complicated
and more numerous as socicty gradually beeame more eta-
ble and more civilized. Thence the want of civil laws was felt;
and the order of legnl functionaries soon rose from the obscu-
tity of their tribunals and their dusty chambers, to appear at
the court of the monarch, by the side of the feudal barons in
their ermine and their mail.

«¥Whilst the kings were ruining themselves by their great
enterprises, and the nobles exhausting their resources by pri
vate wars, the lower orders werc enriching themselves by
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commerce. The influence of money began to bi perceptible
in state affairs. The transactions of business opened a new
road to power, and the financier rose to a station of political
influence in which he was at once flattered and despised.

“ Gradoa'ly the spread of mental acquirements, and the
increasing taste for literature and the arts, opened chances of
suceess to talent; knowledge became a means of government,
intelligence became a social power, and the man of letters
tock a part in the affairs of the state.

“The valuc attached to the privileges of birth deereased in
the exact proportion in which new paths were struck out to
advancement. In the cleventh century, nobility was beyond
all price; in the thirtcenth, it might be purchased: it was
conferred for the first time in 1270; and equality was thus
introduced into the government through aristocracy itself.

% In the course of these seven hundred years, it sometimes
happened, that in order to resist the authority of the crown,
or to diminish the pewer of their rivals, the nobles granted a
certain shave of political rights to the people; or, more fre-
quently, the king permitted the inferior orders to enjoy a
degree of power, with the intention of lowering the aristoc-
racy.

“As soon us Ind was held on uny othier thun a feudal
tenure, and personal property began in its turn to confer influ-
ence and power, every improvement which was introduced in
commerce or manufactures was a fresh element of the equality
of conditions. Henceforward every new discovery, every new
want which grew up, and every new desire which craved satis
factinn, was a step towards the universal level.  The taste for
luxury, the love of war, the sway of fashion, the most super
ficial as well as the decpest passions of the human heart, co-
operated to enrich the poor and to impoverish the rich.

“ TFrom the time when the exercise of the intellect became
a source of power and of wealth, it is impossible not to cons
gider cvery addition to science, every fresh truth, every new
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idea, as & germ of power placed within the reach of the people,
Poetry, eloquence, and memory, the grace of wit, the glow of
imagination, the depth of thought, and all the gifts which are
bestowed by Providence without respect of persons, turned to
the advantage of Democracy; and, even when they were in
the posscssion of its adversaries, they still served its cause by
bringing into reliet the natural greatness of man: its con-
quests spread, therefore, with those of civilization and knowl-
edge; and literature became an arsenal, where the poorest and
the weakest could always find weapons to their hand.

“In perusing the pages of our listory, we shall scarcely
meet with a single great event, in the lapse of seven hundred
years, which has not turned to the advantage of equality,

“The Ciusades, and the wars with the Jnglish, decimated
the nobles, and divided their possessions ; the erection of cor-
porate towns introduced an element of democratic liberty into
the bosom of feudal monarchy; the invention of fire-arms
equalized the villein and the noble on the field of battle;
printing opened ihe same resources 1o the minds of all classes ;
the post was established, so as to bring the same information
to the door of the poor man's cottage and to the gate of the
palace; and Protestantisi proclaimed that all men are alike
able to find the read to heaven. The discovery of America
offered a thousand new paths to fortune, and placed riches and
power within the reach of the adventurous and the obscure.

“Jf we examine what was happening in France at intervals
of fifty years, beginning with the cleventh century, we ehall
invariably perceive that a twofold revolution has taken place
in the state of society. The noble has gone down on the
social ladder, and the rofurier has gone up: the one descends
as the other rises. Every half-century brings them nearer to
each other.

“Nor is tlhis phenomenon at all peculiar to France
‘Whithersoever we turn our eyes, we witness the sarne contine
ual revolution throughout the whole of Christendom.
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“ Everywlere the various occurrences of national existence
have turned to the advantage of Democracy : all men have
aided it Dy their exertions. Those who lave intentionally
Jabored in its eanse, and those who have served it unwittingly ;
those who have fought for it, and those who have declared
themselves its opponents, — have all been driven along in
the same track; have all labored to one end, somc ignorantly,
and some unwillingly : all have been blind instruments in the
hands of God.

“The gradual development of the equality of conditions is
thercfore a providential fact, and possesses all the characteris-
tics of a divine decrce: it is universal ; it is durable; it con-
stantly eludes all human interference, and all events as well as
all men contribute to its progress.

“Would it be wise to imagine that a social impulse which
dates from so far back can be checked by the efforts of a gen-
eration? Is it credible that the demoeracy which has anni-
hilated the feudal system, and vanquished kings, will respect
the bourgeois and the capitalist?  Will it siop now that it is
grown so strang, and its adversaries so weak ?

“I1 is not necessary that God himsell should speak in order
to disclose to us the unquestionable signs of his will. We can
discern them in the huabitual coursc of nature, and in the
invariable tendency of events.

“The Christian nations of our age seem to me to present a
most alarming spectacle.  The impulse which is bearing them
along is so strong that it cannot be stopped ; but it is not yet
so rapid that it cannot be guided. Their fate is in their
hands; yet a little while, and it may be su uo longer.” —
Introduction to the First Puart,

That such has been the actual course of events in
modern history, nobody can doubt; snd as truly in
England as in France. Of old, every proprictor of
land was sovercign over its inhabitants, while the cul-
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tivators could not call even their bodily powers their
own., It was by degrees only, and in a succession of
ages, that their personal emancipation was cffected,
apd their labor becwwe theirs to sell [or whatever
they could obtain for it. They became the rich men’s
equals in the eyc of the law : but the rich had still the
making of the law, and the adninistering of it ; and the
equality was at first little more than nominal,  The
poor, however, could now acquire property ; the path
was open to them to quit their own class for a higher;
their rise, even to a considerable station, gradually
beeame a common occurrence ; and, to those who ac-
quired a large fortune, the otlier powers and privileges
of aristocracy were successively opened, until hereditary
honors have hecome less a power in themselves than a
symbol and ornament of great riches.  While individu-
als thus continually rose from the mass, the mass itsclf
multiplied and strengthened 5 the towns obtained a voice
in public affairs; the many, in the aggregate, became,
cven in property, more and more o match for the few ;
and the nation became a power, distinet from the small
number of inrdividuals who once dispused even of the
crown, and determined all public affairs at their pleas-
ure. The Reformation was the dawn of the guvern-
ment of public opinion. Even at that early period,
opinion was not formed by the higher classes exclusively;
and while the publicity of all State transactions, the
liberty of petition and public discussion, the press, —
and of late, above all, the periodical press, — have ren-
dered public opinion more and more the supreme
power, the same causes have rendered the formation of
it less and less dependent upon the initiative of the
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higher ranks. Iiven the direct participation of tha
people at large in the government, had, in various ways,
Leen greatly extended before the political events of the
Iast few years, when Democracy has given se signal a
proof of its progress in society by the inroads it has heen
able to make intn the political constitution ; and in epite
of the alarm which has been taken by the possessors
of large property, who are far more gencrally opposed
than they had been within the present generation to any
additional strengthening of the popular element in the
House of Commons, there is at this moment a wmuch
stronger pavty for & further parliamentary reform, than
many good observers thought there was, twelve years
ago, for that which has already taken place.

But there is a surer mode of deciding the point than
any historical retrospect. Let us look at the powers
which arc cven now at work in socicty itsclf.

To a superficial glance at the condition of our own
country, sothing can secem more unlike any tendency to
cquality of condition. The inequalities of property are
apparently greater than in any former period of history.
Nearly all the land is parcelled out, in great estates,
among comparatively few families; and it is not the
large but the small properties which are in process of
extinction. A hereditary and titled nobility, more
potent by their vast possessions than Ly their social pre-
cedency, are constitutivnally and really one of the great
powers in the State.  To form part of their order is that
which every ambitious man aspires to, as the crowning
glory of a successful career. The passion for equality,
of which M. de Tocqueville speaks alinost as if it were
the great moral lever of modern times, is hardly known
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in this country, even by name. On the contrary, all
ranks seem to have a passion for inequality. The hopes
of every person are directed to rising in the world, not
to pulling the world down to him. The greatest enemy
of the political conduct of the House of Lords submits
to their superiority of rank as he would to the ordi-
nances of nature, and often thinks any amount of toil
and watching repaid by a nod of recognition from one
of their number.

We have put the case as strongly as it could be put
by an adversary ; and have stated as facts some things,
which, if they have been facts, are giving visible signs
that they will not always be so.  Tf we look back even
twenty years, we shall find that the popular respect for
the higher elasses is by ne means the thing it was : and,
though all who are rising wish for the continuance of
advantages which they themsclves hope to share, there
are, among those who do not expect to rise, increasing
indicutions that a levelling spiris is abroad ; and political
discontents, in whatever manner originating, show an
increasing tendency to take that shape. But it is the
less necessary to dwell upon these things, as we shall be
gatisfied with muking out, in respect to the tendency to
equality in England, much less than M. de Tocqueville
contends for. We do not muintain, that the time is
drawing near when there will be no distinetion of
classes: but we do contend, that the power of the
higher classes, both in government and in society, is
diminishing ; while that of the middle and even the
lower classes is inereasing, and likely to increase.

The constituent elements of political importance are
property, intelligence, and the power of combination,
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In every one of these elements, is it the higher classes,
or the other portion of society, that have lately made,
and are continuing to make, the most rapid advances?
Even with regard to the clement of property, there
cannot be room for more than a momentary doubt.
[he class who are rich by inheritance are so far from
augmenting their fortunes, that it is much if they can
be said to keep them up. A territorial aristocracy
always live up to their means, — generally beyond
them. Onr own is no exception to the rule; and es
their control over the taxes becomes cvery day more
restricted, and the liberal professions more over-crowd-
ed, -they are condemned more and more to bear the
burden of their own large families ; which it is not casy
to do, compatibly with leaving to the heir the means
of keeping up, without becoming embarrassed, the old
family establishments. Tt is matter of notoricty how
severely the difficulty of providing for younger sons is
felt, even in the highest rank; and that, as o provision
for daughters, alliances are now courted which would
not have been endured a generation ago. The addis
tions to the “money-power” of the higher ranks consist
of the riches of the nov! homines, who are continually
agaregated to that class from among the merchants and
manufacturers, and occasionally from the professions.
But many of these are mercly successors to the impov-
crished owners of the land they buy ; and the fortunes
of others are taken, in the way of marriage, to pay
off the mortgages of older families. Iiven with these
allowances, no dcubt the number of wealthy persons is
steadily on the increase; but what is this to the accu-
mulation of capitals, and growth of incomes, in the
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hands of the middle class? It is that class which far-
nishes all the accessions to the aristocracy of wealth ;
and, for onc who makes a large fortune, fifty acquire,
without exceeding, a moderate competency, and leave
their children to work, like themseclves, at the laboring
oar.

In point of intelligence, it can still less be affirmed
that the higher classes maintain the same proportional
ascendency as of old. They have shared with the rest
of the world in the diffusion of information, They
have improved, Iike all other classes, in the decorous
virtues. Their humaue feelings and refined tastes form,
in general, a striking contrast to the coarse habits of the
same class a few generations ago. But it would be
difficolt to point out what new idea in speculation, what
invention or discovery in the practical arts, what useful
institution, or what permanently valuable book, Great
Britain has owed, for the last lundred years, to her
hereditary aristocracy, titled or untitled:* what great
public enterprise, what important national movement in
religion or politics, those classes have originated, or
have so much as taken in it the principal share. Con-
sidered in vespect to active energies and laborious
habits, to the stirring qualities which fit men for play-
ing a considerable part in thc affairs of mankind, few
will say that our aristocracy have not deteriorated. It
i3, on the other hand, onc of the coiwmonplaces of the
uge, that knowledge and intelligence are spreading, in
a degree which was formerly thought impossible, to the

*® The chicf exceptions, since the accession of the hwuse of Hanover, are
the chemist Cavendish in the last century, and the Earl of Hosse in the
present.
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lower, and down even to the lowest rank. And this is
a fact, not accomplished, but in the mere dawn of its
accomplishment, and which has shown hitherto but a
slight promisc of its future frujts. It is casy to scoff at
the kind of intelligence which is thus diffusing itself;
but it is intelligence still. The knowledge which is
power is not the highest deseription of knowledge only :
any knowledge which gives the habit of forming an
opinion, and the capacity of expressing that opinion,
constitutes a political power ; and, if combined with the
eapaeity and habit of acting in concert, « formidable one.

It is in this last element, the power of combined
action, that the progress of the Democracy has been the
most gigantic. What combination can do has bheen
'shown by an experiment, of now many years’ duration,
among a people the most backward in civilization
(thanks to Inglish misgovernment), hetween the Vis-
tula and the Pyrences. Even on this side of the Irish
Channcl we have seen something of what could be donc
by political unions, antislavery societies, and the like;
to say nothing of the less advanced, but already power-
ful, organization of the working classes, the progress of
which has been suspended only by the temporary fallure
arising from the manifest impracticability of its present
objects. And these various associations are not the
machinery of democratic combination, but the occasion-
al weapons which that spirit forges as it needs them.
The real political unions of KEngland are the news-
papers. It is these which tell every person what all
other persons are feeling, and in what manner they are
ready to act: it is by these that the people learn, it
may truly be said, their own wishes, and through these
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that they declare them. The newspapers and the rail-
roads are solving the problem of bringing the Democ-
racy of England to vote, like that of Athens, simul-
taneously in one agore; and the same agencies are
apidly cffacing those local distinctions which rendered
one part of our population strangers to another, and
arc making us more than ever (what is the first con-~
dition of a powerful public opinion) a homogeneous
people.  If America has been said to prove, that, in
an extensive country, a popular government may exist,
IEngland secms destined to afford the proof, that, after
a certain stage in civilization, it must: for as soon as
the numerically stronger have the same advantages, in
means of combination and celerity of movement, as the
smaller number, they are the masters; and, cxcept by
their permission, no government can any longer exist.

It may be said, donbtless, that, thongh the aristocratic
class may be no longer in the ascendant, the power by
which it ie suceceded i1s not that of the numerical ma-
jority ; that the middle class in this country is as little
in danger of being outstripped by the democracy below,
as of being kept down by the aristocracy above; and
that there can be no difficulty for that class, aided as
it would be by the rich, in making head, by its prop-
erty, intelligence, and power of combination, against
any possible growth of those elements of importance in
the inferior classes, and in excluding the mass of mere
manual laborers from any share in political rights,
unless such a restricted and subordinate one as may be
found compatible with the complete ascendency of prop-
erty.

We are disposed partially to agree in this opinion.

YOL. 11. 7
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Univezsal suffrage is never likely to exist and maintain
itself where the majority are prolétaires; and we are
not unwilling to believe that a laboring class in abject
poverty, like u great part of our rural population, or
which expends its surplus earnings in gin or in waste,
like so much of the better-paid population of the towns,
may be kept politically in subjection, and that the
middle classes are safe from the permanent rule of such
a body, though perhaps not from its Swing outrages or
Wat Tyler insurrections. But this admission leaves
the fuct of a tendency towards Democracy practically
untouched. There is a Democracy short of pauper suf-
frage : the working classes themselves contain a middle
as well as a Jowest class. Not to meddle with the
vexata questio, whether the lowest class is or is not
improving in condition, it is certain that a larger and
Iarger body of manual laborers are rising above that
class, and acquiring at once decent wages and decent
habits of conduct. A rapidly increasing multitude of
our working people are becoming, in point of condition
and habits, what the American working people are;
and, if our boasted improvements are of any worth,
there must be a growing tendency in society and gov-
ernment to make this condition of the laboring classes
the general one. The nation must be most slenderly
supplied with wisdom and virtue, if it cannot do some-
thing to improve its own physical condition, to say
nothing of its moral. It is something gained, that
well-meaning persons of all parties now at length pro-
fess to have this end in vicw. But in proportion as it
is approached to; in proportion as the working class
becomes, what all proclaim their desire that it should
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be, well paid, well taught, and well conducted, — in the
same proportion will the opinions of that class tell,
according to its numbers, upon the affairs of the coun-
try. Whatever portion of the cluss succeeds in thus
raising itself becomes a part of the ruling body; and,
if the suffrage be necessary to make it so, it will not ka
long without the suftrage.

Meanwhile, we are satisficd if it be admitted that
the government of England is progressively changing
from the government of a few, to the government, not
indeed of the many, but of many, —from an aristoc-
racy with a popular infusion, to the régime of the
middle class. To most purposes, in the constitution
of modern society, the government of a numerous
middle cluss is Democeacy.  Nay, it not merely 2s De-
moeracy, but the only Democracy of which there is
yet any cxample : what is called univorsal suffrage in
America arising from the fact, that America is all mid-
dle class ; the whole people being in a condition, both
as to education and pecuniary means, corresponding to
the middle class here. The consequences which we
would deduce from this fact will appear presently,
when we examine M. dc ‘Locqueville’s view of the
moral, social, and intellectual influences of Democracy.
This cannot be done umtil we have briefly stated his
opinions on the purely political branch of the question.
To this part of our task we shall now proceed, with
as much conciseness as is permitted by the number and
importance of the ideas, which, holding an essential
place among the grounds of his general conclusions,
have a claim not to be omitted even from the most
rapid summary.



100 DEMOCRACY IN AMERICA.

We have already intimated, that M. de Tocquevill¢
recognizes such a thing as a democratic state of socicty
without a democratic government, — a state in which
the people are all equal, and subjected to one common
master, who selects indiscriminately from all of them
the instruments of his government. In this sense, as
he remarks, the government of the Pacha of Egypt is
a specimen of Democracy ; and fo this type (with al-
lowance for difference of civilization and manners) he
thinks that all nations are in danger of approximating,
in which the equalization of conditions has made greater
progress than the spirit of liberty. Now, this he Lolds
to be the condition of France. The kings of France
have always been the greatest of levellers: Louis XI.,
Richelieu, Louis XIV., alike labored to break the
power of the noblesse, and reduce all intermediate
classes and bodies to the general level. Aftor them
came the Revolution, bringing with it the abolition of
hercditary privileges, the emigration and dispossession
of half the great landed proprietors, and the subdivision
of large fortunes by the revolutionary law of inherite
ance. While the equalization of conditions was thus
rapidly reaching its extreme limits, no corresponding
progress of public spirit was taking place in the people
at large. No institutions capable of fostering an inter-
est in the details of public affairs were created by the
Revolution : it swept away even those which despotism
had spared ; and, if it admitted a portion of the popula-
tion to a voice in the government, gave it them only on
the greatest but rarest occasion, — the election of the
great council of the State. A political act, to be done
only once in a few years, and for which nothing in the
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daily habits of the citizen has prepared him, leaves his
intellect and moral dispositions very much as it foupd
them ; and, the citizens not being cncouraged to take
upon themselves collectively that portion of’ the business
of socicty which had been performed by the privileged
classes, the central government easily drew to itself, not
only the whole local administration, but much of what,
in eountries like ours, is performed by associations of
individuals. Whether the government was revolution-
ary or counter-revolutionary, made no difference : un-
der the one and the other, every thing was done for
the people, and nothing by the people. In France,
consequently, the arbitrary power of the magistrate in
detail is almost without limit. And when, of late,
some attempts have been made to associate a portion of
the citizens in the management of local affairs, compara-
tively few have been found, even among those in good
circumstances {(anywhere but in the large towns), who
could be indnced willingly to take any part in that man-
agement ; who, when they had no personal object to
gain, felt the public interest sufficiently their own inter-
est not to grudge cvery moment which they withdrew
from their oceupations or pleasures to hestow upon it.
With all the eagerness and violence of party contests
in France, a nation more passive in the hands of any
one who is uppermost does not exist. M. de Tocque-
ville has no faith in the virtues, nor even in the pro-
longed existence, of a superficial love of freedom, in
the face of a practical habit of slavery ; and the ques-
tion, whether the French are to be a free people, de-
pends, in his opinion, upon the possibility of creating a
spirit and a habit of local self-government.
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M. de Tocqueville sces the principal source and
sccurity of Auwcrican {reedom, not so much in the
election of the President and Congress by popular suf-
frage, as in the administration of nearly all the business
of society by the people themselves. This it is, which,
according to him, keeps up the habit of attending to
the public interest, not in the gross merely, or on a few
momentous oceasions, but in its dry and troublesome
details.  This, too, it is which enlightens the people;
which teaches them by experience how public affairs
must be carried on.  The dissemination of public busi-
ness as widely as possible among the people, is, in his
opinion, the only means by which they can be fitted for
the exercise of any share of power over the legislature,
and generally also the only means by which they can
be led to desire it.

For the particulars of this education of the American
people by means of political institutions, we must refer
to the work itsclf; of which it is one of the minor
recommendations, that it has never been equalled even
as a mere statement and explanation of the institutions
of the United States. The general principle to which
M. de Tocqueville has given the sanction of his authority
merits more consideration than it has yet received from
the professed laborers in the cause of national educa-
tion. It has often been said, and requires to be re-
peated still oftener, that books and discourses alone are
not education ; that life is a problem, not a theorem :
that action can only be learnt in action. A child learns
to write its name only by a succession of trala; and
is a man to be taught to use his mind and guide his
conduct hy mere precept? What can be learnt in
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schools is important, but not all-important. The
main branch of the education of human beings is their
habitual employment ; which must be either their indi-
vidual vocation, or some matter of general concern, in
which they are called to take a part. The private
moncy-getting occupation of almost every one is more
or less a mechanical routine: it brings but few of his
faculties into action, while its exclusive pursnit tends to
fasten his attention and interest exclusively upon him-
self, and upon his family as an appendage of himself;
making Lhim indifferent to the public, to the more gen-
erous objects and the nobler interests, and, in his in-
ordinate regard for his personal comforts, selfish and
cowardly. Balance these tendencies by contrary ones ;
give him something to do for the public, whether as a
vestryman, a juryman, or an elector, —and, in that
degree, his ideas and feclings are taken out of this nar-
row cirele. He becomes acquainted with more varied
business, and a larger range of considerations. Heis
made to feel, that, besides the interests which separate
him from his fellow-citizens, he has interests which con-
nect him with them ; that not only the common weal is
his weal, but that it partly depends upon bis exertions.
Whatever might be the case in some other constitutions
of society, the spirit of a commereial people will be, we
are persuaded, essentially mean and slavish, wherever
public spirit is not cultivated by an extensive participa-
tion of the people in the business of government in
detail ; nor will the desideratum of a general diffusion
of intelligence among ecither the middle or lower classes
be realized but by a corresponding dissemination of
public functions, and a voice in public affairs.
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Nor is this inconsistent with obtaining a considerable
share of the beuefits (and they are great) of what is
called centralization, The principle of local self-gov-
ernment has been undeservedly discredited by being
associated with the agitation against the new poor-law.
The most active agency of a central authority in collect-
ing and communicating information, giving advice to the
local bodies, and even framing general rules for their
observance, is no hinderance, but an aid, to making the
local libertics an instrument of educating the people.
The existence of such a central agency allows of intrust-
ing to the people themsclves, or to local bodies repre-
gentative of them, many things of too great national
importance to be committed unreservedly to the locali-
ties ; and completes the efficacy of local self-government
as a means of instruction, by accustoming the people not
only to judge of particular facts, but to understand and
apply, and feel practically the value of, principles. The
mode of administration provided for the English poor-
laws by the late act seems to us to be, in its general
conception, almost theoretically perfect; and the exten-
sion of a similar mixture of central and local manage-
ment to several other branches of adiinistration, thereby
combining the best fruits of popular intervention with
much of the advantage of skilled supervision and tra-
ditional experienee, would, we believe, be entitled to no
mean rank in M. de Tocqueville’s list of correctives to
the inconveniences of Democracy.

In estimating the effects of democratic government
as distinguished from a democratic condition of society,
M. de Tocqueville assumes the siate of circumstances
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which exists in America, — a popular government in
the Stute, combined with popular local institutions. In
such a government he sees great advantages, balanced
by no inconsiderable evils.

‘Among the advantages, one which figures in the fore-
most rank is that of which we have just spoken, — the
diffusion of intelligence; the remarkable impulse given
by democratic institutions to the active faculties of that
portion of the community who in other circumstances
are the most ignorant, passive, and apathetic. These
are characteristics of America which strike all travel-
lers. Activity, enterprise, and a respectable amount of
information, arc not the qualities of a few among the
American citizens, nor even of many, but of all. There
is no class of persons who are the slaves of habit and
routine. Ivery American will carry on his manufac-
ture, or cultivate his farm, by the newest and best
methods applicable to the circumstances of the case.
The poorest American understands and can explain the
most intricate parts of his country’s institutions; can
discuss her intcrests, internal and foreign. Much of
this may justly be attributed to the universality of ecasy
circumstances, and to the education and habits which
the first settlers in America hrought with them; but
our author is certainly not wrong in ascribing a certain
portion of it to the perpetual exercise of the faculties
of every man among the people, through the universal
practice of submitting all public questions to his judg-
ment.

“Tt is incontestable that the people frequently conduct
public business very ill; but it is impossible that the people
should take a part in public business without extending the
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circle of their ideas, and without quitting the ordinary rontine
of their mental occupations. The humblest individual who
is called upon to co-operate in the government of society
acquires a certain degree of selferespect; and, as he possesses
power, minds more cnlightened than his own offer him their
services. He is canvassed by a multitude of claimants who
need his support; and who, seeking to deccive him in a thou
sand different ways, instruct him during the process. He
takes a part in political undertakings which did not originate
in his own conception, but which give him a general taste for
such undertakings. New ameliorations are daily suggested to
him in the property which he holds in common with others;
and this gives him the desire of improving that property
which is peculiarly bis own. e is, perhaps, neither happier
nor better than those who came before him; but he is better
informed, and more active. I have no doubt that the demo-
cratic institutions of the United States, joined to the physical
constitution of the country, are the cause (not the direct, as
18 s0 often asserted, but the indircet cause) of the prodigious
commercial activity of the inhabitants. It is not engendered
by the laws; but it proceeds from habits acquired through
participation in making the laws.

“Wkhen the opponents of Demoeracy assert that a single
individual performs the functions which he undertakes better
thau the govermnent of ihe people ul large, it appears to me
that they are perfectly right. The government of an indi-
vidual, supposing an cqual degree of instruction on ecither
side, has more constancy, more perseverance, than that of a
multitude 5 more combination in its plans, and more perfection
in its details; and is better qualified judiciously to diserimi-
nate the characters of the men it employs. If any deny this,
they have never seen a democratic government, or have formed
their opinion only npon a few instances. Tt must he conceded,
that, even when local circumstances and the disposition of tie
people allow democratic institutions to subsist, they never dis
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play a regular and methodical system of government. Demos
cratic liberty is far from accomplishing all the projects it
undertakes with the skill of an intelligent despotism. It fre-
quently abandous them hefore they have borne their fruits, or
risks them when the consequences may prove dangerous; but,
in the end, it produces greater results than any absolute govern-
ment. It does fewer things well ; but it does a greater number
of things. Not what is done by a democratic government,
but what ig done under a dewocratic government by private
agency, i8 really great. Democracy does not conier the most
skilful kind of government upon the people; but it produces
that which the most skilful governments are frequently unable
to awaken, — namely, an all-pervading and restless activity ;
a superabundant force; an energy which is never seen else-
where, and which may, under favorable ecircumstances, beget
the most amazing benefits. ‘These are the trne advantages of
Democracy.” — Vol. ii. chap. 6.

The other great political advantage which our author
ascribes to Democracy requires less illustration, because
it is more obvious, and has been oftener treated of,—that
the course of legislation and administration tends always
in the direction of the intcrest of the greatest number.
Although M. de Tocqueville is far from considering
this yuality of Democracy us the panuccea in politics
which it has sometimes been supposed to be, he ex-
presses his sense of its importance, if in measured, in
no undecided terms. America does not exhibit to us
what we see in the best mixed constitutions,— the class-
interests of small minorities wiclding the powers of
legislation, in opposition both to the general interest
and to the general opinion of the community : still less
does she exliibit what has been characteristic of most
representative governments, and is only gradually ceas-
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ing to characterize our own, —a standing league of
class-intcrests ; a tacit compact, among the various
knots of men who profit by abuscs, to stand by one
apother in resistig reform.  Nothing can subsist in
America that is not recommended by arguments, which,
in appearance at least, address themselves to the interest
of the many. However frequently, thercfore, that in-
terest may be mistaken, the direction of legislation
towards it is maintained in the midst of the mistakes;
and if a community is so situated or so ordered that it
can “support the transitory action of bad laws, and
can await without destruction the result of the general
tendency of the laws,” that country, in the opinion of
M. de Tocqueville, will prosper more under a democratic
government than under any other. But, in aristocratic
governments, the interest, or at best the honor and
glory, of the rnling class, is considered as the pnblic
interest ; and all that is most valuable to the individuals
composing the submdmatc classes is apt to be immo-
lated to that pubhc interest with all the rigor of antique

pdtuotlsm.

“ The men who arc intrusted with the direction of public
affairs in the United States are frequently inferior, both in
point of capacity and of morality, to thosc whom aristocratic
institutions would raise to power; but their interest is iden-
tified and confounded with that of the majority of their fellow-
citizens. They may frequently be faithless, and frequently
mistaken: but they will never systematieally adapt a line of
conduet hostile to the majority ; and it is impossible that they
should give a dangerous or an exclusive character to the gov-
ernment,

“ The mal-administration of a democratic magistrate is,
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moreover, a mere isolated fact, the effects of which do not last
beyond the short period for which he is elected. Corruption
and incapacity do not act as common interests which connect
men permanently with one another. A corrupt or an inca-
pable magistrate will not concert his measures with another
magistrate, simply because that individual is corrupt and inca-
pable like himself; and these two men will never unite their
endeavors to promote or screen the corruption or inaptitude
of their remote posterity. The ambition and the manceuvres
of the one will serve, on the contrary, to unmask the other.
The vices of the magistrate in democratic States are usunally
those of his individual character.

“But, under aristocratic governments, public men are
swayed by the interest of their order, which, if it is some-
times blended with the interests of the majority, is frequently
distinet from them. This interest is a common and lasting
bond which unites them together. It induces them to coa-
lesce, and combine their efforts towards attaining an end which
is not always the happiness of the greatest number: and it
not ouly connects the persons in authority with each other,
but links them also to a considerable portion of the goverped;
since a numerous body of citizens belongs to the aristocracy,
without beiug invested with official functions. The aristo-
cratic magistrate, therefore, finds himself supported in his own
natural tendencies by a portion of socicty itsclf, as well as by
the government of which he is a member.

“The common object which connects the interest of the
magistrates in aristocracies with that of a portion of their
cotemporaries identifies it also with future generations of their
order. They labor for ages to come, as well as for their own
time. The aristocratic magistrate is thus urged towards the
same point by the passions of those who surround him, by his
own, and, I might almost say, by those of his posterity. Is it
wonderful that he should not resist? And hence it is that
the class-spirit often hurries along with it those whom it does
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not corrupt, and makes them unintentionally fashion socicty
to their own particular ends, and pre.fashion it for their
descendants.” — Jbid.

These, then, are the advantages ascribed by our
author to a democratic government. We are now to
speak of its disadvantages.

According to the opinion which is prevalent among
the more cultivated advocates of Democracy, one of its
greatest recommendations is, that, by means of it, the
wisest and worthiest arc brought to the head of affairs.
The people, it is said, have the strongest interest in
sclecting the right men. It is presumed that they will
be sensible of that interest; and, subject to more or less
liability of error, will, in the main, succeed in placing
a high, if not the highest, degree of worth and talent in
the highest situations.

M. de Toeqneville is of another opinion. He was
forcibly struck with the general want of merit in the
members of the American legislaturcs and other public
functionaries. e accounts for this, not solely by the
people’s incapacity to diseriminale werit, but partly also -
by their indifference to it. He thinks there iy little
preference for men of superior intellcet 3 little desire to
obtain their services for the public; occasionally even
a jealousy of them, especially if they be also rich.
They, on their part, have still less inclination to seck
any such employment. Public offices are little Iucra-
tive, confer little power, and offer no guarantee of per
manency. Almost any other carcer holds out better
pecuniary prospects to a man of ability and enterprisc ;
nor will instructed men stoop to those mean arts, and
those coumpromises of their private opinions, to which
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their less distinguished competitors willingly resort.
The depositaries of power, after being chosen with little
regard to merit, ave, partly perhaps for that very reason,
frequently changed.  The rapid veturn of clections, and
even a taste for variety, M. de Tocqueville thinks, on
the part of electors (a taste not unnatural wherever
little regard is paid to gualifications), produces a rapid
succession of ncw men in the legislature and in all
public posts. Hence, on the one hand, great instability
in the laws, — cvery new-comer desiring to do some-
thing in the short time he has before him: while, on
the other hand, there is no political carriére; states-
manship is not a profession.  There i3 no body of per-
sons educated for public business, pursuing it as their
occupation, and who transmit from one to another the
results of their experience. There are no traditions, no
science or art of public affuirs. A fuuctiouary knows
little, and cares less, about the principles on which his
predecessor has acted ; and his successor thinks as lictle
about his. Public transactions are thercfore conducted
with a reasonable share, indeed, of the common sense
and common information which are general in a demo-
cratic community, but with little benefit from specific
study and experience ; without consistent system, long«
sighted views, or persevering pursuit of distant objects.

This is likely enough to be a true picture of tha
American Government, but can scareely be said to be
peculiar to it.  There are now few governments remain-
ing, whether representative or absolute, of which some-
thing of the samc sort might not be said. In no
country where the real government resides in the min-
ister, and where there are frequent changes of ministry,
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are far-sighted views of policy likely to be acted upon

whether the country be England or France, in the
eighteenth century or in the nineteenth.* Crude and
ill-considered legislation is the character of all govern-
ments whose laws are made, and acts of administration
performed, émpromptu, — notin pursuance of a general
design, but from the pressure of some present occasion ;
of all governments in which the ruling power is to any
great extent exercised by persons not trained to govern-
ment as a business. It Is true, that the governments
which have been cclebrated for their profound policy
have generally becn aristocracies : but they have been
very narrow aristocracics; consisting of so few mem-
bers, that every member could personally participate in
the business of administration. These are the govern-
ments which have a natural tendency to be administered
steadily ; that is, according to fixed principles. Every
member of the governing body being trained to govern-
ment as a profession, like other professions they respect
precedent, transmit their experience from genecration to
generation, acquire and preserve a set of fraditions;
and, all being competent judges of each other’s merits,
the ablest easily rises to his proper level. The govern-
ments of ancient Rome and modern Venice were of
this character ; and, as all know, for ages eonduacted the
affairs of those States with admirvable constancy and
skill, on fixed principles, — often unworthy enough, but
always eminently adapted to the euds of those govern-
ments. When the governing body, whether it consists
of the many or of a privileged class, is so numerous,
that the large majority of it do not and cannot make

#* A few sentences are here inserted from another paper by the author.
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the practice of government the main occupation of their
lives, it 1s impossille that there should Le wisdom, fore-
sight, and caution in the governing body itself, These
qualities must be found, iff found at all, not in the
body, but in those whom the body trust. The opinion
of a numerous ruling class i3 as fluctuating, as liable
to be wholly given up to immediate impulses, as the
opinion of the people. Witness the whole course of
English history. All our Iaws have been made on tem-
porary impulses. In no country has the course of le-
gislation been less directed to any steady and consistent
purpose.

In so far as it is true that there is a deficieney of
remarkable merit in American public men (and our
author allows that there is a large number of excep-
tions), the fact may perhaps admit of a less discredi-
table explanation. America needs very little govern-
ment. She has no wars ; no neighbors ; no complicated
international relations ; no old society with its thousand
abuses to reform ; no half-fed and untaught millions in
want of food and guidance. Society in America re-
quires little but to be let alone. The current affairs
which her government has to transact can seldom de-
mand much more than average capacity ; and it may
be in the Americans a wise economy, not to pay the
price of great talents when common ones will serve
their purpose. We make these remarks by way of
caution, not of controversy. Like many other parts
of our author’s doctrines, that of which we are now
speaking affords work for a succession of thinkers and
of accurate observers ; and must, in the main, depend on

future experience to confirm or refute it.
VOL. II. s )
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We now come to that one among the dangers of
Democracy respecting which so much has been s«id,
and which our author designates as *the despotism of
the majority.”

It is perbaps the greatest defect of M. de Tocque-
ville’s book, that, from the scarcity of examples, his
propositions, even when derived from observation, have
the air of mere abstract speculations. He speaks of
the tyranny of the majority, in general phrases; but
gives hardly any instances of it, nor much informa-
tion as to the mode in which it is practically exem-
pliied. The omission was in the present instance
the more excusable, as the despofism complained of
was at that time, politically at least, an evil in appre-
hcnsion more than in suﬂbranee; alld he was uneasy
rather at the total absence of sccurity against the
tyranny of the majority, than at the frequency of its
actual exertion.

Lveuts, Liowever, which have occurred »since the
publication of the first part of M. de Tocqueville’s
work, give indication of the shape which tyranny is
most likely to assume when exercised by a majority.

It is not easy to surmisc any inducements of interest,
by which, in a country like America, the greater num-
ber could be led to oppress the smallee. When the
majority and the minority are spoken of as conflicting
interests, the rich and the poor are gencrally meant;
hut where the rich are content with being rich, and do
not claim as such any political privileges, their interest
and that of the poor arc generally the same: complete
protection to property, and freedom in the disposal of
it, are alike important to both. When, indeed, the
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moor are so poor that they can scarcely be worse off,
respect on their part for rights of property which they
cannot hope to share is mever safely to be caleulated
upon. DBut where all have property, cither in enjoy-
ment or in reasonable hope, and an appreciable chance
of acquiring a large fortune; and where every man's
way of life proceeds on the confident assurance, that, by
superior exertion, he will obtain a superior reward, —
the importance of inviolability of property is not likely
to be lost sight of. Tt is not affirred of the Americans,
that they make laws against the rich, or unduly press
upon them in the imposition of taxes. If a laboring
class, less happily circumstanced, could prematurely
force themselves into influence over our own legislature,
there might then be danger, not so much of violations
of property, as of unduc interference with contracts;
unenlightened legislation for the supposed interest of
the many ; laws founded on mistakes in political econ-
omy. A minimum of wages, or a tax on machinery,
might be attempted : as silly and as inefficacious attempts
might be made to keep up wages by law as were so
long made hy the DBritish Legislature to keep them
down by the same menus. We have no wish to see
the experiment tried : but we are fully convinced that
experience would correet the one crror as it has cor-
rected the other, and in the same way; namely, by
complete practical failure.

It is not from the scparate interests, real or imagi-
nary, of the majority, that minorities are in danger,
but from its antipathies of religion, political party, or
race ; and experience in America seems to confirm, what
theory rendered probable, that the tyranny of the
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majority would not take the shape of tyranmical laws,
but that of a dispeusing power over all laws. The
people of Massachusetts passed no law prohibiting
Roman-Catholic schools, or exempting Protestants from
the penalties of incendiarism: they contented them-
gelves with burning the Ursuline convent to the ground,
aware that no jury would be found to redress the in-
jury. In the same recliance, the people of New York
and Philadelphia sacked and destroyed the houses of the
Abolitionists, and the schools and churches of their
black fellow-citizens ; while numbers who took no share
in the outrage amused themselves with the sight.  The
laws of Maryland still prohibit murder and burglary ;
but, in 1812, a Baltimore mob, after destroying the
printing-office of a newspaper which had opposed the
war with England, broke into the prison to which
the editors had been conveved for safety, murdered one
of them, left the others for dead; and the criminals
were tried and acquitted. In the same city, in 1835, a
riot which lasted four days, and the foolish history of
which is related in M. Chevalier’s Letters, was oceca-
sioned by the fraudulent bankruptey of the Maryland
Bank. It is not so much the riots, in such instances.
that are deplorable 5 these might have occurred in any
country : it is the impossibility of obtaining aid from ar
executive dependent on the mob, or justice from juries
which formed part of it; it is the apathetic cowardly
truckling of disapproving lovkers-on; almost a paralle}
to the passive imbecility of the people of Paris, when
a handfil of hired assassins perpetrated the massacrea
»f September. TFor where the majority is the sole
power, and s power issuing its mandates in the form of
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riots, it inspires a terror which the most arbitrary mon-
ach often fails to excite.  The silent sympathy of the
mgjority miay support on the scaffold the martyr of one
man’s tyranny ; but, if we would imagine the situation
of a victim of the mujority itself, we must look to the
annals of religious persecution for a parallel.

Yet neither ought we to forget, that even this lawless
violence is not so great, because not so lasting, an evil,
as tyranny through the medium of the law. A tyran-
nical law rewnains ; because, so long as it is submwmitted
to, its existence does not weaken the general authority
of the laws.  But, in Amecrica, tyranny will seldom use
the instrument of law, because there is, in general, no
permancnt class to be tyrannized over. The subjects of
oppression are casual ohjects of popular resentment,
who cannot be reached by law, but only by oceasional
acts of lawless power; and to tolerate these, if they
ever became frequent, would be consenting to live with-
out law. Alrcady, in the United States, the spirit of
outrage has raised a spirit of resistance to outrage; of
meral resistance first, as was to be wished and expected:
if that fail, physical resistance will follow. The major-
ity, like other despotic powers, will he taught, by expe-
rience, that it cannot enjoy both the advantages of
civilized society, and the barbarian liberty of taking
men’s lives and property at its discretion.  Let it once
be generally understood that minoritics will fight, and
majoritics will be shy of provoking them. The bad
government of which there is any permanent danger
onder modern civilization is in the form of bad laws
and bad tribunals : government Ly the sic volo, either
of a king or a mab, helongs to past ages, and can no
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more exist, for long together, out of the pale of Asiatic
barbarism.

The despotism, therefore, of the majority within the
limits of civil life, though a real 2vil, does not appear
to us to be a formidable one. The tyranuy which we
fear, and which M. de Tocqueville principally dreads, 13
of another kind, —a tyranny not over the body, but
over the mind.

It is the complaint of M. de Tocqueville, as well as
of other travellers in Ainerica, that in no country does
there exist less independence of thought. In religion,
indeed, the varietics of opinion which fortunately pre-
vailed among those hy whom the colonies were settled
have produced a toleration in law and in fact extending
to the limits of Christianity. If by ill fortune there
had happened to e a religion of the majority, the case
would probably have been different.  On every other
subject, when the opinion of the majority is made up,
hardly any one, it is affirmed, daves to be of any otlier
opinion, or at least to profess it. The statements are
not clear as to the nature or amount of the inconveni-
ence that would be suffered by any one who presumed
to question a reccived opinion. It secms certain, how-
ever, that scarcely any person has that courage; that,
when public opinion considers a question as settled, no
further discussion of it takes place; and that not only
nobody darves (what everybody may venture upon in
Europe) to say any thing disrespeetful to the public, or
derogatory to its opinions, but that its wisdom and virtue
arc perpetually celebrated with the most servile adula-
tion and sycophancy.

These considerations, which were much dwelt on in
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the author’s First Part, are intimately connected with
the views promulgated in his Sceond, respecting the
influence of Democracy on intellect.

The Americans, according to M. de Tocrueville, not
only profess, but carry into practice, on all subjects
except the fundamental doctrines of Christianity and
Christian ethies, the habit of mind which has been so
often inculcated as the one suflicient security against
mental slavery, — the rejection of authority, and the
assertion of the right of private judgment. They re-
gard the traditions of the past mercly in the light of
materials, and as “a uscful stady for doing otherwise
and better.,”  They are not accustomed to look for
guidance cither to the wisdom of ancestors, or to emi-
nent cotemporary wisdom, but require that the grounds
on which they act shall be made level to their own
comprehension.  And, as is natural to those who gov-
ern themselves by common sense rather than by science,
their cast of mind is altogether unpedantic and prac-
tical : they go straight to the end, without favor or
prejudice towards any set of means; and aim at the
substance of things, with something like a contempt
for form.

From such habits and ways of thinking, the conse-
quence which would be apprchended by some would be
a most licentious abuse of individual independence of
thought. The fact is the reverse. It is impossible, as
our author truly remarks, that mankind in general should
form all their opinions for themselves: an autherity
from which they mostly derive them may be rejected in
theory ; but it always exists in fact. That law above
them, which older societies have found in the traditions



120 DEMOCRACY IN AMERICA.

of antiquity, or in the dogmas of priests or philos-
ophers, the Americans find in the opinions of one
another.  All being nearly equal in circumstances,
and all nearly alike in intelligence and knowledge, the
only authority which commands an involuntary defer-
ence is that of numbers. The more perfectly each
knows himself the equal of every single individual,
the more insignificant and helpless he feels against
the aggregate mass, and the more incredible it appears
to him that the opinion of all the world can possibly
be erroncous. © Fuith in public opinion,” suys M. de
Tocqueville, “becomes in such countries a species of
religion, and the majority its prophet.” The idea that
the things which the multitude believe are still disputa-
ble is no longer kept alive hy dissentient, voices ; the
right of private judgment, by being extended to the
incompetent, ccascs to be oxercised cven by the com-
petent ; and specnlation becomes possible only within
the limits truced, not, as of old, by the infullibility of
Anistotle, but by that of “our free and enlightened
citizens,” or “our free and enlightened age.”

On the influence of Democracy upon the cultivation
of science and art, the opinions of M. de Tocqueville
are highly worthy of attention. There are many, who,
partly from theorctic considerations, and partly from
the marked absence in America of original efforts in
literature, philosophy, or the fine arts, inclime to be-
lieve that modern Demoeracy is fatal to them ; and that,
wherever its spirit spreads, they will take flight. M.
de Tacqueville is not of this opinion. The example of
America, as he observes, is not to the purpose ; because
America is, intellectually speaking, a province of Eng-
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land, — a province in which the great occupation of the
inhabitants is making money, because for that they
have peculiar facilities; and ave thercfore, like the
people of Manchester or Birmingham, for the most
part contented to receive the higher branches of knowl-
edge ready-made from the capital. In o demoeratic
nation, which is also free, and generally educated, our
author is far from thinking that theve will be no public
to relish or remuncrate the works of science and genius.
Although there will be great slifting of fortunes, and
1o hereditary body of wealthy persons sufticient to form
a class, there will be, he thinks, from the general activ-
ity, and the absence of artificial barriers, combined with
the inequality of human intelligence, a far greater num-
ber of vich individuals (dnfindmient plus nombreux)
than in an aristocratic society. There will be, there-
fore, though not so complete a leisure, yet a leisurc
extending perhaps to more persons; while, from the
UlOSQ-Y contact aud ngRtCl‘ l]lutllﬂl tercourse }JEL\’VEUII
classes, the love of intellectual pleasures and occupa-
tions will spread downward very widely among those
who have not the same advantages of leisure. More-
over, talents and knowledge being in a demoeratic
socicty the only means of rapid improvement in fortune,
they will be, in the abstract at least, by no means un-
dervalued : whatever measure of them any person is
capable of appreciating, he will also be desirous of pos-
sessing. Instead, therefore, of any neglect of science
and literature, the cager ambition which is universal in
such a statc of society takes that direction as well as
others; and the number of those who cultivate these
pursuits becomes *immense.”
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It is from this fact — from the more active competi
tion in the products of intellect, and the more nume-
rous public to which they are addressed —that M. de
Toequeville deduces the defects with which the products
themselves will be chargeable. In the multiplication
of their quantity he sees the deterioration of their qual-
ity. Distracted by so great a multitude, the public can
bestow but a moment’s attention on each: they will be
adapted, therefore, chiefly for striking at the moment.
Deliberate approval, and a duration beyond the hour,
becorne more and move diffieult of attainment.  What
is writen for the judgment of a highly instructed tew,
amidst the abundance of writings may very probably
never reach them ; and their suffrage, which never gave
riches, does not now confer even glory. But the mul-
titude of buyers atfords the possibility of great pecuniary
success and momentary notoriety for the work which is
made up to please at once, und to please the many.
Literature thus becomes not only a trade, but is car-
ried on by the maxims usually adopted by other trades
which live hy the number, rather than Ly the quality,
of their customers; that much pains need not be be-
stowed on commodities intended for the general inarket,
and that what is saved in the workmanship may be
more profitably expended in self-advertisement.  There
will thus be an immense mass of third- and fourth-rate
productions, and very few fivst-rate.  Iiven the turmoil
and bustle of a soclety in which every one is striving to
get on, is in itself, our author observes, not favorable
to meditation. 1l rdgne dans le sein de ces nations un
petit mouvement incommode, une sorte de roulement
incossant des hommes los uns sur les autees, qui trouble
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et distrait Pesprit sans Iunimer et Pélever.” Not to
mention that the universal tendency to action, and to
rapid action, directs the taste to applications rather
than principles, and hasty approximations to trath rather
than scientific accuracy in it.

Passing now from the province of intcllect to that of
sentiments and morals, M. de Tocqueville is of opinion,
that the general softening of manners, and the remarka-
bie growth, in modern times, of humanity and philan-
thropy, arc in great part the cffece of the gradual
progress of social equality. Where the different classes
of mankind are divided by impasszable barricrs, cach
may have intense sympathies with his ovn class,— more
intense than it is almost possible to have with mankind
in general: bnt those who are far Lelow him in con-
dition arc so unlike himself, that Lz hardly considers
them as human beings ; and, if they sve refeactory and
troublesome, will be unable to fecl for them even that
kindly interest which he expericneccs for his morc un-
resisting domestic caitle.  Our aunthor cites a well-
known passage of Madwwme de Sivignés Letlers in
exemplification of the want of feeling exhibited even by
good sort of persons towards those with whom they
have no fellow-feeling,  In America, except towards
the slaves (an exception which proves the rule), he
finds the sentiments of philanthropy and compassion
almost universal, accompanied by a general kindness of
manner, and obligingness of disposition, without much
of cercmony and punctilio. As all feel that they are
not above the possible need of the good-will and good
offices of others, every one is ready to afford his owa.
The general cquality penetrates also into the family
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relations. There is more intimacy, he thinks, than in
Lurope, between parents and children ; but less, except
in the carliest years, of paternal authority, and the
filial respect which is fvunded on it. These, however,
are among the topics which we must omit, us well ag
the connection which our author attempts (o trace be-
tween equality of conditions and strictness of domcstic
morals, and some other remarks on domestic socicty in
America, which do not appear to us to be of any con-
siderable value.

M. de Tocqueville is of opinion, that one of the
tendencics of a democratic state of socicty is to make
cvery one, in a manner, retire witlin himself, and
concentrate his interests, wishes, and pursuits within
his own business and household.

The members of & democratic comnunity are like the
sands of the sea~shore, each very minute, and no one
adhiering to any other. There are no permanent class-
es, and therefore no esprit de corps; few hereditary
fortuncs, and therefore few local attachments, or out-
ward objects consecrated by family fecling. A man
feels little eonncetion with his neighbors, little with his
ancestors, Jittle with his posterity. There are scarcely
any ties to conneet any two men together, except the
common one of country. Now, the love of country is
not, in large communitics, a passion of spontaneous
growth.  When a man’s country is his town, where his
ancestors have lived for generations, of which he knows
every inhabitant, and has recollections associated with
every street and building ; in which alone, of all places
on the earth, he is not a stranger; which he is per-
petually called upon to defend in the field, and in whose
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glory or shame he has an appreciable share, made
sensible by the constant presence and rivalry of for-
eigners, — in such a state of things, patriotism is easy.
It was casy in the ancient republics, or in moderu
Switzerland.  But, in great communities, an intense
interest in public affairs is scarcely natural, except to a
member of an aristocracy ; who alone has so conspicu-
ous a position, and is so personally identified with the
conduct of the government, that his credit and consc-
quence are essentially connected with the glory and
power of the nation he belongs to,— its glory and power
(observe), not the well-being of the bulk of its inhab-
itants. It is difficuls for an obscure person, like the
citizen of a Democracy, who is in no way involved in
the responsihility of pnblic affairs, and cannot hope to
excrcise more than the minutest influence over them,
to have the sentiment of patriotism as a living and ear-
nest feeling. There being no intermediate objects for
his attachments to fix upon, they fasten themseclves on
his own private affairs; and, according to national
character and circurnstances, it becomes his ruling pas-
sion either to improve his condition in life, or to take
his ease and pleasure by the means which it already
affords him.,

As, therefore, the state of society becomes more
democratic, it is more and more necessary to nourish
patriotism by artificial means; and, of these, none are
go efficacious as free institutions, — a large and frequent
intervention of the citizens in the management of public
business. Nor does the love of country alone require
this encouragement, but every feeling which connects
men either by interest or sympathy with their neighbors
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and fellow-citizens. Popular institutions are the great
means of rendering general in a people, and especially
among the richer classes, the desire of being useful in
their generation, — useful to the public or to their neigh-
bors, without distinction of rank, — as well as courteous
and unassuming in their habitual intercourse.

“When the public is supreme, there is no man who does
not feel the value of public good-will, or who does not en-
deavor to conrt it by drawing to himself the estcem and affec-
tion of those amongst whom he is to live. Many of the
passions which congeal and keep asunder human hearts are
then obliged to retire, and hide below the surface.  Pride
must be dissembled; disdain does not break out; selfishness
is afraid of itself. Under a free government, as most public
offices are elective, the men whose elevated minds or aspiring
hopes are too closely eircumseribed in private life constantly
feel that they cannot do without the population which sur-
rounds them. D7en learn at such times to think of their
fellow-men from awmnbitious motives; and they frequently find
it, in a manner, their interest to be forgetful of sclf.

“I may here be met by an objection, derived from elec-
tioneering intrigues, — the meannesses of candidates, and the
calumnies of their opponents. These are opportunities of
animosity which oceur oftener, the more frequent elections
become. Such evils are doubtless great, but they are tran-
sient 3 whereas the benefits whicle avtend them rernain. The
desire of being clected may lead some men for a time to
mutual hostility ; but this samec desive loads all men, in the
lIong-run, mutually to support each other; and, if it happens
that an election accidenily severs two friends, the electoral
system brings a multitude of citizens permanently together
who would alwavs have vemained nnmknown to each ather.
Frcedom engenders privaie animosities; but despotism gives
birth to geueral indifference. ...
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“A brilliant achievement may win for you the favor of a
people at one stroke; but to earn the love and respect of the
population which surrounds you requires a long succession
of little services and obscure good offices, a constant habit of
kindness, and an established reputation for disinterestedness,
Local freedom, then, which leads a great number of citizens
to value the affections of their neighbors, and of those with
whom they are in contact, perpetually draws men back to one
another, in spite of the propensitics which sever them; and
forees them to render each other mutual assistance.

“In the United States, the more opulent citizens take great
care not to stand alool from the people: on the contrary, they
constantly kecp on easy terms with them; they listen to them;;
they speak to them every day. They know that the rich,
in democracies, always stand in need of the poor; and that, in
democratic times, a poor man’s attachment depends more on
manuer than on benefits conferred.  The very magnitude of
such benefits, by setting the dificrence of conditions in a strong
light, causes wu secrel irritation to those who reap advantage
from them; but the charm of simplicity of manners is almost
irresistible. . . . This truth does not penetrate at once into the
minds of the rich. They generally resist it as long as the
democratic revolution lasts: and they do not acknowledge it
immediately after that revolution iz accomplished. They are
very ready to do good to the people; but they still choose to
keep them at arm’s-length. They think that is sufficient ; but
they are mistnken.  They might spend fortunes thus, without
warming the hearts of the population around them: that popu-
lation does not ask them for the sacrifice of their money, but
of their pride.

“ It would scem as if every imagination in the United
States were on the stretch to invent means of increasing the
wealth and satisfying the wants of the public. The best in-
formed inhabitants of each district are incessantly using their
information to discover new means of angmenting the general
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prosperity ; and, when they have made any such discoveries,
they eagerly surrender them to the mass of the people. ...

«T have often seen Americans make great and real sacrifices
to the publiec welfare; and I have a hundred times remarked,
that, in case of need, they hardly ever fhil to lend faithful sup-
port to cach other. The free institutions which the inhabitauts
of the United Staies possess, and the political rights of which
they make so much use, remind every citizen, and in a thou-
sand ways, that he is a member of socicty. They at every
instant impress upon his mind the notion, that it is the duty as
well as the interest of inen to make themselves useful to their
fellow-creatures; and as he sees no particular reason for dis-
liking them, since he is never either their master or their
slave, his heart readily leans to the side of kindness. Men
attend to the interests of the public, first by necessity, after-
wards by choice: what was calculation becomes an instinct;
and, by dint of working for the good of onc’s fellow-citizens,
the habit and the taste for serving them is at length ac.
quired.

« Many people in France consider equality of conditions as
one evil, and political freedom as a second. When they are
obliged to yield to the former, they strive at least to escape
from the latter. Dut I contend, that, in order to combat
the evils which equality may produce, there is only one effec-
tual remedy; namely, political freedom.” — Vol. iii. part ii.
chap. 4.

With regard to the tone of moral sentiment charac-
teristic of Democracy, M. de Tocqueville bolds an
opinion which we think deserves the attention of moral-
jsts. Among a class composed of persons who have
been born into a distinguished position, the habitual
springs of action will be very different from those of 4
democratic community. Speaking generally (snd mak-
ing abstraction both of individual peculiarities and of the
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influence of moral culture), it may be said of the first,
that their feclings and actions will be mainly under the
influence of pride; of the latter, under that of interest.
Now, as, in an aristocratic society, the elevated class,
though small in number, sets the fashion in opinion and
feeling ; even virtue will, in that state of society, seem
to be most strongly recommended by arguments address-
ing themsclves to pride; in a Democracy, by those which
address themselves to self-interest. In the one, we hear
chiefly of the beauty and dignity of virtue, the gran-
deur of sclf-sacrificc; in the other, of honesty the best
policy, the value of character, and the common interess
of every individual in the good of the whole.

Neither the one nor the other of these modes of feel-
ing, our author is well aware, constitutes moral excel-
lence ; which must have a deeper foundation than either
the enleulations of self-interest, or the emotions of self-
flattery. DBut as an auxiliary to that higher principle,
and as far as possible a substitute for it when it is
absent, the latter of the two, in his opinion, though the
least sentimental, will stand the most wear.

“The priuciple of enlightencd sclf-interest is not a lofty
one; but it is clear and sure. It does not aitn at mighty
objects ; but it attains, without impractieable efforts, all those
at which it aims. As it lies within the reach of all capacities,
every one can without difficulty apprehend and retain it. By
its adaptation to human weaknesses, it easily obtains great
dominion: nor is its dorainion precarious, since it employs self-
interest itsclf to correct self-interest; and uses, to direct the
passions, the very instrument which excites them.

«The doctrine of enlightened sclf-interest produces no
great acts of self-sacrifice; but it suggests daily small acts of

VOL. II. 9
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gelf-denial. By itself it cannot suffice to make a virtuouns
man ; but it disciplines a multitude of citizens in habits of reg-
ularity, temperance, moderation, foresight, self-command ; and,
if it does not at once lead men to virtue hy their will, it draws
them gradually in that direction by their liabits. If the prin-
eiple of ¢interest rightly understood’ were to sway the whole
moral world, extraordinary virtues would doubtless be more
rare; but I think that gross depravity would then also be less
common. That principle, perhaps, prevents some men from
riging far above the level of maunkind; but a great number
of others, who were falling below that level, are caught and
upheld by it. Obscrve some few individuals, they are lowered
by it: survey mankind, it is raized.

“I am not afraid to say, that the principle of enlightened
sclf-interest appears to me the best suited of all philosophical
theories to the wants of the men of our time, and that I
regard it as their chief remaining security against themselves.
Towards it, therefore, the minds of the moralisis of our age
should turn. Kven should they judge it incomplete, it must
nevertheless he adopted as necessary.

“Nu power upon carth can prevent the inereasing equality
of conditions from impelling the human mind to seek out what
i3 useful, or from inclining ¢very momber of the community
to concentrate his affections on himnseltl It must therefore be
expocted, that personnl interest will beeome more than ever
the principal if not the sole spring of men’s actions; but it
remains te he seen how each man will understand his personal
interest.

“T do not think that the doectrine of self-interest, as it is
professed in America, is self-evident in all its parts; but it
contains a great number of truths so evident, that men, if they
are bul instructed, cannot fail to see them. Instruet them,
then, at all hazards: for the age of implicit self-sacrifice and
instinctive virtues is already flying far away from us; and the
time is fast approaching, when freedom, public peace, and
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gocial order itself, will not be able to exist without instruc-
tion,” — Vol. iii. part ii. chap. 8.

M. de Tocqueville considers a democratic state of
society as eminently tending to give the strongest im-
pulse to the desive of physical well-heing. He ascribes
this not so much to the equality of conditions as to
their mobility, In o country like America, every one
may acquire riches: no one, at least, is artificially
impeded is acquiring them, and hardly any one is born
to them. Now, these are the conditions under which
the passions which attach themselves to wealth, and to
what wealth can purchase, are the strongest.  Those
who are born in the midst of affluence arc generally
more or less dlasés to its enjoyments. They take the
comfort or luxury to which they have always been accus-
tomed, as they do the air they breathe. It is not le but
de la vie, but une maniére de vivre. An aristocracy,
when put to the proof, has in general shown wonderful
facility in enduring the loss of riches and of physical
comforts. The very pride. nourished by the elevation
which they owed to wealth, supports them under the
privation of it. But to those who have chased riches
laboriously for half their lives, to lose it is the loss of
all; une wie munquée; a disappointment greater than
can be endured. In a democracy, again, there is no
contented poverty. No one being forced to remain
poor, many who were poor daily becoming rich, and
the comforts of life being apparently within the reach
of all, the desire to appropriate them descends to the
very lowest rank. Thus—

4 The desire of acquiring the comforts of the world haunts
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the imagination of the poor; and the dread of losing them, thai
of the rich. Many scanty fortunes spring up. Those wha
possess them have a suflicient share of physical gratifications
to conceive a taste for those pleasures, — not enough to satis-
fy it. They never procure them without exertion, and they
never indulge in them without apprehension. They are,
therefore, always straining to pursue or to retain gratifications
so precious, so incomplete, and so fugitive.

“If I inquire what passion i8 most natural to men who are
at once stimulated and circumseribed by the cbscurity of their
birth or the mediocrity of their fortune, I can discover none
more peculiarly appropriate to them than this love of physical
prosperity. The passion for physical comforts is essentially
a passion of the middle classes: with those elasses it grows
and spreads, and along with them it becomes preponderant.
From them it mounts into the higher orders of society, and
descends into the mass of the people.

“I never met, in America, with any citizen so poor as not
to cast a glance of hope and longing towards the cnjoyments
of the rich, or whose imagination did not indulge itself by
anticiparion in those good things which fate still obstinately
withheld from lim.

“On the other hLand, I never perceived, amongst the
wealthier inhabitants of the United States, that proud con-
tempt of the indulgences of riches which is sometimes (v b
met with even in the most opulent and dissolute aristocracies,
Most of these wealthy persons wore once poor.  They have
felt the stimulus of privation; they have long struggled with
adverse fortunc; and, now that the victory is won, the pas-
sions which accompanied the contest have survived it: their
minds are, as il were, intoxicated by the petty c¢njoymaents
which they have pursued for forty ycars.

“Not but that in the United States, as elsewhere, there
are a certain numbder of wealthy persons, who, having come
into their property by inheritance. possess, without exertion,
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an opulence they have not carned. But even these are not
less devotedly attached to the pleasures of matcrial life.  The
love of physical comfort is become the predominant taste of
the nation: the great current of man’s passions runs in that
channel, and sweeps every thing along in its course.” — Vol
Hi. part ii. chap. 10.

A regulated sensuality thus establishes itself, — the
parent of effeminacy rather than of debauchery; pay-
ing respeet to the social rights of other people, and to
the opinion of the world; mnot “leading men away in
gearch of forhidden enjoyments, hut absorbing them
in the pursuit of permitted ones. This spirit is fre-
quently combined with a specics of religious morality ¢
men wish to be as well off as they can in this world,
without foregoiug their chance of another.”

From the preternatural stimulus given to the desire
of acquiring and of enjoying wealth, by the intense
competition which necessarily exists where an entire
population are the competitors, arises the restlessness so
characteristic of American life.

“It is strange to sce with what feverish ardor the Ameri-
cans pursuc their own welfare ; and to watch the vague dread
that constantly torments them, lest they should not have
chosen the shortest path which may lead to it. A native of
the United States clings to this world’s goods as if he were
certain never to die; and is go hasty in grasping at all within
his reach, that one would suppose he was constantly afraid of
not living long enough to enjoy them. 1lle clutches every
thing; he holds nothing fast, but soon loosens his grasp to
pursue fresh grarifications. . ..

% At first sight, there is something surprising in this strange
unrest of ¢ nany happy men, uneasy in the midst of abun
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dance. The spectacle is, however, as old as the world: the
novelty is to scc a whole people furnish an cxample of
it....

“ When all the privileges of birth and fortunc arc ubol-
ished ; when all professions are accessible to all, and & man’s
own energies may place him at the top of any one of them, —
an ¢asy and nnbounded carcer seems open to his ambition, and
he will readily persuade himself that he is born to no vulear
destinies. But this is an ¢rroneous notion, which is corrected
by daily expericnee.  The same equality which allows every
citizen to conceive these Jofty hopes renders aill the citizens
individually feeble. It circumscribes their powers on every
gide, while it gives freer scope to their desires,  Not only are
they restrained by their own weakness, but they arc et at
every step by immense obstacles, which they did not at first
perceive. They have swept away the privileges of some of
their fellow-creatures which stood in their way; but they
have now to encounter the competition of all. The barrier
has changed its shape rather than its place.  Whea men are
nearly alike, and all follow the same track, it is very difficult
for any one individual to get on fast, aud cleave a way
through the homogenecus throng which surrounds and presses
upon him. This constant strife between the wishes springing
from the equality of conditions, and the means it supplies to
satisfy them, laras:es and wearies the mind.” — Vol. iii.
part ii. chap. 13.

And hence, according to M. de Toequeville, while
every onc is devoured by ambition, hardly any one is
ambitious on a large scale.  Among so many competi-
tors for but a few great prizes, none of the candidates
starting from the vantage-ground of an clevated social
position, very few can hope to gain those prizes, and
they not until late in life. Men in general, therefore,



DEMOCRACY IN AMERICA. 135

do not look so high. A vast energy of passion in a
whole community is developed and squandered in the
petty pursuit of petty advancements in fortune, and
the hurried sunatching of petty pleasures.

To sum up our author’s opinion of the dangers to
which mankind are liable as they advance towards
equality of condition : his fear, both in government and
in intellect and morals, is not of too great liberty, but
of too ready submission; not of anarchy, but of ser-
vility ; not of too rapid change, but of Chinese stationa-
riness. As Democracy advances, the opinions of man-
kind on most subjects of general interest will become,
he believes, as compared with any former period, more
rooted, and more difficult to change; and mankind are
more and more in danger of losing the moral courage,
and pride of independence, which make them deviate
from the beaten path, either in speculation or in con-
duct. Even in politics, it is to be apprehended, lest,
feeling their personal insignificance, and conceiving a
proportionally vast idea of the importance of socicty at
large; being jealous, morecover, of one another, but
not jealous of the central power, which derives its origin
from the majority, or which at least is the faithful
representative of its desire to annihilate every inter-
mediate power, — they should allow that central gov-
ernment to assmme morc and more control, engross
more and more of the business of society ; and, on
condition of making itself the organ of the general
mode of feeling and thinking, should suffer it to relieve
mankind from the care of their own interests, and keep
them under a kind of tutclage; trampling, meanwhile,
with considerable recklessness, as often as convenient,
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upon the rights of individuals, in the name of society
and the public good.

Against these political evils, the corrective to which
our author looks, is popular education, and, above all,
the epirit of liberty, fostered by the extension and
dissemination of political rights. Demoeratic institu-
tions, therefore, are his remedy for the worst mischiefs
to which a democratic state of society is cxposed. As
for those to which democratic institutions are themselves
liable, these, he holds, society must struggle with, and
bear with so much of them as it cannot find the means
of conquering, TFor M. de Tocqueville is no believer
in the reality of mixed governments. Therc is, he says,
always and cverywhere, a strongest power: in every
government, cither the king, the aristocracy, or the
people, have an cffective predominance, and can carry
any point on which they set their heart. *“When a
community really comes to have a mixed government,
that is, to be cqually divided between two adverse prin-
ciples, it is either falling into a revolutionary state or
into dissolution.” M. de Tocqueville believes that the
preponderant power which must exist everywhere is
most rightly placed in the body of the people; but he
thinks it most pernicious, that this power, whether
residing in the people or elsewhere, should be * checked
by no obstacles which may retard its course, and force
it to moderate its own vehemence.” The difference, in
his eyes, is great between one sort of democratic insti-
tutions and another. That form of Democracy should
be sought out and devised, and in every way en-
deavored to be carried into practice, which, on the one
hand, most exercises and cultivates the intelligence and
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mental activity of the majority; and, on the other,
breaks the headlong impulses of popular opinion, by
delay, rigor of forms, and adverse discussion. “The
organization and the cstablishment of Democracy ” on
these principles “is the great political problem of our
time.”

And, when this problem is solved, there remains an
equally serious one,— to make head against the tenden-
ey of Democracy towards bearing down individuality,
and circumscribing the exercise of the human facultics
within narrow limits.  To sustain the higher pursuits
of philvsophy and art; to vindicate and protect the
unfettered excreise of reason, and the moral freedom of
the individual, —these are purposes, to which, under a
Democraey, the superior spirits, and the government
so far as it is permitted, should devote their utmost
energios.

“J shall conclude by one general idea, which comprises not
only all the particular ideas which have been expressed in the
present chapter, but also most of those which it is the object
of this book to treat of.

“In the ages of aristocracy which preceded our own, there
were private persons of greal power, und a social authority of
extreme weakness. The principal efforts of the men of those
times were required to strengthen, aggrandize, and secure the
supreme power; and, on the other hand, to circumseribe indi-
vidual independence within narrower limits, and to subject
private interests to public. Other perils and other caves
await the men of our age. Amongst the greater part of
modern nations, the government, whatever may be its origin,
its constitution, or its name, has become almost omnipotent;
and private persons are falling, more and more, into the low.
est stage of weakness and dependence.
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“The general character of old society was diversity : unity
and uniformity were nowhere to be mot with, In modern
society, all things threaten to become so much alike, that the
peenliar characteristios of each individnal will he entirely lost
in the uniformity of the general aspect.  Oar forefathers were
ever prone to make an improper use of ihe notion, that
private rights ought to be respucted; and we are naturally
prone, on the other hand, to exaggerate the idea, that the
interest of an individual ought to bend to the interest of
the many.

“The political world is metamorphosed: new remedies
must henceforth be sought for new disorders. To lay down
extensive, but distinet and immovable, limits to the action of
the ruling power; to confer certain rights on private persons,
and secure to them the undisputed enjoyment of their rights;
to enable individual man to maintain whatever independence,
strength, and originality be still possesses; to raise him by
the side of society st large, and uphold hiw in that position, —
these appear to me the main objects for the legislator in the
age upon which we are now cniering.

“It would seem as if the rulers of our time sought only teo
use men in order to effect great thing< 1 wish that they
would try a little more to make great men; that Lthey would
get less value upon the work, and mere upon the workmen;
that they would never forget, that a mation cannot long
remain strong, when every man belonging to it is individually
weak ; and that no form or combination of social pelity has
yet been devised to make an energetic people out of a com-
munity of eitizens personally feeble and pusillanimous.” —
Vol. iv. part iv. chap. 7.

If we were here to closc this article, and leave these
noble speculations to produce their effect without fur-
ther comment, the reader, probably, would not blame
us.  Qur recommendation is not needed in their behalf,
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That nothing on the whole comparable in prefundity te
them had yer been written on Democracy, will scarcely
be disputed by any onc who has read even our hasty
abridgment of them. We must guard, at the same
time, agzinst attaching to these conclusions, or to any
others that can result from such inquirics, a character
of scientific certainty that can never belong to them.
Democracy 1s too recent a phenomenon, and of too
great magnitude, for any one who now lives to com-
prehend its consequences. A few of its more imme-
diate tendencies may be perceived or surmized : what
other tendencies, destined to overrule or to combine
with these, lic behind, there are not grounds even to
conjecture. If we revert to any similar fact in past
history, any change in human affairs approaching in
greatness to what is passing before our eyes, we shall
find that no prediction which could have been made at
the time, or for many gencrations afterwards, would
have borne any rescmblance to what has actually been
the coursc of events. When the Greek common-
wealths were crushed, and liberty in the civilized world
apparently extinguished by the Macedoniun invaders ;
when o rude, unlettered people of ltaly stretched their
conquesis and their dominion from one end to the other
of the known world ; when that people in turn [ost its
freedom and its old institutions, and fell under the
military despotism of one of its own citizens, — what
similarity is there between the cffects we now know to
have been produced by these causes, and any thing
which the wisest person could then have anticipated
from them? When the Roman Empire, containing all
the art, science, literature, and industry of the world,
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was overrun, ravaged, and dismembered by hordes of
barbarians, everybody lamented the destruction of civili -
zation, in an event which is now admitted to have been
the necessary condition of its removation. When the
Christian religion had existed but for two centuries;
wlen the pope was only beginning to assert his ascend-
ency, — what philosopher or statesman could have fore-
secn the destinies of Christianity, or the part which has
been acted in history by the Catholic Church? Tt is
thus with other really great historical facts, — the in-
vention of gunpowder for inStance, or of the printing-
press.  Lven when their direct operation is as exaetly
measurable, because ns strietly mechanical, as these
were, the mere scale on which they operate gives birth
to endless consequences, of a kind which would have
appeared visionary to the most far-seeing cotemporary
wisdom,

It is not, therefore, without a deep sense of the
uncertainty attaching to such predictions, that the wise
would hazard an opinion as to the fate of mankind
under the new democratic dispensation. But, without
pretending to judge confidently of remote tendencies,
those immediate ones which arc already developing
themselves require to be dealt with as we treat any of
the other circumstances in which we arc placed, — by
encouraging those which are salutary, and working out
the means by which such as are lmt/ul may be coun-
teracted. To exhort men to this, and to aid them in
doing it, is the end for which M. de Tocqueville has
written : and in the same spirit we will now venture to
make one criticism upon him, —to point out one cor-
rection, of which we think his views stand in need;
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and for want of which they have occasionally an air of
over-subtlety and fulse refinement, exciting the distrust
of common readers, and making the opinions themselves
appear less true, and less practically important, than, it
seems to us, they really are.

M. de Tocqueville, then, has, at least apparently,
confounded the effects of Democracy with the effects of
Civilization. He has bound up in one abstract idea the
whole of the tendencies of modern commercial society,
and given them one name, — Democracy ; thereby lct-
ting it be supposed that he aseribes to equality of
conditions several of the effects naturally arising from
the mere progress of national prosperity, in the form
in which that progress manifests itself in modern
times.

It is no doubt true, that, among the tendencies of
commereial civilization, a tendency to the equalization
of conditions is ome, and not the least conspicuous.
When a npation is advancing in prosperity ; when its
industry is expanding, and its capital rapidly augment-
ing, — the number also of those who possess capital
increases in at least as great a proportion ; and, though
the distance between the two cxiremes of society may
not be much diminished, there is a rapid multiplication
of those who occupy the intermediate positions. There
may be princes at one end of the scale, and paupers at
the other ; but between them there will be a respectable
and well-paid class of artisans, and a middle class who
combine property and industry. This may be called,
and is, a tendency to equalization. But this growing
equality is only one of the features of progressive civili-
gation ; one of the incidental effects of the progress of
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industry and wealth, — a most important effect, and one
which, as our author shows, re-acts in a hundred ways
upon the other effects; but not, therefore, to be con-
founded with the cause.

So far is it, indeed, from being admissible, that mere
equality of conditions is the mainspring of those moral
and social phenomena which M. de¢ Tocqueville has
characterized, that when some unusunl chance exhibits
o us cquality of conditions by itself, severed from that
commercial state of socicty and that progress of indus-
try of which it is the natural concomitant, it produces
few or none of the woral cffects ascribed to it.  Con-
sider, for instance, the French of Lower Canada.
Equality of econditions is more universal there than in the
United States ; for the whole people, without exception,
are in casy circumstances, and there are not even that
considerable number of rich individuals who are to be
found in all the great towns of the American Republic.
Yet, do we find in Canada that go-ahead spirit; that
restless, impatient eagerness for improvement in cir-
cumstances ; that mobility ; that shifting and fluctuat-
ing, — now up, now down, now here, now there; that
absence of classes and class-spirit; that jealousy of
superior attainments ; that want of deference for au-
thority and leadership ; that habit of bringing things
to the rule and square of each man’s own understand-
ing, — which M. de Toequeville imputes to the same
cause in the United States? In all these respects, the
very contrary qualities prevail.  'We by no means deny,
that, where the other circumstances which determine
these effects exist, equality of conditions has a very
perceptible effect in corroborating them. We think M,
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de Tocqueville has shown that it has; but that it is
the exclusive, or even the principal cause, we think the
example of Canada goes far to disprove.

For the reverse of' this experiment, we have only to
look at home.  Of all countries in a state of progressive
commercial civilization, Great DBritain is that in which
the equalization of conditions has made least progress.
The extremes of wealth and poverty are wider apart;
and there is a more numerous body of persons, at each
extreme, than in any other commcrcial community.
From the habits of the population in regard to marriage,
the poor have remained poor: from the laws which
tend to keep large masses of property together, the
rich have remained rich: and often, when they have
lost the substance of riches, have retained its social
advantages and outward trappings. (reat fortunes are
continually accurulated, and seldom redistributed. In
this respect, therefore, England is the most complete
contrast to the United States. DBut in commercial
prosperity, in the rapid growth of industry and weulth,
she is the next after America, and not very much
inferior to her.  Accordingly, we appeal to all compe-
tent observers, whether, in nearly all the moral and
intellectual features of Amcrican society, as represented
by M. dc Toequeville, this country does not stand next
to America ; whether, with the single difference of our
remaining respect for aristocracy, the American people,
both in their good qualities and in their defects, re-
semble any thing so much as an exaggeration of our
own middle class ; whether the spirit, which is gaining
more and more the ascendant with us, is not in a very
great degree American; and whether all the moral
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elements of an American state of society are not most
rapidly growing up.

For example, that entire unfixedness in the social
position of individuals; that treading upon the heels
of one another; that habitual dissatisfaction of each
with the position he occupies, and cager desire to push
himself into the next above it, — has not this become,
and is it not becoming more and more, an Lnglish
characteristic? In England, as well as in America, it
appears to forcigners, and even to Iinglishinen recently
returned from a foreign country, as if everybody had
but one wish, — to improve his condition, never to enjoy
it: as if no Englishman carcd to cultivate either the
pleasures or the virtues corresponding to his station
in society, but solely to get out of it as quickly as pos-
sible; or if that cannot be done, and until it is done,
to seem to have got out of it. *The hypocrisy of
luxury,” as M. de Tocqueville calls the maintaining an
appearance beyond one’s real expenditure, he considers
as a democratic peculiarity. It is surely an Inglish
one. The highest class of all, indeed, ig, as might be
expected, comparatively cxempt from these bad peculi-
arities. DBut the very cxistence of such a class, whose
immunities and political privileges are attainable by
wealth, tends to aggravate the strugyle of the other
classes for the possession of that passport to all other
importance ; and it perhaps required the example of
Anmerica to prove that the “sabbathless pursuit of
wealth” could be as intensely prevalent, where there
were no aristocratic distinetions to tempt to it.

Again : the mobility and fluctuating nature of indi-
vidual relations 3 the absence of permanent ties, local or
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personal, — how often has this been commented on as
oue of the organic changes by which the ancient struc-
ture of English society is becoming dissolved? With-~
out reverting to the days of clanship, or to those in which
the gentry led a patriarchal life among their tenantry
and ncighbors, the memory of man extends to a time
when the same tenants remained attached to the same
landlords, the same servants to the same household.
But this, with other old customs, after progressively
retiring to the remote corners of our island, has nearly
taken flight altogether ; and it may now be said, that in
all the relations of life, except those to which law and
relizion have given permanence, change has become the
general rule, and constancy the exception.

The remainder of the tendencies which M. de Toeque-
ville has delineated may mostly be brought under one
general agency as their immediate cause, — the growing
insignificance of individuals in comparison with the
mass. Now, it would be difficult to show any country
in which this insignificance is more marked and conspic-
uous than in England, or any incompatibility between
that tendency and aristocratic institutions. It is not
because the individuals composing the mass are all
equal, but because the mass itself has grown to so
immense a size, that individuals are powerless in the
face of it; and because the mass, having by mechanical
improvements become capable of acting simultaneously,
can compel, not merely any individual, but any number
of individuals, to bend before it. The House of Lords
is the richest and most powerful eollection of persons in
Europe ; yet they not only could not prevent, but were
themselves compelled to pass, the Reform Bill. The

YOL. II. 10
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daily actions of every pcer and peeress are falling mora
and more under the yoke of bourgeois opinion: they
feel every day a stronger mnecessity of showing an im-
maculate front to the world. Yhen they do venture
to disregard common opinion, it is in a body, and when
supported by one another; whercas formerly every
nobleman acted on his own notions, and dared be as
eccentric as he pleased. No rank in society i now
exempt from the fear of being peculiar: the unwilling-
ness to be, or to be thought, in any respect original.
Hardly any thing now depends upon individuals, but all
upon classes ; and, among classes, mainly upon the mid-
dle class. That class is now the power in society, the
arbiter of fortunc and success. Ten times more money
is made by supplying the wants, even the superfluous
wants, of the middle, nay of the lower classes, than
those of the higher. It is the middle class that now
rewards even literature and art: the books by which
most money is made are the cheap books; the greatest
part of the profit of a picture is the profit of the engrav-
ing from it. Accordingly, all the intellcctual effects
which M. de Tocqueville aseribes to Democracy are
taking place under the Democracy of the middle class.
There is a greatly augmented number of moderate
successes, fewer great literary and scientific reputations.
Elementary and popular treatises are irnmensely multi-
plied ; superficial information far more widely diffused :
but there are fewer who devote themsclves to thought
for its own sake, and pursue in retirement those pro«
founder rescarches, the rosults of which can only be
appreciated by a few. Literary productions are scldom
highly finished : they are got up to be read by many
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end to be read but once. If the work sells for a day,
the author’s time and pains will be better laid out in
writing a second than in improving the first. And
this is not because books are no longer written for the
aristocracy : they never were so. The aristocracy (sav-
ing individual exceptions) never were a reading class.
It is because books are now written for a numerous, and
therefore an unlcarned public; no longer principally
for scholars, and men of science, who have knowledge
of their own, and are not imposed upon by half-knowl-
edge ; who have studied the great works of genius, and
can make comparisons.*

As for the decay of authority, and diminution of
respect for traditional opinions, this could not well be
o far advanced among an ancient people, — all whose
political notions rest on an historical basis, and whose
institutions themselves are bnilt on prescription, and
not on ideas of expediency, as in America, where the
whole cdificc of government was constructed, within

#* On this account, among others, we think M. de Taecquevilla right in
the great importance he attaches te the study of Greek and Roman Iitera-
ture; not as being without faults, but &s having the contrary faults to those
of our own day. INNot only do those lileralurey furnish exawmples of high
finish and perfection in workmanship, to correct the slovenly habits of
modern hasty writing; but they cxhibit, in the military and agricultural
commonwealths of antiquity, precisely that order of virtues in which a com-
mercial society is apt to be deficient: and they altogether show human natura
on a grander scals, — with Jess benevolence, but more patriotism; less senti-
ment, but more self-control; if a lower average of virtue, more striking
individual examples of it; fewer small goodnesses, but more greatness, and
appreciation of greatnces; meore which tende to exalc the imagination, and
inspire high conceptions of the capabilities of human nature. If, as every
one may sce, the want of aflinity of these studies to the modern mind is
gradually lowering them in popular estimation, this is but a confirmation of
the need of them, and renders it more incumbent upon those who have the
power to do their utmost towards preventing their decline.
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the memory of man, upon abstract principles. But
surely this chango also is taking place as fast as could
be expected under the circumstances. And even this
cffect, though it Las a more direct conncction with
Democracy, has not an exclusive one.  Respect for old
opinions must diminish wherever science and knowledge
are rapidly progressive. As the people in general be-
come aware of the rccent date of the most important
physical discoveries, they are liable to form a rather
contemptuous opinion of their ancestors. The mere
visible fruits of scientific progress in a wealthy society,
the mechanical improvements, the steam-engines, the
railroads, carry the feeling of admiration for modern,
and disrespect for ancient times, down even to the
wholly uneducated classes. X¥or that other mental
characteristic which M. de Tocqueville finds in America,
—a positive, matter-of-fact spirit; a demand that all
things shall be made clear to each man’s understanding ;
an indifference to the subtler proofs which address them-~
selves to more cultivated and systematically exercised
intellects ; for what may be called, in short, the dogma-
tism of common sense, — we need not look beyond our
own country. There needs no Democracy to account
for this : there needs only the habit of energetic action,
without a proportional development of the taste for
speculation. Bonaparte was one of the most remarka-
ble examples of it ; and the diffusion of half-instruction,
without any sufficient provision made by society for sus-
taining the higher cultivation, tends greatly to encourage
its excess,

Nearly all those moral and social influences, there-
fore, which are the subject of M. de Tocqueville’s Second
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Part, are shown to be in full operation in aristocratic
England. What connection they have with equality
is with the growth of the middle class, not with the
annihilation of the extremces. They are quite compati
ble with the existence of peers and prolétaires; nay,
with the most abundant provision of both those varieties
of human nature. If we were sure of retaining for ever
our aristocratic institutions, society would no less have
to struggle against all these tendencies; and perhaps
even the loss of those institutions would not have so
much eflect as is supposed in accelerating their tri-
umph.

The evil is not in the preponderance of a democrat-
ic class, but of any class. The defects which M. de
Tocqueville points out in the American, and which we
see in the modern English mind, are the ordinary ones
of a commercial class. The portion of society which
is predominant in America, and that which is attaining
predomivunce here, the American many, and our mid-
dle class, agrec in being commercial classes. The one
country is affording a complcte, and the other a pro-
gressive, exemplification, that, whenever any variety of
human nature becomes preponderant in a community, it
imposes upon all the rest of society its own type; for-
cing all either to submit to it or to imitate it.

It is not in China only that a homogeneous com-
munity is naturally a stationary community. The un-
likeness of one person to another is not only a principle
of improvement, but would seem almost to be the only
principle. It is profunndly remarked by M. Guizot, that
the short duration or stunted growth of the earlier civil-
izations arose from this, —that, in cach of them, some
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one element of human improvement existed exclusively,
or so preponderatingly as to overpower all the others;,
whercby the community, after accomplishing rapidly all
which that one element could do, either perished for
want of what it could not do, or ecamne to a halt, and
became immovable. It would be an error to suppose
that such could not possibly be our fate. In the generals
ization which pronounces the “law of progress” to be
an inherent attribute of human nature, it is forgotten,
that, among the inhabitants of our carth, the Juropean
family of nations is the only one which has ever yet
shown any capability of spontaneous improvement, be«
yvond a certain low level. ILiet us beware of supposing
that we owe this peculiarity to any superiority of nature,
and not rather to ecombinations of eircumstances, which
have existed nowhere else, and may not exist for ever
among oursclves.  The spirit of commeree and industry
is one of the greatest instruments, not only of civiliza-
tion in the narrowest, but of improvement and culture in
the widest, sense: to it, or to its consequences, we owe
nearly all that advantageously distinguishes the present
period from the middle ages. So long as other co-
ordinate elements of improvement existed beside it, doing
what it left undone, and keeping its exclusive tendencies
in equipoise by an opposite order of sentiments, princi-
ples of action, and modes of thought, —so long the
benefits which it conferred on humanity were unqualified.
But example and theory alike justify the expectation,
that with its complete preponderance would commence
an era cither of stationariness or of decline.

If, to avert this consummation, it were necessary that
the class which wields the strongest power in society
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should be prevented from exercising its strength, or that
those who are powerful enough to overthrow the govern~
ment should not claim a paramount control over it, the
case of civilized nations would be almost hopeless. But
human affairs are not entirely governed by mechanical
laws, nor men’s characters wholly and irrevocably formed
by their situation in life. Iiconomical and social changes,
though among the greatest, are not the only forccs
which shape the course of our species. Ideas are not
always the mere signs and effects of social circurnstances :
they arc thernselves a power in history. Let the idea
take hold of the more generous and cultivated minds,
that the most serious danger to the future prospects of
mankind is in the unbalanced influence of the commercial
spirit ; let the wiser and better-hearted politicians and
public teachers look upon it as their most pressing daty,
to protect and strengthen whatever, in the heart of man
or in his outward life, can form a salutary check to the
exclusive tendencies of that spirit, — and we should not
only have individual testimonies against it, in all the
forms of genius, from those who have the privilege of
speaking, not to their own age merely, but to all time:
there would also gradually shape itself forth a national
education, which, without overlooking any other of the
requisites of human well-being, would be adapted to
this purpose in particular.

What is requisite in politics for the samie end, is, not
that public opinion should not be, what it is and must
be, the ruling power, but that, in order to the forma-
tion of the best public opinion, there should exist some-
where a great social support for opinions and sentiments
different from those of the mass. The shape which that
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support may best assume is a question of time, place,
und circumsstance ; but (in a commercial country, and
an age, when, happily for mankind, the military spirit is
gone by) there can be no doubt about the elcments
which must compose it : they are, an agricultural class,
a leisured class, and a learned class.

The natural tendencies of an agricultural class are in
many respects the reverse of those of a manufacturing and
commercial. In the first place, from their more scattered
position, and less exercised activity of mind, they have
usually a greater willingness to look up to, and accept
of, guidance. In the next place, they are the class who
have local attachments : and it is astonishing how much
of character dcpends upon this one circumstance. If
the agricultural spirit is not felt in America as a counter-
poise to the commereial, it is because American agricul-
turists have no local attachments: they range from
place to place, and are, to all intents and purposes, a
commercial class. But in an old country, where the
same family has long occupied the same land, the case
will naturally be different. From attachment to places,
follows attachment to persons who are associated with
those places. Though no longer the permanent tie which
it once was, the connection between tenants and land-
lords is one not lightly broken off, — one which both
parties, when they enter into it, desire and hope will be
permanent. Again : with attachment to the place comes
generally attachment to the oceupation : a farmer seldom
becomes any thing but a farmer. The rage of money
getting can scarcely, in agricultural occupations, reach
any dangerous height: except where bad laws have
aggravated the natural fluctuations of price, there is
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little room for gambling. The rewards of industry and
skill are sure, but moderate : an agriculturist can rarely
make a large fortune. A manufacturer or merchant,
unless he can outstrip others, knows that others will
outstrip him, and ruin him; while, in the irksome
drudgery to which he subjects himself as a means, there is
nothing agreeable to dwell on except the ultimate end.
But agriculture is in itself an interesting occupation,
which few wish to retire from, and which men of property
and education often pursue merely for their amusement.
Men so occupied are satisfied with less gain, and are less
impatient to realize it. Qur town population, it has
long been remarked, is becoming almost as mobile and
uneasy as the American. It ought not to be so with
our agriculturists : they onght to be the counterbalan-
cing clement in our national character: they should
represent the type opposite to the commercial, — that
of moderate wishes, tranquil tastes, caltivation of the
excitements and cnjoyments ncar at hand, and compati~
ble with their existing position.

To attain this object, how much alteration may be
requisite in the system of rack-renting and tenancy at
will, we cannot undertake to show In this place. Itis
suficiently obvious, also, that the corn-laws must disap-
pear; there must be no feud raging between the com-
mercial class and that by whose influcnce and example
its excesses are to be tempered : men are not prone to
adopt the characteristics of their enemies. Nor is this
all. In order that the agricultural population should
count for any thing in politics, or contribute its part to
the formation of the national character, it is absolutely
necessary that it should be educated. And let it be
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remembered, that, in an agricultural people, the diffusion
of information and intelligence must necessarily be
artificial, — the work of government, or of the superior
classes. In populous towns, the mere collision of man
with man, the keenness of competition, the habits of
society and discussion, the easy access to reading, — even
the dulness of the ordinary occupations, which drives men
to other excitements, — produce of themselves a certain
development of intelligence. The least favored class
of a town population are seldom actually stupid; and
have often, in some directions, a morbid keenncss and .
acutencss. It is otherwise with the peasantry. What-
ever it is desired that they should know, they must be
taught ; whatever intclligence is expected to grow up
among them must first be implanted, and sedulonsly
nursed.

It is not needful to go into a simijlar analysie of tho
tendencies of the other two classes, —a leisured and a
learncd class, The eapabilitics which they possess for
controlling the excess of the commereial spirit by a con-
trary spirit are at once apparent,  We regard it s one
of the greatest advantages of this country over America,
that it possesses both these classes : and we believe that
the intercsts of the timec to come are greatly dependent
upon preserving them; and upon their being rendered,
as they much require to be, better and better qualified
for their important functions.

If we believed that the national character of England,
instead of re-acting upon the American character and
raising it, was gradually assimilating itself to those
points of it which the best and wisest Amcricans see
with most uneasiness, it would he no consolation o ns
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to think that we might possibly avoid the institutions of
Aumerica ; for we should have all the cffects of hor insti-
tutions, except those which are beneficial. The Ameri-
can many are not essentially a different class from our
ten-pound householders ; and, if the middle class are left
to the mere habits and instincts of a commercial comn-
munity, we shall have a “ tyranny of the majority,” not
the less irksome because most of the tyrants may not be
manual laborers. For it is a chimerical hope to over-
bear or outnumber the middle class: whatever modes
of voting, whatever redistribution of the constituencies,
are really necessary for placing the government in their
hands, those, whether we like it or not, they will assu-
redly obtain.

The ascendency of the commercial class in modern
society and politics is inevitable, and, under due limi-
tations, ought not to be regarded as an evil. That
class is the most powerful ; but it needs not therefore
be all-powerful. Now, as cver, the great problem in
government is to prevent the strongest from becoming
the only power, and repress the natural tendency of
the instincts and passions of the ruling body to sweep
away all barricrs which are capable of resisting, even
for a moment, their own tendencies. Any counter-
balancing power can henceforth exist only by the suf-
ferance of the commercial class; but that it should
tolerate some such limitation, we deem as important as
that it should not itself be held in vassalage.

[As a specimen of the contrivances for * organizing Democracy,” which,
without sacrificing any of its beneficial tendencies, are adapted to counter-
balance and correct its characteristic infirmities, an extract is subjoined from
another paper by the author, published in (8463 Leing a review of the
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*Lettres DPulitiques ™ of M. Charles Duveyricer; a book which, among many
other valuable suggestions, anticipated Sir Charles Trevelyan in the proe
posal to make admission into the service of government in all cases thn
prize of success in a public and competitive examination.]

“Tivery people,” says M. Duveyrier, “comprises, and
probably will always coraprise, two socictics, — an administru-
tion and a public: the one, of which the general interest is
the supreme law, where positions are not hereditary, but the
principle is that of classing its members according to their
merit, and rewarding them according to their works, and
where the moderation of salaries is compensated by their
fixity, and especially by honor and consideration; the other,
composed of landed proprietors, of capitalists, of masters and
workmen, among whom the supreme law is that of inberit-
ance, the principal rule of conduct is personal interest, com-
petition and struggle the favorite elements,

“These two societies serve rautually as a counterpoise :
they continually act and re-act upon one another. The public
tends to introduce into the administration the stimulus natu-
rally wanting to it,—the principle of emulation. The ad-
ministration, conformably to its appointed purpose, tends to
introduce raore and more, into the mass of the public, ele-
ments of order and forethought, In this twofold direction,
the administration and the public have rendered, and do
render daily, to each other, reciprocal services.”

The Chamber of Deputies (he proceeds to say) rep-
resents the public and its tendencies.  The Chamber of
Peers represents, or from its constitution is fitted to
represent, those who are or have been public functiona-
ries ; whose appointed duty and occupation it has been
to look at questions from the point of view, not of any
mere local or sectional, but of the general intcrest;
and who have the judgment and knowledge resulting



DEMOCRACY IN AMERICA, 157

from labor and experience. To a body like this it
naturally belongs to take the initiative in all logisla-
tion, not of a constitutional or organic charaeter. If, in
the natural course of things, well-cousidcred views of
policy are anywhere to be looked for, it must be among
such a body. Lo no other acceptance can such views,
wlen originating elsewhere, be so appropriately sub-
mitted, — through no other organ so fitly introduced
into the laws.

'We shall not enter into the considerations by which
the author attempts to impress upon the peers this
clevated view of their function in the commonwealth.
On a new body, starting fresh as o senate, those con-
siderations might have influence. But the senate of
France is not & new body. It set out on the discred-
ited foundation of the old hereditary chamber; and its
change of character only takes place gradually, as the
members die off. To redeem a lost position is more
difficult than to create a mew one. The new members,
joining a body of no weight, become accustomed to
political insignificance; they have mostly passed the
age of enterprise; and the peerage is considered little
else than an honorable retircment for the invalids of the
public service. M. Duveyricr’s suggestion has made
some impression upon the public: it has gained him
the public ear, and launched his doctrines into discus-
sion ; but we do not find that the conduct of the peers
has been at all affected by it. Energy is precisely that
quality, which, if men have it not of themselves, cannot
be breathed into them by other people’s advice and ex-
hortations. There are involved, however, in this specu-
lation, some ideas of a wore general character, not
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unworthy of the attention of those who concern them-
selves about the social changes which the future must
produce.

There are, we believe, foew real thinkers, of whatever
party, who have not reflected with some anxiety upon
the views which have become current of late respecting
the irresistible tendency of modern socicty towards
Democracy. The sure, and now no longer slow, ad-
vance, by which the classes hitherto in the ascendant
are merging into the common mass, and all other forces
giving way before the power of mere numbers, is well
calculated to inspire uneasiness, even in those to whom
Democracy per se presents nothing alarming. Tt is not:
the uncontrolled ascendency of popular power, but of
any power, which iz formidable. There is no one
power in society, or capable of being constituted in it,
of which thc influcnces do not become mischievous as
soon as it reigns uncontrolled, — as soon as it becomes
exepled fom any necessity of being in the right, by
being able to make its mere will prevail, without the
condition of a previous struggle. To render its ascend-
ency safe, it must be fitted with correctives and coun-
teractives, possessing the qualities opposite to its
characteristic defects. Now, the defects to which the
government of numbers, whether in the pure American
or in the mixed English form, is most liable, are pre-
cisely those of a public as compared with an adminis-
tration. Want of apprec’ation of distant objects and
remote consequences ; where an object is desired, want
both of an adequate sense of practical difficulties, and
of the sagacity necessary for cluding them ; disregard of
traditions, and of muxims sanctioned by experience
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an undervaluing of the importance of fixed rules, when
immediate purposes require w depurture [rom them, —
these are among the acknowledged dangers of popular
government ; and there is the still greater, though less
recognized, danger of being ruled by a spirit of euspi-
cious and intolerant mediocrity. ‘LTuking these things
into consideration, and also the progressive decline of
the existing checks and counterpoises, and the little
probability there is that the influence of mere wealth,
still less of birth, will be suflicient hereafter to restrain
the tendencies of the growing power by mere passive
resistance, we do not think that a nation, wlose his- -
torical antecedents give it any choice, could select a
fitter basis upon which to ground the counterbalancing
power in the State, than the principle of the French
Upper House. The defeets of representative assem-
blies are, in substance, those of unskilled politicians.
The mode of raising a power most competent to their
correction would be an organization and combination
of the skilled. History affords the example of a gov-
ernment carried on for centuries with the greatest con-
sistency of purpose, and the highest skill and talent,
ever realized in public affairs; and it was constituted
on this very principle. The Roman Senate was a
senate for life, composed of all who had filled high
offices in the State, and were not disqualified by a public
note of disgrace. The faults of the Roman policy were
in its ends; which, however, were those of all the
States of the ancient world, Its choice of means was
eonsummate. This government, and others distantly
approaching to it, have given to aristocracy all the
credit which it has obtained for constaney and wisdom,



160 DEMOCRACY IN AMERICA.

A senate of some such deseription, composed of persons
no longer young, and whose reputation is already
gained, will necessarily lean to the Conservative side;
but not with the blind, merely instinctive spirit of
Conservatism, gencrated by mere wealth or social im-
portance unearned by previous Jabor. Such a body
would secure a due hearing and a reasonable regard for
precedent and established rule. It would disarm jeal-
ousy by its freedom from any class-interest; and while
it never could become the really predominant power in
the State, still, since its position would be the conse-
quence of recognized merit and actual services to the
public, it would have as much personal influence, and
excite as little hostility, as is ecompatible with resisting
in any degree the tendencies of the really strongest
power.

There is another class of considerations connected
with representative governments, to which we shall also
briefly advert. In proportivn as it has been better
understood what legislation is, and the unity of plan as
well as maturity of deliberation which are essential to
it, thinking persons have asked themselves the ques-
tion, Whether a popular body of six hundred fifty-eight
or four hundred fifty-nine members, not specially edu-
cated for the purpose, having served no apprenticeship,
and undergone no examination, and who transact busi-
ness in the forms and very much in the spirit of a
debating society, can have as its peculiarly appropriate
office to make laws;— whether that is not a work
certain to be spolled by putting such a superfluous
nomber of hands upon it; — whether it is not essen-
tally a business for one, or a very small number, of
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most carefully prepared and selected individuals ;— and
whether the proper office of a representative body (in
addition to controlling the public expenditure, and de-
ciding who shall hold office) be not that of discussing
all national interests ; of giving expression to the wishes
and feelings of the country ; and granting or withhold-
ing its consent to the laws which others make, rather
than themselves framing or even altering them? The
law of this and most other nations is already such a
chaos, that the quality of what is yearly added does
not materially affect the general mass: but in a country
possessed of a real code or digest, and desirous of
retaining that advantage, who could think, without dis-
may, of its being tampered with at the will of a body
like the House of Commons or the Chamber of Depu-
ties? Imperfect ns is the French Code, the incon-
venicnees arising from this cause are already strongly
felt ; and they afford an additional inducement for
ussociating with the popular body a skilled Senate, or
Council of Legislation, which, whatever might be its
special constitution, mast be grounded upon some furm
of the principle wkich we have now considered.

YOL. 1I. un
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BAILEY ON BERKELEY’S THEORY OF
VISION. *

THE doctrine concerning the original and derivative
functions of the sense of sight, which, from the name
of its author, is known as Berkeley’s “ Theory of Vision,”
has remained, almost from its first promulgation, one
of the least disputed doctrines in the most disputed and
most disputable of all sciences,-— the science of man.
This is the more remarkable, as no doctrine in mental
philosophy is more at variance with first appearances,
more contradictory to the natural prejudices of man-
kind. Yect this apparent paradox was no sooner pub-
lished, than it took its place, almost without contesta~
tion, among established opinions: the warfare which
has since distracted the world of metaphysies has swept
past this insulated position without disturbing it; and,
while so wany ol the other conclusions of the analytical
school of mental philosophy, the school of Hobbes and
Locke, have been repudiated with violence by the an-
tagonist school, that of common sense or innate princi-
ples, this one doctrine has been recognized and upheld
by the leading thinkers of both schools alike. Adam

* Westminster Review, October, 1842. — A Review of Berkeley’s Theory
of Vision, designed to show the Unsoundness of that celebrated Specula-
tion. By Samuel Bailey, Author of Iissays on the Formation and Publica-
tion of Opinions, &e.
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Smith, Reid, Stewart, and Whewell (not to go beyond
our own island) have made the doetrine as much their
own, and have taken as much pains to enforce and
Hlustrate it, as llartley, Drown, or James Mill.

This gencral consent of the most contrary schools of
thinkers, in support of a doctrine which conflicts alike
with the natural tendencies of the mind and with the
peculiar oncs of the larger half of the speculative world,
certainly does not prove the docirine true. But it
proves that the reasons capable of being urged in behalf
of the doctrinc are such as a mind accustomed to any
sort of psychological inquiry must find it very difficult
to resist. If the doctrine be false, there must be some-
thing radically wrong in the received modes of studying
mental phenomena. It is difficult to imagine that so
many minds of the highest powers, so little accustomed
to agree with one another, should have been led (the
majority in opposition to the whole leaning and direc-
tion of their scientific habits) into this rare and difficult
unanimity by reasonings which are a mere tissue of
paralogisms and sgnorationcs elenchi.

Such, however, is the thesis which Mr. Bailey, in
the volume before us, hus undertaken to defend; and
Mr. Bailey is one, who, on any subject on which he
thinks fit to write, is entitled to a respectful hearing.
He is entitled on this oceasion to something more, — to
the thanks which are dite to whoever, in the style and
gpirit of sober and scientific inquiry, calls in question a
received opinion. The good which follows from such
public questioning is not indeed without alloy. It
fosters scepticism as to the worth of science, and, by
creating difference where there previously was agree-
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ment, enfeebles the authority of cultivated intellects
over the ignorant. DBut, on the other hand, such
a break in the line of scientific prescription applies a
wholesome stimulus to the activity of thinkers; it coun-
teracts the tendency of speculation to grow torpid on
the points on which general agreement has apparently
been attained; and Ly not permitting philosophers to
take opinicns upon trust from their predecessors, or
from their former sclves, constrains them to recall their
attention to the substantial grounds on which those
opinions were first adopted, and must still be received.

If the result of this re-examination be unfavorable to
the reccived opinion, science is happily weeded of a
prevailing error; if favorable, it is of no less impor-
tance that this, too, should be shown, and the dissen-
tient, if not convinced, at least prevented from making
converts. It is for the interest of philosophy, there-
fore, that a bold assault, by a champion whom no one
can despise, upon one of the few doctrines of analytical
psychology which were supposed to be out of the reach
of doubt, should not be let pass without a minute
examination and deliberate judgment.

It is necessary to begin by a clear stuteeut of the
doctrine which Mr. Bailey denies; especially as we
think that an indistinct mode of conceiving and ex-
pressing the doctrine is the source of most of his
apparent victories over it.

The theory of vision, commonly designated as Berle-
ley’s, but, in fact, the received doctrine of modern
metaphysicians, may be stated, then, as follows.

Of the information which we appear to receive, and
which we really do, in the maturity of our faculties.
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reccive, through the eye, a part only is originally and
intuitively furnished by that sense: the remainder is the
result of experience and of an acquired power. The
sense of sight informs us of nothing originally, escept
Jight and colors, and a certain arrangement of colored
lines and points. This arrangement constitutes what
arc called by opticians and astronomers apparent figure,
apparent position, and apparent magnitude. Of real
fizure, position, and magnitude, the cye teaches us
nothing ; these are facts revealed exclusively by the
sense of touch: but, since differences in the reality are
commonly accompanied by differences also in the ap-
pearance, the mind infers the real from the apparent in
consequence of expericnce, and with a degree of accu-
racy proportioned to the correctness and completeness
of the data which experience affords.

Turther, those colored appearances which are called
visual or apparent position, figure, and magnitude, have
existence only in two dimensions; or, to speak more
properly, in as many directions as are capable of being
traced on a plane surface. A line, drawn from an
object to the eye, or, in other words, the distance of
an object from us, is not a visible thing. ‘When we
judge by the eye of the remotencss of any object,
we judge by signs; the signs being no other than those
which painters use when they wish to represent the
difference between a near and a remote object. We
judge an object to be more distant from us by the
diminution of its apparent magnitude, that is, by lincar
perspective; or by that dimness or faintness of color
and outline which generally increases with the distaunce :
in other words, by aerial perspective.
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Thus, then, the powers of the eyesight are of twe
classes, its original and its acquired powers; but the
things which it discovers by its acquired powers scem
to be perceived as directly us what it secs by its origi-
nal capacities as a sense. Though the distance of an
object from us is really a matter of judgment and infer-
ence, we cannot help fancying that we sec it directly
with our eyes; and though our sight can of itself inform
us only of apparent magnitudes and figures, while it is
our mind which from thesc infers the real, we believe
that we see the real magnitudes and figures, or what
we suppose to be so, not the apparent ones: a mis-
take occasioned by that lww of the human mind (a con-
pequence and corollary of the law of association)
whereby a process of reasoning, which from habit is
very rapidly performed, rescmbles, so closely as to be
mistaken for, an act of intuition.

But, although opposed to first impressions and com-
mon apprchension, the doctrine in question is confirmed
by a great mass of common experience. Visible ob-
jects, seen through a clear atmosphere, as travellers in
Southern countries never fail to remark, seem much
nearer to us; becausc they are scen with less diminu-
tion of their customary brightness than has generally
leen the case at that distance in our previous experi-
ence. A known object, seen through a mist, seems
not only farther off, but also larger than usual, —a most
convincing instance ; for, in this case, the visual magni-
tude of the object, depending on the size of its picture
on the retina, remains exactly the same: but, from the
same apparent size, we infer a larger rcal size, because
we have first been led by the dimness of the object te
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imagine it farther off ; and, at this greater distance, there
is meed of a larger ohject to produce the same visual
magnitude. So powerful, however, is the law of mind,
by virtue of which a rapid inference seems tu be an
intuition, that, when we look through a mist, we cannot
hinder ourselves from fancying that we actually see
things larger; although their visual magnitude, which
alone even Mr. Bailey contends that we see, remains,
and must remain, precisely the same.

Again: where we have no cxperience, our eyesight
gives us no information either of distance or of real
magnitude.  We cannot judge, by the eye, of the dis-
tance of the heavenly bodies from us, nor does any one
of them appear nearer or farther off than another;
because we have no means of comparing their bright-
ness or their apparent magnitude as it is with what it
would be at some known distance. As little do we
fancy we can judge, by the eye, of the magnitudes of
those bodies ; or, if a child fancies the moon to be no
larger than a cheese, it is because he forgets that it is
farther off, and draws from the visual appearance an
inference, which would be well grounded if the moon
and the cheese were really at an equal distance from
him.

Our purpose, however, in this place, was not to illus-
trate or prove the theory, but to state it. In a few
words, then, it is thiss That the information obtained
through the eye consists of two things, — sensations,
and inferences from thosc scnsations; that the sensa-
tions are merely colors variously arranged, and changes
of color; that all else is inference, the work of the
intellect, not of the eye; or if, in compliance with com-
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mon usage, we ascribe it to the eye, we must say that
the eye does it, not by an original, but by an acquired
power, — a power which the eye excrcises through and
by means of the reasoning or inferring faculty.

This is the Berkeleian * Theory of Vision,” accuratcly
stated ; and this statement of it comprises the essence
of that to which the subsequent schools of psychology
have unanimously assented.

But with the doctrine in this simple form we cannot
find that Mr. Bailey has in any one instance really
grappled. Ile has gone back to the primitive phrase-
ology in which the theory was propounded by Berkeley
and his immediate snccessors, — men to whom the glory
belongs of originating many important discoveries, but
who scldom added to this the easier, yet still rarer,
merit of expressing those dizcoveries in language logi-
cally uncxeceptionable. No one can read the mectaphy-
sicians of the last two centuries, especially those of our
own country, without acknowledging that (with one or
two exceptions, among whom the great name of Hobbes
stands pre-eminent) the very best of them are often
wanting, either in the dcterminateness of thought, or the
command over language, which would make their words
express, shortly, precisely, and unambiguonsly, the very
thing they mean. Accordingly, there arve few of the
great truths of psychology which are not, in almost all
writings antecedent to the present century, wrapped up
in phrases more or less equivocal and vague, through
which one person may clearly sce what is really within,
but another, of perhaps equal powers, will, in the words
of Locke, instead of “seizing the scope” of the specu-
lation, “stick in the incidents.”
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Upon such vague phrases Mr. Bailey has wasted his
strength, never placing the truth which they repre-
sented, plainly and unambiguously before his mind ;
and he imagines himself to have trinmphed over the
loctrine, while he has been kept from contact with it
by a rampart of words which he himscll hus helped to
raise.

One of the principal of these phrases is Perception,
a word which has wrought almost as notable mischief
in metaphysics as the word Idea. The writer who first
made Pereeption a word of mark and likelihood in men-
tal philosophy was Reid, who made use of it as a means
of begging several of the questions in dispute between
himself and his antagonists. Mr. Bailey, with, we
admit, good warrant from precedent, has throughout
his bool darkened the discussion by stating the ques-
tion, not thus, — What information do we gain, or
what facts do we learn, by the sense of sight? but
thus, — What do we perceive by the eye, or what are
our perceptions of sight? The word scems made on
purpose to confuse the distinction between what the
eye tells us directly, and what it teaches by way of
inference ; and we shall presently sce how completely,
in our author’s case, the cause has produced its effect.

It is in the first section of his sccond chapter that the
author enters upon his argument; and in this he in-
quires whether “ outness ” (as it is terined by Berkeley)
is “immediately of itself perceived by sight,” — in
other words, whether we naturally, and antccedently
to experience, see things to be external to ourselves.

Berkeley alleged, that to a person born blind, and
suddenly enabled to see, all objects would seem to be
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in his eye, or rather in his mind. It would be a more
correct version, however, of the theory, to say that
such a person would at first have no conception of in or
out; and would only be consecious of colors, but not of
objects. When, by his sense of touch, he became ac-
quainted with objects, and had time to associate men-
tally the objects he touched with the colors he saw,
then, and not till then, would he begin to see objects.
Or, adopting Mr. Bailey’s summary statement of Berke-
ley’s views, “ Outness is not immediately of itself per-
ceived by =ight, but only suggested to our thoughts by
certain visible ideas and sensations attending vision.
. . . By a conneetion taught 4 hy experience, visille
ideas and visual sensations come to signify and suggest
outness to us, after the saime manner that the words of
any language suggest the ideas they are made to stand
for.”

To this, Mr. Builey replies, that the law of mind, by
which one thing suggests another, cannot produce any
guch effect as the onc here aseribed to it.  If we have
had an internal fecling A, at the same time with an
external sensation B, and this conjunction has oceurred
often, the two will in time snggest one another : when
the internal feeling occurs, it will bring to mind the
external one; and wice versd. DBut Berkeley’s theory,
he says, demands more than this, Berkeley main-
tains, that, because the internal fecling has been found
to be accompanied by the external one, it will, when
experienced alone, not only suggest the external sensa-
tion, “ but absolutely be regarded as external itself, or
rather be converted into the perception of an external
ohject:” just as if one were to assert that the sound
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* rose,” by suggesting the visible flower, became itself
visible.

“Tt may be asserted,” eays Mr. Bailey, * without
hesitation, that there is nothing in the whole operations
of the human mind analogous to such a process; ” and
it may be asserted as unhesitatingly, that Derkeley’s
theory implies no such absurdity.

The internal feeling, which, when received by sight,
becomes a sign of the presence of an external object,
is a sensation of color. Does DBerkeley pretend, or is
it a fact, that this sensation is ever regarded as exter-
nal? Certainly not. What we regard as external is
not the sensation, but the cause of the sensation, —
the thing which by its presence is supposed to give rise
to the sensation; the colored object, or the quality
residing in that object, which we term its color. Berke-
ley is not, as Mr. Bailey supposes, bound to show that
the sensation of color is * converted into the perception
of an external object,” since nobody is bound to prove
a proposition which nobody can understand. Expressed
in unequivocal language, what Mr. Bailey calls the
perception of an object is simply a judgment of the in-
tellect that an object is present.  Berkeley is not called
upon to show that the sensation of color can be *con-
verted 7 into this judgment, because his theory requires
no such conversion. It requires that the judgment
should fullow ng an inference from the sensation; and
Berkeley is bound to show that this is possible. And
this he can do; since there is no law of mind more
familiar than that by which, when two things have con-
stantly been experienced together, we infer, from the
prosence of the one, the presence of the other.
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Thus it is, that, from using the obscure word * per-
ception ” instead of the intelligible words * sensation’
and “ judgment ” or * inference,” our author leaves his
antagonist unanswered, and triumphs over a shadow.
It is true that Berkeley and Berkeley’s adberents bave
set hin the example of this misleading phraseology ;
but Mr. Bailey lives in a more accurate age, and should
use language more accurately.

In the sccond secction (we pass over some observa-
tions in the first, to which the answer is obvious), the
author procecds to inquire whether we naturally see
things at different distances, or whether our perception
by the eye of distance from wus results (as Berkeley
contends) from an association, formed Ly experience,
hetween the nsnal signs of distance, and ideas of space
originally derived from the touch.

And Lere Mr. Bailey hns to confute un assertion
of Berkeley, that * distance, of itself and immediately,
cannot be scen: for, dictance being a line directed
endwise to the eye, it projects only one point in the
fund of the eye; which polut remains invariably the
same, whether the distance be longer or shorter;” or,
as Adam Smith has completed the expression of the
idea, the distance of an object from the eye “ must
appear to it but as one point.”

It is not easy to comprehend how the meaning of
this argument can be unintelligible, we do not say to a
person of Mr. Bailey’s acquirements, but to any one
who knows as much of optics as is now commonly
taught in children’s books. Our author, however,
professes himself unable to understand it, but sur-
mises that it preeeeds on the fallacy of supposing that
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we “gee the rays of light” that come from the object ;
which it is evident we do mnot.

The argument supposes no such thing. The argu-
ment is this: Weo cannot sec any thing which is not
painted on our retina; and we see things alike or unlike,
aecording us they are painted ou the retina alike or un-
like., The distance between an object to our right and
an object to our left i3 a line presented sideways, and is
therefore painted on our retina as a line: the distance
of an object from us is a line presented endways, and is
represented on the retina by a point. It seems obvious,
therefore, that we must be able, by the eye alone, to
discriminate between unequal distances of the former
kind, but not of the latter. Unequal lines drawn across
our sphere of vision, we can see to be unequal, because
the lines which image them in the cye are also unequal.
But the distances of objects from us are represented on
our retina in all cases by single points ; and, all points
being equal, all such distances must appear equal, or
rather we are unable to see them in the character of
distances at all.

This argument, which involves no premises but what
all admit, does positively prove that distance from us
cannot be seen in the way in which we see the distances
(or rather apparent distances) of objects from one an-
other ; namely, by the original powers of the sense of
sight. Berkeley’s argument proves conclusively, that
distance from the eye is not seen, but inferred. It can-
not be seen as other things arc seen, because it projects
no image on the retina : it must be seen indirectly ; that
is, not seen, but judged of from signs, — namely, from
those differences in the appearance of an object, whether
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in respect of magnitude or color, which are physicaliy
conscquent upon its being at a greater or a smaller dis-
tance.

And here, so far as concerns one principal part of the
question at issue, the argument might close. It is
dernonstrated, that the distance of an object is not * per-
ceived” directly, but by means of intermediate signs;
not seen by the eye, but inferred by the mind. And
this is not only the most essential, but the only paradoxi-
cal, part of Berkeley’s theory.

It is true, there remains a supposition which our
author may adopt; and which, from occasivnal expres-
sions, it might be concluded that he is willing to adopt.
He may give up the point of actually seeing distance ;
and admitting that we do not see it, but judge of it from
evidence, he may maintain that the interpretation of that
evidence is intuitive, and not the result of experience.
He may say that we do not see an object to be farther
off, but infer it to be so from its looking smaller ; not,
however, because we have heretofore observed that such
is the case, but by a natural instinct, which precedes
experience, and anticipates its results.

There are thus two possible forms of our author’s
doctrine. He may affirm that we are apprised of dis-
tance through the eye by actually sceing it : or he may
say, with Berkeley, that remoteness is not seen, but
inferred from paleness of color, and diminution of ap
parent magnitude ; but may differ from him by asserting
that the inference is instinctive, instead of the slow
result of gradual expericnce. The former doctrine is
demonstrably false; the latter, not so: it may perhaps
be refuted, but cannot be taxed with absurdity.
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The author, however, from the imperfect way in which
he has comceived the quosiion, scems never to have
finally made his choice between these two suppositions, *
‘When he draws near to close quarters (he never comes
quite close), and is compelled to express himself with a
nearer than usual approach to precision, his langnage
geems to imply that the perception of distance from us
is not a process of sense, but an instinetive inference of
the mind. Dut he cannot have consciously elected this
doctrine, to the exclusion of the other, or he would
searcely make the large use he does, for confirming his
theory, of its supposed conformity to the “universal im-~
pressions of mankind.” To those natural impressious,
his doctrine, thus understood, is as repugnant as Berke-
ley’s. DMankind, when they use their eyesight to estimate
the distance of an object, do not fancy themselves to he
interpreting signs : they are not conscious that they are
judging by the apparent smallness of the object, and
by the loss of brilliancy which it sustains from the inter-
vening atmosphere, If their unreflecting opinion goes
for any thing, it goes to prove that we actually see dis-
tance ; for they are unaware of any difference between
the process of seeing the distance of the trce from the
house, and seeing the distance of the house from their
eye.

If the author, abandoning his claim to have common
prejudices on his side, should finally acquiesce in the
opinion, that what he calls our perception of nearness
and remoteness by the eye is an instinctive interpre-
tation of those variations in color and apparent magni-

* [Mr, Bailey has since explained, that he adhered to the theory of direct
¥vision, and repudiated that of instinctive interpretation of signs.]
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tude which really do accompany varieties of distance, his

doctrine will then lie open to only one objection, — the

superfluousness of assuming an instinct to account for

-that which knowledge derived from experience will so

well explain. Long before a child gives evidence of

distinguishing distances by the eye with any approach to

accuracy, he has had time more than enough to learn

from experience the correspondence between greater

distance to the outstretched arm, and smaller magnitude
to the eye. At any age at which a child is capable of -
forming expectations from past experience, he must have
had experience of this correspondence, and must have
learnt to ground expectations upon it.

Mr. Bailey next takes notice of the argument which
Borkeley’s followers have drawn from the effect of pie-
tures, from the fact that things may be so represented
on a flat surface as to dcecive the sight.  They conclude
from this, that, though we appear to see solidity, we in
truth only infer it from signs ; because we equally appear
to see it when the solidity is no longer present, provided
the signs are. This argument, therefore, aims at prov-
ing no more than that what we call sceing solidity is in-
ferring solidity ; a proposition which, as we have already
observed, our author could afford to admit. Ncverthe-
less, he understands this argument no better than he
understood the ome which preceded it. 1le says it is
“yirtually arguing, that, because planes can he made to
look solid, solid objects are originally seen plane. . . .
Solid objects, they say, must be originally scen as plane,
because they may be delineated on a plane surface so as
to look solid:” which, as he justly says, would be an

unwarranted inference.
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But Mr. Bailey misconceives the scope of the argu-
ment to which he fancies that he is replying. The fact
that a plane may be mistaken for a solid is not urged
to show that a solid must, but only thul il oy, be seen
originally as a plane. Since cven a plane, so colored
as to make the sume image on the retina which a solid
would make, is mistaken for a solid, without doubt an
actual solid will he perceived to be such, even if it be
seen in no other manner than as the plane is. The fact
that we recognize a solid as a sulid is no proof, that, so
far as the mere eye is concerned, we do not see it as a
plane ; since a picture, which is certainly scen only as
a plane, is yet recognized as a solid, and appears to the
person himself to be seen as such.

We proceed to another of our author’s arguments.
If it were true, he says, that we originally see all objects
in a party-colored plane, but afterwards find by ex-
perience that this visual appearance is uniformly con-
nected with a tangible object, we should indeed associate
the two ideas ; but this subsequent association would not
alter the original perception. If we before saw a party-
colored plane, we should continuc to see it. Though
the idea of a tangible object would be unitormly suggest-
ed, the impression of sight which suggested it would in
no wise be changed. As no touching or handling can
make us see the images in a mirror to be on the surface,
but we cannot help secing them heyond it,— so if all
objects, near and remote, appeared to the sight to be at
the same distance, all the touching or feeling in the world
conld not make us see them to be at various distances.

Here, again, the author has permitted a set of indefi-

nite phrases to intercept his view of the position which
VOL. LI 12
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he has undertaken to subvert. It is quite true, that no
association between the sight and the touch will ever
make us see any thing that the eyesight has not the power
of showing us. If we originally see only a party-colured
plane, no touching or handling will ever make us see
any thing more. But touching and handling may well
make us infer something more ; and, according to Berke-
ley’s theory, this is all it needs to do. The very pith
and marrow of the theory is, that what Mr. Bailey calls
secing things at various distances is, in truth, inferring
themn to be so, and that neither at first nor at last do we
actually sece any thing but the colors. Berkeley, there-
fore, is under no necessity of affirming, that experience
or association alters the naturc of our perceptions of
sense. All that belongs to sense, according to him,
remains the same : what experience does is to superadd
to tho impression of scnsc an instantancous act of judg-
ment.

In what we have already written, we have answered
the essential part of so much of our author’s argument,
that we may forbear to follow him into the various
modes of statement by which he endeavors to adapt his
refutation to the varieries of Berkeley's language.  The
same radical misconception pervades them all,— that of
representing Berkeley as pretending that a conception
derived from touch is actually transmuted into a percep-
tion of sight. It is stiil, as before, the word “ percep-
tion” which disguises {from our author the point in issuc.
He cannot see, that what he calls a perccption of sight
is simply a judgment of the intellect, inferring from a
sensation of sight the presence of an object. The idea
of an object being an idea derived from touch, ideas of
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touch are the foundation of this judgment of the intel-
lect ; but it is not therefore necessary to consider them
as being, in any sensc whatever of the term, trans-
muted,” either into a judgment or into a perception.

Mr. Bailey’s next argument is the statement of a
psychological fact, which, as a fact, is corrcet, and
a necessary cowpletion and explanation of the theory
with which he imagines it to conflict. According to
Berkeley’s doctrine, says Mr. Bailey, what takes place,
when we appear to ourselves to sce distance, is merely a
close and rapid suggestion of tangible distance, called
up by certain visual appearances or zigns; and the
mind (as is its custom)) does mnot dwell upon the sign,
nor remember, even the next minute, that precise ap-
pearance of the object which indicated the distance, but
rushes at once from the sign to the thing signified.
And, accordingly, & person learning to draw finds it
very difficult to recall accurately the visual appearance,
or, even when the scene is before his eyes, to imitate
on paper the apparent positions and figures, without
ever altering them by the substitution of the real ones.
So inveterate is the habit of neglecting the sign, and
attending only to the thing anmhed that it is a hard
and difficult task to dehne:mte objects as we see them :
our tendency is always to delincate them as we know
them to be.

Now, if these doctrines be true, argues our author ;
if visible appearances are mere signs, which the mind
rapidly glides over, and hurries to the tactual percep-
tions with which they are associated, — we onght surely
to be very distinetly conscious of the tactual reminis-
vences supposed to be thus suggosted.  Yet the fact
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is, that when we look at objects, and judge of their
positions and distances, we have so little consciousness
of any tactual ideas, that it is almost questionable
whether any are suggested at all. It is, in fact, with
great difficulty that we recall this particular class of
tactual impressions. Our ideas of tangible distance,
form, and magnitude, instead of being peculiarly dis-
tinct, are peculiarly vague and shadowy ; for the simple }
reason, that we are not in the habit of attending to
those particular sensations of touch. And, according-
ly. our consciousness testifies, that, when we correct an
erroneous visual impression of distance, we do so by
comparing and collating it, not with tactual impres-
sions, but with visual impressions received under differ-
cnt circumstanccs. When, in looking along an avenue
of trees, the more remote of the trees appear to my
eye to be olque together ; and when I correct this im-
pression, and judge them to be farther apart than they
appear, — the thought which I recall is not the idea of
a tangible space, but the recollection of the visible space
which I saw intervening between them on some nearer
view, or which I have seen to lie between the adjacent
trees of other similar avenues.

In this argument, to which we have endeavored to
do no injustice in the mode of stating it, the facts
alleged are indisputable. It is true, that our ordinary
processes of thought and judgment respecting outward
objects are carried on, not by means of tactual ideas,
but of visual ideas, which have acquired a tactual sig-
nification ; and that this extensive supersession of the
function of tactual ideas renders many of them dim,
confused, and difficult to be recalled. But these facts,
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m themselves interesting and worthy of motice, are of
no avail to prove that the visual ideas, which thus
become our main symbols of tangible objects, have their
tactual significativn naturally, or obtain it from any
other source than experience. At the age at which a
child first learns that a diminution in brightness aud
in apparent magnitude implies increase of distance, the
child’s ideas of tangible extension and magnitude are
not faint and faded, but fresh and vigorous. As for
the subsequent fact, that, when the suggesting power
of the sign has been often exercised, our consciousness,
not only of the sign itself, but of much of what is
signified by the sign, becomes much less acute, so ac-
complished a metaphysician as Mr. Bailey cannot be
ignorant that this is the nature of all signs. It will not,
for example, be asscrted, that the words of any lan-
guage arc significant by nature, or derive their power
of suggesting ideas from any cause but association
alone ; yet nothing can be more notorious, than that a
word with which we are very familiar is heard or ut-
tered, and dves its work as a sign, with the faintest
possible suggestion of most of the sensible ideas which
compose its meaning. For cxample, the word * goun-
try : 7 a politician may reason, or an orator may expa-
tiate, with the utmost cogency and effect, on the inter-
ests of the country, the prospects of the country; but,
in doing this, have they distinctly present to the mind’s
eye the corn-fields and meadows, the work-shops and
farm-houses, the thronged manufactories and family
circleg, which are the real concrete signification of the
word? Assuredly not: words, as used on common
oceasions, suggest no more of the ideas habitually asso-
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ciated with them, than the smallest portion that will
enable the mind to do what those common occasions
require; and it is only to persons of more than ordi-
nary vividness of imagination that the names of things
ever recall more than the meagrest outline of even their
own coneeptions of the things.

Now, if ‘this be truc of words, which arc conven«
tivnal signs, it 1s not less true of natural signs, such as
our sensations of sight, which derive their power of
suggestion, not from convention, but from always oce
curring in conjunction with the things which they sug-
gest.  When once the visual appearances from long
experience suggest the tactual impressions with extreme
readiness and familiarity, it would be contrary to all we
know of association to suppose that they will continue
to suggest them with the original vivacity and force.
As the mind, without attending to the €1gn, runs on to
the thing signified ; so does it also, without attending
to the thing signified, run on to whatever else that
thing suggests. Those vivid sensations of the touch
and of the wuscular frane from which the infant learned
his first ideas of distance, would, when the necessity had
ceased for actively attending to them, be more and
more dimly recalled, while enough only would be dis-
tinctly suggested to enable the mind to go on to what it
has next to do. The amount of distinct suggestion,
and its precise nature, probably differ in different indi-
viduals; and in each the visual sign suggests, not so
much the tangible distance, as the mcasure by which,
with that person, tangible distances are accustomed to
be estimated. In our own experience, we should Ay,
that, when we look at an ohject to judge of its distance
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from us, the idea suggested is commonly that of the
length of time, or the quantity of motion, which would
be requisite for reaching to the object if ncar to us, o1
walking up to it it ar @ distance.

The indistinctness, therefore, of our ideas of tactual
extension and magnitude, and the fact of our ecarrying
on most of our mental processes by means of their
visual signs, without distinctly reecalling the tactual
impressions upon which our ideas of extension and mag-
nitude were originally grounded, is no argument against
Berkeley’s theory, but is exactly what, from the laws
of association, we should expect to happen, supposing
that theory to be true. And our author has failed, by
this as much as by liz other arguwents, to strike an
effective blow at the theory.

‘We may here close our examination of the contro-
versial, and properly argumentative, part of the book.
The remainder of it is an attempt to show, by actual
observation, that distances are distinguished by the eye
before there has been time to form any association
between the sight and the touch, and even before the
sense of touch has been sufficiently cxercised to le
capable of yielding accurate ideas.

The facts adduced are of three kinds, — relating either
to human infants ; to the young of the lower animals ; or
to persons born blind, and afterwards restored to sight.

Our author’s facts relating to human intants are sin-
gularly inconclusive. They are chiefly intended to show
that the sense of sight in a child is developed earlier
than the sense of touch ; because a child recognizes per-
sons and objects by the sight, when his expertness in
using his hands, so as to acquire tactual ideas, is still of
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the very lowest order. From this, Mr. Bailey infers, or
seems to infer, that the infant judges of objects by the
sense of sight before he has sensations of touch whereby
to judge of them. It is singular that so able a thinker
should not have adverted to the fact, that the child may
experience sensations of touch from two sources ; name

ly, either from the objects which he touches, or from
those which touch him. A child six months old is not
very skilful in handling objects so as to acquire an
accurate notion of their distance and shape; but per-
sons and things are continually touching the child, and
seldom without his experiencing simultaneously some
peculiar visual appearance. It cannot, therefore, be
long before he associates at least those contacts which
are pleasurable or painful, with the corresponding vis-
ual sensations; and, when this association is formed, he
will, on seeing the visual appearances, give signs of
intelligence ; not from recognizing the object, — for, as
an object, there is not a shadow of proof that he yet
recognizes it, —but simply because the scnsation of sight
excites the expectation of the accustowed pleasure or
pain. That any thing Dbeyond this takes place in an
infant’s mind, at an age at which it has not yet acquired
tactual notions of distance and magnitude, Mr. Bailey
has not proved, and would find it difficult to prove.

The facts relating to the young of the lower animals
are more to the point, and have been long felt to be a
real stumbling-block in the way of the theory.

“Tt is manifest,” says Mr. Bailey, “ by the actions of many
young animals, that they see external objects as soon as they
ar¢ born, and before they can possibly have derived any
assistance [rom their powers of touch or muscular feeling,
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The duckling makes to the water as soon as it has left itg
shell; the lamb moves about as soon as dropped; the young
turtles and crocodiles, says Sir Humphry Davy, batched
without carc of pavents, run to the water; the crocodile hites
at a stick, if it be presented to it, the moment it is hatched.”
Again: “ Their running about, their snatching ar objects pre-
sented to them as soon as born, their seeking the teats of the
dam, their leaping from one spot to another with the greatest
precision, all show, not only that they can see objects to be at
different distances, but that there is a natural consent of
action between their limbs and their eyes; that they can pro-
portion their muscular efforts to visible distances.”

It is asserted, and we know of no reason to doubt
the fact, that chickens will pick up corn, without diffi-
culty, as soon as they arve hatched.

These are strong facts; and though we cannot con-
firm them from our own knowledge, still, as they ave
denied by no one, we presume they must be received as
unquestionable. BSome of the strongest adherents of
Berkeley’s doctrine, particularly Dugald Stewart and
Brown, have folt compelled by these facts to allow,
that, in many of the lower animals, the perception of
distance by the eye is connate and iustinctive,  In this
admission, these philosophers saw no inconsistency ; it
being an acknowledged truth, that brutes have muny
instinets of which wan is reduced to supply the place
by acquired knowledge. NMr. Bailey, however, gnes
further, and says here is proof that the eye is at least
an organ capable of a dircet and intuitive perception of
distance. Here, therefore, is at all cvents a complete
refutation of Berkeley, who asserts that such a direct
perception is organically impossible.
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This is oune of the passages which lock as if our
author had never quite settled with himself whether the
* pereeption of distance” by the eye is a real function
of that organ, or is that very process of interpreting
visible signs which Berkeley contends for, except that
it is instinctive, instead of belng the result of experience.
It is against the former hypothesis only that the argu-
ment of DBerkeley, which Mr. Bailey refers to, is
directed. To refute him, therefore, it would be necces-
sary to show, not only that animals can distinguish
distance as soon as they are born, but that they distin-
guish it by the sight itself, and not by interpretation of
signs. Yet the other hypothesis is the one which, in
order to treat our author fairly, we arc obliged to
suppose him to adopt.

If the eye of a brute is a different kind of organ
from a human eye, there Is no reasoning from one to
the other: brutes may be capable of sceing distance
and solidity ; and yct this will be no reason for suppos-
ing that men aré capable. But if in a brute, as in a
wy, 16 be a necessary condition of vision, that an im-
age corresponding to the object should be formed on the
retina, then in a brute, as in a man, iv i3 impossible
that two lines should seem of uncqual length, which are
both alike represented on the retina by points. There
will be no resource, cither in man or beast, for judging
of remoteness, except from difference in the degrees of
brightness and of visible magnitude; and the only
doubt will be, whether these natural signs are interpret-
ed instinetively, or by virtue of previous cxperience.

Now, if brutes have really an instinct for interpret~
ing these appearances ; if they are intuitively capable
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of drawing, without expericnce, the inferences which
experience would warrant, — we allow it i3 physiologi-
cally probable that some vestige of a similar instinct
cxists in hwnan beings; although, as in many other
cases, the instinctive property, whick might perhaps be
observable in idiots, is overruled and superseded by the
superior force of that rational faculty which grounds its
judgments upon experience. Iiut, in truth, our knowl-
edge of the mental operations of animals is too imper-
fect to enable us to affirm positively that they have this
instinet.  We know to a certain extent the external
acts of amimals; but know not from what inward
promptings, or on what outward indications, those acts
are performed.  For example, as a judicious critic in
the * Spectator ” newspaper has remarked, some of the
motions which are supposed to show that young ani-
mals can see distance immediately after birth are
performed equally by those which are born blind :
kittens and puppies seck the teat as well as calves and
lumbs.  We are not aware if the experiment was ever
tried whether a Llind duckling will run to the water :
it would not be more surprising than many facts in the
history of the lower animals which are well known te
be true. Those animals have to us an inexplicabl:
facility both of finding and of selecting the objects
which their wants require, without, as far as we can
purceive, any sufficient opportunities of experience.
But it is a question which we should like to sce exam-
ined by a good observer, to what extent it is their eye-
sight which guides them to the performance of these
wonders. At all events, man has not these same facili-
ties: man cannot build in hexagons by an instinctive
faculty, though hees can.
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We do not wish to evade a question which we are
unable to solve; or to blink the fact, that the case of
the lower animals is the most serious difficulty which the
theory of Berkeley has to encounter. But we maintain
that it is a difliculty only, not a refutation; and that,
even granting the full extent of what is contended tor,
the theory would still be practically true for human
beings.  Mr. Baile allows that infants do not manifest
that early perception of distance which some animals
do : he imputes this, plausibly enough, to the compara-
tive immaturity of their organs at the period of birth.
But before the time when, according to him, the organs
have attained sufficient maturity for manifesting this
original power, experience has fuinished impressions
and formed associations, which, without supposing any
such power, will account for all which the eyes can do
in the way of observation; and there is ample cvidence
that our judgments of outward things from visual signs
arc practically, throughout life, reguluted Ly these ac-
quired associations.

The facts which relate to young children and the
young of the lower animals being disposed of, there
remain those derived from persons born blind, and
relieved from blindoess at a mature age. These, if
well authenticated, would be the most valuable facts of
all for the human species. They exhibit to us, in the
very act of learning to sce, not children or brutes, but
persons capable of observing and describing their im-
pressions, and whose judgments of objects from touch
are ulready accurate and steady. It is a disagreeable
reflection, to how great an extent these rare and valuable
opportunities have been lost; how slightly and care-
lessly cases so interesting to seience have been observed
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and how scanty and insufficient is the information which
has been recorded concerning them.

The best known case, that of the youth who was
couched by Cheselden, has always beeu decwed strongly
confirmatory of Berkeley’s doctrine. Mr. Bailey has
however atterpted, we cannot think with any success,
to maintain the contrary. Cheselden’s patient said, that
all objects secemed to touch his eyes, as what he felt did
his skin. There has been much discussion (in which
our author takes an active part) as to what the boy
may have meant by touching his eyes; we think, quite
needlessly. That the objects touched him was obvi-
ously a merc supposition, which he made because it was
with his eyes that he perceived them. From his expe-
rience of touch, perception of an object. and contact
with it, were, no doubt, indissolubly associated in his
mind. But he would scarcely have said that all objects
geemed to touch his eyes, if some of them had appeared
farther off than others. The case, thercforc, as far as
any thing can be concluded from one instance, secms to
prove completely thut we are ab ficsi incapable of sce«
ing things at unequal distances. Qur author curiously
argues, that the boy might have expressed himself as
he did without regarding all visible objects as equally
near; for, says he, the boy compared his visual im-
pressions to impressions of touch ; and we do not con-
sider all tangible objcets as equally near. True, we
do not; but, if we were to say that all objects seemed
simultaneously to touch our hand, it would require
some ingenuity to rcconcile this assertion with the fact,
that we were, at that very moment, perceiving them to
be at different distances from it.
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Another specimen of our author’s power of explain
ing away cvidence is to be found in his remark, that,
in the whole of Cheselden’s narrative, “ there is nothing
from which we can learn or infer, not a whisper of
evidence to prove, that the boy’s subsequent percep-
tions of visible distance had been acquired by means
of the touch.”

‘What thinks M. Bailey of this passage, quoted by
himself? —

“He knew not the shape of any thing, nor any one thing
{rom another, however different in shape or magnitude ; but
upon being told what things were, whose form he before
knew from teeling, he would caretully ohserve, that he might
know them again: but, having too many objects to learn at
once, he forgot mauy of them; and (as he said) at first he
learned to know, and aguin forgot, a thousand things in a
day. One partienlar only, though it may appear trifling, I
will relate. Ilaving often forgot which was the cat, and
which the dog, he was ashamed to ask: but, catching the eat
{which be knew by feeling), he was observed to look at her
steadfastly ; and then, setting her down, said, ¢So, puss, I
shall know you another time.”

Mr. Bailey will not wish to shelter himsell under the
subterfuge, that the process of learning te sce, which
Cheselden here so graphically deseribes, has reference
to form only, and pot to distance. Cheselden exhibits
the boy actively engaged in teaching himselt by the
touch to judge of forms by the e¢yve: and in this process
he could not avoid learning also to judge of distances,
— much more rapidly, indeed, than of forms, the ideas
concerned being much simpler.

After this example, the reader may disp¢unse with our
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entering into the details of five other cases which our
author discusses. Some of these cases are more, others
less, favorable in appearance to Berkeley’s theory ; but,
as our author himself remarks, they all bear evidence
that the obscrvers were not duly aware of the psycho-
logical ditiiculties of the problem. The point which Mr.
Bailey most dwells on as conclusive in his favor, is, that
two of the patients could distinguish, by the unassisted
eye, whether an object was brought nearcr or carried
farther from them. This, indeed, would be decisive of
the question, if the experiments had been fair oncs.
But, in onc of these cases, the patient was of mature
years, and the trial not made till the eighteenth day
after the operation; by which time a middle-aged
woman might well have acqnired the experience neces-
sary for distinguishing so simple a phenomenon. In
the other of the two cases, the patient, a boy seven
years old, had been capable, before the operation, of
distinguishing colors * when they were very strong, and
held close to the eye ;” and had probably, therefore,
had the capacity of observing, antecedently to the ope-
ration, that colors grow fainter when the colored object
is removed further off.

On the whole, then, it will probably be the opinion
of the philosophical reader, that neither by his facts
nor by his arguments has Mr. Bailey thrown any new
light upon the question, but has left Berkeley’s theory
precisely as he found it ; subject, as it has always been,
to the acknowledged difficulty arising from the motions
of young animals, but otherwise unshaken, and to all
appearance unshakable.
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Me. Bailey having published a reply * to the preceding criticism, it is
right to subjoin the following —

REJOINDER TO MR. BAILEY'S REPLY.?

In this pamphlet, Mr. Bailey replies to our article of
last October, and to a paper in * Blackwood’s Magazine ”
on the same subject. Between Mr, Bailey and the wri-
ter in * Blackwood ” we are not called upon to interfere.
Of what he has said in answer to our own comments,
our respect for him, as well as the scientific interest
of the subject, compel us to take some notice ; but we
cannot venture to inflict upon our readers that detailed
analysis of his arguments which would be necessary to
satisfy him that we had duly considered them. We
prefer resting our case on what we have already written,
and on a comparison between that and what is offered in
reply to it. We are really afraid, lest, in any attempt
to state the substance of Mr. Bailey’s arguments, we
should unwittingly leave out something which perhaps
forms an essential part of them; so little do we fecl
capable of comprehending what it is which gives them
the conclusiveness they possess in his eyes. And it is
the more desirable that the reader should not take our
word respecting Mr. Bailey’s opinions, as it appears,

# A Letter to a Philosopher, in Reply to some recent Attempts to vindicate
Berkeley’s Theory of Vision, and in further Elucidation of its Unsoundness.
1 Westminster Review, May, 1843.
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that, on one important point, we have, in sheer love of
justice and courtesy to Mr. Dailey, misrepresented
them,

We remarked that a dissentient from Berkeley’s doc-
rine might adopt either of two theories: he might
assert that we actually see distunce, which is one doc-
trine; or he might admit that we only ¢nfer the dis-
tance of an object from the diminution of its apparcnt
size and apparent brilliancy, but might say that this
inference is mot made from experience, but by instinct
or intuition. We surmised that Mr. Bailey was in a
state of indecision between these two theories, but with
a leaning towards the latter.  In this, it seems we were
wrong ; for he not only holds steadily to the former of
the two doctrines,” but finds it *inexplicable how any
one of honcsty and intelligence ” could so far misunder-
stand him as to imagine otherwise, “except on the
supposition of greater haste than was compatible with
due examination.” We can assure Mr. Bailey, that
our mistake — since mistake it was — arose solely from
an honest desire to do him justice.  Of the two opinions,
we, in all candor, attributed to him the one which
appearcd to us least unrcasonable, and most difficult
gatisfactorily to refute. It would have abridged our
Iabor very muclt it we had thought ourselves at liberty
to ascribe to him the opinion he now avows. That
opinion we thought, and continue to think, palpably
untenable, being inconsistent with admitted facts; while
the other, from the nature of the case, can only be
combated by negative cvidence.

The notion that distance from the eye can be directly

seen, needs, we conceilve, no other refutation than
VOIL. II. 13
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Berkeley’s. We can see nothing cxcept in so far as
it is represented on our reling; and things which are
represented on our retina exactly alike will be seen
alike. The distances of all ohjects from the eye, being
lines directed endwise to the rctina, can only project
thernsclves upon it by single points; that is to say,
exactly alike: therefore they are seen exactly alike.
This, which is Berkeley's argument, Mr. Bailey, in his
pamphlet, disposes of by saying that it supposcs the
distances to be *“ material or physical lines,” since *im-
aginary or hypothetical lines can project no points on
the retina.” We must again reiterate our fear of mis-
representing Mr. Bailey; for we can scarcely suppose
him to mean (what he scems to say) that only dodies
can be represented on the retina, and not the blank
spaces between bodies ; or else that we indeed see
bodies when, and only when, they are imaged on the
retina, but see the spaces between them without any
such optical equivalent. The fact surely is, that we.
see bodies and their distances by precisely the same
mechanism.  We sec two stars, if they are imaged on
the retina, and not otherwise : we sce the interval
between those stars, if there is an interval on the retina
between the two images ; and, if there is no such inter-
val, we sce it not. Now, as the interval between an
object and our eye has not any interval answering to it
on the retina, we do not see it. Surely this argument
does not depend upon an implied assumption, that the
intervals between objects are physical lines joining
them.
This is Mr. Bailey’s answer to one of our arguments.

Whether he has succeeded any hetter in replying to
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the remainder of them, we must lecave it to others to
Jjudge.

Mr. Bailey, in his reply, insists very much on a
point which we pussed vver in our former article, — the
confirmation which he imagines his theory to derive
from Mr. Wheatstone’s discoveries respecting binocular
vision, exhibited in the phenomena of the stereoscope.
‘We think Mr, Bailey must acinit, on further considera-
tion, that these phenomena (as he himself says of
Cheselden’s observations) * are equally consistent with
both theories. The stercoscope makes us see, or appear
to see, solidity : it makes us look upon a flat picture of
an object, and have, more completely than we ever had
before, the semblance of seeing the object in three
dimensions. But how is this done? Merely by imitat-
ing on a plane, more exactly than was ever done before,
the precise sensations of color and visible form which
we habitually have when a solid object, a body in three

* Sea page 59 of the pamphlet. Without arguing this point with our
author, we will, however, take note of an acknowledgment here made by
him, which is of some importance. Although the boy couched by Cheselden
could, according to Mr. Bailey, see distances; without any previous process
of comparing his visual sensations with actual experience, Mr. Bailey
admits that he stil]l had to go through this very process of comparison
before he could know that the distances which he saw corresponded with
those he previously knew by touch. We do not wish to lay more stress
upon this admission than belongs to it: but it seems to us very like a
surrender of the whole question. If the hay did not at onee perceive
whether the distances he saw were or were not the same with those he
aiready knew, then we do not really sce distances. If we saw distances,
we should not necd to learn by experience what distances we saw. We
should at once recognize an object to bo at the distance we saw it at, and
should conildently expect that the indications of touch would correspond.
This expectation might be ili-grounded, for we might see the distances
incorrectly: but then the result would be error; not perplexity, and inability
to judge at all, as was the vase with Cheselden’s patient.
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dimensions, is presented to us. The stereoscope pro-
duces a more complete illusion than a mere picture,
beeause it does what no previous picture ever did, — it
allows for, and imitates, the two d¢ferent sets of vcular
appearances which we reccive from an object very near
to us when we look at it with both our eyes. If cither
theory could derive support from this experiment, it
would surely be that which supposes our perceptions of
solidity to be inferences rapidly drawn from visual
impressions confined to two dimensions. But we do
not insist upon this, as we decm the argument fromn
pictures, in any of its forms, only valid to prove, not
the truth of Berkeley's theory, but its sufliciency to
explain thc phenomena ; or, as we before expressed it,
that a solid may, not that it must, be seen originally as
a plane.

In the course of his remarks, Mr. Bailey takes fre-
quent opportunities of animadverting on the tone of our
article, in a manncr evineing at least as much sensitive-
ness to what he deems hostile criticism, as is at all
compatible with the character of a philosepher. We
were so entirely unconscious of having laid ourselves
open to this kind of reproof, as to have flattered our-
selves that the style and tone of our criticism on a single
opinion of Mr. Bailey bore indubitable marks of the
unfeigned respect which we entertain for his general
powers ; nor are we awarc of baving shown any other
* bluntness,” “confidence,” or “arrogance,” than are im-
plied in thinking ourselves right, and, by consequence,
Mr. Bailey wrong. We certainly did not feel ourselves
required, by consideration for him, to state our differ-
ence of opinion with pretended hesitation. We should
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not have written on the subject, unless we had been able
to form a decided opinion on it: and, having done so,
to have expressed that opinion otherwise than decidedly
would have been cowardice, not modesty; it would
have been sacrificing our conviction of truth to fear of
offence. To dispute the soundness of a man’s doctrines
and the conclusiveness of his arguments may always be
interpreted as an assumption of superiority over him :
true courtesy, however, betwcen thinkers, is not shown
by refraining from this sort of assumption, but by tole-
rating it in onc another ; and we cluim from Mr. Bailey
this tolerance, as we, on our part, sincerely and cheers
fully concede to him the like.
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MICHELET'S HISTORY OF FRANCE.*

IT has of late been a frequent remark among Centi-
nental thinkers, that the tendencies of the age set
strongly in the direction of historical inquiry, and that
history is destined to assume a new aspect from the
genius and labors of the minds now devoted to its im-
provement. The anticipation must appear at least
premature to an observer in England, confining his
observation to his own country. Whatever may be
the merits, in somne subordinate respects, of such histo-
ries as the last twenty years have produced among us,
they are in gencral distinguished by no essential char-
acter from the historieal writings of the last century.
No signs of a new school have been manifested in
thew : they will be affirmed by no onc to constitute an
era, or even prefigure the era which is to come, save
that the *shadow of its coming ™ rested for an instant
on the lamented Dr. Arnold at the close of his career;
while Mr. Carlyle has shown a signal example, in his
“ French Revolution,” of the epic tonc and pictorial
coloring which may be given to literal truth, when ma-
terials are copious, and when the writer combines the
laborious accuracy of a chronicler with the vivid imagi-
nation of a poet.

But whoever desires to know cither the best which

* Edinburgh Review, Jannary, 1844.



MICHELETS HISTORY OF FRANCE. 199

has been accomplished, or what the most advanced
minds think it possible to accomplish, for the renova-
tion of historical studies, must look to the Continent ;
and by the Continent we mean, of course, in an intel-
lectual sense, Germany and France. That there are
historians in Germany, our countrymen have at last
discovered. The first two volumes of Niebuhr’s un-
finished work, though the least attractive part to ordi-
nary tastes, are said to have had more recaders, or at
least more purchasers, in English than in their native
language. Of the remaining volume, a tranglation has
lately appeared, by a different but a highly competent
hand. Schlosser, if not read, has at least been heard
of, in England; and one of Ranke's works has becn
twice translated: we would rather that two of them
bad been translated once. But, though French books
are supposed to be sufficiently legible in England with-
out translation, the English public is not aware, that,
both in historical spevulations and in the importance
of her historical writings, France, in the present day,
far surpasses Germany. What reason induces the edu-
cated part of our countrymen to ignore, in so determined
a manner, the more solid productions of the most active
national mind in Xurope, and to limit their French
readings to M. de Balzac and M. Eugtne Sue, there
would be some difficulty in preciscly determining : per-
haps it Is the ancient dread of Frenchinfidelity ; perhaps
the ancient contempt of French frivolity and superfici-
ality. If it be the former, we can assure them that
there is no langer ground for such a feeling: if the latter,
we must be permitted to doubt that there ever was. It
is unnecessary to discuss whether, as some affirm, a
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strong religious “revival” is taking place in France,
and whether such o phenomenon, if real, is likely to
be permanent. There is at least a decided re-action
against the irreligion of the last age. The Voltairian
philosophy is looked upon as a thing of the past: one
of its most celebrated assailants has been heard to
lament that it has no living representative sufficiently
considerable to perform the functions of a * constitu-
tional opposition” against the reigning philosophic
doctrines. The present Irench thinkers, whether re-
ceiving Christianity or not as a divine revelation, in no
way feel themselves called upon to be unjust to it as a
fact in history. There are men, who, not disguising
their own unbelief, have written deeper and finer
things in vindication of what religion has done for
mankind, than have sufficed to found the reputation of
some of its most admired defenders. If they have any
historical prejudice on the subject, it 1s in favor of
the priesthood. They leave the opinions of David
Hume on ecclesiastical listory to the exclusive patron-
age (we are sorry to say) of Protestant writers in
Great Britain.

With respect to the charge so often made against
French historians, of superficiality and want of research,
it is a strange accusation against the country which
produced the Denedictines. France has at all times
possessed a class of studious and accurate érudits, as
numerous as any other country except Germany; and
her popular writers are not more superficial than our
own. Voltaire gave falsc views of history in many
respects, but not falser than Hume’s : Thiers 13 inaccu-
rate, but less so than Sir Walter Scott.  France has
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done more for even English history than England has.
The very first complete history of lingland, and to this
day not wholly superseded by any other, was the pro-
duction of a French emigrant, Rapin de Thoyras.
The histories and historical memoirs of the Common-
wealth period, never yet collected in our own country,
have been translated and published at Paris in an as-
sembled form, under the superintendence of M. Guizot ;
to whom also we owe the best history, both in thought
and in composition, of the times of Charles I. The reigns
of the Iast two Stuarts have been written, with the
mind of a statesman and the hand of a vigorous writer,
by Armand Carrel, in his * Histoire de la Contre-révolu-
tion en Angleterre ;7 and at greater length, with much
rescarch and many new facts, by M. Mazure. To call
these writings, and numerous others which have lately
appeared in Frauce, superficial, would ounly prove an
entire unacquaintance with them.

Among the French writers now laboring in the
historical field, we must at present confine ourselves to
those who have narrated, as well as philosophized ; who
have written history, as well as written about history.
Were we to include in our survey thosc gencral specu-
lations which aim at connecting together the facts of
universal history, we could point to some which we
deem even more instructive, because of a more compre-
hensive and far-reaching character, than any which will
now fall under our notice. Restricting ourselves, how-
ever, to historians in the reccived sense of the word,
and, among them, to those who have done enough to
be regarded as the chiefs and representatives of the new
tendency, we chould say, that the three great listorical
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minds of France, in our time, are Thierry, Guizot, and
the writer whose name, along with that of his most
important production, stands at the beginning of the
present article.

To assist our appreciation of these writers, and of
the improved idens on the use and study of history,
which their writings exemplify and diffuse, we may
observe that there are three distinct stages in historical
inquiry.

The type of the first stage is Larcher, the translator
of Herodotus, who, as remarked by Paul Louis Cou-
ricr, carries with him to the durbar of Darius the
phraseology of the Court of Louis Quatorze;* and,

* & Pigurez-vous un truchement qui, parlant au sénat de Rome pour le

paysan du Danube, au lieu de ce début, —
¢ Romaing, ct vous Sénat, assig pour m’'éeouter,’ —

commencerait: Messieurs, puisque vous me faites 'honneur de vouloir bien
entendre votre humble serviteur, j’aurai celul de vous dire. . .. Voila
exactement ce que font les interprétes d'Hérodate. La version de Larcher,
pour ne parler que de cella qui est la plus connue, ne 8'¢carte jamaia de cette
civilité: on ne saurait dire que ce =oit le laquais de Madame de Sévigné,
auquel clle compare Jes traducteurs d’alors; car celui-la rendait dans son
Yangage Las, le style de la cour, tandis que Larcher, au contraire, met cn
style de la cour ce qu'a dit Thomme d'Halicarnasse. Hérodote, dans
Larcher, ne parle que de princes, de princesscs, de seigneurs, et de gens
de qualité; ces princes montent sur le tronc, s’empatent de la couronne,
ont une cour, des ministres et de grands cfiiciers, faisant, comme on peut
croire, le bonheur des sujets; pendant que les princesses, les dames de la
cour, accordent leurs faveurs & ces jeunes seigneurs.  Or est-il qu’Hérodete
ne se doute jamais de ¢o que nous appelons princes, trdne et couronne, ni
de ce qu'a I'académic on nomme faveurs des dames et bonheur des sujets.
Chez lui, les dames, les princesses ménent boire leurs vaches, ou celles du
roi leur pére, & la fontaine voisine, trouvent la des jeunes gens, et funt
quelque sottise, toujours exprimée dans I'auteur avec le mot propre: on est
esclave ou libre, mais on n'est point sulet dans Heérodote. . . . Larcher
ne nommera pas Je boulanger de Crésus, le palefrenier de Cyrus, le chau-
dronunier Maeistos; il dit grand panetier, ¢eryer, armurier, avertissunt en
note que cela est plus noble — Prospectus dune Traduction Nwweile d
Hérodote, (Euvres de P. L. Ceurier, iil. 262.
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nowise behind him, an English translator of the “Ana-

e

basis,” who renders avdpey orparirw by * gentlemen of the

army.” The character of this school is to transport
present feelings and notioms back into the past, and
refer all ages and forms of human life to the standard
of that in which the writer himself lives. Whatever
cannot be translated into the language of their own
time, whatever they cannot represent to themselves by
some fancied modern equivalent, is nothing to them,
calls up no ideas in their minds at all.  They cannot

For another specimen, we may instance the Abbé Velly, the most popu-
lar writer of Frenci: history in the last century. We quote from M. Thicrry’s
third Letter on the History of France:—

“ 8'agit-il d’exprimer la distinction que la conquéte des barbares éta-
blissait entre eux et les vaincus, distinction grave ct triste, par laquelle la
vie d'un indigeéne n’¢teait estimée, d'aprés le taux des amendes, qu'a la moi-
ti¢ du prix mis A celle de I'étranger, ce sont de pures préférences de cour,
les faveurs de nmos vois s'addressent surtout aux vainqueurs. S'agit-il de
présenter Te tableau de ces grandes assemblées, ot tous les hommes de race
Germanique se rendaient en armes, olt chacun était consulté depuis le pre-
nier jusqu'au dernier; PAbbé Velly nous parle d'une espéce de parlement
ambulatoire et des cours pl migres, qui étaient (aprés Ia chasse) une partie des
amusemens de nos rois.  * Nos rois,” ajoute I'aimable abbé, ‘ne se trouveérent
bientGt plus en ¢état de donner ccs superbes fétes. On peut dire que le régne
des Carlovingiens fut celui des cours plénidres. . . . Il y eut cependunt
toujours des f8tes A Ja cour; mais, avee plus de galanterie, plus de politesse,
plus de gout, on 1’y retrouva ni cette grandeur ni cette richesse.’

¢ Hilderic,' dit Grégoire de Tours, ‘ regnant sur la nation des Franks et
se Jivrant & une extréme dissolution, se prit & abuser de leurs filles; et eux,
indignés de cela, le destituérent de la royauté. Informé, en outre, qu'ils
voulaient le mettre i mort, il partit et ’en alla en Thuringe.” Ce rdeit est
dmn éervivain qni vivait un siéele aprés événement.  Volei maintenant
les paroles de PAbbé Velly, qui se vante, dans sa préface, de puiser aux
gources anciennes et de peindre exactement les moeurs, les usages, et les
coutumes ; ¢ Childéric fut un prince & grandes aventures; . . . ¢'€tait
Phomme le mieux fait d2 «on royaume. Il avait de D'esprit, du conrage; mais
né avec un cceur tendre, il s'abandonnait trop & Vamour: ce fut la cause de
sa perte. Les seigneurs Francais, aussi sensibles 4 l'outrage que leurs
femmes P'avaiert été aux charmes de ce prince, se liguerent pour le détré-
ner. Contraint de ciéder i leur fureur, il se retira en Allemagne.’ "’
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imagine any thing different from their own everyday
expericnee.  They assume, that words mean the snme
thing to a monkish chronicler as to a modern member
of Pariament., If they find the term rex applicd to
Clovis or Clotaire, they already talkk of “the XFrench
monarchy,” or “the kingdom of France.” If, among
a tribe of savages newly escaped from the woods, they
find mention of a council of leading men, or an assem-
bled multitude giving its sanction to some matter of
general concernment, their imagination jumps to a
systemn of free institutions, and a wisc contrivance of
constitutional balances and checks. If, at other times,
they find the chief killing and plundering without this
sanction, they just as promptly figurc to themselves an
acknowledged despotism.  In this manner they ante-
date not only modern ideas, but the essential characters
of the modern mind ; and imagine their ancestors to be
very like their next neighborg, saving = few eccentrici-
ties, occasioned by heing still Pagans or Catholics, by
having no Aabeas-corpus act, and no Sunday schools.
It an historian of this stamp takes a side in controversy,
and passes judgment upon actions or personages that
have figured in hisiory, he applies Lo them, in the crud-
est form, the canons of some modern party or creed.
If he is a Tory, and his subjeet is Greece, every thing
Athenian must be cried down ; and Philip and Diony-
sius must be washed white as snow, lest Pericles and
Demosthenes should not be sufficiently black. If he
be a Liberal, Cwesar and Cromwell, and all usurpers
gimilar to them, are “damned to everlasting fame.” Is
he a disbeliever of revelation? a short-sighted, narrow-
minded Julian becomes hig pattern of a prince ; and the
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licroes and martyrs of Christianity, objects of scornful
pity. If he is of the Church of England, Gregory VII.
must be an ambitious impostor, because Leo X. was a
sclf—indu]gent voluptuary ; John Knox nothing but
a coarse-minded fanatic, because the historian does not
like John Wesley.  Humble as our estimate must be
of this kind of writers, it would be unjust to forget
that even their mode of treating history is an improve-
ment upon the uninquiring credulity which contented
itself with copying or translating the ancient authori-
ties, without ever bringing the writer’s own mind in
contact with the subject. It is better to conceive De-
mosthenes even under the image of Anacharsis Clootz,
than not as a living being at all, but a figure in a
puppet-show, of which Plutarch is the showman; and
Mitford, so far, is a better historian than Rollin. He
does give a sort of reality to historical personages: he
ascribes to them passions and purposes, which, though
not those of their age or position, are still human ; and
enables us to form a tolerably distinet, though in gene-
ral an cxcoedingly false, notion of their qualities and oir-
cumstances. This is a first step ; and, that step made,
the reader, once in wotion, is not likely (o stop there.
Accordingly, the second stage of historical study
attempts to regard former ages, not with the eve of a
modern, but, as far as possible, with that of a cotem-
porary ; to realize a true and living picture of the past
time, clothed in its circumstances and peculiarities.
This iz not an easy task : the knowledge of any amount
of dry generalities, or even of the practical life and
business of his own time, goes a very little way to
qualify a writer for it. Ile needs some of the charae-
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teristics of the poet. He has to * body forth the forms
of things unknown.” He must have the faculty to see,
in the ends and fragments which are preserved of some
element of the past, the consistent whole to which they
once helonged ; to discern, in the individual fact which
some monument hands down, or to which some chroni-
cler testifies, the general, and for that very reason un-
recorded, facts which it presupposes. Such gifis of
imagination he must possess; and, what is rarer still,
he must forbear to abuse them. IIe must have the
conscience and sclf-command to affirm no more than
can be vouched for, or deduced by legitimate inference
from what is vouched for. With the genius for pro-
ducing a great historical romance, he must have the
virtue to d.dd nothing to what can be provcd to be true.
What wonder if so rare a combination is not often
realized ?

Realized, of course, in its ideal perfection, it never
jo; but many mow aim at it, and some approach it,
according to the measure of their faculties. Of the
sagacity which detcets the meaning of small things,
and drags to light the forgotten clements of a gone-by
state of suvicly, from scattered cvidences which the
writers themselves who recorded them did not under-
stand, the world has now, in Niebuhr, an imperishable
model. The reproduction of past cvents in the colors
of life, and with all the complexity and bustle of a real
scene, can hardly be carried to a higher pitch than by
Mr. Carlyle. But to find a school of writers, and
among them several of the first rank, who gystemati-
cally direct their aims towards this ideal of history, we
must Jook to the French historians of the present day.
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There is yet a third and the highest stage of his-
torical investigation, in which the aim is not siwmply to
compose histories, hut to construct a science of history.
In this view, the whole of the events which have be-
fallen the human race, and the states through which it
has passed, are regarded as a series of phenomena,
produced by causes, and susceptible of explanation.
All lustory is conceived as a progressive chain of causes
and effects ; or (by an apter metaphor) as a gradually
unfolding web, in which every fresh part that comes to
view is a prolongation of the part previously unrolled,
whether we can trace the separate threads from the one
into the other, or not. The facts of each generation
are looked upon as one complex phenomenon, caused
by those of the generation preceding, and causing, in
its turn, those of the next in order. That these states
must follow one another according to some law, is con-
gidered certain: how to read that law is deemed the
fundemental problem of the science of history. To find
on what principles, derived from the nature of man
and the laws of the outward sworld, cach state of soci-
ety and of the human mind produced that which came
after it ; and whether there can be traced any order of
production sufficiently definite to show what future
gtates of society may be expected to cmanate from the
circumstances which exist at present, —is the aim of
historical philosophy in its third stage.

This ultimate and highest atteropt must, in the
order of nature, follow, not precede, that last described ;
for, before we can trace the filiation of states of society
one from another, we must rightly understand and
clearly conecive them, each apart from the rest. Ac
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cordingly, this greatest aclievement is rather a possi-
bility to be one day realized, than an enterprise in which
any great progress has yet been made. But of the
little yet done in this direction, by far the greater part
has hitherto been done by French writers. They have
made more hopeful attempts than any one else, and
have more clearly pointed out the path: they are the
real harbingers of the dawn of historical science.

Dr. Arnold, in his “Ilistorical Lectures,” — which
(it should not be forgotten), though the latest produc-
tion of his life, were the earlicst of his systematic
meditations on general history, — showed few and faing
symptoms of having conceived, with any distinctness,
this third step in historical study. DBut he had, as far
as the nature of the work admitted, completely realized
the second stage; and, to those who have not yet
attained that sfage, theve can scarcely be more instruct-
ive reading than his Lectures. The same praise must
be given, in an even higher sensc, to the earliest of the
three great modern French historians, — M. Augustin
Thierry.

It was from historical romances that M. Thierry
learned to recogmize the worthlessness of what in those
days were called bistories : Chateaubriand and Sir Wal-
ter Scott were his early teachers. e has himsclf de-
scribed the effect produced upon him and others, by
finding, in “Ivanhoe,” Saxons and Normans in the
reign of Richard I. Why, he asked himself, should
the professed historians have left such a fact as this
to be brought to light by a novelist? and what else
were such men likely to have understood of the age,
when so important and distinctive a feature of it had



MICHELET'S HISTORY OF FRANCE. 209

escaped them? The study of the original sources of
French history completed his conviction of the scnsee
lessness of the modern compilers. 1le resolved *

plant the standand of historical reform ;™ and to this
undertaking all his subsequent life has been consecrated,
His * History of the Norman Conquest,” though justly
chargeable with riding a favorite idea too hard, forms
an era in English history, In another of his works,
the “ Lettres sur I’Histoire de France,” in which pro-
found learning is combined with that clear practical
insight into the realities of life, which in France, more
than in any other country except Italy, accompanies
speculative eminence, M. Thierry gives a piguant
exposure of the incapacity of historians to enter into the
apirit. of the middle ages, and the Judicrously false
impressions they communicate of human life as it was
in early times. Exemplifying the right method as well
as censuring the wrong, he, in the same work, extract-
od from the records of the middle ages some portions,
not large but valuable, of the neglected facts which
constitute the real history of European society. No-
where, however, is M. Thierry’s genius so pleasingly
displayed as in his most recent publication, the work
of his premature old age, written under the double
affliction of blindness and paralysis, —the *“Réeits des
Temps Mérovingicns.” This book, the first series of
which is all that has been published, was destined to
paint— what till that time he had only discussed and
described — that chaos of primitive barbarism and ener-
vated civilization from which the present nations of
Europe had their origin, and which forms the transition

from ancient to modern history. IHe makes the age
vVOL. 1I. 14
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tell its own story ; not drawing any thing from invens
tion, but adhering scrupulously to authentic facts. As
the history of the three centuries preceding Charlemagne
was not worth writing throughout in fulness of detail,
he contents himself with portions of it; sclecting such
as, while they are illustrative of the times, are also in
themselves complete stories, furnished with characters
and personal intercst. The experiment is completely
successful. The grace and Deauty of the narration
make these truc histories as pleasant reading as if they
were a charming collection of fictitious tales ; while the
practical feeling they impart of the form of human life
from which they are drawn, — the familiar understand-
ing they communicate of le vie barbare, — is unex-
ampled even in fiction, and unthought of herctofore in
any writing professedly historical. The narratives are
preceded by an improved résumé of the anthor’s previ-
ous labors in the theoretical department of his subject,
nnder the title of a * Dissertation on the Progress of
Historical Studies in France.”

M. Guizot has a mind of a different cast from M.
Thierry : the one is especially a man of speculation and
science, as the other is, more cimphatically, in the high
European sense of the term, an artist; though this is
oot to be understood of either in an exclusive scnse,
each possessing a fair share of the qualities characteris-
tic of the other. Of all Continental historians of whom
we are aware, M. Guizot is the one best adapted to this
country, and a familiarity with whose writings would do
most to train and ripen among us the growing spirit of
historical speculation.

M. Guizot'’s only narrative work is the unfinished
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history, already referred to, of what is called in France
the English Revolution. Iis principal productions are
the * Essals sur YHistoire dc France,” published in
1822; and the Lectures, which the whole litcrary
public of Paris thronged to hear, from 1823 to 1830,
and to which, as well as to his English history, the
political events of the last of those years put an abrupt
termination. The immense popularity of these writ-
ings in their own country — a country not more patieut
of the genre ennuycux than its neighbors —is a suf-
ficient guarantee that their wearing the form of dis-
sertation, and not of narrative, is, in this instance, no
detriment to their attractiveness. Even the light reader
will find in them no resemblance to the chapters on
® manners and customs,” whick, with pardonable impa-
tience, he is accustomed to skip when turning over any
of the historians of the old school. For in them we
find only that dullest and most useless of all things,
mere facts without ideas: M. Guizot creates within
those dry bones a living soul.

M. Guizot does not, as in the main must be said of
M. Thierry, remain in what we bave called the second
region of historical inquiry: he makes frequent and
long incursions into the third. He not only inquires
what our ancestors were, but what made them =03
what gave rise to the peculiar state of society of the
middle ages, and by what causes this state was pro-
gressively transformed into what we see around us.
His success in this respect could not, in the almost
nasoent state of the science of history, be perfect ; but
it is as great as was perhaps compatible with the limits
of his design. For (as M. Comte has well remarked),
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in the study of history, we must proceed from the
ensemdle to the details, and not conversely. We cans
not cxplain the facts of any age or nation, unless we
lave first traced out some connected view of the main
outline of history. The great universal results must
be first accounted for, not only because they are the
most important, but because they depend on the sim-
plest laws. Taking place on so large a scale as to
neutralize the operation of local and partial agents, it
i in them alone that we sce in undisguised action the
inherent tendencies of the human race. Those great
results, thercfore, may admit of a complete theory:
while it would be impossible to give a full analysis of
the innumerable causes which influenced the local or
temporary development of some scction of mankind;
and even a distant approximation to it supposes a
previous understanding of the general laws, to which
these local causes stand in the relation of modifying
circumstances.

But, before astronomy had its Newton, there was a
place, and an honorable one, for not only the observer
Tycho, but the theorizer Kepler. M. Guizot is the
XKepler, and something more, of his particular subject.
He has a real talent for the explanation and generali-
zation of historical facts. Ile unfolds at least the
proximate causes of social phenomena, with rare dis-
cernment, and much knowledze of human nature.
We recognize, moreover, in all his theories, not only a
solidity of acquirements, but a sobricty and impartiality,
swhich neither his countrymen, nor speculative thinkers
in general, have often manifested in so high a degree.
He does not cxaggerate the influence of some one cause
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or agency, sacrificing all others to it. He neither
writes as if human affairs were absolutely moulded by
the wisdom and virtue or the vices and follies of rulers ;
nor as if the general circumstances of society did all,
and accident or eminent individuals could do nothing.
11e neither attributes every thing to political institutions,
nor every thing to the ideas and convictions in men’s
minds ; but shows how they both co-operate, and re-act
upon one another. Ile sees in European civilization
the complex product of many conflicting influcnces, —
Germanic, Roman, and Christian; and of the peculiar
position in which these different torces were brought to
act upon one another. He aseribes to cach of them its
share of influence. Whatever may be added to his
speculations in a more advanced state of historical
science, little that he has done, will, we think, require
to be undonc: his conclusions are seldom likely to
be found in econtradiction with the deeper or more
extensive results that may, perhaps, hercafter be ob-
tained.

It speaks little for the intellectnal tastes and the
liberal curiosity of our countrymen, that they remain
ignorant or neglecttul of such writings. The Lssays
we have seldom met with an IEnglishman who had read.
Of the Lectures, one volume has been twice translated,
and has had some readers, especially when M. Guizot’s
arrival in England, as the representative of his country,
obtruded (as Dr. Chahners would say) a knowledge of
his existence and character upon London society. DBut
the other five volumnes are untranslated and unread,
although they are the work itsclf, to which the first
volume is, in truth, only the introduction. When the
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Villdle Ministry was overthrown, and the interdict re-
moved, by which the Government of the Restoration
had chained up all independent speculation, M. Guizot
re-opened his lecture-room, after a suspension of near
ten years. Half the academic season having then
expired, he was compelled, not only to restrict his view
of modern history to the merest outline, but to leave
out half the subject altogcther: treating only of the
progress of society, and reserving, for the more ex-
tended labors of subsequent years, the development of
the individual human being. Yet eritics have been
found in England, who, in entire ignorance that the
volume beforc them was a mere preface, visited upon
the author, as shortcomings in his own doctrines, the
lacunce unavoidably left in his first year’s Lectures, and
amply filled up in those of the succeeding seasons;
charging upon him, as a grave philosophical error, that
he saw in history only institutions and social relations,
and altogether overlooked Luman beings.

What has obtained for the introductory volume the
share of attention with which it (and not the others)
has been treated by the English publie, is perhaps that
it bears, as its second title, © ITistory of Civilization in
Europe ;7 while the other volumes, after the words
“ Cours d’Histoire Moderne,” bear the designation of
* istoire de la Civilisation en France,” and, as such,
may have been deemed mnot specially interesting to
England. But, though this may avail in explanation,
it is inadmissible as an excuse. A person must necd
instruction in history very much, who does not know,
that the history of civilization in France ¢s that of
civilization in Europe. The main course of the stream
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of civilization is identical in all the western nations;
their origin wns essentially similar; they went through
the same phases; and society, in all of them, at least
until after the Reformation, consisted fundamentally of
the same eclemente. Any one country, therefore, may,
in some measure, stand for all the rest. DBul France is
the best type, as representing best the average circum-
stances of Iurope. There is no country in which the
general tendencics of modern society have been so little
interfered with by secondary and., modifying agencics.
In England, for example, much is to be ascribed to the
peculiarity of a double conquest.  While, elsewhere,
one race of barbarians overran an cxtensive region, and
gettled down amidst a subject population greatly more
numerous, as well as more civilized, than themselves;
the first invaders of England, instead of enslaving, ex-
terminated or expelled the former inhabitants; and,
after growing up into a nation, were, in their turn,
subdued by a race almost exactly on a level with them
in civilization. The Scandinavian countries, on the
other hand, and a great part of Germany, had never
been conquered at all; and, in the latter, much de-
pended upon the clective character of the head of the
empire, which prevented the consolidation of a power-
ful central government. In Italy, the carly predomi-
nance of towns and town-life; in Spain, the Moorish
oceupation and its consequences, — co-cexisted as modify-
ing causes with the general circumstances common to
all.  But, in Krance, no disturbing forces, of any thing
like equal potency, can be traced; and the universal
tendencies, having prevailed more completely, are more
obviously discernible.
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To any European, therefore, the history of France is
not a foreign subjoct, but part of his national history.
Nor is there any thing partial or local in M. Guizot’s
treatment of it. ITe draws his details and cxemplifica-
tions from France; but his principles arc universal.
The social conditions and changes which he delineates
were not French, but European. The intellectual prog-
ress which he retraces was the progress of the Euro-
pean mind.

A similar remark applics to the * History of France”
by M. Michelet, the third great Frcnch historian of the
present era; a work which, even in its unfinished state,
is the most important that he has produced, and of
which it is now time that we should begin to give an
account.

M. Michelet has, among the writers of European
history, a position peculiarly his own.

Were we to say that M. Michelet is altogether as
safc a writer as M. Thierry or M. Guizot; that his
interpretations of history may be accepted as actual
history ; that those who dislike to think or explore
for themselves may sleep peacefully in the faith that
M. Michelet has thought and explored for them, —we
should give him a different kind of praise from thit
which we consider his duc. M. Michelet’s are not
books to save a readcr the trouble of thinking, but to
make him boil over with thought. Their effect on the
mind is not acquiescence, but stir and ferment.

M. Michelet has opened a new vein in the history of
the middle ages. A pupil of M. Guizot, or at least an
admiring auditor, who has learned from him most of
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what he had to teach, M. Miclelet, for this very reason,
has not followed in his wake, but consulted the bent of
his own facultics, which prompted him to undertake
precisely what M. Guizot had left undone. Of him it
would be very unlikely to be said, even falscly, that he
thought only of society. Without overlooking society,
man is his especial subjeet. M. Guizot has neglected
neither, but has treated them both conformably to the
character of his own mind. He is himself two things,
— a statesman and a speculative ‘thinker ; and in his
Lectures, when he lcaves the province of the statesman,
it is for that of the metaphysician, His history of the
human mind i1s principally the history of speculation.
It is otherwise with M. Michelet. 1lis peculiar element
is that of the poet, as his conntrymen would say; of
the religious man, as would be said in a religious age:
in reality, of both. Not the intelleotual life of intel-
lectual men, not the social life of the people, but their
internal lifc ; their thoughts and feelings in relation to
themselves and their destination; the habitual temper
of their minds, — not vverlooking, of course, their ex-
ternal circumstances. He concerns himselt more with
masses than with litcrary individuals, except as speci-
mens, on a larger scale, of what was in the general
heart of their age. Iis chief interest is lor the col-
lective mind, the everyday plebeian mind of humanity,
— its enthusiasms, its collapses, its strivings, its attain-
ments and failures. Ile makes us feel with its euffer-
ings, rejoice in its hopes. e makes us identify
ourselves with the varving fortunes and feelings of
human nature, as if manokind or Christendom were one
being, the single and indivisible hero of a tale.
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M. Michelet had afforded an carnest of these qualities
in his former writings. e has written a history of the
Roman Republic, in which he availed himself largely,
as all writers on Roman history now do, of the new
views opened by the profound sagacity of Niebuhr.
One thing, however, he has not drawn from Niebuhr;
for Niebahr had it not to bestow. We have no right
to require, that an author, who has done in his depart-
ment great things which no one before him had done, or
could do, should have done all other good things like-
wise. But, without meaning disparageraent to Niebuhr,
it has always struck us as remarkable, that a mind so
fitted to throw light upon the dark places in the Roman
manner of existence should have exhausted its efforts
in clearing up and rendering intelligible the merely civie
life of the Roman people. DBy the aid of Nicbuhr, we
now Imow, better than we had ever reckored upon
knowing, what the Roman Republic was. But what
the Romans themselves were, we scarcely know better
than we did before. It is true, that citizenship, its
ideas, feclings, and active duties, filled a larger space in
ancient than in any form of modern life; but they did
not constitute the whole. A Roman citizen had a reli-
gion and gods; had a religious morality ; had domestic
relations : there were women in Reme as well as men;
there were children, who were brought up and edueated
in a certain manner; there were, even in the eavliest
period of the Roman Commmonwealth, slaves. Of all
this, one perceives hardly any thing in Niebuhr’s volumi-
nous work. The central idea of the Roman religion and
polity, — the family, — scarcely shows itself, except in
connection with the classification of the citizens ; nor are
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we made to perceive in what the beliefs and modes of
conduct of the Roinans, respeeting things in general,
agreed, and in what disagreed, with those of the rest
of the ancient world. Yet the mystery of the Romans
and of their fortunes must lie there. Now, of wany
of thesc things, one does learn something from the
much smaller work of M. Michelet. In imaging to
ourselves the relation in which a Roman stood, not
to his fellow-citizens as such, but to the universe, we
gain some help from Michelet; next to none from
Niebubr, The work before us has, in o still greater
degree, a similar merit.  Without negleeting the out-
ward condition of mankind, but, on the contrary, throw-
ing much new light upon it, he tells us mainly their
inward mental workings. Otliers have taught us as
much of how mankind acted at cach period; but no
one makes us so well comprehend how they felt. He
is the subjective historian of the middle ages.

For his book, at least in the earlier volumcs, is a
history of the middle ages, quite as much as of France ;
and he has aimed at giving us, not the dry husk, but
the spirit of those ages. This had never been dome
before in the same degree, not even by his eminent pre-
cursor, Thierry, except for the period of the Germanic
invasions. The great value of the book is, that it does,
to some extent, make us understand what was really
passing in the colleetive mind of each generation. For,
in assuming distinctness, the life of the past assumes
also variety under M. Michelet’s hands.  With him, each
period has a physiognomy and a character of its own.
It is in reading him that we are made to feel distinetly
how many successive conditions of humanity. and statea
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of the human mind, arc habitually confounded under
the appellation of the “Middle Ages.” To eommon
perception, those times are like a distant range of
mountains, all melted together into one cloud-like bar-
vier.  To M. Michelet, they are like the sume range
on a nearer approach, resolved into its separate moun-
tain masses, with sloping sides overlapping one another,
and gorges opening between them.

The spirit of an age is a part of its history which
cannot be cxtracted literally from ancient records, but
must be distilled from those arid materials by the chem-
istry of the writer’s own mind; and whoever attempts
this will expose himself to the imputation of substi-
tuting imagination for facts, writing history by divina-
tion, and the Like. 'These accusations have been often
broaght against M. Michelet, and we will not take upon
oursclves to say that they are never just: we think he
is not seldom the dupe of his own ingenuity. Dut it is
a mistake to supposc that a man of genius will be
oftener wrong, in his views of history, than a dull, un-
imaginative proser. Not only wre the very errors of
the one more instructive than the commonplaces of the
other, but he commniits fewer of them. It by no means
follows, that he who cannot see so far as another, must
thercfore see more corrcctly. Lo be incapable of dis-
cerning what is, gives no exemption from believing
what is not; and there is no perversion of history
by persons who think, cqual to those daily committed
by writers who never rise to the leight of an original
ides.

It is true, a person of lively apprehension and fertile
invention, relying on his sagacity, may neglect the
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careful study of original documents. But M. Michelet
is a man of deep erudition and extensive research. He
has a high reputation among the French learned for his
industry ; while his official position, which connects him
with the archives of the kingdom, has given him access
to a rich source ot unexplored authorities, of which he
has made abundant use in his later volumes, and which
promise to be of still greater importance in those yet to
come. Even in its mere facts, therefore, this history
is considerably in advance of all previously written.
That Lis accuracy is not vulnerable in any material point
may be believed on the authority of the sober and right-
minded Thierry, who, in the preface to the Réeits, in a
passage where, though Michclet is not named, he is
evidently pointed at, blames his method as a dangerous
one; but acquits M. Michelet himself as having been
saved by ® conscientious studies” from the errors into
which his example is likely to betray young writers.
The curefulness of his investigations has been impugned
on minor points. An Englich Review has made a
violent attack upon his account of Boniface VIIL. ; and,
from his references (which arc always copious), it does
not appear that he had consulted the Italian authorities
on whom the reviewer relies. DBut it is hard to try an
historian by the correctness of his details in incidents
only collaterally connected with his subject. We our-
selves perceive that he sometimes trusts to mcmory,
and is inaccurate in trifles; but the true question is,
Has he falsified the essential character of any of the
greater events of the time about which he writes? If
he has not, but on the contrary has placed many of
those cvents in a truer light, and rendered their char-
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acter more intelligible, than any former historian, to
rectify his small mistakes will be a very fitting employ«
ment for those who have the necessary information, and
nothing mwore Important to do.

The History, though a rcal narrative, not a disser-
tation, is, in all its earlier parts, a greatly abridged one.
The writer dwells only on the great facts which paint
their period, or on things which it appears to him neces-
sary to present in a new light. As in his progress,
however, he came into contact with his new materials,
his design has extended; and the fourth and fifth vol-
umes, embracing the confused period of the wars of
Edward III. and Henry V., contain, though in a most
condensed style, a tolerably minute recital of events.
It is impossible for us to make any approach to an
abstract of the contents of so large a work. We must
be satisfied with touching cursorily upon some of the pas-
sages of history, on which M. Michelet’s views are the
most original, or otherwise most deserving of notice.

In the first volume, he is on ground which had
alrcady been broken and well turned over by M.
Thicrry. But some one was still wanting who should
write the history of the time, in a connected narrative,
from M. Thierry’s point of view. M. Michelet has
done this, and more. He has not only understood,
like his predecessor, the character of the age of transi-
tion, in which the various races, conquered and conquer-~
ing, were mixed on French soil without being blended ;
but he has endeavored to assign to the several elements
of that confused mixture the share of influence which
belongs to them over the subsequent destinies of his
country.
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It was natural that a subjective historian, one who
looks, above all, to the internal moving forces of human
affairs, should attach great historical importance to the
consideration of races.  This subject, on British soil,
has usually fallen into hands little competent to treat it
goberly, or on truc principles of induction; but of the
great influence of race in the production of national
character no reasonable inquirer ecan now doubt. As
far as history, and social circumstances generally, are
coneerned, how little resemblance can be traced between
the French and the Irish! in mnutivnal character, how
much ! The same ready excitabilivy ; the same impetu-
osity when exciied, yet the same readiness imder excite-
ment to submit to the severest discipline, — a quality
which at first might seem to contradict impetuosity, but
which arises fromn that very vehemence of character with
which it appears to conflict, and is cqually conspicuous
in Revolutions of Three Days, temperance movements,
and mectings on the LI of Tara; the same sociability
and demonstrativeness ; the same natural refinement of
manncrs, down to the lowest rank, — in both, the char-
acteristic weakness an inordinate vanity, their more
scrious moral deficiency the absence of a sensitive regard
for truth. Their ready susceptibility to influences, while
it makes them less steady in right, makes them also less
pertinacious in wrong ;3 and renders them, under favor-
able circumstances of' culture, reclaimable and improv-
able (especially through their move generous feelings)
in a degree to which the morc obstinate races are
atrangers.  Ta what, except their Gnelic blood, can
we ascribe all this similarity between populations, the
whole course of whose national history has been o dif-
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ferent? We say Guaelic, not Celtic, because the Kymr
of Wales and Bretagne, though also called Celts, and
notwithstanding a close affinity in language, have evinced
throughout history, in many respccts, an opposite type
of character ; more like the Spanish Iberians than cither
the French or Irish: individual instead of gregurious,
tough and obstinate instcad of impressible; instead of
the most disciplinable, one of the most intractable races
among mankind,

Historians who preceded M. Michelet had seen chiefly
the Frankish or the Roman eclement, in the formation
of modern France. M. Michelet calls attention to the
Gaelic element. * The foundation of the French peo-
ple,” he says,* “is the youthful, soft, and mobile race
of the Gaels, bruyante, sensual, and [égére; prompt
to learn, prompt to despise, greedy of new things.”
To the ready impressibility of this race, and the easy
reception it gave to foreign influences, he attributes the
progress made by Franee. © Such childven roquire
severe preceptors. They will meet with such, both
from the south and from (he north, Their mobility will
be fixed, their softness hardened and strengthencd.
Reason must be added to instinct, veflection to im-
pulse.”

It is certain that no people, in a semi-barbarous
state, ever received a foreign civilization more rapidly
than the French Celts. In a century after Julius
Casar, not only the south, the Galliu Narbonensis, but
the whole east of Gaul, from Treves and Cologne south-
wards, were already almost as Roman as Italy itself.
The Roman institutions and ideas took a deeper root in

* Vol.i. p. 120,
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Gaul than in any other province of the Roman Empire,
and remained long predominant, whercver no great
change was cffected in the population by the ravages
of the invaders. But, along with this capacity of
improvement, M. Michelet does not find in the Gauls
that voluntary loyalty of man to man, that free adhe-
rence, founded on confiding attachment, which was
characteristic of the Germanic tribes, and of which, in
his opinion, the feudal relation was the natural result.
Tt is to these qualitics, to personal devotedness and faith
in one another, that he ascribes the universal success of
the Geermanic tribes in overpowering the Celtic. Iie
finds already in the latter the root of that passion for
equality which distinguishes modern France ; and which,
when unbalanced by a strong principle of sympathetic
union, has always, he says, prevented the pure Celts
from becoming a nation. Everywhere among the
Celts he finds equal division of inheritances, while
in the Geermanic races primogeniture easily established
itself; an institution which, in a rude state of society,
he justly interprets as cquivalent to the permunence of
the houschold, the non-separation of families.

We think that M. Michelet has here carried the influ-
ence of race too far; and that the differcnce is better
explained by diversity of position, than by diversity of
character in the races. The conquerors, a small body
scattered over a large territory, could not sever their
interests, could not relax the bonds which held them
together. They were for many generations encamped
in the country, rather than scttled in it: they were a
military band, requiring a military discipline;; and the
separate members could not venture to detach them:

VOL. 1L. 15
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selves from cach other, or from their chief. Similar
circumnstances would have produced  shwilur  results
among the Gauls themselves. They were by no
means without something analogous to the German
comitgtus (as the voluntary bond of adherence, of the
most sacred kind, between followers and a leader of
their choice, is called by the Romun historians). The
devoti of the Gauls and Aquitanians, mentioned by M.
Michelet himself, on the authority of Cwesar* and
Athenmus, were evidently not clansmen. Some such
relation may be traced in many other warlike tribes.
We find it even among the most obstinately personal of
all the races of antiquity, the lberians of Spain: wit-
ness the Roman Sertorius and his Spanish body-guard,
who slew themseclves, to the last man, before his funeral-
pile.  “Ce principe & attachement & un chef, ce dé-
vouement pcrsonnel, cette religion de I'homme cnvors
I’homme,” t is thus by no means peculiar to the Teutone
races.  And our author’s favorite idea of the profonde
tmpersonnalité 3 inherent in the Germanic genius,
though we are far from saying that there is no foundation
for it, surely requires some limitation, It will hardly,
for example, be held true of the Kinglish ; yet the English
are a Germanic people. They, indeed, have rather (or
at least had) the characteristic which M. Michelet pred-
leates of the Celts (thinking apparently rather of the

* Aducantanus, qui summam imperii tenebat, cum DC devotis, quos illi
goldurios appellant: quorum hme est conditio, uti omnibus in vita com=
modis una cum his fruantur quorunt se amicitie dediderint: si quid iis
per vim accidat, aut enndem casum una ferant, aut sibi mortem consciscant:
neque adhuc hominum memoria repertus est quisquam, qui, eo interfecto
cujus se amicitiz devovisset, mori recusaret. — De Bello Gullico, iii. 22

1 Michelot, vol. i, p. 168, t Ib, p. 171
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Kymri than of the Gaels), le génie de la personnalits
ltbre; a tendency to revolt against compulsion, to hold
fast to their own, and assert the claims of individuality
against those of socicty and authority. But, though
many of M. Michelet’s speculations on the characteris-
tics of races appear to us contestable, they are always
suggestive of thought. The next thing to having a
guestion solved, is to have it well raised. M. Miche-
let’s are views by which a thinker, even if he rejects
them, seldom fails to profit.

From the races, our author passes to the provinces,
which, by their successive aggregation, composed the
I'rench monarchy. France is, in the main, peopled by
a mixed race; but it contuins several populations of
pure race at its remoter extremitics. It includes several
distinet Janguages, and above all a great variety of cli-
mate, soil, and situation. Next to hereditary organiza-
tion (if not beyond it), geographical peculiarities have a
more powerful influence than any other natural ageney
in the formation of national character. Any one capa-
ble of such speeulationg will read with strong interest
the review of the various provinces of France, which
oceupics the first hundred and thirty pages of our
author’s second volume. In this brilliant sketch, he
surveys the local circumstances and national peculi-
aritics of each province, and compares them with the
type of character which belongs to its inhabitants, as
shown in the history of each province, in the eminent
individunals who have sprung from it, and in the results
of intelligent personal observation even in the present
day. We say even, because M. Michelet is not una-
ware of the tendency of provineial and local peculiarities
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to disappear. A strenuous assertor of the power of
mind over matter, of will over spontaneous propensities,
culture over nature, he holds that local characteristica
lose their importunce as history advauces. In a rude
age, the “fatalities” of race and geographical position
are absolute. In the progress of society, human fore-
thought and purpose, acting by means of uniform in-
stitutions and modes of culture, tend more and more
to efface the pristine differences. And he attributes,
in no small degree, the greatness of France to the
absence of any marked local peculiarities in the predom-
inant part of her population. Paris, and an extensive
region all round, — from the borders of Brittany to the
eastern limits of Champagne, from the northern extrem-
ity of Picardy to the mountains of Auvergne, — is
distingunished by no marked natural features; and its
inhabitants —a move mixed population than any other
in France — have no distinct, well-defined individuality
of character. 'This very deficiency, or what might seem

so, makes them the ready recipients of ideas and modes
of action from all sides, and qualifies them to bind to-
gether heterogencous populations in harmonions union,
by receiving the influence and assuming the character
of each, as far as may be, without exclusion of the rest.
In those different populations (on the other hand), M.
Michelet finds an abundant variety of provincial charac-
teristics, of all shades and degrees, up to those obstinate
individualities which eling with the tenacity of iron to
their own usages, and yicld only after a long and dogged
resistance to the general movement of humanity. In
these portraits of the provinces there is much to admire,
sad oceasionally somcthing to startle.  The form and
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vesture are more poetical than philosophical : the sketch
of Brittany wanls only verse to be a fine poem. But,
though fancifully expressed, there is in this survey of
France much more which seems, than which is, fanciful.
There is, as we believe, for much, if not most of it, a
foundation of sober reasom; and out of its poetry we
could extract an excellent treatise in unexceptionable
prose, did not our limits admonish us to hurry to those
parts of the work which are of more universal interest.

From this place, the book becornes a picture of the
middle ages, in a scries of tableaux. The facts are
not delivered in the dry form of chronological annals,
but are grouped round a certain number of central fig-
ures or leading events, selected so that cach half-century
has at least one tableau belonging to it. The groups,
we need scarcely add, represent the mind of the age,
not its mere outward Physingnnmy and costume. The
guccessive titles of the chapters will form an appro-
priate cataloguc to this now kind of historical picture
gallery : —

% Chap. I. The Year 1000; The French King and the
French Pope, Robert and Gerbert; Feudal TFrance. — 11,
Eleventh Century; Gregory VIL; Alliance beiween the Nor-
mans and the Church; Conquests of Naples and England. —
1II. The Crusade. — IV. Conscquences of the Crusades
The Commmunes ; Abailard ; First 1lalf of the Twelith Century.
—7V. The King of Francc and the King of Engpland, Louis-
le-Jeune and Ilenry Plantagenet; Second Crusade ; Humili-
ation of Louis; Thomas Becket; Humiliation of Henry. —
VL. The Year 1100 ; Innocent IIL.; The Pope, by the Arms
of the Northern French, prevails over the King of Eugland
and the Emperor of Germany, the Greck Empire and the
Alhigeois; Cireatness of the King of France.— VIL The
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Iast Chapter continued; Ruin of John:; Defeat of the Em
peror; War of the Albigeois. — VIIT. First Half of the
Thirteenth Century; Mysticism; Louis IX.; Sanctity of the
King of France. — IX. Struggle between the Mendicant
Orders and the University; St. Thomas; Doubts of St.
Louis; The Passion as a Principle of Art in the Middie
Ages.”

The next chapter, being the first of the third volume,
is headed, “ The Sicilian Vespers;” the second, " Pli
lippe le Bel and Boniface VIII.”

This arrangement of topics promises much ; and the
promisc is well redeemed. Every one of the chapters
we have cited is full of interesting apergus, and fruitful
in suggestions of thought.

Forced to make a selection, we shall ehoose, among
the features of the middle age as here presented, one or
two of the most interesting, and the most iinperfectly
understood. Of the individual figures in our author's
canvas, none is more impressive than Hildebrand.  Of
the moral and social plienomena which he depicets, the
greatest 1s the Iapacy.

Respecting the Papal Chureh, and that, its greatest
ponlifl, the vpinions of our author arc such as, from
the greater numboer of English readers, can scarccly
hope for ready acceprance. . They are far removed from
those either of our Protestant or of our sceptical his-
torians. They are so unlike Hume, that they stand a
chance of being confounded with Lingard.  Such, how-
ever, as they are, we think them well worth knowing
and considering. They are, in substance, the opinions
of almost every historical inquirer in France., who has
any pretensions to thought or research, be he Jatholie,
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Protestant, or Infidel. The time jis past when any
French thinker, worthy the name, looked upon the
Catholic hierarchy as having always been the base and
tyrunpical thing, which, to a great extent, it ultimately
became. No one now confounds what the Church was,
when its prclates and clergy universally believed what
they taught, with what it was when they had ceased to
beliecve. No one argues, —from the conduet which
they even conscientiously pursued when the human in-
tellect, having got beyond the Chuarch, became its most
formidable foe, — that it must therefore have been equal-
ly an encmy to improvement when it was at the head,
instead of the rear, of civilization ; when all that was
instructed in Europe was comprised within its pale, and
it was the authorized champion of intelligence and self-
control, against military and predatory violence. Iiven.
the fraud and craft by which it often aided itself in its
struggles with brute force; even the ambition and self-
ishness, by which, in its very best days, its nobler aims,
like those of all other classes or bodies, were continu-
ally tarnished, — do not disguise from impartial thinkers
on the Continent the fact that it was the great improver
and civilizer of Lurope.

That the clergy were the preservers of all letters and
all culture, of the writings and even the traditions of
literary antiquity, is too evident to have been ever dis-
puted. DBut for them, there would have been a com
plete break, in Western Kurope, between the ancient
and modern world. Books would have disappeared ;
and even Christianity, if it survived at all, would have
existed merely as another form of the old barbarous
superstitions. Some, too, arc aware of the services
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rendered even to material civilization by the monastis
associations of Italy and France, after the great reform
by St. Benedict. Unlike the useless communities of
contemplative ascetics in the Kast, they were diligent
in tilling the earth and fabricating useful products;
they knew and tanght that temporal work may also be
a spiritual excrcise; and, protected by their sacred
character from depredation, they set the first example
to Europe of industry conducted on a large scale by,
free labor. DBui these things are commonly regarded
as good which came out of evil; incidental benefits,
arising casually or providentially from an institution
radically victous. It would do many English thinkers
much good to acquaint themselves with the grounds on
which the best Continental minds, without disguising
one particle of the evil which existed openly or latently
in the Romish Chureh, are on the whole convineed that
it was not only a beneficent institution, but the only
means capable of being now assigned, by which Europe
could have been reclaimed from barbarism.

It is, no doubt, the characteristic evil incident to a
corporation of pricsts, that the exaltation of their order
becomes, in aud for itself, a primary object, to which
the ends of the institution are often sacrificed. That
exaltation is the strongest interest of all its members,
the bad equally with the good; for it is the means by
which both hope to attain their ends. The maintenance
of their influence is to them what the maintenance of
its revenue is to a temporal government, — the condi-
tion of its existence. The Romish Church, being more
powerfully organized and more thoroughly diseiplined
than any other, pursued this end with inflexible cnergy
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and perseverance, and often by the most culpable means.
False miracles, forged donations, persecution of heretics,
— these things we have no desive to extenuate; but he
must be wretchedly ignorant of human nature, who
believes that any great or durable edifice of moral power
was ever raised chiefly by such means. It is in the
decline, in the decrepitude of religious systems, that
force and artifice come into the first rank as expedients
for maintaining a little longer what is left of their
dominion. Deep sincerity, eutire absorption of them-
gelves in their task, were assuredly as indispensable
conditions, in the more eminent of the popes, of the
suceess which they met with, as in the heroes of the
Reformation.  In such men the power of the hicrarchy:
might well become a passion ; but the extension of that
power was a legitimate object, for the sake of the great
things which they had to accomplish by it.

Who, in the middle ages, were worthier of power
than the clergy ?  Did they not need all, and more than
all, the influence they could acquire, when they could
rot be kings or empcrors, and when kings and emperors
were among those whose passion and arrogance they
had to admonish and govern? The great Ambrose,
refusing absolution to Theodosius until he performed
penance for a massacre, was a type of what these men
had to do. In an age of violence and brigandage,
who but the Church could insist on justice and forbear-
ance and reconcilintion? In an age when the weak
were prostrate at the fect of the strong, who was there
but the Church to plead to the strong for the weak?
They were the depositaries of the only moral power to
which the great were amenable : they alone had a right
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to remind kings and potentates of responsibility; tc
speak to them of humility, charity, and poace. KEven
in the times of the first ferocious invaders, the * Réeits ”
of M. Thierry (thuugl the least favorable of the modern
French historians to the Romish clergy) show, at what
peril to themselves, the prelates of the Churel contin-
ually stepped between the oppressor and his victim.
Almost all the great social improvements which took
place were accomplished under their influence. They
at all times took part with the kings against the feudal
anarchy. The enfranchisement of the mass of the
people from personal servitude, they not only favored,
but inculcated as a Christian duty. They were the
authors of the ¥ Truce of God,” that well-known at-
temnpt to mitigate the prevailing brutalitics, by a forced
suspension of acts of vengeance and private war during
four days and five nights of every week.  They could
not succeed in enforcing this periodical armistice, which
was too much in advance of the time. Their worst
offence was, that they connived at acts of unjust acqui-
sition by friends and supporters of the pope; and en-
couraged unprovoked agzgressions, by orthodox princes,
against less obedient sons of the Church. We may
add, that they were seldom favorable to civil liberty ;
which, indeed, in the rude form in which its first germs
grew up, not as an institution, but as a principle of
resistance to institutions, found little fuvor with specu-
lative men in the middle ages; to whom, by a not
unnatural prejudice at such a time, peace and obedience
seemed the primary condition of good. But, in another
gense, the Church was eminently a demoeratic institution.
To a temporal society in which all rank depended on
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birth, it opposed a spiritual society in which the source
of rank was personal qualities ; in which the distinctions
of people and aristocracy, freeman and bondman, disap-
peared ; which recruited itself from all ranks; in which
a serf might rise to be a cardinal, or even a pope;
while 1o rise at all to any eminence almost always
required talents, and at least a reputation for virtue.
In one of the carliest combinations made by the feudal
nobles against the clergy, the league of the French
Secigneurs in 1246, it stands in the foremost rank of
accusation against them, that they were the “sons of
scerfs.” *

Now, we say that the priesthood never could have
stood their ground, in such an age, against kings and
their powerful vassals, as an indopendent moral author-
ity, cntitled to advise, to reprimand, and, if need
were, to denounce, if they had not been hound together
into an European body, under a government of their
own. They must otherwise have grovelled from the
first in that slavish subservience into which they sank
at last. No local, no merely national organization,
would have sufficed. The State has too strong a hold
upon an exclusively national corporation. Nothing
but an suthority recognized by many nations, and not
essentially dependent upon any one, could, in that age,
have been adequate to the post. It required a pope to
speak with authority to kings and emperors. Ilad an
individual priest or prelate had the conrage to tell them
that they had violated the law of God, his voice, not
being the voice of the Church, wanld not have heen

heeded. That the pope, when he pretended to depose

* Michelet, vol. ii. p. 615, note.
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kings, or made war upon them with temporal arms,
went beyond his province, needs hardly, in the present
day, be insisted on. But when he claimed the right of
censuring and denouncing them, with whatever degree
of solemnity, in the name of the moral law which all
recognized, he assumed a function mnecessary at :ll
times, and which, in those days, no one except the
Church could assume, or was in any degree qualified
to exercise. Time must show if the organ we now
have for the performance of this office; if the censure
by newspapers and public meetings, which has sne-
ceeded to censure by the Church, — will be found in the
end less liable to perversion and abuse than that was.
However this may be, the latter form was the only one
possible in those days.

Were the popes, then, so entircly in the wrong, as
historians have deemed thom, in their disputes with the
emperors, and with the kings of Hngland and France?
Donbtless, they, no more than their antagonists, knew
where to stop short. Doubtless, in the ardor of the
conflict, they luid claim to powers not compatible with
a purely spiritual authority, and oceasionally put forth
pretensions, which, if completely successful, would
have plunged Europe into the torpor of an Egyptian
hierarchy. But there never was any danger lest they
should succeed too far. The Church was always the
weaker party, and occupicd essentially a defensive
position.

We cannot feel any doubt that Gregory VIIL., what-
ever crrors he may have committed, was right in the
great objects which he proposed to himself. His life is
memorable by two things, — his contest with the State,
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and the reform in the Church itself, which preceded
it. The Church was rapidly becoming secularized.
He checked the evil, by enforcing the celibacy of the
clergy. DProtestant writers have looked upon this ordi-
nance of the Catholic Church as the joint product of
pontifical ambition and popular fanaticism. We would
not deny, that fanaticism, or rather religious asceti-
cism, had much to do with the popular fecling on the
subject, and was perhaps the only lever by which the
work could possibly have been accomplished; but we
believe that in that age, without the institution of
celibacy, the efficiency of the Church as an instrument
of human culture was gone. In the ecarly, vigorous
youth of the fendal system, when every thing tended to
become hereditary, when every temporal function had
already become so, the clerical office was rapidly
becoming hercditary too. The clergy were becoming
a Braminical caste ; or worse, —a mere appendage of
the caste of soldiery. Already the prelacies and
abbacies were filled by the younger brothers of the
feudal nobility, who, like their elder brethren, spoent
the greater part of their time in hunting and war.
These had begun to transmit their benefices to their
sons, and give them in marriage with their daughters.
The smuller preferments would have become the prey
of their smaller rctainers. Against this evil, what
other remedy than that which Gregory adopted did the
age afford? Could it remain unremedied ?

And what, when impartially considered, is the pro-
tracted dispute about investitures, except a prolongation
of the same struggle? Ifor what end did the princes
of the middle ages desire the appointment of prelates?
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To make their profit of the revenues by keeping the
sces vacant ; to purchase tools, and reward adherents ;
at best, to keep the office in a state of complete sub-
servience. It was no immoderate pretension in the
spiritual authority to claim the free choice of its own
instruments. The emperors had previously asserted a
right to nominate the pope himsclf, and had exercised
that right in many instances. Had they succeeded,
the spiritual power would have become that mere in-
strument of despotism which it became at Constanti-
nople; which it is in Russia; which the popes of
Avignon became in the hands of the Irench kings.
And, even hud the pope maintained his own personal
" independence, the nomination of the national clergy by
their respective monarchs, with no effectual concur-
rence of his, would have made the national clergy take
part with the kings against their own order; as a large
section of them always did, and as the whole clergy of
France and Iingland ended by doing, because in those
countries the kings, in the main, succeeded in keeping
possession of the appointment to benefices.

Even for what scems in the abstract a still more
objectionable pretension, the claim to the exemption of
ecclesiastics from secular jurisdiction, which has sean-
dalized so grievously most of our English historians,
there is mwuch more to be said than those historians
were aware of.  What was it, after all, bat the asser-
sertion, in behalf of the clergy, of the received English
principle of being tried by their peers? The secular
tribunals were the courts of a rival power, often in
actual conflict with the clergy, always jealous of them,
always ready to make use of its jurisdiction as a means
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of wreaking its vengeance, or serving its ambition;
and were stained besides with the grosscst corruption
and tyranny. *These rights,” says M. Michelet,*
* gave rise, no dcubt, to great abuses: many crimes
were committed by priests, and committed with impu-
nity ; but when one reflects on the frightful barbarity
the execrable fiscality, of the lay tribunals in the
twelfth century, one is forced to admit that the ecclesi-
astical jurisdiction was then an anchor of safety. It
spared, perhaps, the guilty ; but how often it saved the
innocent! The Church was almost the only road by
which the despised races were able to recover any
ascendency. We sec this by the example of the two
Saxons, — Breakspear (Adrian IV.) and DBecket.
The liberties of the Church in that age were those of
mankind.”

On the other hand, Henry 11., by the Constitutions of
Clarendon, assumed to himself, and his great justiciary,
a veto on the purely spiritual act of execommuniecation,
— the last resort of the Church; the ultimate sanction
on which she depended for her moral jurisdietion. No
one of the king’s tenants was to be cxcommunicated
without lis comsent. On which side was here the
usurpation? And, in this pretension, Henry was sup-
ported by the great majority of his own bishops. 8o
little cause was there really to dread any undue pre-
ponderance of popes over kings.

The Papacy was in the end defeated, even in its
reasonable claims. It had to give up, in the main, all
the contested points. As the monarchies of Europe
were consolidated, and the kings grew more powerful.

® Vol. ji. p. 343.
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the Church became more dependent. The last pope
who dared to defy a bad king was made a prisoner in
hig palace, insulted and struck by the emissary of the
tyrant. That pope died broken-hearted : his iminediate
successor died poisoned. The next was Clement V.,
in whom, for the first time, the Church sank into the
abject tool of secular tyranny. With him commenced
that new era of the Papacy, which made it the horror
and disgust of the then rapidly improving Xuropean
wind, until the Reformation and its consequences closed
the period which we commonly call the * middle age.”

We know it may be said, that, long hefore this time,
venality was o current and merited accusation against
the papal court. We often find Rome denounced, by
the indignation of cotemporaries, as a market in which
every thing might be bought.  All periods of supposed
purity in the past administration of human affairs are
the dreams of a golden age.  'We well know, that there
was only occasionally a pope who acted consistently on
any high ideal of the pontifical character; that many
were sordid and vicious, and those who were not had
often sordid and vicious persons around them. Who
can estimate the cxtent to which the power of the
Church, for realizing the noble aims of its more illus-
trious ornaments, was erippled and made infirm by
these shorteomin:zs 2 Bat, to the time of Innocent I11.,
if not of Boniface VIII., we are unable to doubt, that
it was on the whole a seurce of good, and of such good
as could not have heen provided, for that age, by any
other means with which we can conceive such an age to
be compatible.

Among the epoclis i e progressive movement of
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middlc-age history, which M. Michelet has been the
first to bring clearly and vividly before us, there is none
more interesting than the great awakening of the human
wind which  bmwediately followed the period of the
First Crusade. Others before him had pointed out
the influence of the Crusade in gencrating the feeling
of a common Christendom ; in counteracting the local-
izing influence of the feudal institutions, and raising up
a kind of republic of chivalry and Christianity ; in
drawing closer the ties between chiefs and vassals, or
even serfs, by the need which they mutually experienced
of each other’s voluntary services ; in giving to the rude
harons of Western Furope a more varied range of
ideas, and a taste for at least the material civilization,
which they beheld, for the first time, in the dominions
of the Greck cmperors and the Saracen soldans.
M. Michelet remarks, that the effect, even upon the
religion of the time, was to soften its antipathies, and
weaken its superstitions. The hatred of Mussulmans
was far less intense after the Crusade than at the begin-
ning of it. The notion of a peculiar sanctity inherent
in places was greatly weakened when Christians had
become the masters of the Holy Sepulchre, and found
themselves neither better nor happier n consequence.
But these special results bear no proportion to the
general start which was taken, about this time, by
the human inind, and which, though it cannot be
aseribed to the Crusade, was, without doubt, greatly
favored by it. That remarkable expedition was the
first great event of modern times, which had an Euro-
pean and a Christian interest; an interest, not of
nation or place or rank, but which the lowest serfs
YoL, 11, 16
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had in common, and more than in common, with the
loftiest. barons. When the soil is moved, all sorts of
sceds fructify. The serfs now began to think them-
selves human beings. The begioning of the great
popular political movement of the middle ages, — the
formation of the communes, —is almost coincident with
the First Crusade. Some fragments of the eminently
dramatic bistory of this movement are related in the
concluding portion of M. Thierry’s * Letters on the
Iistory of France.” Contemporancously with this tem-
poral enfranchisement began the emancipation of the
human mind. Formidable heresies broke out: it was
the era of Berengarius, who denied Transubstantiation ;
of Roscelinus, the founder of Nominalism, and ques-
tioner of the received doctrine respecting the Trinity.
The very answers of the Orthodox to these heretical
writings, as may be sccn in M. Michelet,* were lessons
of free-thinking.  The principle of free speculation
found w« still more reinurkable representative, though
clear of actual heresy, in the most celebrated of the
schoolmen, — Alailard.  The popularity and European
influence of his rationalizing metaphysics, as described
by ecotemporary authorities, must surprise those who
conceive the age as one of rare and difficult cornmuni-
cations, and without interest in letters. To silence this
one man required thc cminent religious ascendency of
the most illustrious churchman of the age, — Bernard
of Clairvaux. The acquirements and talents of the
noble-minded woman, whose name is linked, for all
time, with that of Abailard, — a man, so far as we have
the means of judging, not her superior even in intellect,

* Vel. ii. pp. 279, 280.
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and in every other respect unworthy of her, — are
illustrative of M. Michelet’s views on the change which
was taking place in the social condition and estimation
of women : —

«The restoration of woman, which had commenced with
Christianity, took place chiefly in the twelfth century. A
slave in the Kast, even in the Greek gynmcium a recluse,
emancipated by the jurisprudence of the Roman Empire, she
was recognized by the mew religion as the equal of man.
Still, Christianity, but just escaped from the sensuality of
Paganism, dreaded woman, and distrusted her; or, rather,
men were conscious of weakness, and endeavored by hardness
and scornfulness to fortify themselves against their strongest
temptation. . . . When Gregory VIIL. aimed at detaching the
clergy from the ties of a worldly life, there was a new out-
burst of feeling against that dangevous Eve, whose seductions
had roined Adam, and still pursued him in his sons,

« A movement in the contrary direction coramenced in the
twelfth century. Free mysticism undertook to upraise what
sacerdotal severity had dragged in the mire. It was especially
a Breton, Robert &’ Arbrissel, who fulfilled this mission of
love. He re-opened fo women the bosom of Christ; he
founded asylums for them; he built Fontévrault; and there
were soon other Wontévraults throughout Christendom. . ..
There took place insensibly a great religious revolution. The
Virgin became the deity of the world: she usurped almost
all the termples and altars. Piety turred itself into an
enthusiasm of chivalrous gallantry. The mother of God was
proclaimed pure and without taint. The Church of Lyons,
always mystical in its tendencies, cclebrated, in 1134, the
feast of the Immaculate Conception; thus cxalting woman
in the character of divine maternity, at the precise time when
Ileloise was giving expression, in her letters, to the pure
disinterestedness of love. Woman reigned in heaven, and
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reigned on earth. We see her taking a part, and a leadiug
part, in the aflairs of the world. . . . TLouis VII dates his
acts from the coronation of hiz wife Adela. Women sat ag
judges, not anly in poetical contesis and conrts of love, but,
with and on a par with their husbands, in serious affairs: the
King of Irance expressly recognized it as their right. ..

Excluded up to that time from successions by the feudal
barbarism, they everywhere became admiited to them in the
first half of the twelfth century: in England, in Castile, in
Aragon, at Jerusalem, in Bargundy, Flanders, Hainault,
Vermandois, Aquitaine, Provence, and the Lower Laugue-
doe. The rapid extinction of males, the softening of manncrs,
and the progress of equity, re-opened inheritances to women.
They transported sovereignties into foreign houses, accelerated
the agglomeration of states, and prepared the consolidation of
great monarchies.” — Vol. ii. pp. 297-302.

Half a century further on, the scene is changed. A
new act of the great drama is now tramsacting. The
seeds scattered fifty years before have grown up, and
overshadow the world. We are no longer in the
childhood, but in the stormy youth, of free speculation.

“«The face of the world was sombre at the close of the
twelfth century. The vld order was in peril, and the new had
not yet begun. It was no longer the mere matetial struggle
of the pope and the emperer, chasing cach other alternately
from Rome, as in the days of Henry IV. and Gregory VIL
In the cleventh century, the evil was on the surface ; In 1200
at the core. A deep and terrible malady liad seized upon
Christendom. Gladly would it have consented to return to
the quarrcl of investitures, and have had to combat only on
the question of the ring and crosier. In Gregory’s timne, the
cause of the Church was the cause of liberty; it had main
tained that character to the time of Alexander ITL., the chief
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ot the Lombard league. But Alexander himself had not
dared to support Thomas Becket: he had defended the 1ih.
ertics of Italy, and betrayed those of England. The Church
was about to detach herself from the great movement of the
world. Instcad of preceding and guiding it, as she had done
hitherto, she strove to fix it, to arrest time on its passage, to
stop tlie earth which was revolving under her feet. Innocent
TII. seemed to succeed in the atterapt: Boniface VIIL per-
ished in it.

“ A solemn moment, and of infinite sadvess. The hopes
which inspired the crusade had abandoned the earth. Au-
thoriiy no longer scemed unassailable: it had promised, and
had deceived. Liberty began to dawn, hut in a hundred
fantastical and repulsive shapes, confused and convulsive,
multiform, deformed. . ..

“Tn this spiritual anarchy of the twelfh century, which the
irritated and trembling Church had to atiempt to govern, one
thing shone forth above others, —a prodigiously audacious
sentiment of the moral power and greatness of man, The
hardy expression of the Pelagiang — *Christ had nothing
more than I; T too, by virtue, can raise myself to divinity " —
is reproduced in the twel{th century in barbarous and mys-
tical forms. ... Messiahs everywhere arise. ... A Messiah
appears in Antwerp, and all the populace follow him; an-
other, in Dretagne, scems to revive the ancient gnosticisin
of Ircland. Amaury of Chartres, and his Dreton disciple,
David of Dinan. tearh ihat every Christian iz materially a
member of Christ; in other words, that God is perpetually
incarnated in the human race. The Son, say they, has
reigned long enough: let the Holy Ghost now reign. ...
Nothing equals the aundacity of these doctors, who mostly
teach in the University of Paris (authorized by Philippe-
Auguste in 1200).  Abailard, supposed to he ernshed, livag
and speaks in his disciple, Peter Lombard; who, from Paris,
gives the law to European philosophy: they reckon nearly five
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hundred commentators on this schoolman. The spirit of
innovation has now acquired two powerful auxiliaries. Ju-
risprudence is growing up hy the side of theology, which it
undermines: the popes forbid the clergy to be professors of
law, and, by so doing, mercly open public teaching to lay-
men.  The metaphysics of Arvistotle are brought from Con.
stantinople ; while his commentators, imported from Spain, will
presently be translated from the Avabic, by order of the kings
of Castile, and the Jtalian princes of the house of Suabia, Fred
eric II., and Manfred. 'This i3 no less than the invasion of
Greece and the East info Christian philosophy. Aristotle
takes his place almost Leside the Saviour. At first prohibited
by the popes, afterwards tolerated, hie reigns in the profes-
sorial chairs: Aristotle publicly, seeretly the Arabs and the
Jews, with the pantheisra of Averroés and the subtleties
of the Cabala. Dialectics enters into possession of all sub-
jects, and stirs up all the boldest questions. Simon of
Tournai teaches at pleasure the powr and the contre. One
day, when he had delighted the school of Paris by proving
marvellously the truth of the Christian religion, he suddenly
exclaimed, ¢ O little Jesus, little Jesus! how I have gloritied
thy law! IfIchose, I could still more easily depreciate it.”” —
Vol. ii. pp. 392-96.

ITe (hen vigorously sketches the religious enthusiasts
of Flanders and the Rhine, the Vaudois of the Alps,
and the Albigeois of Southern France; and pro-
ceeds : —

“ What must not have been, in this danger of the Church,
the troutle and inquietude of its visible head!. ..

“The pope at that time was a Roman,— Innocent IIT.; a
man fitted to the time. A great lawyer, accustomed on all
questions to consult established right, lie examined himself,
and believed that the right was on his side. And, in truth
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the Church had still in her favor the immense majority,—
the voice of the people, which is that of God. She had
actual possession, so ancient that it might be deemed pre-
geriptive.  The Church was the defendant in the cause, the
recognized proprietor, whoe was in present occupancy, and
had the title-deeds : the written law scemed to speak for her.
The plaintiff was human intellect; but it came too late, and
in its inexperience took the wrong road, chicaning on texts,
instead of invoking principles. If asked what it would have,
it could make no intelligible answer. All sorts of confused
voices called for different things, and most of the assailants
wished to retrograde rather than to advance. In politics,
their ideas were modelled on the ancient vepublics; that is,
town liberties, to the exclusion of the couniry. In religion,
some wished to suppress the externals of worship, and revert,
as they said, to the apostles: others went further back, and
returned to the Asiatic spirvit; contending for two gods, or
preferring the strict unity of Islamism.” — pp. 419-21.)

And, after describing the popular detestation which
pursued these heretics, —

“Such appeared at that time the enemies of the Church;
and the Church was people” (Uéglise était peupley. *The
prejudices of the people, the sangninary intoxication of their
hatred and their terror, ascended through all ranks of the
clergy to the pope himself. Tt would be too unjust to human
nature to deem that egoism or class-interest aloue animated
the chiefs of the Charch. No: all indicates that in the
thirteenth century they were still convinced of their right.
That right admitted, all means secmed good to them for
defending it. Mot for a mere human interest did St. Dominie
traverse the regions of the South, alone and unarined, in the
midst of o eectarian population whom he doomed to death,
courting martyrdom with the same avidity with which he
inflicted it ; and, whatever may have lLeen in the great and
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terrible Innocent ITI. the temptations of pride and vengeance,
other motives animated him in the crusade against the Albi-
geois and the foundation of the Dominican Inquisition.” —
pp- 422-3.

The temporal means by which the Church obtuined a
brief respite from the dangers which besel it consisted
in letting loose, against the rich and hevetical South, the
fanaticism and rapacity of the North. The spiritual
expedient, far the morc potent of the two, was the
foundation of the mendicant orders.

We are too much accustomed to figure to ourselves
what are called “religious revivals” as a feature peculiar
to Protestantism and to recent times. The phenomenon
is universal. In no Christian church has the religious
spirit flowed like a perennial fountain : it had ever its
flux and reflux, like the tide. Tts history is a series of
alternations between religious laxity and religious ear-
nestness. Monkery itself, in the orgauvized form im-
pressed upon it by St. Benedict, was one of the inci-
dents of a religious revival.  We have already spoken
of the great revival under Iildebrand. Ranke has made
us understand the religious revival within the pale
of Romanism itself, which turned back the advancing
torrent of the Reformation. As this was characterized
by the foundation of the order of Jesuits, so were the
Franciscans and Dominicans the result of a similar re-
vival, and became its powerful instrument.

The mendicant orders — especially the most popular
of them, the TFranciscans— were the offspring of the
free-thinking which had already taken strong rout in
the European mind ; but the freedom which they repre-
sented was freedom in alliance with the Church, rising
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up agamst the freedom which was at enmity with the
Church, and anathematizing it.  What is called in France

“mysticism,”

in Ingland “religious enthusiasm,” con-
sists essentially in looking within instead of without; in
relying on an internal revelation from God to the indi-
vidual belicver, and receiving its principal inspirations
from that, rather than from the authority of priests and
teachers.  St. Francis of Assist was such a man.  Dis-
owned by the Church, he might have been a heresiaveh
instead of a saint; but the Chureh needed men like him,
and had the skill to make its instrument of the spirit
which was preparing its destruction.  “In proportion to
the decline of aunthovity,” save M. Michelet, “and the
diminution of the priestly influence on the popular mind,
religious feeling, being no longer under the restraint of
forms, expanded itseclf into mysticism.”* Making room
for these mystics in the ccclesiastical system itself,
directing their enthusiasm into the path for which it
peculiarly qualified them, that of popular preaching, and
never parting with the power of repressing any danger-
ous excess in those whom it retained in its allegiance,
the Papacy could aflord to give them the rein, and
indulge, within certain limits, their most unsacerdotal
preference of grace to the law.

The carcer and character of St. Francis and his early
followers arc graphically delineated by M. Michelet. t
As usual with devotees of his class, his great practical
precept was the love of God; love which sought all
means of demonstrating itself, now by ecstasies, now
hy susterities like those of an Indinn fukir, but also

by love and charity to all creatures. In all things which

* Vol fil. p. 195, T Vol il. pp. 535-543.
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had Iife, and in many which had not, he recognized chil
dren of God: he invoked the birds to join in gratitude
and praise; he parted with his eloak to redeem a lamk
from the slaughter. His followers “wandered bare-
footed over Liurope, always run after by the crowd: in
their sermons, they brought the sacred mysteries, as it
were, on the stage ; Iaughing in Christmas, weeping on
Good Friday, developing without reserve all that Chris-
tianity possesses of dramatic elements.” The effect of
such a band of missionaries must have been great in
rousing and feeding dormant devotional feelings.  They
were not less influential in regulating those feelings, and
turning into the established Cutholic channels those va-
garies of private enthusiasm which might well endanger
the Church, since they already threatened society itself.
The spirit of religious independence had descended to
the miserable, and was teaching them that Goed had
not commanded them to endure their misery. It was
a lesson for which they were not yet ripe.  * Mya-
ticism,” says our author,* *“had already produced its
most terrible fruit, hatred of the law ; the wild enthusi-
asm of religions and political liberty,  This dermagogic
character of mysticism, which so clearly manifested itsclf
in the Jucqueries of the subsequent ages, especially in
the revolt of the Swabian peasants in 1525, and of the
Anabaptists in 1538, appeared already in the insurree-
tion of the Pastourcauw,” during the reign of St. Louis.
These unhappy people, who were peasantry of the low-
" est class, and, like all other insurgents of that class, per-
ished miserably, — disperst sunt, et quasi canes rabids
passim detruncali, are the words of Matthew Paris, —

* Vol. i, p. 579.
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were avowed cnemies of the priests, whom they are said to
have massacred, and administered the sacraments them-
selves. They recognized as their chief a roan whom
they called the *grand master of Hungary ;" and who
pretended to hold in his hand, which he kept constantly
closed, a written commission from the Virgin Mary.
So contradictory to bistory is that superficial notion of
the middle ages, which looks upon the popular mind as
strictly orthodox, and implicitly obedient to the pope.

Though the Papacy survived, in apparently undimin-
ished splendor, the crisis of which we have now gpoken,
the mental ascendency of the priesthood was never again
what it had been before. The most orthodox of the
laity, even men whom the Churca has canonized, were
now comparatively emancipated : they thought 2with the
Church, but they no longer let the Church think for
them. This change in the timos is exemplified in the
character of St. Louis, himself a lay brother of the
Franciscan order ; perhaps of all kings uhe one whose
religious conscience was the most scrupulous, yet who
learned his religious duty from his own strong and
upright judgment, not from his confessor nor from the
pope. e never shrank from resisting the Chureh,
when he had right on his side ; and was himself a bet-
ter sample, than any pope cotemporary with him, of
the religious character of his age. The influences of the
mystical spirit arc easily discernible in his remarkable
freedom, so rare in that age, from the slavery of the
letter , which, as many anccdotes prove, he was always
capable of sacrificing to the spirit, when any conflict
arose between them.”

* Vol. ii. p. 812.
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We are obliged to pass rapidly over some other topies,
which justice to M. Michelet forbids us entirely to omit.
We could extract many passages more illustrative than
those we have quoted of his powers as a writer and an
artist ; such as the highly finished sketch * of the great-
ness and ruin of the unfortunate house of Hohenstaufen.
We prefer to quote the remarks of greater philosophical
interest, with which he winds up one great period of
history, and introduces another.

“The crusade of St. Louis was the last crusade. The
middle age had produced its ideal, its flower, and its fruit :
the time was cowse for it to perish. In Philippe-le-Bel,
grandson of St. Louis, modern times commence: the middle
age is insulted in Boniface VIIL; the crusade burned at the
stake iu the persons of the Templars.

“ Crusades will be tulked about for some time longer; the
word will be often repeated : it is a well-sounding word, good
for levying tenths and taxes. Dut princes, nobles, and popes
know well, among themselves, what to think of it. Iu 1327,
we find the Venetian, Sanuto, proposing to the pope a com-
mercial crusade. Tt is not enough,’ he said, ‘to invade
Egypt:’ he proposed “to ruin it The means he urged was to
re-open to the Indian trade the channcl of Persia, so that
merchandise might no longer pass throngh Alexandria and
Damietta. Thus docs the modern spirit announce its ap
proach: trade, not religion, will soon become the moving prin
ciple of great expeditions.” — Vol. if. pp. 607—8.

And further on, after quoting the bitter denunciation
of Dante against the reigning family of France, —

“This furious Ghibelline invective, full of truth and of
calumny, is the protest of the old perishing world agaiust the

* Vol. ii. pp. 587-589.
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ugly new world which succeeds it. This new world begins
towards 15800: it opens with France, and with the odious
figure of Philippe-le-Bel.

“ When the French monarchy, founded by Philippe-An-
guste, became extingunished in Louis X V1., at least it perished
in the immense glory of a young republic, which, at its first
onset, vanquished and revolntionized Europe.  But the poor
middle age, its Papacy, its chivalry, its feudality, under what
hands did they perish? TUnder thiose of the attorney, the
fraudulent bapkrupt, the false coiner.

“ The bitterness of the poet is excusable : this new world
is a repulsive onc, It it is more legitimale than that which
it replaces, what eye, even that of a Dante, could see this at
the time? 1t is the offspring of the decrepit Roman law, of the
old imperial fiscality. It is born a lawycr, a usurer; it iz a
born Gascon, Lombard, and Jew.

“ What is most revolting in this modern system, repre-
sented especially by France, is its perpetual self-contradic-
tion; its instinctive duplicity ; the naive hypoerisy, so to
speak, with which it attests by turns its two sets of principles,
Roman and feudal. France looks like a lawyer in a cuirass,
an attorney clad in mail: she employs the feudal power to
execute the sentences of the Roman and canon law. If this
obedient daughter of the Church seizes upon Ttaly, and
chastises the Church, she chastises her as a daughter, obliged
in conscience to correct her mother’s misconduct.” — Vol. iii.
pp. 31, 32.

Yet this revolting exterior is but the mask of a great
and necessary transformation ; the substitution of legal
authority, in the room of feudal violence and the arbitri-
um of the scigneur ; the formation, in short, for the first
time, of a government. This government could not be
carried on without moncy. The feudal jurisdictions,
the fendal anmies, cost nothing to the treasury; the
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wages of all feudal services were the land : but the king’a
judges and administrators, of whom he has now a host,
must be paid. “It is not the fault of this government
if it is greedy and ravenous. Ravenousness is its na-
ture, its necessity, the foundation of its temperament.
To satisfy this, it must alternately make use of cun-
ning and force : the prince must he at once the Rey-
nard and Isegrim of the old satire. To do him justice,
he is not a lover of war : he prefers any other means of
acquisition ; purchase, for instance, or usury. Ile traf-
fics, he buys, he exchanges : these arc means by which
the strong man can honorably plunder his weaker
friends.” ¥

This need of money was, for several centuries, the
primum mobile of European history. In England, it
is the hinge on which our constitutional history has
wholly turned: in France and clscwhere, it was the
source, from this time forward, of all quarrels between
the kings and the Church. The clergy alone were
rich, and money must be had. *The confiscation of
church-property was the idea of kings from the thir-
teenth century. The only difference is, that the Pro-
testants took, and the Catholics made the Church
give., Ienry VIII. had recourse to schism; Francis
I., to the concordat. Who in the fourtecenth cen-~
tury, the king or the Church, was thenceforth to
prey upon KFrance? — that was the question.” — Vol.
iii. p. 50.

To get money was the purpose of Philip’s quarrel
with Boniface; to get money, he destroyed the Tem-

plars.
* Vol. fi. p. 42.
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The proceedings against this celebrated society oc-
cupy two most intcresting chapters of M. Michelet's
work. His view of the subject scems just and rea-
sonable.

The suppression of the order, if this had been all,
was both inevitable and justifinble. Since the cru-
sades had ceased, and the crusading spirit died out,
their existence and their vast wealth were grounded on
false pretences. Among the mass of calumnies, which,
in order to make out a case for their destruction, their
oppressor accumulated against tlem, there were proba-
bly some truths. It is not in the members of rich and
powerful bodies, which have outlived the ostensible pur-
poses of their existence, that high examples of virtue
need be sought. DBut it was not their private miscon-
duet, real or imputed, that gave most aid to royal
rapacity in effecting their ruin. What roused opinion
against them; what gave something like a popular
sanction to that atrocious trial in its early stages, before
the sufferings and constancy of the victims had excited
a gencral sympathy, — was, according to our author, a
mere mistake ; a malentendu, arising from a change in
the spirit of the times.

“«The forms of reception into the order were borrowed
from the whimsical dramatic rites, the mysteries, which the
ancient Church did not dread to connect witli the most sacred
doctrines and objects. The eandidate for admission was pre-
gented in the character of a sinner, a bad Christian, a rencgade.
In imitation of St. Peter, he denied Christ: the denial was
pantomimically represented by spitting on the cross. The
order undertook to restore this renegade,—to lift him to a
height as great as the depth to which he had fallen. Thus,
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in the Feast of Fools, man offered to the Clurch, which was
to regenerate him, the homage even of his imbecility, of hig
intamy. These religious comedies, every day less understood,
becamne more and more dangerous, more capable of scandal-
izing a prosaic age, which saw only the letter, and lust the

meaning, of the symbol.” — Vol. iii. pp. 127, 128.

This is not a mere fanciful hypothesis. M. Michelet
has elsewhere shown that the initintion into the Guilds
of Artificers, in the middle ages, was of this very char-
acter. The acolyte affected to be the most worthless
character upon carth, and was usually made to perform’
some act symbolical of worthlessness ; after which, his
admission into the fraternity was to have the merit and
honor of his reformation. Such formns were in com-
plete barmony with the genius of an age in which a
transfer of land was not binding without the delivery
of a clod; in which all things tended to express them-
selves in mute symbols, rather than by the conventional
expedient of verbal Janguage, It is the nature of all
forms used on important oceasions, to outlast, for an
indefinite pericd, the stwre of manners and socicty in
which they originated. The childlike character of the
relirzious sentiment in & rude people, who know terror,
but not awe, and arc often on the most Intimate terms
of familiarity with the oljects of their adoration, makes
it easily conceivable that the ceremonies used on admis-
sion into the order were established without any irrev~
erent fecling, in the purcly symbolieal acceptation which
some of the witnesses affirmed. The time, however,
had passed. when such an explanation would be under-
stood or listened to. “ What arrayed the whole peo-
ple against them ; what left them not a single defender
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among so many noble families to which they were re-
lated, — was this monstrous accusation of denying and
spitting on the cross. This was precisely the accusation
which was admitted by the greatest number of the
accused. The simple statement of the fact turned
every one against them: cverybody crossed himself,
and refused to hear another word. Thus the order,
which had represented in the most cminent degree the
symbolical genius of the middle age, died of a symbol
misunderstood.” — Vol. iii. p. 206.

From this time the history of France is not, except
in a much more indirect manner, the history of Europe
and of civilization. 'The snbordination of the Church
to the State once fully established, the next period was
mainly characterized by the struggles between the king
and the barons, and final vietory of the crown. On
this subject, IFrance cannot represens English history,
where the crown was ultimately the defeated instead
of the victorious party; and the incidents of (he con-
test are necessarily national, not European incidents.
Here, therefore, having regard also to our necessary
limits, our extracts from M. Michelet’s work may suita-~
bly close; although the succeeding volumes, which
come down nearly to Louis XI., are not inferior in
merit to those from which we have quoted; and are
even, as we before remarked, superior in the value of
their materials; being grounded, in a great measure,
on the public documents of the period, and not, like
previous histories, almost exclusively on the chroni-
cles.

Tn what we have said, we have been far more desirous

to make the work known, and recommend it to notice,
VOL. IL. 17
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than to criticise it. The latter could only kecome a
needful service after the former had been accomplished

The faults, whether of matter or manner, of which M

Michelet can be accused, are not such as require being
pointed out to English rcaders. There is much more
danger lest they should judge too strictly the specula-
tions of such a man, and turn impaticntly from the
germs of truth which often lurk even in the errors of a
man of genius. This is, indeed, the more to be appre-
hended, as M. Michelet, apparently, has by no means
the fear of an unsympathizing audience hefore his eyes.
Where we require thoughts, he often gives us only allu-
sions to thoughts. We continually come upon sentences,
and even single expressions, which take for granted a
often perfectly

whole train of previous speeulation,
Jjust, and perhaps familiar to French readers, but which
In Lngland would certainly lbave requived to be set
forth in terms, and cleared up by explanations.

His style cannot be fairly judged from the specimens
we have exhibited. Our extracts were selected as speci-
mens of his 1deas, not of his literary merits; and none
have been taken from the mnarrative part, which is, of
course, the principal part of the work, and the most
decisive test of powers of composition in a writer of
history. We should say, however, of the style gener~
ally, that it is sparkling rather than flowing; full of
expressiveness, but tdo continuously epigrammatic to
carry the reader easily along with it; and pushing that
ordinary artifice of modern French composition, the
personification of abstractions, to an almost startling
extent. It is not, however, though it is very likely to
be taken for, an affected style: for affectation cannot be
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Justly imputed, where the words are chosen, as is evi-
dently the case here, for no purposc but to express
ideas ; and where, consequently, the mode of cxpression,
however peculiar, grows from, and corresponds to, the
peculiarities of the mode of thought.
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THE CLAIMS OF LABOR.*

" PErsoxs of a thoughtful mind,” says the introduction
to this lictle velume, *secing closely the falsehood, the
folly, and the arrogance of the age in which they live,
are apt, occasionally, to have a great contewnpt for it;
and I doubt not that many a man looks upon the pres-
ent time as one of fecbleness and degeneracy. There
are,- however, signs of an increased solicitude for the
claims of labor, which, of itself, is a thing of the high-
est promise, and more to be rejoiced over than all the
mechanizal triumphs which both those who would mag-
nify, and those who would depreciate, the present age,
would be apt to poiut to as containing its especial
significance and merit.”

It is true, that many are now inquiring, more ear-
nestly than heretotuore, “how the great mass of the
people are fed, clothed, and taught; and whether the
improvement in their condition corresponds at all wich
the improvement of the condition of the middle and
upper classes.”  And many are of opinion, with the
writer from whom we quote, that the answer which can
be given to these questions is an unsatisfactory one.
Nor is the newly-awnkened interest in the eondition of
the laboring people confined to persons, like this author,

* Edinburgli Review, April, 1845, [Part of a review of a work entitled

*The Ciaims of Labor: An Issay on the Duties of the Employers to the
Emploved.]
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of feeling and reflection. To its claims upon the con-
science und philanthropy of the move favored classzes, to
its ever-strengthening demands upon their sense of self-
interest, this cause now adds the more ephewcral at-
tractions of the lust new fashion. The claims of labor
have become the question of the day: the current of
public mectings, subseriptions, and associations, has,
for some time, set strongly in that dircction ; and many
minor topics which previously oceupied the public mind
have either merged into that question, or been super-
seded by it. Even the Legislature, which scldom con-
cerns itself much with new tendencies of opinion until
they have grown too powerful to be sately overlogked,
is invited, in each session with increasing urgency, to
provide that the laboring classes shall earn more, work
less, or have their lot in some other manner alleviated ;
and, in each session, yields more or less cheerfully, but
still yields, though slowly, yet increusingly, to the
requisition.

That this impulse is salutary and promising, few will
deny ; but it would be idle to suppose that it has not
its peculiar dangers, or that the busincss of doing good
can be the only one for which zeal suffices, without
knowledge or ecircumspection. A change from wrong
to right, even in little things, is not so easy to make as
to wish for and to talk about. Society cannot with
safety, in one of its gravest concerns, pass at once
from selfish supineness to restless activity. It has a
long and difficult apprenticeship yet to serve; during
which we shall be often reminded of the dictum of
Fontenelle, that mankind only settle into the right

course after passing through and exhausting all the
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varieties of error. DBut, however this may be, the
movement is not therefore to be damped or discour
aged. If, in the attempt to benefit the laboring classes,
we are destined to see great mistakes committed in
practice, as so many errors are alrcady advocated in
theory, let us not lay the blame upon excess of zeal.
The danger is, that people in general will care enough
for the object to be willing to sacrifice other people’s
interest to it, but not their own ; and that the few who
lead will make the sacrifice of their moncy, their time,
even their bodily ease, in the cause, but will not do
for its sake what to most men is go much more difki-
cult, — undergo the formidable labor of thought.

For several reasons, it will be useful to trace bhack
this philanthropic movement to its smnall and unobvious
beginnings ; to note its fountain-head, and show what
mingled streams have, from time to time, swelled its
course.

We are inclined to date its origin from an event
which would, in vulgar apprehension, seem to have a
less title to that than to any other honorable distinc-
tion, — the appearance of Mr. Malthus’s “Essay on
Population.” Though the assertion may be looked
upon as a paradox, it is historically true, that only from
that tirae has the economical condition of' the laboring
classes been regarded by thoughtful men as suseepti-
ble of permancnt improvement. We know that this
was not the inference originally drawn from the truth
propounded by Mr. Malthus. Even by himself, that
truth wae at first announced as an inexorable law,
which, by perpetuating the poverty and degradation of
the mass of mankind, gave a gqutcéus to the visions
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of indefinite social improvement which had agitated
80 fiercely o neighboring nation. To these supposed
corollaries from Mr. Malthus’s principle, it was, we
believe, indebted for its carly success with the more
opulent classes, and for much of its lasting unpopularity
with the poorer. But this view of its tendencies only
continued to prevail while the theory itself was but im-
perfectly understood, and now lingers nowhere but in
those dark corners into which no subsequent lights have
penetrated.  The first promulgator of a truth is not
always the best judge of its tendencies and conse-
quences 3 but Mr. Malthus early abandoned the mis-
taken inferences he had at first drawn from his celebrated
principle, and adopted the very different views now
almost unanimously professed by those who recognize
his doctrine.

So long as the necessary relation between the num-
bers of the laboring population and their wages had
cscaped attention, the poverty, bordering on destitution,
of the great mass of mankind, being an universal fact,
was (by ovue of thuse oatural illusions from whicl
human reason is still so incompletely emancipated) con-
ceived to be inevitable; a provision of nature, and,
as some said, an ordinance of (God; a part of human
destiny, suscepiible merely of partial alleviation, in
individual cases, from public or private charity. The
ouly persons by whom any other opinion seemed to be
entertained were those who prophesied advancements in
physical knowledge and mechanical art, sufficient to
alter the fundamental conditions of man’s existence on
earth ; or who professed the doctrine, that poverty
is a factitious thing, produced by the tyranny and
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rapacity of governments and of the rich. Even so
recent a thinker, and one so much in advance of his
predecessors, as Adam Smith, went no further than to
say, that the luborers might be well off in a rapidly
progressive state of the public wealth, —a state which
has never yet comprehended more than a small portion
of the earth’s surface at once, and can nowhere last
indefinitely : but that they must be pinched and in a
condition of hardship in the stationary state; which in
a finite world, composed of matter not changeable in its
properties, is the state towards which things must be at
all times tending. The ideas, therefore, of the most
enlightened men, anterior to Mr. Malthus, led really to
the discouraging anticipations for which his doctrine has
been made accountable. But these anticipations van-
ished so soon as the truths brought to light by Mr.
Multhus were correctly understvod. It was then seen,
that the capabilities of increase of the human species, as
of animal nature in general (being far grcater than
those of subsistence under any except very unusual cir-
cumstances ), must be, and are, coutroiled, everywhere
else, by onc of two limiting principles, — starvation, or
prudence and conscience ; that, under the operation of
this conflict, the reward of ordinary unskilled labor is
always and everywhere (saving temporary variations,
and rare conjunctions of circumstances) at the lowest
point to which the lubovers will consent to be reduced, —
the point below which they will not chioose to propagate
their species; that this minimum, though everywhere
much too low for human happiness and dignity, is dif-
ferent in different places, and in different ages of the
world, and, in an improving country, has, on the whole,



THE CLAIMS OF LABOR. 265

a tendency to rise. These considerations furnished a
sufficient explanation of the state of extreme poverty in
which the majority of mankind had almost everywhere
been found, without supposing any inherent necessity in
the case; any universal cause, other than the canses
which have made human progress altogether so imperfect
and slow as it is. And the explanation afforded a sure
hope, that whatever accelerates that progress would tell
with full effect upon the physical condition of the laboring
classes. Whatever raiscs the civilization of the people
at large ; whatever accustoms them to require a higher
standard of subsistence, comfort, taste, and enjoyment,
— affords of itself, according to this enconraging view
of human prospects, the means of satisfying the wants
which it engenders. In every moral or intellectual
benefit conferred upon the mass of the people, this doc-
trine teaches us to scc an assurancc also of their physi-
cal advantage: a means of enabling them to improve
their worldly circutistances ; not in the vulgar way of
*rising in the world,” so often recommended to them ;
not by endeavoring to escape out of their class, as if to
live by manual labor were a fate only endurable as a
step to something else ; but by raising the class itself in
physical well-being and in self-estimation. These are
the prospects which the vilified population-principle has
opened to mankind. True, indeed, the doctrine teaches
this further lesson: that any attempt to produce the
same result by other means; any scheme of beneficence
which trusts for its moving power to any thing but to
the influence over the minds and habits of the people,
which it either directly aims at, or may happen indirectly
to promote, — might, for any general effect of a benefi-
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cial kind which it can produce, as well be let alone,
And the doctrine being brought thus into conflict with
those plans of easy beneficence which accord so well
with the inclinations of man, but so ill with the arrange-
ments of nature, we need not wonder that the epithets
of “Malthusians” and “Political Keonomists” are so
often considered equivalent to “hard-hearted,” “unfeel-
ing,” and “enemnies of the poor;” accusations so far
from being true, that no tlinkers, of any pretensions to
sobriety, cherish such hopeful views of the future social
position of labor, or have o long made the permanent
increase of its remuneration the turning-point of their
political speculations, as those who most broadly ac-
knowledge the doctrine of Malthus,

But, if the permanent place now occupied in the miuds
of thinking men by the question of improving the con-
dition of the laboring classes may be dated from the
new light cast by Malthus’s speculations upon the deter-
mining laws of that condition, other causes are needful
to account for the popularity of the =ubject as one of
the topics of the day ; and we belicve they will be found
in the stir and commotion of the national mind, conse-
quent upon the passing of the Reform Bill,

It was foretold during the Reform crisis, that, when
the consequences of the bill should have had time to
manifest themselves, the direct cffects, with which all
mouths were filled, would prove unimportant compared
with those indirect effects which were never mentioned
in discussion, aud which hardly any one seemed to think
of. The prophecy has been signally verified. Consid-
ered as a great constitutional change, both friends and
eneics uow scemr rather surprised that they should
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have ascribed so much cfficacy to the bill for good or
for evil. Dut its indirect consequences have surpassed
every caleulation. The series of events comimcncing
with Cadholic Emancipiution, and consumnated by the
Refortn Act, brought home for the first time to the ex-
isting generation a practicul consciousness of living in a
world of change. It gave the first great shock to old
habits. It was to politics what the Reformation was to
religion: it made reason the recognized standard instead
of authority. By making it evident to the public that
they were on a new sea, it destroved the force of the
stinctive olijection to new courses. Reforms have still
to encounter opposition from those whose interests they
affect, or secem to affect; but innovation is no longer
under a ban, merely as innovation. The existing sys-
tem has lost its prestige. it has ceased to be the system
which Tories had been taught to venerate, and has not
become that which Liberals were accustomed to desire.
When any wide-spread social evil was brought before
minds thus prepared, there was such a chance as there
had not been for the last two hundred years, of its being
examined with a real desive to find a remedy, or at least
without a predetermination to leave things alone. That
the evils of the condition of the working classes should
be brought betore the mind of the nation in the most
emphatic manner, was the care of those classes them-
selves. Their “petition of grievances” was embodied
in the People’s Churter.

The democratic movement among the operative
classes, commonly known as “ Chartism,” was the first
open separation of interest, feeling, and opinion, be-
tween the Liboring portion of the commonwealth and
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all above them. It was the revolt of nearly all ths
active talent, and a greab purt of the physical force, of
the working classes, against their whole relation to
society. Conscientions and sympathizing minds among
the ruling classes could mnot but be strongly impressed
by such a protest. They could not but ask themselves,
with misgiving, what there was to say in reply to it;
how the existing social arrangements could best be justi-
fied to those who deemed themselves aggricved by then.
Tt scemed highly desirable that the benefits derived
from those arrangements by the poor should be made
less questionable, — should be such as could not easily
be overlooked. If the poor had reason for their com-
plaints, the higher classcs had not fulfilled their duties
as governors ; if they had no reason, neither had those
classes fulfilled their duties in allowing them to grow
up so ignorant and uncultivated as to be open to these
mischievous delusions.  While one sort of minds among
the more fortunate classes were thus influenced by the
political claims put forth by the operatives, there was
another description upon whom that phenomenon acted
in a different manner; leading, however, to the same
result. While some, by the physical and moral circum-
stances which they saw around them, were made to feel
that the condition of the laboring classes ought to be
attended to, others were made to see that it ewould
be attended to, whether they wished to be blind to it or
not. The vietory of 1832, due to the manifestation,
though without the actual employment, of physical
force, had taught a lesson to those who, from the nature
of the case, have alwuys the physical force on their side;
and who only wantcd the organization, which they were
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rapidly acquiring, to convert their physical power into a
moral and social one. It was no longer disputable that
something must be done to render the multitude more
content with the exisuing state of things,

Ideas, unless outward circumstances conspire with
them, have in general no very rapid or immediate
efficacy in human affuirs ; and the most favorable out-
ward circumstances may pass by, or remain inopcra-
tive, for want of ideas suitable to the conjuncture ; but,
when the right circumstances and the right ideas mect,
the effect is seldom slow in manifesting itself. In the
posture of things which has been described, we attri-
bute considerable effect to certain writers, by whom
what many were either thinking, or prepared to think,
was for the first time expressly proclaimed. Among
these must be reckoned Mr. Carlyle, whose * Chartism”
and " Past and Present” were openly, what much of his
provious writings had been incidentally, an indignant
remonstrance with the higher classes on their sins of
omission against the lower, contrasted with what he
deemed the superior efliciency, in that relation, of the
rulers in older times. On both these points, he has
met with auxilinries from a directly opposite point of
the political horizon; from those whom a spirit of re-
action aganst the democratic tendences of the age had
flung off, with the greatest violence, in the direction of
feudal and sacerdotal ascendency. As in the Stuart
times there were said to be Church Puritans and State
Puritans, so therc are now Church Puseyites, and what
may be called State Puseyites: men who Iook back
with fondness to times when the poor had no notion of
any other soclal state than to give ohedience to the
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nearest great landholder, and receive protection; and
who assert, in the wmean time, the right of the poor to
protection, in hopes that the obedience will follow.

To complete the explunaiion of this inerease of sym
pathy for the poor, it ought to be noticed, that, untit
lately, few were adequately aware of their real con-
dition. The agitation against the Poor Law, bad as it
was and i8, both in its objects and in its effeets, had in
it this good,—that it incessantly invited attention to the
details of distress. The inquiries emanating from the
Poor-law Commission, and the official investigations
of the last few years, brought to light many facts which
made a great impression upon the public; and the pov-
erty and wretchedness of great masses of people were
incidentally unveiled by the struggles of parties respect-
ing the Corn Laws. The agriculturists atterapted to
turn the tables upon their opponents by highly-colored
pictures of the sufferings and degradation of' the factory
operatives; and the Leaguc vepaid the attack with inter-
est, by sending cmissaries into the rural districts, and
publishing the deplorable poverty of the agricultural
lahorers.

From these multifirious causes a feeling has been
awakened, which would scon be as influential in elec-
tions as the antislavery movement some years ago;
and dispose of funds equal to thosc of the missionary
societies, had it but as definite an object. The stream at
present flows in a multitude of small channels. Socie-
ties for the protection of needlewomen, of governesses;
assoclations to improve the buildings of the laboring
classes, to provide them with baths, with parks and
promenades, —have started into cxistence. Legislative
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interference to abridge the hours of labor in manufacto-
ries has obtained large minoritics, and once a passing
majority, in the House of Commons ; and attempts are
multiplying to obtain, by the consent of employers, a
similar abridgment in many departments of retail trade.
In the rural districts, every expedient, practicable or
not, for giving work to the unemployed, finds advo-
cates ; public meetings for the discussion and compari-
son of projects bave lately been frequent; and the
movement towards the “ allotment system ” is becoming
gencral. '

If these and other modes of relieving distress were
looked upon simply in the light of ordinary charity,
they would not fill the large space they do in public
discussion, and would not demand any special com-
ment. To give money in alms has never been, either
in this country or in most others, a rarc virtue. Chari-
table institutions, and subscriptions for relief of the
destitute, already sbounded ; and if new fors of suffer-
ing, or classes of sufferers previously overlooked, were
brought into notice, nothing was more natural than to
do for them what had already heen done for others.
People usually give alms to gratify their feelings of
compassion, ot to discharge what they think their duty
by giving of their superfluity to alleviate the wants of
individual suflerers; and beyond this they do not, nor
are they, in general, qualified to look. DBut it is not in
this spirit that the new schemes of benevolence are con-
ceived. They are propounded as instalments of a great
aacial reform.  They are eclebrated as the besinning of
a new moral order, or an old order revived, in which
the possessors of property are to resume their place as
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the paternal guardians of those less fortunate; and
which, when established, is to cause peace and union
throughout society, and to extinguish, not indeed pov-
erty, —that hardly seems to be thought desirable, —but
the more abject forms of vice, destitution, and physical
wretchedness. What has hitherto heen done in this
brilliant career of improvement is of very little imapor-
tance compared with what is seéd ; with the objects
held up to pursuit, and the theories avowed. These
are not now confined to speculative men and professed
philanthropists. They are made familiar to cvery reader
of newspapers by sedulous inculcation from day to day.

It is therefore not superflinns to consider whether
these theories, and the expectations built upon them,
arc rational or chimcrical ; whether the attempt to
carry them out would in the end be found to accord or
conflict with the nature of man, and of the world in
which he is east. It would be unfuir to the theorists to
try them by any thing which has been commenced, or
even projected. Were they asked if they cxpect any
good to the general interest of the laboring people
from a Laborers’-friend Society or a Society for Dis-
tressed Needlewomen, they would, of course, answer
that they do not; that these are but the first leat-buds
of what they hope to nourish into a stately and spread-
ing tree; that they do not limit their intentions to
mitigating the evils of a low remuneration of labor,
but must have a high remuneration, —in the words
of the operatives in the late disturbance, “a fair day’s
wages for a fair day’s work;” that they hope to se-
cure this, and will be contented with nothing short of it.

Here, then, is o ground on which we ean fairly meot
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them. That object is ours also. The question is of
means, not ends.  Let us lock a little into the moans
they propose.

Their theory appears to be, in few words, this, —
that it is the proper function of the possessors of
wealth, and especially of the employers of labor and
the owners of land, to take care that the laboring
people are well off; that they ought always to pay
good wages; that they ought to withdraw their cus-
tom, their patronage, and any other desirable thing at
their disposal, from all emplovers who will not do the
like; that, at these good wages, they ought to give
employment to as great a number of persons as they
can afford, and to make them work for no greater
number of hours in the twenty-four than is compatible
with comfort, and with leisure for rccreation and im-
provement. That, if they have land or houses to be
let to tenants, they should require and accept no higher
rents than can be paid with comfort; and should be
ready to build, at such rents as can be conveniently
paid, warm, airy, hecalthy, and spacious cottages, for
any number of young couples who may ask for them.

All this is not said in direct terms; but something
very little short of it is. These principles form the
standard by which we daily see the conduct, both of
classes and of individuals, measured and condemned ;
and, if these principles are not truc, the new doctrines
are without a meaning. It is allowable to take this
picture as a true likeness of the “new moral world”
which the present philanthropic movement aims at call-
ing into existence.

Mankind are often cautioned by divines and moralists

YOL. . 13
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against unreasonableness in their expectations. We
attach greater value to the more limited warning
against inconsistency in them. The state of society
which this picture represents is a conceivable one.
We shall not at present inquire if it is of all others the
most eligible one, even as an Utopia. We only ask
if its promoters are willing to accept this state of
socicty, together with its incvitable accompaniments.

It is quite possible to impose, as a moral or a legrul
obligation, upon the higher classes, that they shall be
answerable for the well-daing and well-being of the
lower. There have been times and places in which this
has in some measure been donc. States of suciely
exist, in which it is the recognized duty of every
owner of land, not only to see that ull who dwell and
work thercon are fed, clothed, and housed in a suffi-
cient manmer, but to be, in so full a sense, responstble
for their good conduct, as to indemnify all other per-
sons for any dwmnage they do, or offence they may
commit. This must surely be the ideal state of society
which the new philanthropists are contending  for.,
Who are the happy laboring classes who enjoy the
blessings of these wise ordinances? The Russian
boors.  There are other laborers, not merely tillers of
the soil, but workers in great establishments partaking
of the nature of manufactories, for whom the laws of
our own country, even in our own time, compelled their
employers to find wholesome food, and sufficient lodg-
ing and clothing. Who were these? The slaves on a
West-Indian estate. The relation sought to be estab-
lished between the landed and manufacturing  classes
and the laborers is therefore by nu menns unexampled.
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Ihe former have before now been forced to maintain
the latter, and to provide work for them, or support
them in idleness. But this obligation never has
existed, and never will nor can exist, without, as a
countervailing element, absolute power, or something
approaching to it, in those who are bound to afford this
sapport, over those entitled to reccive it. Such a
relation has never existed between human beings, with-
out immediate degradation to the character of the
dependent class. Shall we take another cxample, in
which things are not carried quite so far as this?
Therc are governments in Europe who look upon it as
part of their daty to take care of the physical well-
being and comfort of the people. The Austrian Gov-
ernment, in its German dominions, does so. Several
of the minor German governments do so. But with
paternal care is connected paternal authority, In these
States we find severe restrictions on marriage.  No one
is permitted to marry, unless he satisfics the authoritics
that he has a rational prospect of being able to support
a family.

Thus much, at least, it might have heen expected
that the apostles of the new theory would have been
prepared for. They cannot mean that the working
classes should combine the liberty of action of inde-
pendent citizens with the immunities of slaves. There
arc but two modes of social existence for human
beings : they must be left to the natural consequences
of their mistakes in life, or society mmnst guard against
the mistakes by prevention or punishinent.  Which
will the new philanthropists have?  If it is really to be
incumbent, on whoever have more than a mere subsist
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ence, to give, so fur as their means enable them, good
wages and comfortable homes to all who present them-
gelves, it is not surely intended that these should be
permitted to follow the instinet of multiplication at the
expense of others, until all are reduced to the same
level as themselves. We should therefore have ex-
pected that the philanthropists would have accepted the
condition, and contended for such a measure of restrie-
tion as might prevent the good they meditate from
producing an overbalance of evil. To our surprise,
we find them the great sticklers for tho Jdomestie liborty
of the poor. The outery against the Poor Law finds
among them its principal organs. Iar from Dbeing
willing that a man should be subject, when out of the
poorhouse, to any restraints other than his own pru-
dence may dictate, they will not submit to its being
imposed upon him while actually supported at the
expense of others. It is they who talk of Union
Bastiles. They cannot bear that even a work-house
should be a place of rcgulation and discipline; that
any extrinsic restraint should be applied even there.
Their bitterest quarrel with the prescut system of relief
is, that it coforces the separation of the sexes.

The higher and middle classes might and ought to be
willing to submit to a very considerable sacrifice of their
own nicans, for improving the condition of the existing
generation of laborers, if by this they could hope to
provide similar advantages for the generation to come.
But why should they be called upon to make these
sacrifices, merely that the country may contain a greater
nuimber of people, in as great poverty and as great lia-
bility to destitution as now?  If whoever has too little



THE CLAIMS OF LABOR. 277

is to come to them to make it more, there is no alterna-
tive but restrictions on marriage, combined with such
severe penalties on illegitimate births as it would hardly
be possible to enforce under a social system in which
all grown persons are, nominally at least, their own mas-
ters. Without these provisions, the millennium prom-
ised would, in little more than a generation, sink the
peopie of any country in Europe to one level of poverty.
If, then, it is intended that the law, or the persons of
property, should assume a control over the multiplica-
tion of the people, tell us o plainly, and inform us how
you propose to do it. Dut it will doubtless be said,
that nothing of this sort would be endurable ; that such
things are not to be dreamt of in the state of Inglish
gociety and opinion; that the spirit of equality, and the
love of individual independence, have so pervaded even
the poorest class, that they would not take plenty to
eat and drink at the price of having their most personal
concerne regulated for then by vthers. If this be so,
all schemes for withdrawing wages from the control of
supply and demand, or raising the people by other means
than by such changes in their minds and habits as shall
make them fit guardians of their own physical condi-
tion, are schemes for combining incomwpatibilities.  They
ought on proper conditions to be shiclded, we hope they
already are 50, by public or private charity, from actual
want of mere necessaries, and from any other extreme
of bodily saffering; but if {he whole income of the
country were divided among them in wages or poor-
rates, still, until there is a change in themselves, there
can be no lasting improvement in their outward con-
dition.
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And how is this change to be effected, while we cone
tinue inculcating upon them that their wages are to be
regulated for them, and that to keep wages high is other
people’s business, and not theirs?  All classes are ready
enough, without prompting, to believe that whatever
ails them is not their fanlt, but the erime of somebody
else; and that they are granting an indemnity to the
crime if they attempt to get rid of the evil by any effort
or sacrifice of their own. The National Assembly of
France has been much blamed for talking in a rhetorical
style about the rights of man, and neglecting to say any
thing about the duties. The same error is now in the
course of being repeated with respeet to the rights of
poverty. It would surely be no derogation from any
one’s philanthropy to consider, that it is onc thing to
tell the rich that they ought to take care of the poor, and
another thing to tell the poor that the rich vught to take
care of thern; and that it is rather idle in these days to
suppose that a thing will not be overheard by the poor,
because it is not designed for their ears. 1t is most true,
that the rich have much to answer for in their conduct
to the poor; but, in the matter of their poverty, there
is no way in which the rich cowld have helped them, bug
by inducing them to help themselves; and if, while we
stimulate the rich to repair this omission, we do all that,
depends on us to inculcate upon the poor that they need
not attend to the lesson, we must be little aware of the
sort of feelings and doctrines with which the minds of
the poor arc already filled. If we go on in this course,
we may succecd in bursting society asunder by a Social-
ist revolution ; but the poor, and their poverty, we shall
leave worse than we found them.
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The first remedy, then, is to abstain from directly
counteracting our own end. The second, and most
obvious, is education. And this, indeed, is not the
principal, but the sole remedy, i understood in its
widest sense. Whatever acts upon the minds of the
laboring classes is properly their education. But their
minds, like those of other people, arc acted upon by the
whole of their social circumstances ; and often the part
of their education which is least efficacious as such is
that which goes by the name.

Yet, even in that comparatively narrow sense, too
much stress can hardly be laid upon its importance.
We have scarcely scen more than the small beginnings
of what might be effected for the country, even by mere
schooling. 'The religions rivalries, which are the un-
happy price the course of our history has compelled us
to pay for such religious liberty as we possess, have ag
vet thwarted every attempt to make this benefit univer-
sal. But, if the children of different religious bodies
cannot be inmstructed together, each can be instructed
apart. And if we may judge from the zeal manifested,
and the sums raised, both by the Church and by Dis-
senters, since the abandonment of the government meas-
ure two years ago, there is no deficiency of pecuniary
means for the support of schools, even without the aid
which the State certainly will not refuse. Unfortunately
there is something wanting which pecuniary means will
not supply. There is a lack of sincere desire to attain
the end. There have been schools ¢cnough in England,
these thirty years, to have regenerated the people, if,
wherever the means were found, the end had been de-
sired. But it is not always where there are schools that
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there is a wish to cducate. There may be a wish that
children ehould lewrn o read the Dible, and, in the
Chureh schools, to repeat the Catechism. In most
cases, there is little desire that they should be taught
more; in many, a decided objection to it.  School-
masters, like other public officers, are seldom inclined
to do more than is exacted from them; but we believe
that teaching the poor is almost the only public duty in
which the payers are more a check than a stimulant to
the zeal of their own agents. A teacher whose heart
is in the work, and who attempts any enlargement of
the instruction, often finds his greatest obstacle in the
fears of the patrons and managers lest the poor should
be “over-educated ;” and is driven to the most absolute
evasions to obtain leave to tcach the common rudiments
of knowledge. The four rules of arithmetic are often
only tolerated through ridiculous questions about Jacob’s
lambs, or the number of the apostles or of the patri-
archs ; and geography can only be taught throngh maps
of Palestine, to children who have vet to learn that the
earth consists of Europe, Asia, Africa, and America.
A person must be beyond being argued with, who he-
Lieves that this is thc way to teach religion, or that a
child will be made to understand the Bible by being
tanght to understand nothing else.  We forbear to com-
ment on the instances m which Church schools have
been opened, solely that, through the influence of supe-
riors, the children might be drawn away from a Dissent-
ing school already cxisting ; and, as soon as that was
shut up, the rival establishment, having attained its end,
has been allowed to fall into disuse.

This epirit could never be tolerated by any porson
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of honest intentions, who knew the valne of even the
commonest knowledge te the poor. We know not
how the case may be in otherr countries, among a more
quick-witted people; but, in England, it would hardly
be believed to what a degree all that is morally ob-
jectionable in the lowest class of the working people
is nourizhed, if not engendered, by the low state of
their understandings. Their infantine credulity to what
they hear, when it is from their own class; their inca-
pacity to observe wlhat is before their eyes; their inabil-
it}' to crnnprehoud or bﬂ]]‘(’.\'ﬂ. I)ll]'l,l()h‘f‘.ﬂ 'il] ()i]lers \Vllich
they have not been taught to expect, and are not con-
seious of in themselves, — are the known characteristics
of persons of low intellectual faculties in all classes.
But what would not be equally credible without ecx-
perience, is an amount of deficiency in the power of
reasoning and calculation, which makes them insensible
to their own direct personal interests. Few have con-
sidered how any one who could instil into these people
the commonest worldly wisdom —who could render
them capable of even selfish prudential calculations —
would improve their conduet in every rclation of life,
and clear the soil for the growth of right feelings and
worthy propensities.

To know what schools may do, we have but to think
of what the Seottish Parvochial Schools have formerly
done. The progress of wealth and population has
outgrown the machinery of those schools; and, in the
towns especially, they no longer produce their full
fruits : but what do not the peasantry of Scotland owe
to them? For two c2nturies, the Scottish peasant, com-
pared with the same class in other situations, has been
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a reflecting, an observing, and thevefore naturally a
self-governing, a moral, and a successiul humun being,
because he has been a reading and a discussing one;
and this he owes, above all other canses, to the parish
schools.  'What, during the same period, have the Eng-
lish peasantry been?

Let us be assured, that too much opportunity cannot
be given to the poor of exercising their facnlties, nor
w0 great a variety of ideas placed within their reach.
We hail, therefove, the cheap libraries, which are sup-
plying cven the poorest with matter more or less in-
structive, and, what is of equal importance, calculated
to interest their minds. But it is not only, or even
principally, books and book-learning that constitutes
education for the working or for any other class.
Schools for reading are but imperfect things, unless
systematically united with schools of industry ; not to
nprove them as workmen merely, but as human beings.
It is by action that the faculties are called forth, more
than by words; more, at least, than by words unac-
companied by action. We want schools in which the
children of the poor should Iearn to use, not only their
hands, but their minds for the guidance of their hands ;
in which they shonld be trained to the actual adaptation
of means to ends; should become familiar with the
accomplislunent of the same object by various processes,
and be made to apprehend with their intellects in what
consists the difference between the right way of perform-
ing industrial operations and the wrong. Mcanwhile,
they would acquire, oot only manual dexterity, but
habits of order and regularity, of the utmost use in
after-life, and which have more to do with the formation
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of character than many persons are aware of. Such
things would do much more than is usually believed
towards converting these neglected creatures into ra-
tivual beings, — beings capable of foresight, accessible
to reasons and motives addressed to their nunderstanding,
and therefore not governed by the utterly wenseless
modes of feeling and action which so much astenish
educated and observing persons when brought into con-
tact with them.

But when education, in this its narrow sense, has
done ita Dest, and even to enable it to do its best, an
education of another sort is required, such as schools
cannot give. What 13 taught to a child at school will
be of little effeet, if the circumstances which surround
the grown man or woman eontradict the lesson.  We
may cultivate his understanding ; but what it he can-
not employ it without becoming discontented with his
position, and disaffected to the whole order of things
in which he is cast? Socicty cducates the poor, for
good or for ill, by its conduct to them, even more than
by direct teaching. A sense of this truth is the
most valuable feature in the new philanthropic agi-
tation; and the recognition of it 1s important, what-
ever mistakes may be at first made in practically
applying it.

In the work before us, and in the best of the other
writings which have appeared lately on the philanthropic
side of the subject, & strong conviction is expressed,
that there can be no healthful state of society, and no
social or even physical welfare for the poor, where there
is no relation between thewn and the rich except the pay-
ment of wages and (we may add) the receipt of charity ;
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no sense of co-operation and common interest between
those natural associates who are now called the employ~
crs and the employed. In part of this we agree, though
we think the case not a little overstated. A well-edu-
cated laboring class could, and we believe would, keep
up its conditivn to a bigh standard of comfort, or at
least at a great distance from physical destitution, by
the exercise of the same degrec of habitual prudence
now commonly practised by the middle class; among
whom the responsibilities of a family are rarely incurred
without some prospect of being able to maintain it with
the customary deeencies of their station. e believe,
too, that, if this were the case, the poor could do very
well without those incessant attentions on the part of
the rich which constitute the new whole duty of man
to his poorer neighbor. Secing no necessary reason
why the poor should be hopclessly dependent, we do
not lock upon them as permancat subjects for the exer-
vise of those peeuliar victues which wre  essentially
intended to mitigate the humiliation and misery of de-
pendence; but the need of greater fellow-feeling, and
community of interest, between the mass of the people
and those who are by courtesy considered to guide and
govern them, does not require the aid of exaggeration.
We yield to no one in our wish that * cash payment”
ghould be no longer “the universal nexus between man
and man;” that the employers and employed should
have the feelings of friendly allies, not of hostile rivals
whose gain is cach other’s loss. But while we agree,
sa far, with the new doctrines, it seoms ta ns that some
of those who preach them are looking in the wrong
quarter for what they seck. The social relations of
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former times, and those of the present, not only are
not, but cannot possibly be, the same. The essential
requirements of human nature may be alike in all ages;
hut each age has its own appropriate means of satisfying
them. Feudality, in whatever manner we may conceive
it modified, is not the type on which institutions or
habits can now he moulded. The age that produces
railroads, which, for a few shillings, will convey a
laborer and his family fifty miles to find work; in
which agricultural laborers read newspapers, and make
speeches at public meetings called by themselves to dis-~
cuss low wages, —is not an age in which a man can
fecl loyal and dutiful to another hecause he has been
horn on his estate.  Obedience in return for protection
is a bargain only made when protection can be had on
no other terms. Men now make that bargain with
society, not with an individual. The law protects them,
and they give their obedience to that. Obedience in
return for wages is a different matter.  They will make
that bargain too, if necessity drives them to it. But
good-will and gratitude forin no part of the conditions
of such a contract. The deference which a man now
pays to his “ brother of the earth,” merely because
the one was born rich and the other poor, is either
hypocrisy or servility. Real attachment, a genuine
feeling of subordination, must now be the result of
personal qualitics, and requires them on both sides
equally. Where these are wanting, in proportion to
the enforced observances will be the concealed enmiry ;
not, perhaps, towards the individual, for there will sel-
dom be the extremes either of hatred or of affection in a
relation so mcrely tronsitory, but that souwrde animosity
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which is universal in this country towards the whole <lase
of employers, in the whole class of the employed.

As onc of the correctives to this deep-seated aliena-
tion of fecling, much stress is laid on the importance
of personal demeanor. In the * Claims of Labor,”
this is the point most insisted upon. The book con-
tains numnerous aphorising on this subject ; and they are
such as might be expected from the author of © Essays
written in the Intervals of Dusiness,” and * Thoughts
in the Cloister and the Crowd.” A person disposed
to criticise might indeed object, that these earnest and
thoughtful sayings arc chiefly illustrative of the duty of
every one to every one; and are applicable to the for-
mation of our own character, and to human relations
generally, rather than to the special relation between
the rich and the poor. It is not as concerning the
poor specially that these lessons are needed. The
faults of the rich to thie poor are the nniversal faults.
The demeanor fitting towards the poor is that which is
fitting towards cvery one. It is a just charge against
the English nation, considered generally, that they do
not know how to be kind, courteous, and considerate
of the feclings of others. It is their character through-
out Europe. They have much to Icarn from other
nations in the arts not only of being serviceable and
amiable with grace, but of being so at all.  Whatever
brings the habitual feelings of human beings to one
another nearer to the Christian standard will produce a
better demeanor to every one, and thercfore to the poor.
But it is not. peculiarly towards them that the deficiency
manifests itself. On the contrary, speaking of the rich
individually (as distinguished from collective conduct
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in public life), there is generally, we believe, a very
scere desire to be amiable to the poor.

‘Where there exists the quality, so rare in England,
of genuine sociability, combined with as much knowl-
edge of the feelings and ways of the working classes as
can enable any one to show interest in them to any use-
ful purpose, the effects obtained are even now very val-
uable. The author of the “ Claims of Labor” has done
a useful thing by giving additional publicity to the pro-
ceedings of a generous and right-minded mill-owner,
whom he does not name, but who is known to be Mr.
Samuel Greg, from whose letters to Mr. Leonard Hor-
ner he has quoted largely. My, Greg praceeded partly
in the obvious course of building good cottages, grant-
ing garden allotments, establishing schools, and so
forth. But the essence of his plan consisted in becom-
ing porsonully acquainted with the operatives, showing
interest in their pursuits, taking part in their social
amusements, and giving to the é/ite of them — men,
women, and young persons — periodical access to the
society and intercoursc of his own home. Ilec has
afforded a specimen and model of what can be done
for the people under the calumniated Factory System.
And in nothing is he more to be commended than in
the steadiness with which he upholds the one essential
principle of all effectual philanthropy. * The motto on
our flag,” says he, “is Aide-tot, le Ciel Coidera. Itis
the principle 1 endeavor to keep constantly in view.
It is the only principle on which it is safe to help any-
body, or which ean prevent benevolence from being
poisoned into a fountain of moral mischief.” His ex-
permment has, for many years, been well rewarded by



288 THE (LAIMS OF LABOR.

success. But, for the cure of great social evils, tos
great stress must not be laid upon it. The originator
of such a scheme is, most likely, a person peculiarly
fitted by natural and acquired qualifications for winning
the confidence and attachment of untutored minds. 1If
the spirit should diffuse itself widcly among the employ-
ers of labor, there might be, in every lurge neighbor-
hood, some such man: we could never expect that the
majority would be such. Xven Mr. Greg had to begin,
a8 he tells us, by selecting his laborers. He had to
“get 1rid of his aborigines.” He * endeavored, as far
as possible, to find such families as we knew to be re-
spectable, or thought likely to be so, and who, we
hoped, if they were made comfortable, would remain
and settle upon the place; thus finding and making
themselves a home, and losing by degrees that restless
and migratory spirit which is one of the peculiur char-
acteristics of the manufacturing population, and perhaps
the greatest of all obstacles in the way of permanent im-
provement among them.” It is in the nature of things,
that employers so much beyond the average should
gather round them better laborers than the average, and
retain them, while so eligible a lot is not to be had else-
where. But ordinary human nature is so poor a thing,
that the same attachment and influence would not, with
the same certainty, attend similar conduet, if it no
longer formed a contrast with the indifference of other
employers. The gratitude of men is for things nmusual
and unexpected. This does not take from the value of
Mr. Greg’s exertions. Whoever succeeds in improving
a certain number of the working people does so much
towards raising the class; and all such good influences



THE CLAIMS OF LABOR. 289

have a tendency to spread. Dut, for creating a perma-
nent tie between employers and employed, we must not
count upon the results manifested in cascs of exception,
which would probably lose a part of their beneficial
efficacy if they became the rule.

If, on a subject on which almost every thinker has
his Utopia, we might be permitted to have ours ; if we
might point to the principle on which, at some distant
date, we place our chicf hope for healing the widening
breach between those who toil and those who live on
the produce of former toil, — it would be that of raising
the Iaborer from a receiver of hire—a mere bought
instrument in the work of production, having no resid-
uary interest in the work itself — to the position of
heing, in some sort, a partner in it. The plan of remu-
nerating subordinates in whom trust must be reposed,
by a commission on the returns instcad of only a fixed
salary, is already familiar in mercantile concerns, on the
ground of its utility to the cmployer. The wisdom,
even in a worldly sense, of associating the interest of
the agent with the end he is employed to attain, is so
universally recognized in theory, that it is not chimeri-
cal to expect it may one day be more extensively cxem-
plified in practice. In some form of this policy we see
the only, or the most practicable, means of harmonizing
the “rights of industry” and those of property; of
making the employers the real chicfs of the people,
leading and guiding them in a work in which they also
are interested, — a work of co-operation, not of mere
hiring and service; and justifying, by the superior ca-
pacity in which they contribute to the work, the higher

remuneration which they receive for their share of it.
VOL. II. 19
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But without carrying our view forward to changes
of manners, or changes in the rclation of the different
orders of society to one another, let us consider what
can be done immediately, and by the Legislature, to
improve either the bodily or mental condition of the
laboring people.

And let it here be remembered, that we have to do
with a class, a large portion of which reads, discusses,
and forms opinions on public interests. Let it be
remembered, also, that we live in a political age, in
which the desire of political rights, or the abuse of
political privileges by the posscssors of them, are the
foremost ideas in the minds of most reading men; an
age, too, the whole spirit of which instigates every
one to demand fair play for helping himself, rather than
to seek or expect help from others. In such an age,
and in the treatment of minds so predisposed, justice is
the one ncedful thing rather than kindness. We may
at least say that kindness will be little appreciated, will
have very little of the effect of kindness npon the objects
of it, so loug as injustice, or what they cannot but
deem to be injustice, is persevered in. Apply this to
geveral of the laws maintained by our Legislature.
Apply it, for example, to the Corn Laws. Wil the
poor thank you for giving them moncy in alms; for
subseribing to build baths and lay out parks for them,
or, as Lord John Manners proposes, playing at cricket
with them, — if you are at the same time taxing their
bread to swell your rents? ‘We could understand per-
sons who said, The people will not be better off, what«
ever we do; and why should we sacrifice our rents or
open our purses for so meagre a result? But we can-
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not understand men who give alms with one hand, and
take away the bread of the laborer with the other.
Can they wonder that the people say, Instead of doling
out to us a small fragment of what is rightfully our own,
why do you not disgorge your unjust gains?  One of the
evils of the matter is, that the gains are so enormously
exaggerated, Those who have studied the question
know that the landlords gain very little by the Corn
Laws, and would soon have even that little restored to
them by the indirect consequences of the abrogation.
The rankling sense of gross injustice, which renders
any approximation of feeling between the elasses impos-
sible while even the remembrance of it lasts, is inflicted
for a quite insignificant pecuniary advantage.

There arc some other practices, which, if the new
doctrines are embraced in earnest, will require to be
reconsidered.  For cxample, it scems to us that mixing
in the social assemblies of the country people, and join-
ing in their sports, would assort exceedingly ill with
the preserving of game. If cricketing is to be taken in
common by rich and poor, why mnot shooting? We
confess, that when we read of enormous game preserves,
kept up that great personages may slaughter hundreds
of wild animals in a day’s shooting, we are amazed at
the puerility of taste which can call this a sport; as
much as we lament. the want of just feeling, which, for
the sake of sport, can keep open, from generation to
gencration, this source of erime and bitterness in the
class which it is now so much the fashion to patronize.

We must needs think, also, that there is something
out of joint, when so much is said of the value of refin-
ing and humanizing tastes to the laburing people
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when it is proposed to plant parks and lay out gardens
for them, that they may enjoy more freely nature’s gift
alike to rich and poor, — of sun, sky, and vegetation ;
and, along with this, a counter-progress is constantly
going on of stopping up paths and enclosing commons.
1s not this another case of giving with one hand, and
taking back more largely with the other? We look
with the utmost jealousy upon any further enclosure of
commons. In the greater part of this island, exclusive
of the mountain and moor districts, there certainly is
not more land remaining in a state of natural wildness
than is desirable. Those who would make England
resemble many parts of the Continent, where every foot
of soil is hemmed in by fences and covered over with
the traces of human labor, should remernber, that, where
this is done, it is done for the use and henefit, not of
the rich, but of the poor; and that, in the countrics
where there remain no commons, the rich have no parks.
The common is the peasant’s park. Lvery argument
for ploughing it up to raise more produce applies d
Jortiori to the park, which is gencrally far more fertile.
The effect of either, when done in the manner proposed,
is only to make the poor more numerous, not better off.
But what ought to be said, when, as so often happens,
the common is taken from the poor, that the whole or
great part of it may be added to the enclosed pleasure-
domain of the rich? Is the miserable compensation,
and, though miserable, not always granted, of a small
scrap of the land to each of the cottagers who had a goose
on the common, any equivalent to the poor generally,
to the lovers of nature, or to future generations, for
this legalized spoliation?
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These are things to be avoided. Ainong things to
be done, the most obvious is to rcmove every restric-
tion, every artificial hinderance, which legal and fiscal
systems oppose to the attempts of the laboring classes
to forward their own improvement. These hinderances
are sometimes to be found in quarters in which they
may not be looked for; as a few instances will show.

Some years ago, the Society for the Diffusion of
Useful Knowledge, in a well-intended tract addressed
to the working people, to correct the prejudices enter-
tained by some of them against the “ claims of capital,”
gave some advice to the Iaborers, which produced con-
siderable conment at the time. It exhorted them to
*“make themselves capitalists.” To most laboring peo-~
ple who read it, this exhortation probably appeared
ironical. But some of the more intelligent of the class
found a meaning in it. It did occur to them, that there
was a mode in which they could make themselves capi-
talists. Not, of course, individually ; but by bringing
their small means into a common fund, by forming a
numerous partoership or joint stock, they could, as it
seemed to themn, become their own ecmployers, dis-
pense with the agency of receivers of profit, and share
amonyg themselves the entire produce of their labor.
This was a most desirable experiment. It would have
been an execllent thing to have ascertained whether any
great industrial enterprise, a manufactory for example,
could be successfully carried on upon this principle.
If it succeeded, the benefit was obvious ; if, after suffi-
cient trial, it was found impractieable, its failure also
would be a valuable lesson. It would prove to the
operatives, that the profits of the employer are but the
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necessary price paid for the superiority of management
produced by the stimulus of individual interest; and
that, if the capitalist be the costlicst part ot the machine-
ry of production, he more than repays his cost. But
it was found that the defects of the law of partnership,
as applicable to numerous associations, presented diffi-
calties rendering it impracticable to give this experiment
a fair trial. Here, then, is a thing which Parliament
might do for the laboring classes. The framing of a
good law of partnership, giving every attainable facility
to the formation of large industrial capitals by the ag-
gregation of small savings, would be a real boon. It
would be the removal of no ideal grievance, but of one
which we know to be felt, and felt deeply, by the most
intelligent and right-thinking of the class; those who
are most fitted to acquire, and best qualified to exercise,
a beneficent influcnce over the rest.

Again : it is often complained of, as one of the sad-
dest features of the constitution of society in tho rural
districts, that the class of yeowanry has died out;
that there is no longer any intermediule connecting link
hetween the mere laborer and the large farmer, —no
class somewhat above his own, into which, by industry
and frugality, a laborer can hope to rise; that, if he
makes savings, they are less a benefit to him than a
burden and an anxicty, from the absence of any local
means of investment ; unless, indeed, by becoming a
shopkeeper in a town or village where an additional
shop is probably not wanted, where he has to form new
habits, with great risk of failure, and, if he succeeds,
does not remain an example and encouragement to
others like himsclf. Is it not strange, then, that, sup-
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posing him to have an opportunity of investing this
money in a little patch of land, the Stamp-office would
interfere, and take a toll on the transaction? The tax,
too, which the State levies on the transfer of small
properties, is a trifling matter compared with the tax
levied by the lawyers. The stamp-duty bears some
proportion to the pecuniary amount: but the law-
charges are the same on the smallest transactions as on
the greatest; and these are almost wholly occasioned
by the defects of the law. There is no real reason
why the transfer of land should be more difficult or
costly than the transfer of three-per-cent stock, except
that more of description is necessary to identify the
subject-matter : all the rest is the consequence of mere
techniealities, growing out of the obsolete incidents of
the fendal system.

Many of the removable causes of ill-health are in
the power of government; but there is no need to
enlarge upon a subjeot to which official reports have
drawn so much attention. The more cffectnal per-
formance by government of any of its acknowledged
duties, the more zcalous prosecution of any scherae
tending to the gencral advantage, is beneficial to the
lnboring classes. Of schemes destined specially to
give them employment, or add to their comforts, it may
be said, once for all, that therc is a simple test by
which to judge them. Is the assistance of such a
kind, and given in such a manuer, as to render them
ultimately independent of the continuance of similar
assistance? If not, the best that can be said of the
plans is, that they are harmless. To make them use-
ful, it is an indispensable condition that there be a



296 THE CLAIMS OF LABOR.

reasonable prospect of their being at some future time
gelf - supporting. Iven upon the best supposition, it
appears to us that too much importunce is attached to
them. Given education and just laws, the poorer class
would be as competent as any other class to take care
of their own personal habits and repuirements.
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GUIZOT'S ESSAYS AND LECTURES ON
HISTORY .*

THESE two works are the contributions which the
present Minister for Forcign Affairs in France has
hitherto made to the philosophy of general history.
They are but fragments: the carlicr of the two is a
collection of detached KEssays, and therefore, of neces-
sity, fragmentary ; while the later is all that the public
possesses, or perhaps is destined to possess, of a sys-
tematic work cut short in an early stage of its progress.
It would be unreasonable to lament that the exigencies
or the tcmptations of politics have called from author-
ship and the professor’s chair to the Chamber of Depu-
ties and the Cabinct the man to whom perhaps more
than to any other it is owing that Europe is now at
peace. Yet we cannot forbear wishing that this great
service to the civilized world had been the achievement
of some other, and that M. Guizot had been allowed to
complete his ¥ Cours d’Iistoire Moderne.” For this a
very moderate amount of leisure would probably suf-
fice. TFor, though M. Guizot has written only on a
portion of his subject, he has done it in the manner of
one to whom the whole is familiar, There is a con-
sistency, a coherence, a comprehensiveness, and what

* Edinburgh Review, October, 1845.
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the Germans would term many-sidedness, in his view
of Buropean history ; together with a full pousscssion
of the facts which have any important bearing upon his
conclusions ; and a deliberateness, a matureness, an
entire absence of haste or crudity, in his explanations
of historical phenomena s which we never see in writ-
ers who form their theories as they go on, — which give
evidence of a general scheme, so well wrought out and
digested beforchand, that the labors, both of research
and of thought, necessary for the whole work, scem to
have been performed before any puart was committed to
paper. Little beyond the mere operation of composi-
tion seems to be requisite, to place hefore us, as a
connected body of thought, speculations which, even
in their unfinished state, may be ranked with the most
valuable contributions yet made to universal history.
Of these speculations, no account, having any preten-
sions to completeness, has ever, so far as we are aware,
appeared in the Inglish language. We shall attempt
to do something towards supplying the deficiency. To
suppose that this is no longer needful, would be to pre-
sume too much on the supposed universality of the
Trench language among our reading public; and on
the acquaintance, even of those to whom the language
opposes no difficulty, with the names and reputation of
the standard works of contemporancous French thounght.
We believe that a knowledge of M. Guizot’s writings is
even now not a common possession in this country ; and
that it i3 by no mecans a superfluous service to inform
English rcaders of what they may expect to find there.
For it is not with speculations of this kind as it is
with those for which there exists in this country 2 con-
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firmed and long-established taste. What is done in
France or elsewhere for the advancement of chemistry
or of mathematies is immediately known and justly
appreciated by the mathematicians and chemists of
Great Britain. For these are recognized sciences ; the
chosen occupation of many instructed minds, ever on
the watch for any accession of facts or ideas in the
department which they cultivate. DBut the interest
which historical studies in this country inspire, is not, as
yet, of a scientific character. History with us has not
passed that stage in which its cultivation is an affair of
mere literature or of erudition, not of science. It is
studied for the facts, not for the explanation of faets.
It excites an imaginative, or a biographical, or an anti-
quarion, but not a philosophical, interest. Iistorical
facts are hardly yet felt to be, like other natural phe-
nomena, amenable to scientific laws.  The characteristio
distrust of our countrymen for all ambitious efforts of
intellect, of which the success does not admit of being
instantly tested by a decisive application to practice,
causes all widely extended views on the explanation of
history to be looked upon with a suspicion surpassing the
bounds of reasonable caution, and of which the natural
result is indifference. And hence we remain in con-
tented ignorance of the best writings which the nations
of the Continent have in oor time produced ; because
we have no faith in, and no curiosity about, the kind
of speculations to which the most philosophic minds of
those nations have lately devoted themselves, even when
distinguished, as in the ecase hefore ms, hy a sobriety
and a judicious rescrve, borrowed from the safest and
most cautious school of inductive inquirers.



300 GUIZOT’S ESSAYS AND

In this particular, the difference between the Englisk
and the Continental mind forces itself upon us in every
province of their respective literatures. Certain concep-
tions of history, considered as u whole ; some notions of
a progressive unfolding of the capabilities of humanity ;
of a tendency of man and society towards some distant
result; of a destination, as it were, of humanity, —
pervade, in its whole extent, the popular literature of
France. Every newspaper, cvery literary review or
magazine, bears witness of such notions. They are
always turning up accidentally, when the writer is osten-
sibly engaged with somcthing else; or showing them-
selves as a background behind the opinions which he
is immediatcly maintaining. When the writer's mind is
not of a high order, these notions are crude and vague ;
but they are evidentiary of a tone of thought which has
prevailed so long among the superior intellects, as to
have spread from them to others, and become the gen-
eral property of the nation. Nor is this true only of
France, and of the nations of Southern Jurope which
take their tone from France, but almost equally, though
under somewhat different forms, of the Germanic na-
tions. It was Lessing by whom the course of history
was styled “the education of the human race.” Among
the earliest of those by whom the succession of histor-
ical events was conceived as a subject of science were
Herder and Kant. The latest school of German meta-
physicians, the Hegelians, are well known to trcat of it
as a science which might even be constructed & priore.
And as on other subjcets, so on this, the general litera-
ture of Germany borrows both its ideas and its tone
from the schools of the highest philosuphy. We need
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hardly say, that, in our own country, nothing of all this
is true. The speculations of our thinkers, and the com-
monplaces of our mere writers and talkers, are of quite
another description.

Liven insular England belongs, however, to the com-
monwealth of Europe; and yields, though slowly and in
a way of her own, to the general impulse of the Euro-
pean mind. There are signs of a nascent tendency in
English thought to turn itself towards speculations on
history. ‘The tendency first showed itself in some of
the minds which had received their earliest impulse from
Mr. Coleridge; and an cxample has been given in a
quarter where many, perhaps, would have least expected
it,—by the Oxford school of theologians. However
little ambitious these writers may be of the title of
philosophers ; however anxious to sink the character
of science in that of religion, —they yet have, after
their own fashion, a philosophy of history. They have
a theory of the world, in our opinion an crroncous one,
but of which they recognize as an essential condition
" that it shall explain history; and they do altempt to
explain history by it, and have coustituted, on the basis
of it, u kind of historical system. By this we cannot
but think that they have done much good, if only in
contributing to impose a similar necessity upon all theo-
rizers of like pretensions. We bclieve the time must
come when all systems which aspire to dircet either the
consciences of mankind, or their political and social
arrangements, will be required to show, not only that
they are consistent with universal history, but that they
afford a more rcasonable explanation of it than any
other system. In the philosophy of society, more espe-
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cially, we look upon history as an indispensable test
and verifier of all doctrines and creeds : and we regard
with proportionate interest all explanations, however
partial, of any imporlant part of the scries of historieal
phenomena, — all attempts, which are in any measure
suceessful, to discntangle the complications of those
phenomena; to detect the order of their causation, and
exhibit any portion of them in an unbroken series, each
link cemented by natural Jaws with those which precede
and follow it.

M. Guizot’s is one of the most successful of these
partial efforts. Ilis subject is not history at large, but
modern European history ; the formation and progress
of the existing nations of Europe. Embracing, there-
fore, only a part of the snccession of historical events,
he is precluded from attempting to determine the law
or laws which preside over the entire evolution. Tf
there be such laws ; if the series of states through which
human nalure and socicty are dostined to pass have
keen determined more or less precisely by the original
constitution of mankind, and by the circumstances of
the planct on which we live, —the order of their succes-
sion cannot be discovered by modern or by luropean
experience alone : it must be ascertained hy a conjunct
analysis, so far as possible, of the whole of history,
and the whole of human naturc. M. Guizot stops
short of this ambitions enterprise; but, considered as
preparatory studies for promoting and facilitating it, his
writings arc most valuable. e seeks, not the ulti-
mate but the proximate causes of the facts of modern
history : he inquires in what manner each successive
sondition nf modern Europe grew out of that which
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next preceded it; and how modern society altogether,
and the modern mind, shaped themselves from the
elements which had been transmitted 0 them froma
the ancient world.  To have done this with any deyree
of success is no trifling achievement.

The Lectures, which are the principal foundation of
M. Guizot’s literary fame, were delivered by him, in the
years 1828, 1829, and 1830, at the old Sorbonne, now
the seat of the Faculié des Lettres of Paris, on alter-
nate days with M. Cousin and Villeinain; a triad of
lecturers, whose brilliant exhibitions, the crowds which
thronged their lecture-rovms, and the stir they excited
in the active and aspiring minds so numerous among
the French youth, the future historian will commemo-
rate as among the remarkable appearances of that im-
portunt cra.  The ™ Kssays on the History of France”
are the substance of Lectures delivered by M. Guizot
many years carlicr, before the Dourbons, in their jeal-
ousy of all free speculation, had shut up his class-room,
and abolished his professorship; which was re-estab-
lished, after seven years’ interval, by the Martignac
Ministry. In this earlier production, some topics are
discussed at length, which, in the subsequent Iiec-
tures, are either not touched upon, or much more
summarily disposed of.  Among these is the highly
interesting subject of the first Essay. The wide differ-
ence between M. Guizot and preceding historians is
marked in the first words of his first book. A real
thinker is shown in nothing more certainly than in
the questions which he asks. The fact which stands
at the commencement of M. Guizot’s subject, — which
is the origin and foundation of all subsequent history,
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—the fall of the Roman Empire, —he found an un-
explained phenomenon ; uuless a fow generalities about
despotism and immorality and luxury can be called
explanation. His Essay opens as follows:—

“The fall of the Roman Empire of the Wost offers a
singular phenomenon. Not only the people fail to support
the government in its struggle against the Barbarians, but
the nation, alanloned to itsclf, does not attempt, even on its
own account, any resistance. More than this, —nothing dis-
closes that a nation exists; scarcely even i3 our attention
called to what it suffers: it undergoes all the Lorrors of war,
pillage, fumine, a total change of its condition and destiny,
without giving, cither by word or deed, any sign of life.

“This phenomenon is not only singular, but unexampled.
Despotism has existed elsewhere than in the Roman Empire :
more than once, after countries had been long oppressed by it,
foreign invasion and conrucst have spread destruction over
them. Even when the uation has not resisted, its existence
is manifested in history : it suflers, complains, and, in spite of
it« degradation, maintains some struggle against its misery:
narratives and monuments attest what it underwent, what be-
came of it, and, if not its own acts, the acts of others in regard
to it.

“In (e Gith ceutury, the remnant of the Roman legions
disputes with hordes of Barbarians the immense territory of
the empire; but it seems as if that territory was w desert,
The imperin} troops once driven out or defeated, all seems
over: one barbarous tribe wreats the provincs from another:
these excepted, the only existence which shows itself is that
of the bishops and clergy. IFf we had not the laws to testify
to us that a Roman population still oceupied the soil, history
would leave ns doubtful of it.

“This total disappearance of the people is more especially
observable in the provinces maost advanced in civilization, and
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longest subject to Rome. The letter called ¢ The Groans of
the Britons,” addressed to JEtius, and imploring with bittes
lamentations the aid of a legion, has heen looked upon as a
monument of the helplessness and meanness of spirit into
which the subjects of the empire had fallen. This is unjust.
Tlhe Britons, less civilized, less Romanized than the other
subjects of Rome, did resist the Saxons; and their resistance
has a history. At the same epoch, in the same situation, the
Italians, the Guuls, the Spaniards, have none. The empire
withdrew from those countries; the Barbarians occupied
them ; and the mass of the inhabitants took not the slightest
part, nor marked their place in any manner, in the events
which gave them up to so great calamities.

“ And yet Gaul, Ttaly, and Spain were covered with towns
which but lately had been rich and populous. Roads, aque-
lucts, amphitheatres, schools, they possessed in abundance:
they were wanting in nothing which gives evidence of wealth,
and procures for a people a brilliant and animated existence.
The Barbarians came to plunder these riches, disperse these
aggregations, destroy these pleasures. Never was the exist-
ence of a nation more utterly subverted; never had indi-
viduals to endure more evils in the present, more terrors for
the future. Wlence camc it that these nations were mute
and lifcless? 'Why have so many towns sacked, so many for-
tunes reversed, so many plans of life vverthrown, so many
proprietors dispossessed, left so few traces, not merely of the
active resisiance of the people, but cven of their sufferings ?

“The causes assigned arc the despotism of the imperial
government, the degradation of the people, the profound
apathy which had seized upon all the governed. And this is
true: such was really the main cause of so extraordinary an
effect. DBut it is not enough to enunciate, in these general
terms, a cause which has existed elsewhere without producing
the same results. We must penetrate deeper into the con-
dition of Roman socicty, such as despotism had made it We

VOL. 11. 20
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must examine by what means despotism had so completely
stripped society of all coherence and all life. Despotism
has various forms and modes of proceeding, which give very
varions degrees of energy to ils action, and of extensiveness
to its consequences.”

Such a problem M. Guizot proposes to himself; and
is it not remarkable that this questioh not only was not
answered, but was not so much as raised, by the cele-
brated writers who had treated this period of history
before himn,— one of those writers being Gibbon? The
difference between what we learn from Gibbon on this
subject, and what we learn from Guizot, Is a mecasure
of the progress of historical inguiry in the intervening
period. Even the true sources of history, of all that
is most important in it, have never, until the present
generation, been really understood, and freely resorted
to. Tt is not in the chronicles, but in the laws, that M.
Guizot finds the clew to the immediate agency in the
“decline and fall” of the Roman Empire. In the le-
gislation of the period, M. Guizot discovers, under the
name of curiwles, the middle cluss of Lhe empire, aod
the recorded evidences of its progressive annihilation.

It is known that the free imhabitants of Roman
Europe were alinost exclusively a town population : it
is, then, in the institutions and condition of the mu-
nicipalities that the real state of the inhabitants of the
Roman Empire must be stodied.

In semblance, the constitution of the town commu-
nities was of a highly popular character. The curiales,
or the class lable to serve municipal offices, consisted
of all the inhabitants (not specially exemnpted) who
possessed landed property wmounting to twenty-five
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jugera. This class formed a corporation for the man-
agement of local affairs. They discharged their fune-
tions, partly as a collective body; partly by clecting,
and filling in rotation, the various municipal magistra-
cies. Notwithstanding the apparcnt dignity and au-
thority with which this body was invested, the list of
excmptions consisted of all the classes who posscssed
any influence in the State, any rcal participation in the
governing power. It comprised, first, all senatorial
families, and all persons whom the emperor had hon-
ored with the title of clarisstm?; then all the clergy,
all the military, from the prefectus pratorii down to
the common legionary, and all the civil functionaries of
the State. When we look further, indications still more
significant make their appearance. We find that there
was an unceasing struggle between the government and
the curiules, — on their part, to escape from their con-
dition ; on the part of the governinent, to retain them
in it. It was found nccessary to circumscribe them by
every species of artificial restriction.  Tley were inter-
dicted from living out of the town, from serving in the
army, or holding any civil employment which conferred
excmption from municipal offices, until they had first
gerved all those offices, from the lowest to what was
called the highest. loven then, their emancipation was
only personal, not extending to their childven. If they
entered the Church, they must abandon their possessions,
either to the curia (the municipality), or to some indi-
vidual who would become a curialis in their room.
T.aws after laws were cnacted for deteeting, and bringing
back to the curia, those who had secretly quitted it,
and entered surreptitiously into the army, the clergy, o
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some public office. They could not absent themselves,
even for a time, without the permission of superior
authority ; and, if they succeeded in escaping, their
property was forfeit to the curia. No curializ, with-
out leave fromn the governor of the province, could sell
the property which constituted hira such. If his heirs
were not mecmbers of the curia, or if his widow or
daughter married any one not a curialis, one-fourth of
their property must he rclinquished. If he had no
children, only one-fourth could be begueathed by will,
the remainder passing to the curia. The law looked
forward to the case of properties abandoned by the
possessor, and made provision that they should devolve
upon the curia, and that the taxes to which they were
Hable shonld be ratably charged upon the property of
the other curiales.

What was it, in the situation of o curialis, which
made his condition so irksome, that nothing could keep
men in it, unlcss caged up as in a dougeon? unless
every hole or cranny by which they could creep out of
it was tightly closed by the provident ingenuity of the
legislator ?

The explanation is this: Not only were the curiales
burdened with all the expenses of the local administration,
beyond what could be defrayed from the property of the
curia itself, — property contiually encroached upon,
and often confiscated, by the general government, —
but they had also to collect the revenue of the State;
and their own property was responsible for making up
its amount. This it was which rcndered the condition
of a curiulis an object of dread; which progressively
impoverished, and finally extinguished, the class. In
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their fate, we see what disease the Roman Empire really
died of, and liow its destruction had been consummated
even before the occupation by the Barbarians. The
invasions were no new fact, unheard of wuntil the fifth
century : such attewpts had been repeatedly made, and
never succeeded until the powers of resistance were
destroyed by inward decay. "The empire perished of
misgovernment, in the form of over-taxation.  The
burden, ever increasing through the necessities ocea-
gioned by the inpoverishment it had already produced,
at last reached this point, that none but those whom a
legal exemption had removed out of the class on which
the weight principally fell had any thing remaining to
lose. The senatorial houscs possessed that privilege ;
and accordingly we still find, ul the peried of the suc-
cessful invasions, a certain number of families which
had escaped the general wreck of private fortunes, —
opulent families, with large landed possessions and
numerous slaves. Between these and the mass of
the population there existed no tie of affection, no
community of interest. With this exception, and that
of the Church, all was poverty. The middle class had
sunk under its burdens. ©Hence,” says M. Guizot,
®in the fifth century, so much land lying waste, so
many towns almost depopulated, or filled only with a
hungry and unoccupied rabble. The system of gov-
ermment which I have desceribed contributed much more
to this result than the ravages of the Barbarians.”

In this situation the mnorthern invaders found the
Roman Empire.  What they made of it is the mnext
subject of M. Guizot’s investigations. The Kssays
which follow are * On the Origin and Establishment of



310 GUIZOT'S ESSAYS AND

the Franks in Gaul ; ? * Causes of the Fall of the Mero-
vingians and Carlovingians ; ¥ © Social State and Politi-
cal Institutions of Frauce, under the Merovingiaus and
Carlovingians ;7 * Political Character of the Ieudal
Régime.” But, on these subjects, our author’s later and
wore mature thoughts arc found in lis Licctures ; and
we shall therefore pass at once to the more recent work,
returning afterwards to the concluding Essay in the car-
lier volumne, which bears this interesting title : * Causes
of the Kstablishment of a Representative System in
England.”

The subject of the Lectures being the history of
European civilization, M. Guizot begins with a disser-
tation on the different meanings of that indcfinite
term; and announces that he intends to usc it as an
equivalent to a state of improvement and progression,
in the physical condition and social relations of man-
kind, on the onc hand, and in their inward spiritual
development, on the other. We have not space to
follow him into this discussion, with which, were we
disposed to criticise, we might find some fault; but
which ought, assuredly, to have exempted him from the
imputation of lovking upon the improvewent of man-
kind ag consisting in the progress of sveial institutions
alone. We ghall quote a passage near the conclusion
of the samc Lecture, as a specimen of the moral and
philosophical spirit which pervades the work, and be-
cause it contains a truth for which we are glad to cite
M. Guizot as an authority : —

1 think, that, in the course of our survey, we shall speedily
become convinced that civilization is still very young; that
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the world is very far from having measured the extent of the
career which is before it. Assuredly, human conception is
far from being, as yet, all that it is capable of becoming: we
arc far from being able to cmbrace, in imagination, the whole
future of humanity. Nevertheless, let each of us descend
into his own thoughts; lot him question himself as to the
possible good which he comprehends and hopes for, and then
eonfront his idea with what iz realized in the world: he will
be satisfied that society and civilizaiion are in a very early
atage of their progress: that, in spite of all they have ac-
complished, they have incomparably more still to achieve.”

The second Lecture is devoted to a general specula-
tion, which is very characteristic of M. Guizot’s mode
of thought, and, in our opinion, worthy to be attentive-
ly weighed both by the philosophers and the practical
politicians of the age.

He obscrves, that one of the points of difference by
which modern civilization is most distinguished from
ancient, is ihc complication, the multiplicity, which
characterizes it. In all previous forms of society,
Oriental, Greek, or Roman, there is a remarkable
character of unity and simplicity. Some one idea
seems to have presided over the construction of the
social framework, and to have been carricd out inte all
its consequences, without encountering on the way any
counterbalancing or limiting principle. Some one ele-
ment, some one power in socicty, seems to have early
attained predominance, and extinguished all other agen-
cies which could exercise an influence over society
capable of conflicting with its own. In Egypt, for
example, the theocratic principle absorbed every thing.
The temporal government was grounded on the un-
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controlled rule of a caste of priests; and the moral life
of the people was built upon the idea, that it belonged
to the interpreters of religion to dircct the whole detail
of human actions. The dominion of an exclusive class,
at once the ministers of religion and the sole posses-
sors of letters and sccular learning, has impressed its
character on all which survives of Egyptian monu-
ments,—on all we know of Egyptian lite. Elsewhere,
the dominant fact was the supremacy of a military caste,
or race of conquerors: the institutions and habits of
society were principally modelled by the necessity of
maintaining this supremacy. In other places, again,
society was mainly the expression of the democratic
principle. The sovercignty of the majority, and the
equal participation of all male citizens in the admin-
istration of the State, were the leading facts by which
the aspect of those societies was determined. This
singleness in the governing principle had not, indeed,
always prevailed in those States. Their early history
often presented  conflict of forces. “Among the Egyp-
tians, the Etruscans, even among the Greeks, the caste
of warriors, for example, maintained a struggle with
that of priests; clsewhcre” (in ancient Gaul, for ex-
ample), “the spirit of clanship against that of volun-
tary association, or the aristocratic against the popular
principle. But these contests were nearly confined
to ante-historical periods: a vague remembrance was
all that survived of them. If at a later period the
struggle was renewed, it was almost always prompt-
ly terminated: ome of the rival powers achieved an
early victory, and took exclusive possession of so-
ciety.
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“This vemarkable simplicity of most of the ancient civi-
lizations, had, in different placcs, different rcsults.  Some-
times, ag in Grreece, it produced a most rapid development:
never did any people unfold itselt so brilliantly in so short
a time. But, after this wonderful outburst, Greece appeaved
to have become suddenly exhausted. Iler decline, if not so
rapid as her elevation, was yet strangely prompt. It seemed
as though the creative force of the principle of Greek civi-
lization had spent itself, and no other principle came to its
assistance.

¢ Elsewhere, in Egypt and India for example, the unity of
the dominant principle had a different effect: society fell into
a stationary state. Simplicity produced monctony: the State
did not fall into discolution; society continued io subsist, but
immovable, and, as it were, congealed.”

It was otherwise, says M. Guizot, with modern
Europe.

“Her eivilization,” he continues, “is conflsed, diversified,
stormy: all forms, all principles, of social organization co-exist;
spiritual and ternporal authority, theocratic, monarchie, aristo-
cratie, democratic clements, every variety of classes and social
conditions, are mixed and erowded together; there are innu-
merable gradations of liberty, wealth, and influence. And
these forces are in a state of perpetual corfiict; nor has any of
them ever been able to stifle the others, and establish its own
exclusive authority. Modern Xurope offers examples of all
systems, of all aftempts at social organization: monarchies
pure and mixed, theveracies, republics more or less  aristos
cratic, have existed simultaneously one beside another; and, in
spite of their diversity, they have all a certain homogeneity,
a family likeness, not to be mistaken.

“In ideas and sentiments, the samec vavicty, the same
struggle. Theocratic, monarchie, aristocratic, popular creeds,
check, limit, and modify one another. Even in the muost
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audacious writings of the middle ages, an idea i3 never
followed to it ultimate consequences. The partisans of
absolute power unconsciously shrink from the results of their
doctrine: democrats are under similar restraints.  One sces
that there are ideas and influences encompassing them, which
do not sutfer them to go all lengthe. "There i3 none of that
imperturbable hardihood, that blindness of logic, which we
find in the ancient world. In the feelings of mankind, the
same contrasts, the same multiplicity : a most energetic love
of independence, along with a great facility of submission;
a rare fidelity of man to man, and at the same time an impe-
rious impulse to fullow each his own will, to resist restraint, to
live for himself, without taking account of others. A similar
character shows itself in modern litcratures.  In perfection of
form and artistic beauty, they are far inferior to the ancient,
but richer and more copious in respect of sentiments and
ideas. One perccives that human nature has been stirred up
to a greater depth, and at a greater number of points. The
imperfections of form are an effect of this very cause. The
more abundant the materials, the more diflicult it is to
marshal them into a symmetrical and harmonious shape.” ¥

Hence, he continues, the modern world, while inferior
to many of the ancient forms of human life in the
characteristic excellence of each, yet, in all things taken
together, is riclier and more developed than any of
them. Ifrom the multitude of clements to be recon-
ciled, each of which during long ages spent the greater
part of its strength in combating the rest, the progress
of modern civilization has necessarily been slower : but
it has lasted, and remained steadily progressive, through
fifteen centuries ; which no other civilization has ever
done.

* Vol L, Lecture 2.
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There are some to whom this will appear a fanciful
theory, a cobweb spun from the brain of a doctrinuire.
We are of a different opinion. There is doubtless, in
the historical statement, some of that pardonable exag-
geration, which, in the exposition of large and com-
manding views, the necessities of language render it 80
difficult entirely to avoid. The assertion that the ecivi-
lizations of the ancient world were cach under the
complete ascendency of some one exclusive principle
is not admissible in the unqualified sense in which M.
Guizot enunciates it: the limitations which that asser-
tion would require, on a nearer view, are ncither few
nor inconeiderable. 8Still lose is it maintainable, that
different socicties, under different dominant principles,
did not at cach epoch co-cxist in the eclosest contact:
as Athens, Sparta, and Persia or Macedonia; Rome,
Carthage, and the Last.  But, after allowance for over-
statement, the substantial truth of the doctrine appears
unimpeachable. No one of the aucieul forws of society
contained in itself that systematic antagonism which
we believe to be the only condition under which sta-
bility and progressiveness can be permanently reconciled
to one another.

There are in society a number of distinet forces, —
of separate and independent sources of power. There
is the general power of knowledge and cultivated intel-
ligence. There is the power of religion; by which,
speaking politically, is to be understood that of reli-
gious teachers. There is the power of military skill
and discipline. There js the power of wealth; the
power of numbers and physical force : and several others
might be added. Tach of these, by the influence it
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exercises over society, is fruitful of certain kinds of
beneficial results: none of them is favorable to all
kinds. There is no one of these powers, which, if it
could muke itself absclute, and deprive the others of
o1l influence except in aid of and in subordination to
its own, would not show itself the enemy of some of
the cssential constituents of human well-being. Cer-
tain good results would be doubtless obtained, at least
for a time: some of the interests of socicty would be
adequately cared for; because, with certain of them,
the natural tendeney of each of these powers spontane-
ously coincides. DBut there would be other interests,
in greater number, which the complete ascendency of
any one of these social elements would leave unpro-
vided for, and which must depend for their protcetion
on the influence which can be cxercised by other
clements.

We believe, with M. Guizot, that modern Europe
presents the only example in history, of the mainte-
nance, through many ages, of this co-ordinate action
among rival powers mnaturally tending in  different
directions. And, with him, we ascribe chiefly to this
cause the spirit of improvement, which has never
ceased to exist, and still makes progress, in the Euro-
pean nations. At no time has Europe been free from a
contest of rival powers for domirion over society. If
the Jlergy had succeeded, as in Egypt, in making the
kings subservient to them; if, as among the Mussul-
mans of old, or the Russians now, the supreme reli-
gious authority had merged in the attributes of the
temporal ruler ; if the military and feudal nobility had
reduced the clergy to be their tools, and retained the
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burgesses as their serfs; if a commercial aristocracy,
as at Tyre, Carthage, and Venice, had got rid of
kings, and governed by a military force composed
of foreign mercenaries, — Europe would have arrived
much more rapidly at such kinds and degrees of
putionul greutness and well-being as those influences
severally tended to promote, but from that time would
either have stagnated, like the great stationary despot-
isms of the East, or have perished for lack of such
other elements of civilization as could sufficiently un-
unfold themselves only under some other patronage. —
Nor is this a danger existing only in the past, but one
which may be yet impending over the future. If the
perpetual antagonisin which bas kept the human mind
alive were to give place to the complete preponder-
ance of any, even the most salutary, element, we
might yet find that we have counted too confidently
upon the progressiveness which we are so often told is
an inherent property of our species. Education, for
example, — mental culture, — would seem to have a
better title than could be derived from any thing else
to rule the world with exclusive authority; yet if the
lettered and cultivated class, embodied and disciplined
under a central organ, could bccome in Kurope what
it is in China, — the government unchecked by any
power residing in the mass of citizens, and permitted
to assume a parental tutelage over all the operations of
life, — the result would probably be a darker despotism,
one more opposed to improvement, than even the milis
tary monarchies and aristocracies have in fact proved.
And, in like manner, if what seems to be the tendency
of things in the United States should proceed for some
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generations unrestrained ; if the power of numbers —
of the opinions and instincts of the mass — should
acquire and retain the absolute govermment of socicty,
and impose silence upon all voices which dissent from
its decisions or dispute its authority, — we should expect,
that, in such countries, the condition of hwmnan nature
would become as stationary as in China, and perhaps
at a still lower point of elevation in the scale.

However these things may be, and imperfectly as
many of the elements have yet unfolded themselves
which are hereafter to compose the civilization of the
modern world, there is no doubt that it has always
possessed, in comparison with the older forms of life
and society, that complex and manifold character which
M. Guizot ascribes to it.

He proceeds to inquire whether any explanation of
this peculiarity of the European nations can be traced
in their origin; and he finds, in fact, that origin to be
extremely multifarious. The Iuropean world shaped
itself from a chaos, in which Roman, Christian, and
Barbarian ingredients were commingled. M. Guizot
attempts to determine what portion of the clements of
modern life derived their beginning from each of these
sources.

From the Roman Empire he finds that Europe de-
rived both the fact and the idea of municipal institu-
tions, — a thing unknown to the Germanic conquerors.
The Roman Empire was originally an aggregation of
towns : the life of the people, especially in the Western
Empire, was a town life; their institutions and social
arrangements, except the system of functionaries des-
tined to maintain the authority of the sovereign, were
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all grounded upon the towns. When the central power
retired from the Western Empire, town life and town
institutions, though in an enfechbled condition, were
what remained. In Italy, where they were less en-
feebled than elsewhere, civilization revived not only
carlicr thun in the rest of Burope, bub in forms more
stmilar to those of the ancient world. The south of
France had, next to Italy, partaken most in the fruits
of Roman civilization : its towns had been the richest
and most flowrishing on this side the Alps; and having,
theretore, held ont longer than those farther north
against the fiseal tyranny of the empire, were not so
completely rnined when the conquest took place. Ae-
cordingly, their municipal institutions werc transtuitted
unbroken from the Roman period to recent times.
This, then, was one legacy which the empire left to
the nations which were shaped out of its rnins.  Bnt it
left also, though not a eentral authority, the habit of
requiring and looking for such an authority. It left
“the idea of the empire, the name of the emperor, the
conception of the imperial majesty, of a sacred power
inherent in the fimperial name.” This idea, at no time
becoming extinet, resumed, as society became more
settled, a portion of its pristine power: towards the
close of' the middle ages, we find it once more a really
influential element.  Finally, Rome left a body of writ-
ten law, constructed by and for a wealthy and cultivated
society : this served as a pattern of civilization to the
rude invaders, and assumed an ever-increasing impor-
tance as they became more civilized.

In the ficld of intellect and purely mental develop-
ment, Rome, and, through Rome, her predecessor,
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Creece, left a still richer inheritance, but one which
did not come much into play until a later period.

« Liberty of thought — Reason taking herself for her own
starting-point and her own guide —is an idca essentially
sprung from antiquity ; an idea which modern suclety owes 1
Greece and Rome. We evidently did not receive it either
from Christianity or from Germany; for in neither of these
elements of our civilization was it included. It was powerful,
on the contrary, it predominated, in the Grmco-Roman civili-
zation. That was its true origin. Tt is the most precious
legacy which antiquity left to the modern world, —a legacy
which was never quite suspended and valueless 3 for we sce
the fundamental principle of all philosophy, the right of
human reason to explore for iwself, animuting the writings and
the life of Scotus Erigena, and the doctrine of freedom of
thought »uill erect in tho ninth century, in the face of tho
principle of authority.”*

Such, then, are the benefits which Europe has de-
rived from the relics of the ancient fnperial civilization.
But, along with this perishing socicty, the Barbarians
found another and a rising socicty, in all the freshness
and vigor of youth, —the Christian Church. In the
debt which modern society owes to this great institu-
tion, is first to be included, in M. Guizot's opinion, all
which it owes to Christianity.

# At that time, none of the means were in existenee by
which, in our own days, moral influences establish and mains
tain themselves independently of institutions; none of the
instruments whereby a pure truth, a mere idea, acquires an
empire over minds, governs actions, determines events. In
the fourth century, nothing existed which could give to ideas,

* Vol. iv. p. 191,
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to mere personal sentiments, such an authority. To make
head against the disasters, to come victoriously out of the
tempests, of such a period, there was necded a strongly organ-
ized and energetically governed society. Tt is not too much
to affirm, that, at the period in question, the Christian Church
saved Christianity. Tt was the Church, with its institutions,
its magistrates, its authority, which maintained itself against
the decay of the empire from within, and against barbarism
from without; which won over the Barbarians, and became
the civilizing principle, the principle of fusion between the
Roman and the Barbaric world.”

That, without its compact organization, the Christian
hierarchy could have so rapidly taken possession of the
uncultivated minds of the Barbariuns; that, before the
conquest was completed, the conquerors would have
universally adopted the religion of the vanquished, if
that religion had been recommended to them by nothing
but its intrinsic superiority, — we agree with M. Guizot
in thinking incredible. We do not find that other
savages, at other eras, have yielded with similar readi-
ness to the same influences ; nor did the minds or lives
of the imvaders, for some centuries after their conver-
sion, give evidence that the real merits of Christianity
had made any deep impression upon them. The true
explanation is to be found in the power of intellectual
superiority.  As the condition of secular society became
more discouraging, the Church had more and more
engrossed to itself whatever of real talents, as well as
of sincere philanthropy, existed in the Roman world.
“ Among the Christians of that epoch,” says M. Guizot,
“there were men who had thought of every thing; to

whom all moral and politieal questions were familiar :
vOL. II. 21
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men who had on all subjects well-defined opinicns,
encrgetic feelings, and an ardent desire to propagate
them and make them predominant. Never did any body
of men make such efforts to act upon the world, and
agsimilate it to themselves, as did the Christian Church
from the fifth to the tenth century. She attacked Bar-
barism at almost all points, striving to civilize it by her
ascendency.”

In this the Church was aided by the important tem-
poral position, which, in the general decay of other
elements of socicty, it had assumed in the Roman Em-
pire. Alone strong in the midst of weakness, alone
possessing narural sources of power wirhin itself, it was
the prop to which all things clung which felt themselves
in need of support. The clergy, and especially the
prelacy, had become the most influential members of
temporal society. All that remained of the former
wealth of the empire had for some time tended more
and more o the direction of the Church, At the time
of the invasions, we find the bishops very generally
invested, under the title of defensor civitatis, with a
high public character, — as the patrons, and towards all
strangers the representatives, of the town communities.
“t was they who treated with the invaders in the name
of the natives; it was their adhesion which guaranteed
‘he general obedience ;5 and, after the couversion of the
zonquerors, it was to their sacred character that the
conquered were indebted for whatever mitigation they
experienced of the fury of conquest.

Thus salutary, and even indispensable, was the influ-
ence of the Christian clergy during the confused period
of the invasions. M. Guizot has not overlooked, but
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impartially analyzed, the mixed character of good and
evil which belonged even in that age, and still more in
the succceding ages, to the power of the Church. One
beneficial consequence which he ascribes to it is worthy
of especial notice, — the separation (unknown to anti-
quity) betwcen temporal and spiritual authority. e,
in common with the best thinkers of our time, attributes
to this fact the happiest influence on Furopean eiviliza-
tion. It was the parent, he says, of liberty of con-
science. The separation of temporal and spiritual is
founded on the idea, that material force has no right,
no hold, over the mind, over conviction, over truth.”
Tnormous as have been the sins of the Catholic Church
in the way of rcligious intolerance, her assertion of this
principle has done more for human freedom than all
the fires she ever kindled have dome to destroy it.
Toleration cannot exist, or exists only as a consequence
of contempt, where, Church and State being virtually
the same body, disaffection to the national worship is
treason to the State; as is sufficiently evidenced by
Grecian and Roman history, notwithstanding the fulla-
cious appearance of liberality inherent in Polytheism,
which did not prevent, as long as the national religion
continued in vigor, almost cvery really free thinker of
any ability, in the freest city of Greece, from beng
either banished or put to death for blasphemy.* In
more recent times, where the chief of the State has been
also the supreme pontiff, not, as in England, only
nominally, but substantially (as in the case of China,
Russia, the Caliphs, and the Sultans of Constantinople),
the result has been a perfection of despotism, and a

* Anaxagoras. L'retagoras, Sovraies, Avistutle, &
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voluntary abasement under its yoke, which have no
parallel elsewhere except among the most besotted Bar
barians.

It remains to assign, in the elemental chaos from
which the modern nations avose, the Germanic or Bar-
baric element. What has Europe derived from the
Barbarian invaders? M. Guizot answers, The spirit
of liberty. That spirit, as it exists in the modern
world, is something which had never before been found
in company with civilization. The liberty of the an-
cient commonwealths did not mean individual freedom
of action : it meant a certain form of political organiza-
tion; and, instead of asserting the private freedom of
each citizen, it was compatible with a more complete
suhjection of every individual to the State, and a more
active interference of the ruling powers with private
conduct, than is the practice of what arc now decined
the most despotic governments. The modern spirit of
liberty, on the contrary, is the love of individual inde-
pendence ; the claim for freedom of action, with as little
interferencc as is compatible with the necessitics of
gociety from any aunthority other than the conscience
of the individual. Tt is, in fact, the self-will of the sav-
age, moderated and limited by the demands of civilized
life ; and M. Guizot is not mistaken in belicving that it
came to us, not from ancient civilization, but fromn the
savage clement infused into that cnervated civilization
by its barbarous conquerors. He adds, that, together
with this spirit of liberty, the invaders brought also the
spirit of voluntary association; the institution of mili-
tary patronage, the bond between followers and a leader
of their own choice, which afterwards ripened into
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feudality. This voluntary dependence of man upon
man, this rclation of protection and service, this spon-
taneous loyalty to a superior not deriving his authority
from law or from the constitution of society, but from
the voluntary clection of the dependant limself, was
unknown to the civilized nations of antiquity ; though
frequent among savages, and so customary in the Ger-
manic race, as to have been deemed, though erroneously,
characteristic of it.

Te reconcile, in any moderate degree, these jarring
elements ; to produce even an endurable state of soci-
ety, not to say a prosperous and improving one, by the
amalgamation of savages and slaves, — was a work of
many centuries. M. Guizot’s Lectures are chiefly occu-
pied In tracing the progress of this work, and showing
hy what agencies it was accomplished. The history of
the Kuropean nations consists of three periods, — the
period of confusion, the feudal period, and the modern
period.  The Lectures of 1828 include, though on a
very compressed scale, all the three, but only in rela-
tion to the history of society, omitting that of thought,
and of the human mind. In the following year, the
professor took a wider range. The three volumes
which contain the Lectures of 1829 are a complete his-
torical analysis of the period of confusion; expounding,
with sufficient fulness of detail, both the state of politi-
cal society in cach successive stage of that prolonged
anarchy, and the state of intellect, as evidenced by
literature and speculation. In these volumes, M. Gui~
zot is the philosopher of the period of which M. Augus-
tin Thierry is the painter. In the Lectures of 1830, —
which, having been prematurely broken off' by the
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political events of that year, occupy (with the Piéces
Justificatives) only two volumes, — he coinmenced a
similar analysis of the feudal period, but did not quite
complete the political and social part of the subject:
the examination’ of the intellectual products of the
period was not even commenced. In this state, this
great unfinished monument still remains.  Imperfect,
however, as it 1¢, 1t contains much more than we can
attempt to bring under even the most cursory review
within our narrow limits. We can only pause and
dwell upon the important epochs, and upon speculations
which involve some great and fertile idea, or throw a
strong light upon some interesting portion of the his-
tory. Among these last we must include the passage*
in which M. Guizot describes the manner in whieh the
civilization of the conquered impressed the imagination

of the victors.

“We liave just passed in review the closing age of the
Roman civilization; and we found it in full décadence, without
force, without fecundity, incapable almost of keeping itsclf
alive.  'We now beheld it vanguished and ruined by the Bar-
barians; when, on a sudden, it re-appears fiuitful and power-
ful . it assumes, over the institutions and muanners which are
brought newly into contact with it, a prodigious empire; it
impresses on them, more and more, it: own character; it ooV
erns and metamorphoses its conquerors.

% Among many causes, there were two which principally
contributed to this result, — the power of a systematic and
comprehensive body of civil law, and the patural ascendency
of civilization over barbarism.

“In fixing themselves to a single abode, and becoming
landed proprietors, the Burbarians contracted, both with the

* Yol ii. pp. 8842,
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Roman population and with each other, relations more various
and durable than any they had previously known; their civil
existence assumed graater breadth and stability. The Roman
law was alonc fit to regulate this now existonce: it alone
could deal adequately with such a multitude of relations,
‘Tho Barbarians, however they might strive to preserve their
own customs, were caught, as it were, in the meshes of this
scientific legislation, and were obliged 1o bring the new sacial
order, in a great measure, into subjection 1o it; not politically
indeed, bnt ecivilly.

“ Further, the spectacle itself of Roman civilization cxer-
esed a great empire over their minds.  What strikes our
modern fancy, what we greedily seck for in history, in poems,
travels, romances, is the picture of a state of society unlike
the regularity of our own; savage life, with its independence,
its novelty, and its adventure. Quite different were the im-
pressions of the Barbarians. What to them was striking,
what appeared te them great and wonderful, was civilization:
the monuments of Roman industry, the citics, roads, aque-
ducts, amphitheatres; that socicty so orderly, so provident,
so full of varicty in its fixity, — this was tle object of their
admiration and their astonishment. Though conquerors, they
were sensible of inferiority to the conquered. The Barbarian
might despise the Roman as an individual being; but the
Roman world, in its ensemble, appeared to him something
above his level; and all the great men of the age of the
conquests, Alarie, Ataulph, Theodorie, and o many others,
while destroying and trampling upon Roman society, used all
their efforts to copy it.”

But their attempt was fruitless. It was not by
merely seating themselves in the throne of the em-
perors that the chiefs of the Barbarians could re-infuse
life into a social order, to which, when already perishs
ing by its own infirmities, they had dealt the final blow
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Nor was it in that old form that peaceful and regular
government could be restored to Europe. The confu-
sion was too chaotic to admit of so casy a disentangle-
ment. DBefore fixed institutions could hecome possible,
it was necessary to have a fixed population; and this
primury condition was long unattained. DBunds of Bar-
barians, of various races, with no bond of national
union, overran the cmpire without mutnal concert, and
occupied the country as much as a people so migratory
and vagabond could be said to occupy it: but even the
loose ties which held together each tribe or band became
relaxed by the consequences of spreading themselves
over an extensive territory; {fresh hordes, too, were
ever pressing on behind ; and the very first requisite of
order, permanent territorial lmits, conld not establish
itsclf, cither between properties or sovereignties, for
nearly three centuries. The annals of the conquered
countries, during the intermediate period, but chronicle
the desultory warfare of the invaders with one another;
the effect of which, to the conquered, was a perpetual
renewal of suffering, and increase of impoverisluuent.

M. Guizot dates the termination of this downward
period from the reign of Charlemagne: others (for
example, M. de Sismondi) have placed it later. We
are inclined to agree with M. Guizot, no part of whose
work seems to us more admirable than that in which he
fixes the place in history of that remarkable man.*

The name of Charlemagne, says M. Guizot, has
come down to us as one of the greatest in history.
Though not the founder of his dynasty, he has given
his name both to his race and to the age.

* Yol. iii., Lecture 20.
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%The homage paid to him is often blind and undistinguish-
ing ; his genius and glovy are oxtolled without discrimination
or measure: yet, at the same time, persons repeat, one after
atother, that he founded nothing, accomplished notbing; that
his empire, his laws, all his works, perished with him. And
this historieal commonplace introduces a crowd of moral com-
monplaces on the incffectualness and uselessness of great men,
the vanity of their projects, the little trace which they leave
in the world after having troubled it in all directions. ...
Is this true ? Is it the destiny of great men to be merely a
burden and a useless wonder to mankind?

«At the first glance, the commonplace might be supposed
to be a truth. 'Fhe victories, conquests, institutions, reforms,
projects, all the grearness and glory, of Charlemagne, vanished
with him: he seemed a meteor suddenly emerging from the
darkness of barbarism, to be as suddenly lost and extingunished
in the shadow of feudality. There are other such examples
in history. . . .

« But we must beware of trusting these appearances. To
understand the meaning of great events, and measure the
agency and influence of great men, we need to look far deeper
into the matter.

&« The activity of a great man is of two kinds; he performs
two parts; two epochs may generally be distinguished in his
carcer. Ifirst, he understands better than other people the
wants of his time; its real, present exigencies; what, in
the age he lives in, society needs, to enable it to subsist, aud
attain its natural development. 1l understands these wants
better than any other person of the time, aud knows better
than any other how to wicld the powers of socicty, and direct
them skilfully towards the rcalization of this ¢nd, Houce
procced his power and glory: it is in virtue of this, that, as
soon as he appears, he is understood, accepted, followed; that
all give their willing aid to the work which he is performing
for the bonefit of all
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“But he does not stop here. 'When the real wants of his
time are iu some degree satisfied, the ideas and the will of the
great man proceed further. Ile quits the region of present
facts and exigencies; he gives himself up to views in some
measure personal to himself; he indulges in combinations
more or less vast and specious, but which are not, like his
previous labors, founded on the actual state, the common in-
stincts, the determinate wishes, of society, but arc remote and
arbitrary. Ile aspires to extend his activity and influence
indefinitely, and to possess the future as he has possessed the
present.

“Ilere cgoism and illusion commmence. Tor some time, on
the faith of what he has already done, the great man is fol-
lowed in this new career; he is belicved in, and obeyed; men
lend themselves to his fancies; his flatterers and his dupes
even admire and vaunt them as his sublimest conceptions.
The public, however, in whom a mere delusion is never of
any long continuance, soon discovers that it is impelied in a
direction in which it has no desire to move. At first, the great
man had enlisted his high intelligence and powerful will in
the service of the general feeling and wish: he now seeks to
employ the public foree in the service of his individual ideas
and desires; he is attempting things which he alone wishes
or understands. ITence, disquietude first, and then uncasiness:
for a time he iz still followed, but sluggishly and reluctantly ;
next, he is censured and complained of'; finally, he is aban-
doned, and falls; and all which he alone had planned and
desired, all the mercly personal and arbitrary part of his
works, perishes with him.”

After briefly illustrating his remarks by the example
of Napoléon, — <o often, by his flatterers, represented as
another Chnrlemagne, a eomparizon which is the height
of injustice to the earlier conqueror, — M. Guizot ob-

servee, that the wars of Charlemagne were of a totally
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different character from those of the previous dynasty.
“They were not disscnsions between tribe and tribe,
or chief and chief, nor expeditions eneaged in for the
purpose of settlement or of pillage: they were system-
atic wars, inepired by a political purpose, and com-
manded hy a public necessity.” Their purpose was no
other than that of putting an end to the invasions. Ie
repelled the Saracens: the Saxons and Selavonians,
against whom mercly defensive arrangements were not
sufficient, he attacked and subjugated in their native
forests.

« At the death of Charlemagne, the conquests cease, the
unity disappears, the empire is dismembered, and falls to
picces ; but is it true that nothing remained? that the warlike
exploits of Charlemagne were absolutely sterile? that he
achieved nothing, fvunded nothing ?

“There is but one way to resolve this question: it is to ask
ourselves, if, after Charlemagne, the countries which he had
governed found themselves in the same situation as beflore;
if the twofold iuvasions which, on the north and on the south,
menaced their territory, their religion, and their race, recom-
menced after being thus suspended; if the Saxons, Sclavo-
nians, Avars, Arabs, still kept the possessors of the Roman
Empire in perpetual disturbance and anxiety. Evidently it
was not so. True, the empire of Charlemagne was broken
up, but into separate States, which arosc as so many barriers
at all points where there was still danger. To the time of
Charlemagne, the frontiers of Germany, Spain, and Ttaly, were
in contiuual fluctuativn; no constitared public furce had at-
tained a permanent shape: he was corapelled to be constantly
trausporting himself from onc end to thie other of hLis do-
minions, in order to oppose to the invaders the movable
and temporary force of his armice.  Atfler Lin the seenc s
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changed : real political barriers, States more or less organized,
but real and durahle, arose ; the kingdoms of T.orraine, of
Germany, Ttaly, the two Burgundics, Navarre, dafe from that
time; and, in spite of the vieissitudes of their destiny, they
subsist, and suffice to oppose effectual resistance to the in-
vading movement. Accordingly, that movement ceases, or
continues only in the form of maritime expeditions, most
desolating at the points which they reach, but which cannot
be made with great masses of men, nor produce great re-
sults.

« Although, therefore, the vast dominion of Charlemagne
perished with him, it is not true that he founded pothing: he
founded all the States which sprung from the dismemberment
of his empire. ITis conquests entered into new combinations ;
but his wars aitained their end. The foundation of the work
subsisted, though its form was changed.”

In the character of an administrator and a legislator,
the carcer of Charlemagne is still more remarkable than
as a conqueror. His long reign was one struggle
against the universal insecurity and disorder. He was
one of the sort of men described by M. Guizot, * whom
the spectacle of anarchy or of social immobility strikes
and revolts; whom it shocks intcllectually, as a fact
which ought not to exist; and who are possessed with
the desire to correct it, — to introduce some rule, some
principle of regularity and permanence, mto the world
which is before them.” Gifted with an unresting ac-
tivity, unequalled perhaps by any other sovereign, Char-
lemagne passed his life in attempting to convert a chaos
into an orderly and regular government; to create a
general system of administration, under an efficient
central authority. In this attempt he was very im-
perfectly successful.  The government of an extensive
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eountry from a central point was too complicated, too
difficult s i¢ required the co-operation of too many
agents, and of intelligences too much developed, to
be capable of being carried on by Bwarbarians. “The
disorder around him was immense, invincible: he re-
pressed it for a moment on a single point; but the evil
reigned wherever his terrible will had not penetrated ;
and, even where he had passed, it recommenced as soon
as he had departed.”

Nevertheless, his efforts were not lost, — not wholly
unfruitful. His instrumcent of government was com-
posed of two sets of functionarics, local and central.
The local portion consisted of the resident governors,
the dukes, counts, &ec., together with the vassals or
benefictarit, afterwards called “ feudatories ; ” to whom,
when lands had been granted, a more or less indefinite
share had been delegated of the authority and jurisdic-
tion of the sovercign. 'The central machinery con-
sisted of milssi dominici, — temporary agents sent into
the provinces, and from one province to another, as
the sovereign’s own representatives, to inspeet, con-
trol, report, and even reform what was amiss, either in
act or negligence, on the part of the local functiona-
ries. Over all these, the prince held, with a firm hand,
the reins of government; aided by a national asserably
or convoeation of chiefs, when he chose to summon it,
either beeause he desired their counsel or needed their
mioral support.

s it possible, that of this government, so active and vig-
orous, nothing remained? that all disappeared with Charles
magne? that he founded nothing for the internal consolidatiox
of socicty ?
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“What fell with Charlemagne, what rested upon him
alonc, and could not survive him, was the central govern-
ment.  After continuing some time under Louis le Debon-
naire and Charles lo Chauve, but with less and less energy
and influence, the general assemblies, the missi dominicl, the
whole machinery of the central and sovercign administra.
tion, disappeared. Not so the local government, the dukes,
counts, wicaires, centeniers, heneficiariy, — vassals who held
aathority in their several neighborhoods under the rule of
Charlemagne.  Delore his time, the disorder had been as
great in cach Jocality as in the commonwealth generally;
landed properties, magistracies, were incessantly changing
hands ; no local positions or iufluences poszessed any steadi-
ness or permanence. During the forty-six years of hLis
government, these influences had time to become rooted in
the same soil, in the same families: they had acquired sta-
bility, the fiest condition of the progress which was destined
to render them independent and hereditary, and make them
the elements of the feudal réyime. Nothing, certainly, less
rescmbles feudalism than the sovereign unity which Charle-
magne aspired to establish; yet he is the true founder of
feudal society: it was he, who, by arresting the external
invasions, and repressing to a certain cxtent the intestine
disorders, gave to situations, to fortunes, to local influences,
suflicient time to tuke real possession of the country. After
him, Lis general government perished like Lis conquests, his
unity of authority like his extended empire; but as the
empire was broken into separvate States, which acquired a
vigorous and durable life, so the central sovereignty of
Charlemagne resolved itself into a multitude of local sov-
creignties, w which a portion of the strength of his govorn-
ment had been imparted, and which had acquired under its
shelter the conditions requisite for reality and durability.
So that, in this second peint of view, in hig civil as well ag
military eapacity, if we look beyond first appearances, he
accomplished and founded much.”
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Thus does a more accurate knowledge correct the
two contrary errors, one or other of which is next to
universal among superficial thinkers, respecting the
influence of great men upon society. A great ruler
cannot shape the world after his own pattern: he is
condemned to work in the direction of existing and
spontancons tendencies, and has only the discretion of
singling out the most beneficial of these. Yet the
difference is great between o skilful pilot and none at
all, though a pilot cannot steer in opposition to wind
and tide. Tinprovements of the very first order, and
for which socicty is conipletely prepared, which lie in
the natural course and tendeney of human events, and
are the next stage throngh which mankind will pass,
may be retarded indefinitely for want of a great man
to throw the weight of his individual will and faeulties
into the trembling scale.  Without Chuarlemague, who
can say for how many centuries longer the period of
confusion might have been protracted? TYet, in this
same example, it equally appears what a great ruler
can not do. Like Ataulph, Theodorie, Clovis, all the
ablest chiefs of the invaders, Charlemagne dreamed of
restoring the Roman Empire.

“This was, in him, the portion of egeism and illusion;
and in this it was that he falled. The Roman impertum, and
its unity, were invincibly repugnant to the new distribution
of the population, the new relations, the new moral condition,
of mankind. Roman civilization could only enter as u traus-
formed element into the new world which was preparing.
This idea, this aspiration, of Charlemagne, was not a public
idea, nor a public want: all that he did for its accomplish-
ment perished with him.
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«Yet even of this vain endeavor something remained,
The name of the Western Frnpire, revived by him, and the
rights which were thought to be attached to the title of
Emperor, resumed their place among the elements of history,
and were, for several centuries longer, an object of ambition,
an influencing principle of events. Iven, therefore, in the
purely egotistical and ephemeral portion of Lis operations, it
cannot be said that the ideas of Charlemagne were absolutely
sterile, nor totally devoid of duration.”

M. Guizot, we think, is scarcely just to Charle-
magne in this implied censure upon his attempt to
reconstruct civilized society on the only model familiar
to him. The most intelligent cotcmporaries shared
his error, and saw in the dismemberment of his em-
pire, and the fall of his despotic authority, a return to
chaos. Though it is easy for us to see, it was difficult
for them to foresee, that European saciety, snch as the
invasions had made it, admitted of no rcturn to order
but through something resemnbling the feudal system.
By the writers who have come down to us from the
age in which that sysicm arose, it was looked upon as
nothing less than universal anarchy and dissolution.
« Consult the poets of the time, consult the chroniclers :
they all thought that the world was coming to an end.”
M. Guizot quotes one of the monuments of the time,
— a poem by Florus, a deacon of the church at Lyons,
— which displays with equal naiveté the chagrin of the
instructed few at the breaking-up of the great umsolid
structure which Charlemagne had raised, and the satis-
faction which the same fact caused to the people at
large; not the only instance in history in which the
instinet of the people has been mnearer the truth than
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the considerate judgment of those who clung to his-
torical precedent. That renewal of the onward move-
ment, which even a Charlemagne could not effect by
means repugnant to the natural tendencies of the times,
took place through the operation of ordinary causes, as
soon as society had assumed the form which alone could
give rise to fixed expectations and positions, and pro-
duce a sort of security.

“ The moral and the social state of the peopla at this epach
equally resisted all association, all government of a single and
extended character. Mankind had few ideas, and did not
look far around. Social relations were rare and restricted.
The horizon of thought and of life was exceedingly limited.
Under such conditions, a great society is impossible. What
are the natural and nccessary bonds of political union? On
the onc hand, the number and extent of the social relations;
on the other, of the ideas whereby men communicate and are
held together.  Where neither of these are numerous or
extensive, the bonds of a great society or state are non-ex-
istent. Such were the times of which we now speak. Small
socicties, local governments, cut, as it were, to the measure
of existing idens and relations, werc alone possible; and
these alone succeeded in establishing themselves. The ele-
ments of these little societies and little governments were
ready-made. 'The possessors of benefices by grant from the
king, or of domains occupied by conquest, the counts, dukes,
governors of provinces, were disseminated throughout the
country. These became the natural centres of associations
co-extensive with them. Round these was agglomerated, vol-
untarily or by foree, the neighboring population, whether fres
or in bondage. Thus were formed the petty States called
“ fiefs 3 ¥ and this was the real cause of the dissolution of the
empire of Charlemagne.” *

¥ Vol. iii. ad fin.
VOL. IT, 22
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We have now, therefore, arrived at the opening of
the foudal period, and have to attempt to appreciate
what the feudal society was, and what was the influ-
ence of that society and of its institutions on the
fortunes of the human race; what new eclements it
introduced, what new tendencies it Iwpressed upon
human nature, or to which of the existing tendencies
it imparted additional strength.

M. Guizot’s estimate of feudalism is among the most
interesting, and, on the whole, the most satistactory, of
his speculations. He observes,* that sufficient immpor-
tance is seldom attached to the effects produced upon
the mental nature of mankind by mere changes in their
outward mode of living.

“ Fvery one is aware of the notice which has been taken
of the influence of climate, and the importance attached to it
by Montesquien. If we confine ourselves to the direct influ-
ence of diversity of climate upon mankind, it is perhaps less
than has been supposed: the appreciation of it is, at all
events, difficult and vague. DBut the indireet effects — those,
for instance, which result from the fact, that in a warm climate
the people live in the open air, while in cold countries they
shut themselves up in their houses; that they subsist upou
different kinds of food, and the like — are highly important,
and, merely by their influence on the details of material exist-
ence, act powerfully on civilization. Xvery great revelution
produces in the state of society some changes of this sort;
and these ought to be carefully observed.

« The introduction of the feudal régime occasioned one
such change, of which the importance cannot be overlooked :
it altered the distribution of the population over the face of
the country. 'Till that time, the masters of the soil, the sove-

* Vel. i., Lectura 4.
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reign class, lived collected in masses more or less numerous;
either sedentary in the towns, or wandcering iu bands over the
country. In the feudal state, these same persons lived insu-
lated, each in his own Lubilation, at great distances from ons
another. Tt is obvious how great an influence this change
musb have exercised over the character and progress of civili-
zation. Social preponderance and political power passed from
the towns to tho country; private property and private life
assumed pre-eminence over public. This first effect of the
triumph of the feudal principle appears more froitful in con-
sequences, the longer we consider it.

# T,et us examine feudal society as it is in its own nature;
looking at it, first of all, in its simple and fundamental ele-
ment. Let us figure to ourselves a single possessor of a fief
in his own domain, and consider what will be the character
of the little association which groups itself around him.

« He establishes himself in a retired and defensible place,
which he takes care to render safe and strong: he there erects
what he terms his castle. With whom does he establish him-
self there? With his wife and his children : probably, also,
some fow freemen, wlio have not become landed proprietors,
have attached themselves to his person, and remain domesti-
cated with him. These are all the inmates of the castle itself.
Around it, and under its protection, collects a small popula-
tion of laborers, — of serfs, who cultivate the domain of the
seigneur. Amidst this inferior population religion comes,
builds a church, and establishes a priest. In the early times of
feudality, this priest is at once the chaplain of the castle and
the parish clergyman of the village : at a laler periud, the two
characters are scparated. This, then, is the organic.molecule,
the unit, if we may su speak, of feudal society. This wo
have to summon before us, and demand an answer to the two
questivns which should be addrcsscd to cvery fact in history:
‘What was it caleulated to do towards the dcvelopment, first
of man, and ncxt of society ?”
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The first of its peculiarities, he continues, is the pro-
digious luportance which the head of this little associa~
tion must assume in his own eyes, and those of all
around him. To the liberty of the man and the warrior,
the sentiment of personality and individual independ-
ence, which predominated in savage life, is now added
the importance of the master, the landed proprietor, the
head of a family. No feeling of self-importance com-
parable to this is habitually generated in any other
known form of civilization. A Roman patrician, for
example, “was the head of a family, was a master,
a superior : he was, besides, a religious magistrate, a
pontiff in the interior of his family.” But the im-
portance of a religious magistrate s not personal : it is
borrowed from the divinity whom he scrves, In civil
life, the patrician *“was a member of the senate, — of
a corporation which lived united in one place. This,
again, was an importance derived from without; bor-
rowed and reflected from that of his corporation.”

“ The grandeur of the ancient aristocracies was associated
with religious and political functions: it belonged to the
situation, to the corporation at large, more than to the indi-
vidual. That of the possessor of a fief is, on the contrary,
purcly personal.  He receives nothing from aoy one: lig
rights, his powers, come from himself alone. ITc'is not a reli-
gious magistratc, nor a member of a senate s all Lis importance
centres in his own person: whatever he is, he is by his own
right and in his own name. Above him, no superior of whom
he is the representative and the interpreter ; around him, ne
equals; no rigorous universal law to curb him; no extornal
force habitually controlling his will, — he knows no restraing
but the limits of his strength, or the presence of an immedi-
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ate danger. With what intensity must not such a situation
act upon the mind of the man wha occupies it ! What bound-
less pride, what haughtiness, —to speak plainly, what inso-

lence, — must arise in his sonl!”

We pass to the influence of this new state of society
upon the development of domestic feelings and family

life.

“ History exhibits to us the family in several different
shapes. Tirst, the patriarchal family, as seen in the Bible,
and in the various monuments of the Ilust. The family is
here numerous, and amounts to a trihe. The chief, or patri-
arch, lives in a state of community with his children, his
kindred (of whom all the various generations are grouped
around him), and his domestics. Not only does he live with
them, but his interests and occupations are the same with
theirs: he leads the same life. This is the situation of
Abraham, of the patriarchs, of the chicfs of Arab tribes, who
are in owr own days a faithful image of patriarchal society.

“ Another form of the family is the clan, — that little asso-
ciation, the type of which must be sought in Seotland and
Ireland; and through which, probably, a great part of the
European world has at some time passed. This is no longer
the patriarchal family. DBetween the chief and the rest of the
people there is now a great difference of condition.  ITe does
not lead the same life with his followers: they mostly eulii-
vate and serve; he takes his ease, and has no occupation save
that of a warrior. But he and they have a common origin;
they bear ihe same name; their relationship, their ancient
traditions, and their community of affections and recolleetions,.
establish among ]l the members of the clan a moral union, a
kind of equality.

* Does the feudal family resemble either of these types?
Evidently not. At first sight, it has some apparent resem-
blance to the clan; but the difference is immense. The
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population which surrounds the possessor of the fief are perfect
strangers to him: thoy do not Loar his name; they have no
relationship to him; are conneeted with him by no tic, histori-
eal or moral.  Neither does he, as in the patriarchal fumily,
lead the same life and carry on the same labor as those about
him: he has no oceupation but war; they arc tillers of the
ground. The feudal family i3 not numerous; it does not
constitute a tribe; it is confined to the tamily in the raost
restricted sense, the wife and children ; it lives apart from the
rest of the people, in the interior of the castle. Tive or six
persons, in a poxition at once alien from and superior to all
others, constitute the fendal family. . .. Internal life, domes-
tic society, are certain here to ncquire a great preponders
ance. I prant that the rudeness and violent passions of the
chief, and his Labit of passing his time in war and in the
chase, must obstruct and retard the formation of domestic
habits; but that obstacle will be overcome. The chief must
return habitually to his ewn home. There he always finds Lis
wife, his children, and them alone, or almost alone : they, and
no others, compose iis permanent society ; they alone always
partake his interest, his destiny. Tt is impossible that domes-
tic life should not acquire a great ascendency. The proofs
are abundant. Was it uot in the feudal tamily that the impor-
tance of women took its rise? Tn all the societies of antiqui-
ty, not only where no family spirit existed, but where that
spirit was powerful, for instance in the patriarchal societies,
women did not occupy any thing like the plare which they
acquired in Europe under the feudal polity. The cause of
this has been looked for in the peculiar mammers of the
ancient Germans; in a characteristic respect which it is
affirmed, that, in the midst of their forests, thoy paid to
women.  German pafriotiszm has built upon one sentence of
Tacitus a tancied superiority, a primitive and ineffaceabls
purity of German manners in the relations of the sexes to
each other. Mere chimeras! XExpressions similar to those
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of Tacitus, sentiments and usages analogous to those of the
ancient Germans, are found in the recitals of many observers
of barbarous tribes. There is nothing peculiar in the matter,
nothing characterisiic of any particular race.  The importance
of women in Europe arose from the progress and preponder-
ance of domestic manners: and that preponderance became,
at an carly period, an essential character of feudal life.”

In corroboration of these remarks, he observes in
another place, that, in the feudal form of society (unlike
all those which preceded it), the representative of the
chief’s person and the delegate of his authority, during
his frequent absences, was the chdtelaine. In his
warlike expeditions and hunting excursions, his crusad-
ings and his captivities, she dirccted his affairs, and
governed his people with a power equal to his own.
No importance comparable to this, no position equally
caleulated to call forth the human faculties, had fallen
to the lot of women before, nor, it may be added,
since. And the fruits are seen in the many examples
of heroic women which the feudal annals present to
us, — women who fully equalled, in every masculine
virtue, the bravest of the men with whom they were
associated ; often greatly surpassed them in prudence,
and fell short of them only in ferocity.

M. Guizot now turns from the seigneurial abode to
the dependent population surrounding it. Icre all
things present a far worse aspect.

“In any social situation which lasts a certain length of
time, there inevitably arises between those whom it brings
into contact, inder whatever conditions, a certain moral tie, —
certain feclings of protection, of benevolence, of affection. It
was thus in the feudal society: one cannot doubt, that, in
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process of time, there were formed between the cultivators
and their seigneur some moral relations, some habits of
sympathy. But this happened in spite of their relative posi-
tion, and nowise from its influence. Clonsidered in itself, the
situation was radically vicious. There was nothing morally
in common between the fendal superior and the cultivators:
they were part of his domain; they were his property. ...
Between the seigneur and those who tilled the ground which
belonged to him, there were (as far as this can ever be said
when human heing: are brought together) no laws. no protec-
tion, no society. Henee, I conceive, that traly prodigious
and invincible detestation which the rural population has
entertained in all ages for the feudal régéme. . .. Theoeratic
and monarchical despotism have more than once obtained the
acquiescence, and almost the affection, of the population
subject to them. The reason is, theocracy and monarchy
exercise their dominion in virtue of some belief common to
the master with his subjects: he is the representative and
minister of another power, superior 10 all human powers: he
speaks and acts in the name of the Deity, or of some general
ideas; not in the name of the man himself, of a mere man.
Feudal despotism is a different thing: it is the mere power
of one individunl vver anuiber, the domination and capricious
will of a human being. . . . Such was the real, the distinctive
character of the feudal dominion; and such the origin of the
antipathy it never ceased to inspire.”

Leaving the contemplation of the elementary molecule
(as M. Guizot calls it) of feudal society, —a single
possessor of a fief with his family and dependants, —
and proceeding to consider the mature of the larger
society, or state, which was formed by the aggregation
of these small societies, we find the foudal 7égime to be
absolutely incompatible with any real national existence.
No doubt, the obligations of service on the one hand,
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and protection on the other, theoretically attached to
the concession of a fief, kepl ulive some [aint notions
of a general government, some feclings of social duty.
But, in the whole duration of the system, it was never
found practicable to attach to these rights and obliga-
tiong any efficient sanction. A central government,
with power adequate to enforce even the recognized
duties of the feudal relation, or to keep the peace
Letween the different members of the confederacy, did
not and could not exist consistently with feudalism.
"The very cssence of feudality was (to borrow M. Gui-
zot’s definition) the fusion of property and sovercignty.
The lord of the soil was not only the master of all
who dwelt upon it, but he was their only superior,
their sovereign. Taxation, military protection, judicial
administration, were his alone: for all offices of a
ruler, the people looked to him, and could look to no
other. The king was absolute, like all other feudal
lords, within his own domuiu, aod only thore. Ile
could neither compel obedience from his feudatories,
nor impose his mediation as an arbitrator between
them. Among such petty potentates, the only union
compatible with the nature of the case was a federal
union, — the most difficult to maintain of all political
organizations ; one which, resting almost entirely on
moral sanctions and an enlightened sense of distant
interests, requires, more than any other social system,
an advanced state of civilization. The middle age
was nowise ripe for it: the sword, therefore, reinained
the universal umpire ; all questions were decided either
by private war, or by that judicial combat which was
the first attempt of society (as the modern ducl is the
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last) to subject the prosecution of a quarrel by force of
arms Lo the moderating influence of fixed customs and
ordinances,

The following is M. Ghuizot’s summary of the influ-
ences of feudalism on the progress of the European
nations : —

“Foudality must have exercised a considerable, and, on
the whole, a salutary, influence on the internal development
of the individual: it raised up in the human mind some
moral notions and moral wants, some encreetic sentiments ; it
produced some noble developments of character and passion.
Considered in a social point of view, it was not capable of
establishing legal order or political securities; but it was in-
dispensable as a recommencement of Furopean society, which
had been so broken up by barbarisi as to be unable to assume
any more enlarged or more regular form. DBut the feudal
form, radically bad in itself, admittcd neither of being ex-
panded nor regularized. The only political right which feu-
dalism has planted deeply in European society is the right of
resistance. I do not mean legal resistance: that was out
of the question in a society so little advanced. The right of
resistance which feudal society asserted and excreised was the
right of personal resistance, —a fearful, an anti-social right,
since it Is an appeal to foree, to war, the direct autithesis of
society; but a right which never ought to perish from the
breast of wan, since its abrogation is simply equivalent to
submission to slavery. The scatiment of this right had becn
lost in the degeneracy of Ruman suciety, from the ruins of
which it could not again arise: as little, in ray opinion, was it
a nataral emanation {from the principles of Christian scsiel y-
Feudality re-introduced it into Kuropean life. It is the glory
of eivilization to rewler this right for ever uscless and ine
active: it is the glory of the feudal society to have constantly
asgerted and held fast to it.”
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There 18 yet another aspect, and far from an unim-
portant one, in which feudal life has bequeathed, to the
times which followed, a lesson worthy to be studied.
Imperfect as the world still remains in justice and
humanity, the fendal world was far inferior to it in
those attributes, but greatly superior in individual
strength of will, and decision of character.

“ No reasonable person will deny the immensity of the
social reform whichh has been accomplished in our times.
Never have human relations been regulated with more justice,
nor produced a more general well-being as the resnlt. Not
only this, but, I am convinced, a corresponding moral reform
hag also been accomplished: at no epoch, perhaps, has there
been, all things consiclered, so much honesty in human life, so
many haman beings living in an orderly manner; never has
go small an amount of public force been necessary to repress
individual wrong-doing. But, in another respect, we have, I
think, much to gain. We have lived for half a century under
the empire of general ideas, more and more accredited and
powerful; under the pressure of formidable, almost irresistible
events. There has resulted a certain weakness, a certain
effeminacy, in our minds and characters. Individual convie-
tions and will are wanting in energy and confidence in them-
selves. Men assent to a prevailing opinion, obey a general
impulse, yicld to an external necessity. Whether for resist-
ance or for action, each has but a mecan idea of hiz own
strength, a feeble reliance on his own judgment. Individuali-
Ly, the iuvward aud persvual energy of man, is weak and timid.
Amidst the progress of public liberty, many seem to have lost
the proud and invigorating sentiment of their own persunal
liberty.

*“Such was not the Middlo Age. The condition of socicty
was deplorable; the morality of mankind much inferior to
what is often assarted, much inferior to that of our own time.
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But, in many persens, individuality was strong, will was ener«
getic.  There were then {fow ideas which ruled all minds ; few
outward forces, which, in all situations and in all places,
weighed upon men’s characters.  The individual unfolded
himself in his own way, with an irregular freedom: the moral
natare of man shone forth here and there, in all its ambitious
aspirations, with all its energy. A contemplation not only
dramatic and attaching, but instructive and useful; which
offers us nothing to regret, nothing to imitate, but much to
Jearn; were it only by awakening our attention to what is
wanting in ourselves, — by showing to us of what a human
being is capable when he will.” *

The third period of modern history, which is em-
phatically the modern period, is more complex, and
more difficult to interpret, than the two preceding. Of
this period, M. Guizot had only begun to treat; and
we must not expect to find his explanations as satisfac-
tory as in the earlier portions of his subject. The
origin of fondalism, its character, its place in the history
of civilization, he has discussed, as has been seen, in a
manner which leaves little to be desired ; but we cannot
extend the same praise to his account of its decline,
which (it is but fair to considcr) is not completed, but
which, so far as it has gone, appears to us to bear few
marks of that piercing insight intv the heart of a ques-
tion, that determination not to be paid with a mere
show of explanation, which are the characteristic ex-
ccllences of the speculations thus fur brought to notice.

M. Guizot ascribes the fall of feudality mainly to
its imperfections. It did not, he says, contain in itself
the elements of durability. It was a first step out of

* Vol. v. pp. 20-31.
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barbarism, but too ncar the verge of the former anarchy
to admit of becoming a permanent social organization,
The independence of the possessors of fiefs was evis
dently excessive, and too little removed from the save
age state. *.Accordingly, independently of all foreign
causes, feudal society, by its own nature and tendencies,
was always in question, always on the brink of dissolu~
tion ; incapable, at least, of subsisting vegularly, or of
developing itself, without altering its nature.” *

IIe then sets forth how, in the absence of any coms-
mon superior, of any central authority capable of pro-
tecting the feudal chiefs against onc another, they were
content to seck proteetion where they could find it, —
namely, from the most powerful among themselves ;
how, from this natural tendeney, those who were al-
ready strong cver becamc stronger; the larger fiefs
went on aggrandizing themsclves at the expense of the

“weaker. “A prodigions inequality soon arose among

” and incquality of strength led,

the pussessors of fiefs ;
as it usually does, to inequality of claims, and, at last,

of recognized rights.

“Thus, from the mere fact that soecial ties were wanting
to feudality, the feudal liberties themselves rapidly perished
the excesses of individual independence were perpetually
compromising society itself; it found in the relations of the
possessors of fiefs neither the means of regnlar maintenance,
nor of ulterior development; it sought in other institutions
the conditions which were needful to it for becoming perma-
nent, regular, and progressive. The tendency towards cen-
tralization, towards the formation of a power superior to the
local powers, was rapid. Long before the royal government

* Yol v. pp. 364-6.
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had begun to intervene at every point of the country, there
had grown up, under the name of duchies, counties, viscoun-
ties, &e., many smaller royalties, invested with the centval
government of this or that provinee, and to whom the rights
of the possessors of fiefy, that is, of the local sovereignties,
became more and more subordinate.” *

This sketch of the progressive decomnposition of the
feudal organization is, no doubt, historically correct;
but we desiderate in it any approach to a scientific
explanation of the phenomenon. That is an easy solu-
tion which accounts for the destruction of institutions
from their own defects; but cxperience proves, that
forms of government and social arrangements do not
fall merely because they deserve to fall. The more
backward and the more degraded any form of society is,
the stronger is the tendency to remain stagnating in that
state, simply because it is an existing state. We are
unable to recognize, in this theory of the decay of feu-
dality, the philosopher who s0 clearly demonstrated its
origin; who pointed out that the feudal polity estab-
lished itself, not because it was a good form of society,
but because socicty was incapable of a better ; because
the rarity of communications, the limited range of men’s
ideas and of their social relations, and their want of
skill to work political machinery of a dclieate or com-
plicated construction, disqualificd them from being
either chiefs or members of an organized association
extending beyond their immediate neighborhood. If
feudality was a product of this condition of the human
mind, and the only form of polity which it admitted of,
no evils inherent in feudality could have hindered it

* Vol. v. pp. 870-71.
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from continuing so long as that cause subsisted. The
anarchy which existed as between one feudal chief and
another — the inequality of their talents, and the acei-
dents of their perpetual warfare — would have led to
continual changes in the state of territorial possession,
and large governments would have been often formed
by the agglomeration of smaller ones ; occasionally, per-
haps, a great empire like that of Charlemagne : but both
the one and the other would have cerumbled again to
fragments as that did, if the general situation of socicty
had continued to be what it was when the feudal systein
originated. Is not this the very history of society in a
great part of the Ilast, from the earliest record of events?
Between the time when masses could not help dissolving
into particles, and the time when those particles spon-
tancously re-assembled themselves into masses, a great
change must have taken place in the molecular proper-
ties of the atoms. Inasmuch as the petty district sov-
ereiguties of the first age of feudality coalesced into
larger provincial sovereignties, which, instead of ohey-
ing the original tendency to decomposition, tended in
the very contrary direction, towards ultimate aggre-
gation into one national government, it is clear that
the state of society had become compatible with ex-
tensive governments. The unfavorable circumstances
which M. Guizot commemorated in the former pe-
riod, had, in some manner, ceased to exist; a great
progress in civilization had been accomplished under
the dominion and auspices of the feudal system; and
the fall of the system was not really owing to its vices,
but to its good qualities, — to the improvement which
had been found possible under it, and by which mana
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kind had become desirous of obtaining, and capable of
realizing, a better form of society than it afforded.

What this change was, and how it came to pass, M.
Guizot has left us to seek. Consideruble light is, no
doubt, incidentally thrown upon it by the course of his
investigations ; and the sequel of his work would proba-
bly have illustrated it still move. At present, the
philesophic interpreter of historical phenomena is in-
debted to him, on this portion of the subject, for little
besides materials.

It was under the combined assaults of two powers —
royalty from above, the emancipated cominons from be-
low — that the independence of the great vassals finally
succumbed. M. Guizot has delineated with great force
and perspicuity the rise of hoth these powers. His
review of the origin and emancipation of the communes,
and the growth of the #ers-Slat, is one of the best exe-
cuted portions of the book; and should be read, with
M. Thierry’s “ Letters on the History of Franec,” as
the moral of the tale. In his sixth volume, M. Guizot
traces, with considerable minuteness, the progress of
the royal authority, from its slumbering infancy in the
time of the earlicr Capetians, through its successive
stages of growth, —mnow Dby the encrgy and craft of
Philippe Auguste, now by the justice and enlightenad
poliey of St. Louis, — to its attainment, not indeed of
recognized despotism, but of almost unlimited power
of actual tyranny, in the reign of Philippe lc Bel. But
on all these imputed causes of the fall of feudalism the
question recurs, What caused the causes thcmselves?
Why was that possible to the successors of Capet which
bad been iinpossible to those of Charlemagne? How,
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under the detested feudal tyranny, had a set of fugitive
serfs, who congregated for mutual protection at a few
scattered points, and called them towns, become indus-
trivus, vich, and powerful? There can be but vne
answer : The feudal system, with all its deficiencies, was
sufliciently 2 government, contained within itself a suffi-
cient mixture of authority and liberty, afforded sufficient
protection to industry, and encouragement and scope to
the development of the human facultics, to enable the
natural causes of social improvement to resume their
course. What these causes were, and why they have
been so much more active in Europe than in parts of
the earth which were much earlier civilized, is far too
difficult an inquiry to be entered upon in this place.
We have already seen what M. Guizot has contributed
to its elucidation in the way of general reflection.
About the matter of fact, in respect to the feudal period,
there can be no doubt. When the history of what are
called the dark ages, because they had not yeb a ver-
nacular literature, and did not write a correct Latin
siyle, slull be written as it deserves to be, that will be
scen by all, whicl is already recognized by the great
historical inquirers of the present time, — that at no
period of history was human intellect more active, or
society wnore unmistakably in a state of rapid advance,
than during a great part of the so much vilified feuda.
period.

M. Guizot’s detailed analysis of the history of Euro-
pean life is, as we before remarked, only completed
for the period preceding the fendal. For the five cen-
turies which extended from Clovis to the last of the

Carlovingians, he las given a finiched delineation, not
VOl II. 23
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only or outward life and political society, but of the
progress and vicissitudes of what was then the chief
refuge and hope of oppressed humanity, — the religious
society, — the Church. Xle makes his readers acquaint-
ed with the legislation of the period, with the little
it possessed of literature or philosophy, and with that
which formed, as ought to be remembcered, the real and
serious occupation of its speculative faculties, —its re-
ligious labors, whether in the elaboration or in the
propagation of the Christian doctrine,  Ilis analysis
and historical exposition of the Pelagian controversy ;
his examination of the religious literature of the period,
its sermens and legends, — arve madels of their kind ;
and he does not, like the old school of historians, treat
theso things as matters insulated and abstract, of no
interest save what belongs to them intrinsically, but
invariably looks at them as component parts of the gen-
eral life of the age.

Of the feud:l period, M. Guizot had not time to
complete a similar delineation. Iis analysis even of
the political society of the period 1s not concluded ;
and we are entirely without that review of its ecclesias-
tical history, and its intellectual and moral life, where-
by the deficiency of explanation would probably have
heen in some degrec supplicd, which we have com-
plained of in regard to the remarkable progress of
human nature and its wants during those ages. For
the strictly modern period of history he has done stili
less. The rapid sketch which occupies the concluding
Lectures of the first volume does little towards re-
golving any of the problems in which there is real

difficulty.
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We shall therefore pass over the many topics on
which he has touched cursorily, and without doing
justice to his own powers of thought; and shall only
turther advert to one question, which is the sulject of
a detailed examination in the Essay in his earlier vol-
ume, — “ The Origin of Representative Institutions in
Yingland ;7 a question not only of special interest to an
English reader, but of much moment in the estima-
tion of M. Guizot’s general theory of modern history.
For, if the natural couvse of Iiuropcan events was
such as that theory represents it, the history of Eng-
land is an anomalous deviation from that course; and
the exccption must either prove, or go far to sub-
vert, the rule. In England, as in other European
countrics, the basis of the social arrangements was, for
several centuries, the feudal system; in England, as
elsewhcre, that system perished by the growth of the
crown and of the cmancipated commonalty. Whence
came it, that, amidst general circumstances so similar,
the immediate and apparent consequences were S0
strikingly contrasted? Iow happened it, that, in the
Continental nations, absolute monarchy was at least
the proximate result; while, in England, representa-
tive institutions, and an arisfocratic government with
an admixture of democratic clements, were the con-
sequence ?

M. Guizot's explanation of the anomaly is just and
conclusive. The feudal polity in England was from
the first a less barbarous thing — had more in it of the
elements from which a government might in time be
constructed — than in the other countries of Europe.
We have seen M. Guizot’s lively picture of the isolated
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position and solitary existence of the seigneur, ruling
from his inaccessible height, with sovereign power, over
a scanty population ; having no superior above him, no
equals around him, no communion or co-operation with
any, save his family and dependants; absolute master
within a small circle, and with harvdly a social tie, or
any action or influence, beyond ; every thing, in short,
in one narrow spot, and nothing in any other place.
Now, of this picture, we look in vain for the original
in our own history. Xnglish feudalism knew nothing
of this independence and isolation of the individual
feudatory in his fief. It could show no single vassal
cxempt from the habitual control of government, —mno
one so strong that the king’s arm could not reach him.
Early Englizh history is made np of the acts of the
barons, not the acts of this and that and the other
baron., The cause of this is to be found in the cir-
cumstances of the Conquest. The Normans did not,
like the Goths and Franks, overrnn and subdue au
almost unresisting population.  They cncamped in the
midst of a people of spirit and energy, many times more
numerous, and alinost as warlike as themselves. That
they prevailed over them at all was but the result of
superior union. That union once broken, they would
have been lost.  'They could not parcel out the country
among them, spread themsclves over it, and be each
king in his own little domain, with nothing to fear save
from the other petty kings who surrounded him. They
were an army, and in an encmy’s country; and an
army supposes a commander and military diseipline.
Organization of any kind implies power in the chief
who presides over it, and holds it together. Add te
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this, what various writers have remarked, — that thae
dispossession of the Saxon proprietors being effected
not at once, but gradually, and the spoils not being
seized upon by unconnected bands, but systematically
portioned out by the head of the conguering expedition
among his followers, — the territorial possessions of
even the most powerful Norman chiet were not concen-
trated in one place, but dispersed in various parts of
the kingdom ; and, whatever might he their total ex-
tent, he was never powerful enough in any given
locality to make head against the king. From these
causes, royalty was from the beginning much more
powerful among the Anglo-Nurmans than it ever be-
came in France while feudality remained in vigor.
But the same circumstances which rendered it impos-
sible for the barons to hold their ground against regal
eucroaclunculs, except by combination, had kept up the
power and the habit of combination among them. In
French history, we never, until a late period, hear of
confederacies among the nobles : English history is full
of them. Instcad of numerous unconnected petty po-
tentates, one of whom was called the King, there are
two great figures in English listory, —a powerful king,
and a powerful body of nobles. To give the need-
ful authority to any act of general government, the
conenrrence of both was essential ; and hence parlia-
ments, elsewhere only occasional, were in England ha-
bitual.  But the natoral state of these rival powers was
one of conflict ; and the weaker side, which was usually
that of the barons, soon found that it stood in need of
assistance. Although the feudatory class, to use M.

Guizot’s expression, " had converted irzelf into o real
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aristocratic corporation,” * the barons were not strong
enough “ to impose at the same time on the king their
liberty, and on the people their tyranny. As they had
been obliged to combine for the sake of their own de-
fence, so they found themselves under the neccssity of
:alling in the people in aid of their coalition.” t

The people, in Kngland, were the Saxons, — a vin
quished race, but whose spirit had never, like that of the
other conquered populations, been completely broken.
Being a German, not a Latin people, they retained the
traditions, and sowe portion of the habits, of popular
institutions and personal liberty.  When called, there-
fore, to aid the harons in moderating the power of the
crown, they claimed those ancient liberties as their part
of the compact. I'rench history abounds with charters
of incorporation, which the kings granted, generally for
a pecuniary consideration, to town communitics which
had cast off their sedgneurs.  The charters which Eng-
lish history is full of are concessions of general lib-
erties to the whole body of the nation, — liberties which
the nobility and the commons either wrung from the
king by their united strength, or obrained from his vol-
untary policy as the purchase-money of their obedience.
The series of these treaties, for such they in reality
were, between the crown and the nation, beginning
with the first Henry, and erding with the last renewal
by Edward I. of the Great Charter of King John, are
the principal incidents of English history during the
feudal period. And thus, as M. Guizot observes in his
concluding summary, “in France, from the foundation
of the monarchy to the fourteenth century, every thing

¥ Essais, p. 419, f Ib., p. 424
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was individual, — powers, liberties, oppression, and the
resistance to oppression. Unity, the principle of all
government ; association of equals, the principle of
all checks, — were only found in the narrow sphere
of each seigneurie or each city. Royalty was nom-
inal; the aristocracy did not form a body : there were
burgesscs in the towns, but no commons in the State.
In Englund, on the contrary, from the Norman Conquest
downwards, every thing was collective : similar powers,
analogous situations, were compelled to approach one
another, to coalesce, to associate. TFrom its origin,
rovalty was real; while feudality ultimately grouped
itself into two muasses, onc of which became the high
aristocracy ; the other, the bedy of the commons. Who
can mistake, in this first travail of the formation of the
two socicties, in these so diflerent characteristics of their
early age, the true origin of the prolonged difference in
their institutions and in their destinies ?”

M. Guizot returns to this subject in a remarkable
passage in the first volume of his Lectures,* which
preseuts the differeut character of the progress of civili-
zation in England and in Continental Europe in so new
and peculiar a light, that we cannot better conclude this
article than by quoting it.

“When T endeavored to define the peculiar character of
European civilization. compared with thase of Asia and of
antiquity, I showed that it was supcrior in variety, richness,
and complication; that it never fell under the dominion of
any exclusive principle; that the different elements of society
co-existed, and modified one another, and were always com-
pelled to compromises and mutual toleration, This, which is

* Yol i, Lecture 14.
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the general character of Turopean, has been, above all, that of
English civilization. In England, civil and spiritual powers,
aristocracy, democracy, and royalty, local and cent ral institu-
tions, moral and political development, have advanced together,
if not always with equal rapidity, yet at no great distance afler
one another. Under the Tudors, for example, at the time of
the most conspicuous advances of purc monarchy, the demo-
eratic principle, the power of the people, was alzo rising, and
gaining strength. 'The revolution of the seventeeuth century
lirenks out: it is at once a religious and a political one.  The
feudal aristocracy appears in it, much weakened indeed, and
with the signs of décadence, but still in a condition to take
a part, to occupy a position, and have its share in the results.
It is thus with English history throughout: no old element
ever perishes cntirely, nor is any new one wholly triumphant ;
no partial principle ever obtains exclusive ascendency. Thers
is always simultaneous development of the different social
powers, and a compromise among their pretensions and in-
terests.

#The march of Continental civilization has been less com-
plex and less complete. The several clements of society,
religious and civil, monarchical, aristocratic, and democratic,
grew up, and came to maturity, not simultancously, but suc-
cessively. Each system, each principle, has in some degree
had its turn.  One age belongg, it would be too much to say
exclusively, but with a very marked predominance, to”feudal
aristocracy, for example; another, to the monarchical prin-
ciple; another, to the democratie.  Compare the Middle Age
in France and in England, the eleventh, twelfth, and thirteenth
ceuturies of our history, with the corresponding centuries
north of the Channel. In France, you find, at that epoch,
feudality nearly absolule, — the crown and the democratic
principle almost null. In England, the feudal aristocracy no
doubt predominates ; but the crown and the democracy are not
without strength and importance. Royalty triumphs in Eng-
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land under Elizabeth, as in France under Louis XIV.; but
how many ménagements it iz compelled to observe ! how
many restrictions, aristocratic and demoeratic, it has to submit
to! In England also, each system, each principle, has had its
turn of predominance; but never so corapletely, never so
exclusively, as on the Continent. The victorious principle has
always been constrained to tolerate the prescnce of its rivals,
und to concede to cach a certain share of influence.”

The advantageous side of the effect of this more
equable developent is c¢vident enough.

“ There ean be no doubt that this simultaneous unfolding
of the different social clements hus greatly contributed to
make Iugland attain, earlier than any of the Continental
nations, to the establishment of a government at onee orderly
and free. Tt is the very business of government to negotiate
with all interests and all powers, to reconcile them with each
other, and make them live and prosper together. Now, this,
from a multitude of canses, was already in a peculiar degree
the disposition, and even the actual state, of the different
elements of English society: a general and tolerably regular
government had therefore less difficulty in constituting itself.
So, again, the essence of liberty is the simultancous manites-
tation and action of all interests, all rights, all social elements
and forces. Ingland, thercfore, was alieady nearer to it than
most other States. From the same causes, national good
gepse, and intelligence of public affairs, formed itself at an
earlier period.  Good sense in politics consists in taking
acconnt of all facts, appreciating them, and giving to each its
place: this, in England, was a necessity of her social condition,
a natural result of the course of her ecivilization.”

But to a nation, as to an individual, the consequences
of doing every thing by halves, of adopting compromise
as the universal rule, of never following out a general
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idea or principle to its utmost results, are by no means
exclusively favorable. IHear, again, M. Guizot: —

“In the Continental States, each system or principle having
had its turn of a more complete aml cxclusive predominance,
they unfolded themselves on a larger scile, with more gran-
deur and éelat.  Royulty and feadal aristoeracy, for example,
made their appearance on the Cuntinental sceue of uction with
more boldness, more ¢xpansion, more freedom.  All political
experiments, so to speak, have been faller and more complete.”
[ This is still more strikingly true of the present age, and its
great popular revolutions.] ¥ And hence it has happened that
political ideas and doctrines (I mean those of an extended
character, and not simple good sense applied to the conduct of
affuirs) have assumed a Joftier character, and unfolded them-
sclves with greater infelleetnal vigor. Fach system haviug
presented itself to observation in some sort alone, and having
remained long on the secne, it has been possible to survey
it as a whole; to ascend to its first principles, descend to its
remotest consequences ; in short, fully 1o complete its theory.
Whoever observes attentively the genius of the English na-
tion will he struck with two facts, — the sureness of its com-
meon sense and practical ability 5 its deficiency of general ideas
and commanding intellect, as applied to theoretieal questions.
If we open an English Look of histovy, jurisprudence, or any
similar subject, we sclilom find in it the real foundation, the
ultimate reason, of things.  In all matters, and especially in
politics, pure doctrine and philosophy — selence properly
so called —have prospered fur more on the Continent than
in England: they have at least soared higher, with greater
vigor and boldness. Nor does it admit of doubt, that the
different charaecter of the development of the two civilizations
has greatly contributed fo this result.”
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EARLY GRECIAN HISTORY AND LEGEND.

{A REVIEW OF TNE FIRST TwO VOLUMES OF GROTE’'R
“History or Grercr.)'*)

Tre interest of Grecian history is unexhausted and
inexhaustible.  As a mere storv, hardly any other
portion of authentic history can compete with it. Its
characters, its situations, the very narch of irs inei-
dents, are epic. It is a heroic poemn, of which the
personages arc peoples. It is also, of all histories of
which we know so much, the most abounding in conse-
quences to us who now live.  The true ancestors of the
Turopean nations (it has been well said) are not those
from whose blood they are sprung, but those from whomn
they derive the richest portion of their inheritance.  The
battle of Marathon, even as an event in IEnglish his-
tory, is more important than the battle of Hastings.
If the issuc of that day had been different, the Dritons
and the Saxons might still have been wandering in the
woods.

The Grecks are also the most remarkable people who
have yet existed; mot, indeed, it by this be meant
those who have approached neavest (if such an expres-
sion may be used where all are at so immeasurable a
distance) to the perfection of social arrangements or
of human character. Their institutions, their way of
life, cven that which is their greatcst distinetion, the

* Ldinbutsh Review, October, 1846,
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cast of their sentiments, and development of theit
faculties, were radicully inferior to the best '(we wish it
could be said to the collective) products of modern
civilization. It i3 not the results achicved, but the
powers and cfforts required to make the achievement,
that measurc their greatness ag a people.  They were
the beginners of ncarly every thing, Christianity ex
cepted, of which the modern world makes its boast,
If, in several things, they were but few removes from
barbarism, they alone among nations, so fur as is
known to ug, cmerged from barbarism by their own
cfforts, not following in the track of any meore advanced
people.  If with them, as in all antiquity, slavery
existed as an Institutiou, they were not the less the
originators of political freedom, and the grand exem-
plars and sources of it to modern Europe. If their
discords, jealousies, and wars between city and city,
caused the ruin of their national independence, yet the
arts of war and govermnent cvolved in those intestine
contests made them the first who united great empires
under civilized rule; the first who broke down those
barriers of petty nationality, which had been so fatal
to themselves; and, by making Greek ideas and lan-
guage common to large regions of the carth, com-
menced that general fusion of races and nations, which,
followed up by the Romans, prepared the way for the
cosmopolitism of modern times,

They were the first people who had a historieal litera-
ture; as perfect of its kind (though not the highest
kind) as their oratory, their poetry, their sculpture, and
their architecture. They were the founders of mathe-
matics 5 of physics; of the inductive study of politics,
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sc early exemplified in Aristotle; of the philosophy of
human nature and life. In cach they made the indis-
pensable first steps, which are the foundation of all the
rest, — steps such as could only have heen made by
minds intrinsically eapable of every thing which has
since been accomplished.  With a religious creed ermni-
nently unfavorable to speculation, because affording a
ready supernatural selution of all natural phenomena,
they yet originated freedom of thought. They, the
first, questioned nature and the universe by their ra-
tional faculties, and brought forth answers not suggested
by any established system of priesteraft ; and their free
and bold spirit of speculation it was, which, surviving
in its results, broke the yoke of another inthralling
system of popular religion, sixteen hundred years after
they had ceased to exist as a people. These things
were cffceted in two centurics of mnational existence ;
twenty and upwards have since clapsed ; and it is sad to
thiuk bow little, comparatively, huws been accomplished.

To give a faithful and living portraiture of such a
people ; to show what they were and did, and as much
as possible of the means by which they did it, —by
what causes so metfeor-like a manifestation of human
nature was produced or aided, and by what faults or
necessitids 1t was arrested ; to deduce, from the quali-
ties which the Grecks displayed collectively or individu-
ally, and from the modes in which those qualities were
unconeciously generated or intentionally cultivated, the
appropriate lessons for the guidance of our own world,
~—18 an enterprise never yet attempted systematically,
nor attempted successfully at all. Such is the declared
object of the work of which the first two volumes lio
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before us. “First to embody in his own mind, and
next (o lay out before his readers, the general picture
of the Grecian world,” is Mr. Grote’s description of his
task. " The historian,” he says, “will especially study to
exhibit the- spontancous movement of Grecian intellect,
sometimes aided, but never borrowed, from without,
and lighting up a small portion of a world otherwise
clouded and stationary ; and to set forth the uction of
that social system, which, while insuring to the mass
of freemen a degree of protection elsewhere unknown,
acted as a stimulus to the ereative impulses of genius,
and left the inferior minds sufficiently unshackled to som
above religious and political routine, to overshoot their
own age, and to become the teachers of posterity.” *

In this undertaking, there is work for a succession of
thinkers 3 nor will it be brought to completeness by any
one historian or philosopher. But the qualifications of
Mr. Grote, and the contents of these two volumes,
give assurance that he will be remembered, not only as
the first who has seriously undertaken the work, but as
one who will have made great steps towards accomplish-
ing it. In ascribing to him the first attempt at a phil-
osophical history of Greece, we mean no disparagement
to the very valuable labors of his predecessor and
friend, Bishop Thirlwall.  That distingnished scholar
has done nmch for the facts of Grecian history. Be-
fore him, no one had applied to those facts, considered
as a whole, the most ordinary canons of historical
credibility. The only modern historian of Greece who
attempted, or even aflected, eriticism on evidence, Mr.

Mitford, made almost no other use of it than to find

= Pretace, pp. vii. viil.
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reasons for rejecting all statements discreditable to any
despot or usurper. Dr. Thirlwall has effectually de-
stroved Mitford as an historical authority, by sub-
stituting  (though so unostentationsly as to give no
sufficient idea of the service rendered) a candid and
impartial narrative for the most prejudiced misrepre-
sentation by whicli party passion has been known to
pervert the history of a distant time and a foreign peo-
ple.  But Dr. Thiddwall’s, though highly and justly
esteemed as a cnitical, does not attempt to be a phil-
osophical Listory ; nor was such an attempt to be ex-
pected from ite original purpose. And though, in its
progress, it has far ontgrown in bulk, and still more in
amplitude of scope and permanent value, its primitive
design, the plan has not been fundamentally altered ;
and the most important part of Mr. Grote’s undertaking
has not been, in any respeet, forestalled by it.

The portion which Mr. Grote has completed, and
which is now published, uppears al some disadvuntage,
from its not including even the beginning of the part
of Greeian history which is of chicf interest either to
the common or to the philosophical rcader.  Mr. Grote,
in his preface, laments that the relizious and poetical
attributes of the Greck mind appear thos far in dispro-
portionate relief, as compared with its powers of acting,
organizing, judging, and speculating.  Ile might have
added, that the religion and the poetry are only those
of the most primitive period; the time before which,
nothing is known. A volume and a half are devoted
to the legendary age; and the remaining half-volume
does not carry us much beyond the first dawn «f real
history.
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The legends of Greece, Mr. Grote relates at greater
length than has bheen thought necessary by any of his
predecessors.  This is incident to the design, which no
one before him had scriously entertained, of making the
history of Grecce a picture of the Greck mind.  There
13 no more important element in the mind of Greece
than the legends. They constituted the belief of the
Greeks of the listorieal period concerning their own
past.  They formed also the Grecian religion; and the
relizion of an carly people is the groundwork of its
primitive svstem of thought on all subjects.  Mr. Grote
makes no distinetion between the legends of the gods
and those of the heroes.  Ile relates the one and the
other literally, as they were told by the poets, and
belioved by the general public, down to the time of the
Roman Empire. Ie makeg no attempt to discriminate
historical watter in the stories of herves, no more than
in those of the gods. Not doubting that some of them
do contain such atter ; that many of the tales of the
heroic times are partially grounded on incidents which
really happened, — he thinks it uscless to attempt to
conjecture what these were.  The siege of Troy is
to him no more an historical fact than the births and
amours of the gods as recorded in Hesiod.  The only
thing which he deems historieal in either is, that the
Girecks believed them, and the poets sung them.
Whether they were believed from the first, as they were
afterwards, on the anthority of poets, or the poets
grounded their narratives on stories already current, we
have no means of ascertaining : in some cases, the one
thing may have happened; in some, the other. In
Me, Grote’s view, it is immaterial, since neither the
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poems nor the so-called traditions bear, in his eyes, the
smalless character of hListorical evidence.

This is essentially the doctrine of Niebuhr; and, in
the hands of that cminent investigator of antiquity, it
has, by Lnglish scholars, generally been accepted as
subversive of the previously received view of LRoman
history. But no one, not even the translator of
Niebuhr, Dr. Thirlwall, had applied this doctrine in
the smmne unsparing manner to the Greek legends.
Unqualified rejection has been confined to the stories
of the gods. Between them and those of the heroes,
a Greek would have been unable to sce any difference.
To hizs mind, both rested on the same identical testi-
mony ; both were alike part of his religious creed :
supernatural agency, and supernatural motives and
springs of action, are the pervading soul as much of
the heroic as of the divine legends ; the gods themselves
appear in them quite as prominently; and even the
heroes are real, though inferior, divinities. By mod-
erns, however, the supernatural machinery (as it is
called by critics profoundly ignorant of the spiric of
antiguity) has been treated as a sort of scaffolding which
could be taken down, instead of the main framework
and support of the structure. The history of the Trojan
war has been written on the authority of the * Ilad,”
suppressing only the intervention of the gods, and
whatever seemed romantic or improbable in the human
motives and characters. As much credit is thus ac-
corded to the poet, in all hut the minute details of his
narrative, as ig given to the most veracious witness in a
court of justice; since even with him we do no more
than believe his statements where they are neither

VOL. I1. 24
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incredible in themselves, mor contradicted by more
powerful testimony. With this mode of dealing with
legendary parratives, Mr. Grote is altogether at war.
His discussion of the credibility of what are called
traditions is eminently original, evolving into distinct-
ness principles and canons of cvidence and belief,
which, by Niebuhr, are rather implicitly assued than
directly stated.

The following passages will give a clear idea of Mr.
Grote’s main position : —

“In applying the semi-historical theory te Grecian mythical
narrative, it has been ofien forgotten that a certain strength
of testimony, or positive ground of helief, must first be
tendered before we can be called upon to discuss the antece-
dent probability or improbability of the incidents alleged,
The belief of the Greeks themsclves, without the smallest
aid from special or cotemporary witnesses, has been tacitly
assumed as sufficient to support the case, provided only
saflicient deduction be made from the mythical narratives to
remove all antecedent improbabilities, It las been assumed
that the faith of the people must have rested originally upon
some particular historical event, involving the identical per-
gons, things, and places which the original wmyths exhibit,
or at least the most prominent umong them. But, when we
cauming the psychagogic influences predominant in the sociely
among whom this belief originally grew up, we shall see that
their beliel is of litle or no evidentiary value, and that the
srowth and diffusion of it may be Jatisfactorily explained
without supposing any special busis of' matters of fact.

*'The general disposition to adopt the semi-historieal theory
a4 to the genesiz of Grecian myths arises in part from re-
luetance in eritics to impute to the mythopaic ages extreme
credulity or fraud, and 1rom the presumption, that, where
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much is believed, some portion of it must be true. There
would be sume weight in these grounds of reasoning, if the
ages under discussion had been supplied with records, and
accustomed to critical inquiry. But amongst a pcople un-
provided with the former, and strangers to the latter, credulity
is nccessarily at its maximum, as well in the narrator himself
as in his hearcrs: the idea of deliberate fraud is, moreover,
inapplicable ; for, if the hearers are disposed to aceept what is
related to them as a revelation from the Muse, the @strus of
eomposition is quite sufficient to impart a similar persuasion
to the poet whose mind is penetrated with it. The belief of
that day can hardly be said to stand apart by itself as an act
of reason: it becomes confounded with vivacious imagination
and earnest emotion ; and, in every case where these mental
excitabilities are powerfully acted upon, faith comes uncon-
sciously, and as a matter of course.

“Tt is, besides, a presumption far too largely and indiserim-
inately applied, even in our own advanced age, that, where
much is believed, something must necessarily be true; that
accredited fiction is always traceable to some basis of histor-
ical truth. The influence of imagination and feeling is not
confined simply to the process of retouching, transforming, or
magnifying narratives originally founded on fact: it will often
create new narratives of its own, without any such preliminary
basie. 'Where there is any general body of sentiment per-
vading men living in society, whether it be religious or politi-
cal,~—1love, admiration, or antipathy,—all incidents tending
to illustrate that sentiment are eagerly believed, rapidly cireu-
lated, and (as @ geoeral rule) casily acercdited.  IF real
incidents are not at hand, impressive fictions will be provided
to satisfy the demand: the perfect harmony of such fictions
with the prevalent feeling stands in the place of certifying
testimony, and causes men to hear them, not merely with
credence, but even with delight: to call them in question, and
require proof, is a task which caunot be undertaken without
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incurring obloquy. Of such tendencies in the hurnan mind,
abundant evidence is furnished by the inmumerable religions
legends which have acquired currency in various parts of the
world, — legends which derived their origin, not from special
facts misreporied and exaggerated, but from pious feelings
pervading the society, and translated into narrarive hy forward
and imaginative minds,— legends in which not merely the
incidents, but often even the personages, ave unreal, yeb it
which the generating sentiment is conspicuously discernible,
providing its own matter as well as its own form. Other
sentiments also, as well as the religious, provided they be
fervent and widely diffused, will find expression in current
narrative, and become portions of the general public belief:
every cclebrated and notorious character is the source of a
thousand fictions exemplifying his peculiarities. And if it
be true, as I think prescni observation may show us, that
such creative agencies are even now visible and effective,
when lhe materials of genuine history are copiously and
critieally studied, much more are we warranted in conclud-
ing, that in ages destitute of records, strangers to historical
testimony, and full of belief in divine inspiration, both as to
the future and as to the past, narratives purely fictitious will
acquire ready and uninquiring credence, provided only they
be plausible, and in harmony with the preconceptions of the
auditors.” — Vol. 1. pp. §72-9.

The two points here insisted upon are the large
space which sheer and absolute fiction still occupies in
human belicfs, —a place naturally larger as we recede
further into a remote and uncritical antiquity ; and the
tendency of any strong and widely diffused feeling to
embody itself in fictitious narratives, which pass from
mouth to mouth, and grow into traditions.

These points have been illustrated in a more quotable,
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Decause a more condensed form, in a fugitive publica
tion, of which Mr. Grote here acknowledges the author-
ship. From this we borrow an illustration, too apt to
be dispensed with, — a modern myth, ciughi in the
act of formation. Among the “numerous fictions,”
whicl, in the words of Mr. Moore’s Life of Byron, have
been “ palmed npon the world” as his “romantic tours
and wonderful adventures in places he never saw, and
with persons that never existed,” one is thus recounted,
in a review of the poem of “ Manfred,” by no less a per-
son than Goethe :

« He (Byron) has often enough confessed what it is that
torments Lim. ‘There are, properly spesking, two females
whose phantoms for ever haunt him, and in this piece also
perform principal parts, —uuc under the name of Astartc;
the other without form or presence, and merely a voice. Of
the horrit veecurrence which took place with the former, the
following is related: When a hold and enterprising young
i, hie won the affectione of a Tlorentine lady. Ier hus-
band discovered the amour, and murdercd his wife; but the
murdercr wae the same night found dead in the street. and
thore was no one to whom suspicion could be attached. Lord
Byron removed {romn Florence, and these spirits haunted him
all his life after. This romantic incident is rendered highly
probable by innumerable allusions to it in his poems.”

On this, Mr. Grote comments as follows : —

«The story which Goethe relates of Lthe intrigue and double
murder at Florence is not a misreported fact: it is a furc and
abeolute fiction. 1t is not a story of which one part is true,
and another part false; nor in which you can hope, by remov-
ing ever so much of supcrficial exaggeralion, to reach at last
a subsoil of reality.  All is alike untrue, the basis as well as
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the details.  In the mind of the original inventor, the legend
derived its birthy not from any erroneous description whicly
had reached his ears respecting adventures of the real Lord
Byvon, but from the profound and vchement impression
which Lord Byron’s poetry had made bo:k upon him and
upon all athers around him. The poet appeared to he broash-
ing out his own soul and sufferings in the character of his
heroes ; we ought rather to say, of hiz hero, mewiin bvopdres
popdyy pia. 1le secemed like one struck down, as well as ine
spired, by some strange visitation of destiny. Tn what
manner, and from what cause, had the Euwmnenides been
induced thus to eingle him out as their vietim? A large
circle of deeply-moved readers, and amongst {liem the greatest
of all German authors, eaunot rest until this problem he
solved: either a fact must be discovered, or a fiction invented
for the solution. The minds of all being perplexed by the
same mystery, and athirst for the same explanation, nothing
is wanted expeet & prima vox.  Some one, more forward and
more felivitous than the rest, imagines and proclaims the
tragical narrative of the Florentine married couple. So
happily does the story fit in, that the inventor seems only to
have given clear utterance to that which others were dimly
shadowing out in their minds: the lacerated fuclings of the
peet are no longer an cnigma; the die which has stamped
upon his verses their peculiar impress has been discoverced,
and exhibited to view. If, indeed, we ask what is the autho-
rity for the tale, — to speak in the Fomeric language, it has
been suggested by some god, or by the airy-tongued Ossa,
the bearer of encouragement and intclligence from omnilo-
quent Zeus: to express the same idea in homely and infan-
tine English, it has been whispered by « little bird.  But we
may be pretty well assured, that few of the aundience will
raise questions about authority : the story drops into its
place like the keystone of an arch, and exactly fills the pain-
ful vacancy in their minds; it seems to carry with it the
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same sort of evidence as the key which imparts meaning to a
manuseript in cipher, and they are too well pleased with the
acquisition to be very nice as to the title. Nay, we may go
further, and say, that. the man who demonstrates its falschond
will be the most unwelcome of all instructors: so that we
trust, for the comfort of Goethe’s last years, that he was spared
the pain of secing his interesting mythus about Lord Byron
contemptuously blotted out by Mr. Moore.”

Suppose that there had never been any authentic
biography of Byron, and that, his own works and the
various testimonies about lis personality having all
perished, his name were carried down to a remote age
exclusively by this writing of Gocthe.  The case would
then be parallel with that of the heroic age of Greece;
and the following passage describes what would proba-
hly have happened : —

“In former days, the Florentine intrigue, and the othe:
stories noticed by Mr. Moore, would have obtuined undis-
puted currency as authentic materials for the Life of Lord
Byron: then woull have succeeded rationalizing historians,
who, treating the stories as true at the bottom, would have
proceeded to discriminate the basis of truth from the acces-
sories of fiction. One man would have disbhelieved the sup-
posed murder of the wife, another that of the husband: a
third would have snid, that, the intriguc baving been dis-
covered, the husband and wife had both retired into convents.
the one under feelings of deep distress, the other in bitter
repentance; and that, the fleshly lusts being thus killed, it
was hence erroncously stated that the hushand and wife had
themselves been killed. If the reader be not familiar with
the Greek scholiasts, we are compelled to assurc him that the
last explanation would have found much favor in their eyas,
inasmuch as it saves the necessity of giving the direct lie to
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any one, or of saying that any portion of the narrative is
absolutely unfounded. The misfurtune Is, that though the
story would thus be divested of all its salient features, and
softened dowm into somcthing very sober and colorless, per-
haps even edifying, yet it would not be one whit nearer the
sctual matter of fact. Something vory like what we have
been describing, however, would infallibly have taken place,
had we not been pratected by a well-informed biographer,

and by the copious memoranda of a positive age.”

The feelings to which the early Grecian legends
addressed themselves, and to which they owed not their
currency only, but most of them probably their very
existence, were sentiments most strong and pervading,
— the religious feelings of the people, and their ancesto-
rial feelings. The two, indeed, may be reduced to one;
for the ancestorial were also, in the most literal sense,
religious feelings. The legendary ancestors of each
family, tribe, or race, were the immediate descendants
of deities, — were immortal beings, with supernatural
powers to destroy or save, and worshipped with the
rites and honors paid to gods. The difference hetween
them and the gods was chiefly this, — that they had once
been men, and had performed exploits on earth which
were the pride and glory of other men still living, who
honored them as patrons and guardian divinities; a
distinction in mo way tending to abate the thirst for
wonderfal tales respecting the heroes.

If a story harmonized with the prevailing sentiment,
to doubt its truth would never occur to any one, —not
even to the inventors themselves; since, in a rnde age,
the suggestions of vivid imagination and strong feeling
are always deemed the promptings of a god. The
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inspiration of the Muse was not then a figure of speech,
but e siucere and artless belicf of the pooples the
bard and the prophet were analogous characters.  De
modocus, at the court of Xing Alcinous, couldl sing
the Trojan war by revelation from Apolie or from a
Muse; * and Hesiod, in the Theogony, could declare
respecting himself, that he knew, by the favor of the
Muses, the past, the present, and the future. IHerod-
otus cxpressly says that Iiesiod and THomer *were the
authors of the Greek Theogony, gave titles to the gods,
distinguished their attributes and functions, and de-
scribed their forms;” that, until taught by them, the
Grecks were gnorant ® whenece each of the gods sprang,
and whether all of them were always existing, and what
were their shapes.”t Plato invariably assumes the
same thing. The poems were a kind of sacred books,
like the Ramayun and the Mahabharat.

It may perhaps be said, that the cager interest here
supposed in the exploits of ancestors implies the an-
cestors to he at least real persons, surviving in the
memory of those to whom the tales were told; and
that therefore most of the heroes of legend must have
really existed, however much of the marvellous in their
adventures may be due to the imagination of their de-
scendants. This doctrine wonld not be without plausi-

* ()dyssey, viil. 4€7-01.

+ We have used Dr. Thirlwall’s translation. The original words
are —"Falley de dyévero Exacsic ov Gedv, elre 8 dre foav wivree, drolot TE
rwee 1 cidea, obx fmoréare [of EAAnvec] péxpe o mpdmy Te kal x6E, g
elmeiv aldyer  Hatodov yip xal "Opnpov hHAwiny Ternaknsinoe éTeot doéw pov
npeouTEpove yevécuw, kat ob mAfvor obroe 68 elae of wouhoc vTeg Beoyuviny
“EAnoi, kal ToioL Geolot tig bmwvvpiag dovteg, kal Tiuae ‘e xal rexva;
Ssddvree, wal dea alrov epuvavree — Herod., ii. 83.
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bility, were it not the known practice of the early
Greeks to create not only imaginary adventures of
ancestors, but imaginary ancestors. It was the univer-
sal theory of Greece, that every name, common to an
aggregation of persons, indicated a cormnon progenitor.
YWhether it was the name of a race, as Dorluns, Toni-
ans, Acheans; of a people, as Thessalians, Dolopians,
Avrcadians, sEtolians ; of any of the numerous political
divisions of a people, or of those other divisions not
made by laws, but held together by religious rites and
o traditional tie, the ym or gentes (representing,
probably, the units by the aggregation of which the
community had, at some early period, been formed), —
all these, as well as many names of towns and locali-
ties, were believed to be etymologically derived from a
primeval founder and patriarch of the whole tribe.
Even names of which the origin wax obvious did not
escape the application of the theory. The names of
the four tribes in the primitive Athenian constitution,
Gelcontes, Hopletes, Argades, and Aigikorcis, — ap-
pcliations so evidently derived from their occupations, —
were aseribed, according to custom, to four Eponyai,
sons of Ton, the gencral ancestor of the race, whose
names were (eleon, Hoples, Argades, and Aigikores.
No one now makes any seruple of rejecting the whole
class of Eponymi, or name-heroes, from the catalogue
of historical personages.  Among the Greeks, however,
they were the most precious of any: they were as
firmly believed in, and their existence and adventures as
justly entitled to the name of tradition, as any Grecian
legend whatever.

But grant that the personages of the heroic legends
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were real, as doubtless some warriors and rulers must
have left behind them an enduring memeory, to which
legends would not fail to attach themselves: counld we
distinguish wnong the names those which belonged to
actual persons, would it follow that the actions ascribed
to them bore a rescmblance to any real occurrences?
We may judge from a paralle] instance. In the carlier
Middle Ages, the liuropean mind had returned to some-
thing like the waif unsuwspecting faith of primitive
times. . It accordingly gave birth to a profusion of
legends; those of suints, in the first place, almost a
literature in themselves, of which, though very perti-
nent to our purpose, we say uothing here. But the
same age produced the counterpart of the tales of Her-
cules and Theseus, of the wanderings of Ulysses, and
the Argonautic expedition, in the shape of romances of
chivalry. Like the Homeric poems, the vornances un-
nounced themselves as true narratives, and were, down
to the fourteenth century, popularly believed as such.
The mujority relate to personages probably altogether
fictitious : Amadis and Lancelot we are nowise called
upon to believe in; and of King Arthur, as of King
Agamemnon, we have no means of ascertaining if he
ever really existed or not. But the uncertainty does not
extend to all these romantic heroes. That age, unlike
the Homeric, notwithstanding its barbarism, preserved
written records; and we know, consequently, from
other evidence than the romances themselves, that some
of the names they contain are ra2al. Charlemagne is
not only an historical character, but one whose life
is tolerably well known to us; and so genuine a hevo,

both in war and peace, — his real actions <o surprising
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and admirable, — that fiction itself might have been
content with ornamenting his truc biography, instead of
fitting him with another entirely fabulous. The age,
however, required, to satisfy its ideal, a Charlemagne
of a different complexion from the real monarch, The
chronicle of Archbishop Turpin, a compilation of poctic
legrends, supplied this want. Though containing hardly
any thing historical, except the name of Charlemagne,
and the fact of an expedition into Spain, it was declared
genuine history by Tope Calixtus the Second; was
reccived as such by Vincent de Beauvais, who, for his
great erudition, was made preceptor to the sons of the
wise king, St. Louis, of France: and from this, not
from Eginhard or the monk of St. Gall, the poets who
followed drew ilic materials of their narrative. Ioven,
then, if Priam and Ilector were real persons, the siege
of Troy by the Greeks may be as fabulous as that of
Paris by the Saracens, or Charlemagne’s conquest of
Jerusalern. In the poem of Ariosto, the principal here
and heroine are Ruggiero and Bradamante, the ances-
tors, real or imaginary, of the dukes of Ferrara, at
whose court he lived and wrote. Does any one, for
this reason, believe a syllable of the adventures which
he ascribes either to these or to his other characters?
Another personage of legend, who is also a personage of
history, is Virgil. If the author of the “Zineid” were
only known to us by the traditions of the Middle Ages,
in what character would he have been transmitted to
us? In that of a mighty enchanter. Such is the worth
of what i1s called tradition, even when the persons are
real, and the age not destitute of records. What musi

it. be in times anterior to the use of writing ?
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It is now almost forgotten, that England, too, had a
mythic history, once received as genuine; and ncither
has this wanted the consecration of the highest poetical
genius, —in the instances, at least, of Lear and Cym-

beline.

“Tf we take the history of our own country, as it was con-
ceived and written, from the twclfth to the seventeenth cen-
tury, by Ilardyng, Fabyan, Grafton, Holinshed, and others,
wo shall find that it was supposed to begin with Brute the
Trojan, and was carried down from thence, for many ages, and
through a long succession of kings, to the times of Julius
Cesar. A similar belicf of descent from Troy, arising seem-
ingly from a reverential imitation of the Romans and of their
Trojan origin, was cherished in the fancy of other LEuropean
nations. With regard to the English, the chief circulator of
it was Geoffrey of Monmoutli; and it passed, with little re-
sistance or dispute, into the national faith. The kings, from
Brute downwards, were enrolled in vegular chronnlogical
serics, with their respective dates anncxed. In a dispute
which took place during the reign of Edward I. (A.D. 1301)
between Encland and Scotland, the descent of the kings of
England from Brute the Trojan was solemnly embodied in a
document put forth to sustain the rights of the crown of Iing-
land, as an argument bearing on the case then in discussion ;
and it passed witliout attack from the opposing party:* an
incident which reminds us of the appeal made by <schines,
in the eontention between the Athenians and Philip of Mace-
don respecting Amphipolis, to the primitive dotal rights of
Akamas, son of Theseus; and also of the defence urged by

* See Warton’s ¢ History of English Poetry,” sec. iii. p. 181, *“No man,
before the sixtecnth century, presumed to doubt that tke Franes derived
their origin from Francus, the son of Hector; that the Spaniards were
descended from Japhet, the Britons from Brutus, and the Scotch from
Tergus.'” — Jbid,y po 140 Author’'s Nute,
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the Athenians to sustain their conquest of Sigeium against
the reclamations of the Mitylenzans, wherein the former
alleged that they had as much right to the place as any of the
other Greeks who had formed part of the victorious arma-
ment of Agamemnon.

“The tenacity with which this early series of British kings
was defended is no less remarkable than the facility with
which it was admitted. The chroniclers, at the beginning of
the seventeenth century, warmly protested against the intru-
sive scepticism which would cashier so many vencrable sover-
cigns, and deface so many noble deeds. They appealed to
the patriotic feclings of their hearers, represented the enor-
mity of their setting up a presumptuons criticism against the
belief of ages, and insisted on the danger of the precedent, as
regarded history generally. Yet, in spite of so large a body
of authority and precedent, the historians of the nineteenth
century begin the history of Kngland with Julius Caesar.
They do not aticmpt either to settle the date of King Bladud's
accession, or to determine what may be the basis of truth in
the affecting narrative of Lear””* — Vol. i. pp. 639-42.

We will add, before taking our leave of this part of
the subject, one argument morc, which we conceive to
be in itself almost decisive. Authentic history, as we
ascend the stream of time, grows thinner and scantier,
the incidents fewer, and the narratives leas circumstan-
tial, — shading off, through cvery degree of twilight,
into the darkness of night. And such a gradual day-
break we find in Greck history, at and shortly before

* Lven in 1754, Dr. Zachary Grey, in his Notes on Shakspeare, comment-
ing on the passage in * King Lear,”” Nero is an angler in the lake of durk-
ress, says, “ This is one of Shakspeare's most remarkable anachronisms.
King Lear succeeded his father Bladud, anno mundi 8105; and Nero, anno
mundi 4017, was sixteen years old when he married Octavia, Caxsar's
davighter.” — See Luncit Chronologia, p. 94.— Author’s Nole.
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the first Olympiad (B.C. 776), — the point from which
the historical Grecks commenced their computation of
time. We cannot be far wrong in fixing this as the
epoch at which written characters began to be regularly
employed by public suthority for the recordation of
periodical religious solemnities; always the first events
systematically recorded, on account of the fearful reli-
gious consequences attaching to any mistake in the
proper period of their cclebration.

But if, beyond the darkness which bounds this ealy
morning of history, we come suddenly into the full
glare of day, — au island of light in the dark ocean of
the nnrecorded past, pnop]or] with mnjmtic forms, and
glittering with splendid scenery, —we may be well
assured that the vision Is as unreal as Plato’s Atlantis
and that the traditions and the poemns which vouch for
its past existence arc the offspring of fancy, not of
memory. True history is not thus interrupted in its
course: it does not, like the Arcadian rivers, sink inte
the ground, and, after a long disappearance, rise again
at a remote point. Light first, and darkness after-
wards, may be the order of invention; but it is seldom
that of remembrance.

The elaborate chapter in which Mr. Grote traces the
progress of opinion among instructed Greeks respecting
their own legends is important, not only in reference to
the question of credibility, but as a part of the history
of the human mind. Originating in a rude age, by
which they were mnaively and literally believed, the
legends descended into a period of comparative knowl-
edge and culture. With the tone of that later age, or
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at least of the instructed portion of it, they were nt
longer in harmony. Secveral things conspired to pro-
duce this divergence. As communications grew more
frequent, and travelled men became acquainted with
legends for which they had acquired no carly rever-
ence, the mutually contradictory character of the stories
themselves tended to undermine their authority. The
characters and actions ascribed to the gods and heroes
contained much that was repugnant to the nltered moral
feelings of a more civilized epuch: already Xenopha-
nes, one of the earliest Grecian philosophical inquirers,
composed poems to denounce, in the most velement
terms, the stories related of the gods by Heslod and
Homer, “the universal instructor,” as he terms him.
But, more than all, the commencement of physical
science, and intelligent observation of nature, intro-
duced a conception of the universe, and a mode of
interpreting its phenomena, in contioual conflict with
the simplicity of ancient faith; accustoming men to
refer to physical causes and natural laws what were
conceived by their ancestors us voluontary interven-
tions of supernatural beings, in wrath or favor to
mortals.

This altered tonc in the more cultivated part of the
Grecian mind did not, however, proceed to actual dis-
belief in the legendary religion of the people. Man-
kind do not pass abruptly from one connected system
of thought to another: they first exhaunst every con-
trivance for reconciling the two. To break entirely
with the religion of their forefathers would have been a
disruption of old feelings, too painful and difficult for
the average strength oven of superior minds; and could
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not have heen done openly, without incurring a rer-
tainty of the fate, which, with all the precautions they
adopted, overtook Amnaxagoras and Socrates. Baut,
even of the philosophers, there were at first very few
who carried the spirit of free-thinking so far. In gen-
eral, they were unable to emancipate themselves from
the old religious traditions, but were just as little capa-<
ble of belicving them literally.  “The result was a new
impulse, partaking of both the discordant forces, — one
of thosc thousand unconscious compromises between
the rational convictivns of the mature man, and the
indelible illusions of early faith, religious as well as
patriotic, which human affuirs are so often destined to
exhibit.” The legends, in their obvious sense, were no
longer eredible ; but it was necessary to find for them a
meaning in which they could be believed. And hence
a sorics of cfforts, continued with incereasing cnergy
from the first known prose historian, Heeateus, to the
Neoplatouic adversarios of Cluistianity in the school of
Alexandria, to which the nearest parallel is the attempts
of Paulus and the German rationalists to explain away
the Hebrew Scriptures. Rejected in their obvious in-
terpretation, the narratives were admitted in some other
sense, which stripped them of the divect intervention of
any deity. They were represented either as ordinary
histories, colored by poetic ornament, or allegories, in
which moral instruction, physical knowledge, or esoterie
religious doctrines, were designedly wrapped up. The
succession of these rationalizing explanations is recount-
ed at length, with great learning and philosophy, by
Mr. Grote.

His opinion of the historical system of explanation

VOL. 11 26
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has been seen in the preceding extracts. Without
being more favorable, on the whole, to the allegorical
theory, he yet makes a concession to it, with which, if
we rightly understand his meaning, we are compelled
to disagree. Ile says,* “Though allegorical interpre-
tation occasionally lands us in great absurdities, there
are certain cases in which it presents intrinsic evidence
of being genuine and correct, —i.e., included in the
original purpori of the story;” and he instances the
tale of Ate and the Litze in the ninth book of the * Iliad,”
which, he says, no one can doubt, carries with it an
intentional moral. Now, it seems to us that this
remark allows either too much to allegory, or not
enough,

Every reader of the " Iliad,” even in translation, must
be familiar with this fine passage, in which Ate (by
Mr. Grote translated * reckless impulse ”) is represented
as a gigantic figure, who stalks forth furiously, dif-
fusing ruin; and Lite, or Prayers, daughters of Zeus
or Jupiter, as slowly limping after her to hcal the
wounds she has made. Now, if the poet did not
believe the persomal existence of Ate and the Lite;
if he employed what he knew to be a mere figure of
speech as & means of giving greater impressiveness to
a general remark respecting the course of human
affairs, — the passage is then rightly termed allegorical.
But if, as we conccive, such employment of the lan-
guage of Polytheism in a merely figurative sense
ncither existed nor could exist until Polytheism was
virtually defunct; if the use of religious forms as a
simple artifice of rhetoric would have appeared to

* Vol. i, p. 570.
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Homer (supposing the idea to have presented itself at
all) an impious profanation; if the poet, in the [ull
simplicity of his religious faith, accepted literally the
personality and divinity of Ate and the Lite, — there is
then no place for the word *allegory,” in its correct ac-
ceptation, That a moral meaning acecompanied in his
mind the religious doctrine, and even suggested it, we
at once admit : but he personified and deified the moral
agencies concerned ; and the story, as Miiller says of
the legend of Prometheus and Epimetheus (Fore-
thought and Afterthought), is not an allegory, but
a myth. Otherwise we must go much further, and
affirm o substratum of allegory in the whole Greek
religion: for the majority of its deities, including
nearly all the more conspicuous of them, are undoubt-
edly personifications of either the physical or the moral
powers of nature; and, this granted, the attributes
ascribed to them would necessarily shadow forth those
which observation pointed cut in the phenomena over
which they were supposed to preside.

The natural history of Polytheism iz now well
understood. Religion, though ex v termini preter-
natural, is yet a theory for the explanation of nature,
and generally runs parallel with the progress of human
conceptions of that which it is intended to explain;
each step made in the study of the phenomena deter-
mining a modification in the theory. The savage,
drawing his idea of power from his own voluntary
impulses, ascribes will and personality to every indi-
vidual object in which he beholds a power beyond his
control ; and at once commences propitiating it by
prayer and sacrifice. This original Fetfishism, to-
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wards natural objects which combine great power with
a well-marked individuality, was prolonged far inte the
period of Polytheism proper. The Gaia of Hesiod,
mother of all the gods, was not a goddess of the earth,
but the earth itsclf; and her physical are blended with
her divine atfributes in a singular medley. The sun
and moon, not deities residing therein, were the ohjects
of the ancient Grecian worship: their identification
with Apollo and Artemis belongs to a much later age.
The Hindoos worship as a goddess the river Ner-
budda, —not a deity of the river, but the river itself;*
and if they ascribe to it sex, and other attributes
inconsistent with the physical characteristics of the
natural object, it is from inability to conceive the idea
of personality, except in conjunction with the ordinary
human impulses and attributes. The Homeric Sca~
mander is scarcely other than the animated river itself;
and the god Alpheus, who pursues Arcthusa through
the ocean, is the actual river, flowing through the salt
waves without mixing with them, and at length com-
bining its waters in indissoluble union with those of
the fountain it loves.

But where natural objects are not thus strikingly
individualized ; where the mind can at once recognize,
in a multitude of things, one and the same power of
affecting human interests, — its tendency is not to deify
the objects, but to placc a deity over them, who, him-
gelf invisible, rules from a distance 2 whole class of
phenomena. Bread and wine arc great and beneficent
powers ; but the blindest Fetish-worshipper never proba-

* See, for interesting details, “ Rambles and Recollections of an Indian
Oficial,”’ by Lieut.-Col. Slecmany vol. i ehap. iii.
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hly offered prayer or sacrifice to an individual loaf or
wine-flask, but to an invisible Dacchus or Cercs, whose
body, being unseen, is naturally assimilated to the
human, and who is theneeforth handed over to the poets
to exalt and dignify. Thus the first and most obvious
step 1n the generalization of nature, by arranging
objects in classes, is accompanied by a corresponding
generalization of the gods. Iire, being n more myste-
rioug as well as a more terrible agent, has, in some
religions, been an object of direct worship; but in
Homer we find the transition completely effected from
the worship of fire to that of the fire-god, IHepliastos.
Thunder, the most awful of all, was universally re-
ceived as the attribute of the most powerful of deities,
the ruler of gods and men. As thought advanced, not
only all physical agencies capable of ready generaliza-
tion, —as Night, Morning, Sleep, Death, together with
the more obvious of the great emotional agencies,
Beauty, Love, War,—but hy degrees also the ideal
products of a higher abstraction, as Wisdom, Justice,
and the like, were severally accounted the work and
manifestation of as many special divinities. “It be-
came,” us Milller* expresses it, “a general habit to
concentrate every form of spiritual existence, whose
unity was recognized, into an apex, which necessarily
appeared to the mind as a personal entity. Can it be
imagined that Ak, ©u, Mg, Moboa, Xipis, “HBn, "Eowvbe, "For,
could have attained a gencrally believed reality, and
even in some measure divine worship, otherwise than
throngh a necessity, srounded on the epoch of mental

* ¢ Introduction to a Scientific System of Mythology " (p. 61,) recent)+
and very well transtated by Mr. Leitch.
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development, to contemplate in this manner as a unity,
not only every aspect of nature, but also of human
life? Ilow were it possible to pray to Charis, if she
were only viewed as a predicate of hwman or higher
natures? It is cven wrong to consider the worship
paid by the Romans to Virtus, Felivitas, &e., as alle-
gorical in the strict sensc; for then it could be no
worship at all.”

Assuredly these objects of worship were not con-
ceived as ideas, but as persons; whose fundamental
attributes, however, necessarily ran in close analogy
to those of the ideas which they embodied.  Such is the
primitive type of Polythelem, —a thing of no human
invention, but, in the strictest sense of the word, natu-
ral, and of spontancous growth. Afterwards, indeed,
poets and priests did invent stories concerning the gods,
more or less connectad or consistent with their original
attributes, which stories became incorporated with reli-
gion ; and the most popular deities were those concern-
ing whom the most impressive stories had been feigned.
But the legends did not make the religion : the basis of
that was a bond-fide personification and divinization
of the occult causes of phenomena. In thesc views, wa
have no reason to think that we at all differ from MMr,
Grote : but, if there is any point in which his expositions
do not quite satisty us, it is that they do not bring out
strongly envugh this part of the case; that the Greek
religion appears in them too much as a sort of accident,
— the arbitrary creation of poets and story-tellers; its
origin in the natural human faculties and the spontane-
ous tendencies of the uncultivated intellect being indi
cated indeed, but not placed in a sufficiently strong light,
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With this exception, we can hardly bestow too much
fraise on this portion of Mr. Grote’s performance. e
has overcome the difficulty, so great to a modern imagi-
nation, of entering intelligently intv the polytheistic
frame of mind, and conception of nature. In no trea-
tise which we could mention, certainly in no work
connected with Grecian history, do we find so thorough
a comprehension of that state of the human intellect in
which the directly religious interpretation of pature is
paramount ; in which every explanation of phenomena,
that refers them to the personal agency of a hidden
supernatural power, appears natural and probable, and
every other mode of accounting for them ineredible;
where miracles are alone plausible, and explanation by
natural causes is not only offensive to the reverential
feelings of the hearer, but actually repugnant to his
reason, so contrary is it to the habitual mode of inter-
preting phenomena, —a state of mind made perfectly
intelligible by our knowledge of the Ilindoos, and
nowhere better exhibited than in the pictures given by
near observers of that curious people, who reproduce in
so many respects the mental characteristics of the infan-
ey of the human race.*

Though many topics discussed in Mr. Grote’s vol-
umes arc more important, there i1s none more interest-
ing, than the authorship of the Homeric poems, regard-
ed by all antiquity as the production of one great poet
(or at most two, for the “Iliad” and © Odyssey ), but

* Tt is much to be regretted that so few such pictures are extant. We
recommend, as one of the most instructive, the work, already referred to, of
Col. Sleeman, —& book which may be called, without exuggeration, * The
Hindoos painted hy Themselves.”
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which the scepticism of a recent period has pronounced
to e corpilations wade us late as the time of Disistra=
tus, from a multitudinous assemblage of popnlar hallads.
Now, however, that the Wolfian hypothesis seems
nearly abandoned in the country in which it arose, the
notion that such productions could have been manunfac-
tured by piecing and dovetailing a number of short
poems originally distinet, may be ranked, along with
many other conceits of learned ingenuity, in the class
of psychological curiosities. We are awarc of no
argunent on the Wolfian side of the controversy which
really deserves any weight, except the difficulty of
conceiving that such long poems could bave been com-
posed and handed down to posterity by memory alone :-
for that they were produced prior to the nse of writing,
is certain, from many considerations,* and especially
from tho abacnce of the emallest allusion to such an art
in the whole eight and forty books; though so full of
notices and descriptions of almost every usctul or orna-
mental process which can be supposed to have been in
existence in that early age, that they have been said to
be a summary of all the knowledge of the time. The
preservation of such works, without help from writing,
is no doubt, at the first aspect of the matter, surpris-
ing, but only because in this, as in so many other
things, we antedate our modern experience, and apply
to early ages the limited standard of our own. It is
well said by Plato in the " Phedrus,” that the inven-
tion of letters was the great enfeebler of memory. In

* These are fully set forth by Mr. Grote, pp. 191 to 197 of his second
volume; and by Miilter, * History of the Literature of Ancient Greece,”
pp.- 37 to 30.
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our time, when the habit is formed of recording al}
things in permanent characters, and when every one
relicg, not on memory, but on the substitutes for it,
we can scarcely form an idea of what its intrinsic
powers must have been, when excrcised and cultivated
as a thing to be sulely depended upon. DBetween the
remembering faculties of the Homerids of Chios, and
those of our degenerate days, there was doubtless as
great a diflerence as hetween the powers of eye and
car of a North-American Indian and those of a Liondon
citizen. Nor was it, ufter all, more difficult to retain
a single poem of twenty-four books, than twenty-four
poems of one book each, which is rauch less than must
have formed the stock in trade of any celebrated oo,
As for the poet himself, he doubtless, as he proceeded
in the composition, wrote his poem, as it were, on the
raemory of the younger bards, by whom it is consonant
to the manners of that age that he should have been
surrounded.

Those who assert the essential unity of the Homeric
poems by no means deny that therc may have been,
and probably were, interpolations, and even additions
of some length, made, either by the same or by other
poets, to the original plan. This is the ground taken
by Mr. Grote. He rejects the Pisistratean hypothesis.
He maintains, from internal evidence, the complete
unity of plan and authorship in the *Odyssey.” e
claims a like unity for the greater part of the *Iliad,”
but argues for an amount of subsequent addition to the
poem greater than we can bring ourselves to consider
probable. 'We shall give, in his own words, what is
peculiar to his theory :—
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“The first book, together with the eighth, and the books
from the eleventh to the twenty-second inclusive, seem to form
the primary organization of the poem, then properly an
Achillcis ;5 the twenty-third and twenty-fourth bouks ars
additions at the tail of this primitive poem, which still leave it
nothing more than an enlarged Achilleis: but the books from
the second to the seventh inclusive, together with the tenth,
are of a wider and more comprehensive character, and convert
the poem from an Achillejs into an Ilind. The primitive
frontispiece, inseribed with the anger of Achilles and ite direct
consequences, yet remains, after it has ceased to be co-exten-
give with the poem. 'The parts added, however, are not ne-
cessarily inferior in merit to the original poem: so far is this
from being the case, that amongst them are comprehended
some of the noblest efforts of the Grecian epie.  Nor are they
more recent in date than ihe original; strielly speaking, they
must be a little more recent: but they belong to ihe same
generation, and state of socicty, as the primitive Achilleis.

“ Nothing can be more striking than the manner in which
Homer concentrates our attention, in the first book, upon
Achilles as the hero, his guarrel with Agamemnon, and the
calamities of the Greeks, which are held out as about to ensue
from it, through the intercession of Thetis with Zeus. DBut
the incidents dwelt upon from the beginning of the second
book down to the combat between Hector and Ajax in the
geventh, animated snd intcresting as they are, do nothing to
realize thiz promise: they arc a splendid pieture of the Lrojan
war gcuerally, and eminently suitable to that larger title
under which the poein has been immortalized; but the conse=
quences of the anger of’ Achilles do not appear until the eighth
book. The tenth book, or Doloneia, is also a portion of ihe
Thiad, but not of the Achilleis; while the ninth book appears
to he a subsequent addition (T ventnre fo say, an unworthy
additien), nowise harmonizing with that main stream of the
Achilleis, which flows from the cleventh book to the twenty«
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second. The ecighth book ought to be read in immediate
conneciion with the eleventh, in order to sce the struciure of
what scems the primitive Achilleis; for there are several pas-
sages in the eleventh and the following books, which prove
that the poct who eomposed them could not have had present
to his mind the main event of the ninth hook, — the ontponr-
ing of profound humiliation by the Gureeks, and from Aga-
memnon especially, betore Achilles, coupled with formal offers
to restore Brisels, and pay the amplest compensation for past
wrong. ‘The words of Achilles (not less than those of Patroc-
Ius and Nestor) in the cleventh and following books plainly
imply that the humiliation of the Greeks before him, for
which he thirsts, is as yet future and contingent; that no
plenary apology has yet been tendercd, nor any offer made
of restoring Briseis; while both Nestor and Patroclus, with all
their wish to induce him to take arms, nevertheless view him
as one whose ground of quarrel stands still the same as it did
at the beginning. Moreover, if we Jook at the first book, —
the opening of the Achiliets,— we shall see that this prostra-
tion of Agamemnon and the chief Grecian heroes before
Achilles would really be the termination of the whole poem;
for Achilles asks nothing more from Thetis, nor Thetis any
thing more from Zeus, than that Agamemnon and the Greeks
may be brought to know the wrong that they have done to
their capital warrior, and humbled o the dust in expiation of
it. We may add, that the abject terror in which Agamemnon
appears in the ninth book, when he sends the supplicatury
message to Achilles. as it is not adequately accounted for by
the degree of calamity which the Greeks have experienced in
the preceding (eighth) book, so it is Inconsistent with the
gaollantry and high spirit with which he strives at the begin-
ning of the eleventh. ‘The situation of the Greeks only
becomes desperate when the three great chiefs— Agamermnon,
Odysscus, and Diomedes —are disabled by wounds : this is the
irreparable calamity which works upon Patroclus, and through
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him upon Achilles. The ninth book, as it now stands, seemt
to me an addition by a different hand to the original Achilleis
framed so as both to forestall and spoil the nineteenth book,
which is the real reconciliation of the two inimical heroes. I
will venture to add, that it carries the ferocious pride and
egotism of Achilles beyond all admissible limits, and is shock-
ing to that sentiment of Nemesis which was go deeply seated
in the Grecian mind. We forgive any excess and fury
against the Trojans und Iector after the death of® Patroclus;
but that he should remain unmoved by restitution, by abject
supplications, and by the richest atoning presents tendered
trom the Greeks, indicates an implacability more than human,
and certainly such as ncither the poet of the first book, nor
the poct of the last twelve books, seeks to portray.” — Vol. iL.
284-44.

We are alle to go so far with the distinetion drawn
by Mr. Grotc as to admit that he has diseriminated
well between those parts of the “Iliad” which cannot have
been additions to the original plan, and those which
posaibly may. If the poera doos consist of an original
basis and a subsequent enlargement, the books which
he has poiluted vut, or some of them, must be the parts
superadded ; but that they, or even the ninth, to which
he takes such vehement exeeption, really were such
subsequent additions (powerful as are some of the con-
siderations he has urged), he has not succeeded 1n
convincing us.

It is true, the books from the second to the seventh
inclusive in no way forward the action of the poem, as
dependent on the anger of Achilles; and it is remarka-
ble, that, during that interval, Zeus not only suspends
the performance of his promise to Thetis in the first
book, but scems absolutely to have forgotten it, and
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directs his conduct and counscls by totally different
considerations. This last is a serions blemish in tho
construction of the story: but imperfection of work-
manship does not prove plurality of workmen ; and, if
the poet intended to make his poem an Ilias as well as
an Achilleis, there would have been in any case o diffi-
culty of this sort to surmount, which it is not necessary
to suppose that he mus¢ have surmounted successfully.
But, if not strictly belonging to the plan of the Achilleis,
thesc books conduce in a remarkable degree to the eflect
of those parts of the poem which do belong to it. In
no epic is the interest centred cxclusively in one indi-
vidual: even in the Achilleis, not Achilles only, but
the Greeks generally, and even the Trojans, inspire a
keen sympathy; and how mucli that sympathy is pro-
moted by the preliminary books, needs hardly be pointed
out.,  Not only does the success of the Greeks in the
fourth and fifth books greatly deepen the sensc of their
subsequent disaster by giving it the character of a turn
of fortune, while the exploits of the principal heroes,
especially Diomedes and Ulysses, augment the impres-
gion of their difficulties when those heroes are disabled,
but, above all, it is in those books that we become
acquainted with, and interested in, most of the leading
characters of the subsequent epos. Hector especially,
on whom the poet evidently intended that a strong per-
sonal interest should rest, — what ground shounld we
have had for sympathizing with him, were it not for the
beautiful scenes with Paris and lIlclen in the fourth
book, Andromache and Hecuba in the sixth, and Ajax
in the seventh? Without the books which Mr. Grote
striker from the original plan, there would be, if we
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except the amiable characters of Patroclus and Sarpedon,
scarcely any thing in the poem which excites a really
personal interest.

‘With regard to the ninth book, we allow there are
difficulties. The principal is the speech of Achilles to
Patroclus in the eleventh book ; * which certainly seems
to imply that no atoncwent had yet been offered, or
supplication made. Mr. Grote quotes several other
passages, which apparently carry a similar implication,
but none which, we think, it would be difficult to get
over, if this were disposed of. On the other hand, there
are difficulties in his own theory. e gets rid of three
subsequent allusions to the transactions of the ninth
book, by pronouncing them to be interpolations; but
he has overlooked one of greater importance in the six-
teenth, where Achilles says to Patroclus, that the time
has come at which he had said that his revenge would
cease, since the enemy has now reached the ships.t
He had said this nowhere, as the texi now stands,
except in his answer to the embassy. If it be suggested
that thiz passage may also be an interpolation, we shall
still urge that it is not consonant to the character of
Achilles to suppose that he would have so far renounced
his anger as to send aid to the Greeks, even in that

#* Ale Mevocnadn, 76 "ypor kexepiopere Ovug
Niv biw mepl youvar éud orpoéotar’Ayatwde
Awwooutvovg xpeiw yip ikavetat oDKeT’ GvEKTOC.
Iliad, xi. 607.
+ AALL T8 pfv mpoteriyfar Sdoouer ovd' ape mep hy
Aonepyic kexoddofat dvl goeoiy hroe dgpny ye
Ob wpiv pmr1fudy Karamavotuey, dAL dméray o
Nijac épag adiknrac GUTY Te, wTOAENGC TE.
Liad, xvi. 60~54.
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extremity, if’ he had received no offer whatever of atone-
meat or restitution, — if Agamemnon and the Grecks
had not yet acknowledged their fault, and humbled
themselves before him. With respect (o e argu-
nient from the more than human ferocity manifested
by Achilles, and its conflict with the Greek sentiment
of Nemesie, we cannot see the matter in the same light.
It is with great hesitation that we should question any
opinion of Mr. Grote on a point of Greek erudition ;
but we know not what cvidence he has that the peculiar
Greek idea of Nemesis — manifested in the famous
speech of Solon to Creesus, and which afterwards acted
so leading a part in the Athenian drama— had already
begun to exist in the Iomeric age.  We rather believe
it to have been one of the points of difference between
the more solemin and gloomy theology of the historic
age of Grecce and the lively anthropomorphism of
the Homeric Pantheon. We find no traces of it in
Homer or Ilesiod. We find, indeed, severe ven-
geance taken on mortals by the Homeric deities, not
for pride or arrogance generally, but for some special
affront to their own dignity, and particularly for any pre-
sumptuous attempt to dispute their pre-eminence. It
is on such provocation that Thamyris is struck blind by
the Muses, and the children of Niobe destroyed by the
arrows of Apollo and Artemis. But no such offence
is offered by Achilles in the ninth book, nor any dis-
obedience to the divine powers. No god or goddess had
commanded him to lay aside his wrath, as Pallas, in
the first baok, restrains him from drawing his sword ;
and Zcus, in the twenty-fourth, enjoins him, through
Thetis, to restore the body of Hector. To these inti-
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mations he is at once obedient, and is represented
throughout as an eminently pious hero. Nor are we
at all inclined to admit that his implacability exceeds
what the sentiment of that age would allow of in a
character of vehement passion. Ile is not intended
for a faultless hero; nor does he show any ferocity in
the ninth book at all comparable to that which he dis-
plays in the sixteenth, where, in the very act of sending
forth Patroclus to aid the Greeks, he utters a fervent
wish, that not one Greck or Trojan might he lefo alive,
but they two might alone survive to conquer Troy.
Nor can we forget that several of the nobler character-
istics of Achilles are nowhere so cffectually manifested
as in the ninth book ; the princely courtesy, rivalling
the best conceptions of chivalrous romance, in  his
reception of the embassy; and that abhorrence of
disguise, also wore resembling the knightly than the
Hellenic model, but so necessary to the ideal of his
character, which he emphatically announces in the lines
8o often quoted : —
Eixfodc yap ot wevor, buwy, didao whinow,
*O¢ &’ érepar ptv kebber qvi gpeoly, dAn de Palet.

With regard to the tenth book, we think there is
weight in what the eritics have urged, that the suc-
cessful nocturnal enterprise of Diomed and Ulysses is
skilfully interposed, not only to brezk the rapid sne-
cession of one battle upon another, but to re-animate the
spirits and courage of the Greeks after the disasters of
the cighth book. We cannot coincide in Mr. Grote’s
unwillingress to believe “that the author of the fifth
book (or Aristeia of Diomedes) would condescend te
employ the hero whom he there so brightly glorifies —
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the victor even over Ares himself — in slaughtering
newly arrived Thracian sleepers, without any large pur-
pose or mecessity ;7 since to kill men who were de-
fenceless, provided they were encmies, and not ixérar or
suppliants, had little that was repugnant to Greek feel-
ing, even in a more advanced age; while an ambush is
invariably spoken of in the “Iliad” as the most dangerous
gervice, and the most decisive test of courage, to which a
warrior could be exposed. An Homerie audience would
see, in this unchivalrous massacre, only the real intre-
pidity of the two heroes, in venturing alone, and for
8o perilous a purpose, into the camp of their sleeping
enemies; and, in the IHomeric point of view, it was
doubtless an exploit worthy of the most distinguished
warriors.

That Mr. Grote should think it possible for the two
concluding books to be additions, we confess surprises
use. We cannot imagine how, with the ideas of the
Greceks, both in the Ilomeric age and subsequently, re-
specting the rites of sepulture, the action of a Greek
epos could ever have been complete umntil the two
heroes, whose successive deaths formed the catastrophe
of the poem, had received the accustomed funeral hon-
ors. Nor would a Greek aundience, we think, have
tolerated that Fector, the beloved of Zeus, whose death
he so unwillingly concedes to Destiny and the public
opinion of Olympus, should have been abandoned by
him, when dead, to the ignominious fate designed, and
in part exccuted, by Achilles. 'We need not point out
how much the character of Achilles himself wonld losa
of its interest, without the exquisite manner in which its

softer elements are culled forth by the interview with
voL. II. 26
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Priam ; and though it may be true that ®the Homeric
man would euter {ully into the thirst of revenge felt by
Achilles,” excessive and brutal as that revenge was,
it is assuming too much to suppose that the Homecrie
man would have sympathized with Achilles exclusively.
Such, certainly, was not Homer’s purpose, as there are
evidences enough even in the Achilleis to prove.

The chapter on the “State of Society and Manners
as exhibited in Grecian T.egend” is sound and judicious;
but, on this subject, previous writers had not left so much
to be performed. A point of originality, in Mr. Grote’s
treatmuent of it, is the comparison kept up between the
characteristics of the heroic and those of the historical
period. Thus, for example, the sense of obligation in
the Homeric period is exclusively of a personal kind.
“ Personal feelings, cither towards the gods, the king,
or some near and known individual, fil the whole of
a man’s bosom : out of them arise all the motives to
beneficence, and all the internal restraints upon vio-
lence, antipathy, and rapaeity ; and spceial communion,
as well as s;iccial sclemnities, are essential to their exist-
ence ;” while, in the conceptions of the citizen of his-
torical Athcns, “the great impersonal authority called
The Laws stood out scparately, both as guide and
sanction, distinet from religious duty or private sympa-
thies.” In the Council of Chicfs, and the Agora or
Popular Assembly, which, though with no definite func-
tion or authority, habitually accompany the Homeria
kings, Mr. Grote sees the pre-existing elements of tha
subsequent republican governments. The following is

an important remurk :




FARLY GRECIAN HISTORY AND LEGEXND. 403

“There is yet another point of view in which it behoves us
to take notice of the Council and the Agora as integral por-
tions of the legendary government of the Grecian communi-
ties. We are thus enabled to trace the employment of public
speaking as the standing engine of government, and the proxi-
mate cause of obedicnce, to the social infancy of the nation.
T'he power of speech, in the direction of public affairs, becomes
more and more cbvious, devcloped, and irresistible, as we
advance towards the culminatiug period of Grecian history, —
the century preceding the battle of Charoneia. That its
development was greatest among the most culightened sec-
tions of the Grecian name, and smallest among the more
obtuse and stationary, is matter ol notorious fact; and it is
not less true, that the prevalence of this habit was one of the
chief causes of the intellectnal eminence of the nation gener-
ally. At a time when all the countries around were plunged
comparatively in mental torpor, there was no motive suthi-
ciently present and powertul to multiply so wonderfully the
productive minds of Greece, except such as arose from the
rewards of public speaking. The susceptibility of the muli-
tude Lo thig surl of guldance, their habit of requiring and
enjoying the stimulus which it supplied, and the open discus-
sion, combining regular forms with frce opposition, of prac-
tical matters, political as well as judicial, are the creative
causcs which formed tuch conspicuous adepts in the art of
persuasion. Nor was it only professed orators who were thus
prodaced. Didactic uptitude was formed in the background,
and the speculative tendencies were supplied with interest-
ing phenomena for olservation and combination, at a time
when the truths of physical seience were almost inaccessible.
If the primary effect was to quicken the powers of expression,
the secondary but not less certain result was to develop the
habits of scientific thought. Not only the oratory of Deraos-
thenes and Pericles, and the colloquial magic of Socrates, but
also the philosophieal speculations of 1’lato, and the systematic
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politics, rhetoric, and logic of Aristotle, are traceable to thbe
same general tendencies in the minds of the Greeian people;
and we find the germ of these expansive forces in the Senate

. . " .
and Agora of their legendary government.” — Vol i, pp.

105-6.

Incidental remarks of this nature, on the influcnce
of circumstances in forming the pecular Grecian char-
acter and civilization, occur largely in the first two
chapters on historical Greece; viz., on its geography,
and on * the Hellenic people generally in the early his-
torical times.” Mr. Grote does not give these specula-
tions for more than they are worth, Fe does not
affect to exhaust the subject, nor pretends that the
causes he assigns account for the whole of the effect,
but points out the natiral tendencies of each influential
fact as it successively passes under his review. The
following (vol. ii. pp. 298-302) is a favorable speci-
men : —

“The configuration of the Grecian territory, so like in
many respects to that of' Switzerland, produced two effects of
greab moment upon the character und history of the people.
Io the first place, it materially strengthened their powers of
defence ; it shut up the country azainst those invasions from
the interior, which sucecessively subjugated all their continental
colories ; and it at the sune time rendered each fraction more
difficult to be attacked by the rest, so as to exercise a certain
conservative influence in assuring the tennre of actual possess-
ors.  But in the next place, while it tended to protect each
secrion of Grecks from being conquered, it also kept them
politically disunited, and perpetuated their separate autonomy.
It fostered that powerful principle of repulsion, which disposed
cven the smallest township to constitute itself a political unit
spart from the rest, and to resist ull idea of coalescence with
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others, either amicable or compulsory. To a n odera reader,
accustomed to large political aggregations, and securities for
good government through the representative system, it requires
a certain menlal effort to transport himself back to a time
when even the smallest town clung so tenaciously to its right
of seli-legislation. Neverthieless, such was the general habit
and feeling of the aucient world, throughout Ilialy, Sicily,
Spain, and Gaul: among the Hellenes it stands out more con-
spicuously, for several reasons, — first, because they secm to
have pushed the multiplication of antonomous units to an
extreme point, seeing that even islands not larger than Pepa-
rethos and Amorgos had two or three separate city communis
tics; secondly, because they produced, tor the fist (ine in the
history of mankind, acute systematic thinkers on ratters of
government, amongst all of whom the idea of the autonomous
city was accepted as the indispensable basis of political spec-
ulation ; thirdly, becanse this incurable subdivision proved
finally the cause of their ruin, in spite of pronounced intel-
lectual superiority vver their conquerers; and, lastly, because
incapacity of political coalescence did not preclude 2 powerlul
and extensive sympathy between the inbabitants of all the
separate cities, with a constant tendency to fraternize for
numerous purposes, social, religious, recreative, intelloctual,
and wmsthetical. . . .

“Nor is it rash to suppose that the same [geographical]
causes may have tended to promote that unborrowed intel-
lectual development, for which they stand so conspienons.
Generzl propositions respecting the working of climate and
physical agencies wpon character are indeed treacherous; for
our knowledge of the globe is now sufficient to teach uvs, that
heat and cold, mountain and plain, sea and land, moist and
dry atmosphere, are all consistent with the greatest diversities
of resident men. ., . . Nevertheless, we may venture to note
certain improving influences, conneeted with their geographieal
position, at a time when they Lad no books to study, snd no
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more advanced predecessors to imitate. We may remark,
first, that their position made them at once mountaineers and
mariners, thus supplying them with great variety of objects,
sensations, and adventures; next, that each petty community,
nestled apart amidst its own rocks, was sufficiently severed
from the rest to possess an individual life and atributes of its
own, yet not so far as to subtract it fromn the sympathies of
the remainder: so that an observant Greek, commencing
with a great diversity of hali-countrymen, whose language he
understeod, and whoge idiosyncrasies he could appreciate, had
access to a larger mass of social and political experience than
any other man in so unadvanced an age could personally
obtain. The Phenician, superior to the Greck on ship-board,
traversed wider distances, and saw a greater number of
strangers; but he had not the same means of intimate com-
munion with a multiplicity of fellows in blood and language :
Lis relations, eonfined to purchase and sale, did not comprise
that mutuality of action and re-action which pervaded the
erowd at a Grecian festival. The seene which here presented
itself was a mixture of uniformity and variety highly stimu-
lating to the observant thculties of a man of genius, who at
the same time, if he sought to communicate his own impres-
sions, or to act upon this mingled and diverse audicnce, was
forced to shake off what was peculiar to Lis own town or com-
munity, and to put forth matter in harmony with the feelings
of all”

In the six concluding chapters of the second volume,
Mr. Grote comprises the sum of what is known respeet-
ing the early condition of those Grecian States which
have properly no history prior to the Persian invasion,
and brings down the history of the Peloponnesian Grecks
to the age of Croesus and Pisistratus.  The fragment-
ary nature of the information, and thz conscientious
mtegrity of the author, who scruples to supply the defi-
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ciency of certified facts by theory and conjecture, render
these chapters, with one exception, somewhat meagre.
The exception is the chapter which treats of the legis-
lation of Lyeurgus, the earliest Grecian cvent of first-
rate historical importance.

Although of the personality of Lycurgus scarcely
any thing can he said to be known, Mr. Grote entertains
no doubt that such u person existed, and that the pecu-
liar Spartan institutions were the work of a single legis-
lator. Indeed, extraordinary as it may seem that one
man, or even a combination of men, should have had
power not merely to introduce, for that is little, hut to
give enduring vitality to so singular a system of man-
ners and institutions, the system itsclf is so intensely
artificial, that any more cominonplace origin would be
still more improbable: it bespeaks in every part sys-
tematic design.

The reccived view, however, of the Lycurgean re-
forms, and even of the Spartan institutions, Mr. Grote
shows to be, In one important peint, erroneous, — the
supposed equal division of Ianded property. He rejeots
this, not on the score of improbability, — for it is not
in itself so hard te beliove as what Lyeurgus really of-
fected, — but because no mention of it is to be found in
any Greek author who lived while the Lycurgean insti-
tutions were still in force; and there is ample proof that
neither Ilerodotus, Thucyvdides, Xenophon, Isocrates,
Plato, nor Aristotle knew of any such equal division,
cither as connected with Lycurgus or with Sparta. It
rests on the sole testimony of Plutarch; and Mr. Grote
believes it to have been an historic fancy, generated
long after by the regrets and aspirations of the patrioti
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party of which the reforming kings, Agis and Cleo-
menes, were at the head.

“Taking the condition of the city ag it stood in the time
of Agis ITL (say about 250 B.C.), we know that its citizens
had become tew in nuinber, the bulk of them miseralily poor,
and all the land in a small number of hands; the old dizei-
pline and the public mess (as far as the rich were concerned)
degenerated into mere forms: o numerous body of strangers
or non-citizens {the okl xenélasy, or prohibition of resident
strangers, heing long discontinued) domiciled iu she town, and
forming a powerful moneyed interest; and, lastly, the dignity
and ascendeney of the State mmnongst its neighbors altogether
rained, Tt was insnpportable to a young enthusiast like King
Agis, and to many ardent spirits among lis contemporarics,
to contrast this degrajation with the previous glories of the
country; and they saw no other way of reconstructing the old
Sparta, except Ly again admitting the disfranchised poor citi-
zeus, redividing the lands, cancelling all debts, and restoring
the public mess and military training in all their strictness,
Agis endeavored 1o carry through these subversive measures
(such as no demagogue in the exwreme democracy of Athens
would cver have ventured 10 glance at) with the consent of
the senate and public assembly wnd the acquiescence of the
rich.  His sincerity is attested by the fact, that his own prop-
erty, and that of his female velatives, among the larmest in
the State, was ¢t ag the firet =acrifice into the common stock.
But he becune the dupe of unprineipled coadjutors, and poer-
ished in the unavailing attempt to realize his scheme by
persuasion. Iz successor, Kleomends, afterwards aceom-
plished by violence a change substantially similar, though the
intervention of forecign arms speedily overtlirew both himsclf
and his institutions.

“Now, it was under the state of public opinion which gave
birth to these projects of Agis and Kleomends at Sparta, that
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the historic fancy, unknown to Aristotle and his predecessors,
first gained ground, of the absolute equality of property as
a primitive institution of Lycurgus. How much such a belief
would favor the schemes of innovation, is too obvions to
require notice; and, without supposing any deliberate impos-
ture, we cannot be astonished that the predispositions of
enthusiastic patriots interpreted according to their own par-
tialities an old unrecorded legislation from which they were
separated by more than five centuries, The Lycurgean dis-
cipline tended forcibly to suggest to men’s minds the {dea of
equality among the citizens, — that is, the negation of inequal-
ity not founded on some personal attribute, ~—inasmuch as it
assimilated the habits, enjoyments, and capacities of the rich to
those of the poor; and the equality thus existing in idea and
tendency, which secmed {o proelaim the wish of the founder,
was strained by the later reformers into a positive institution
which he had ac first realized, but from which his degenerate
followers had receded. . . . Wo shall readily believe that
[this hypotliesis] would find easy and sincere credence, when
we recollect how many similar delusions have obtained vogue
in modern times far move favorable to historical accuracy ;
how much false coloring has been aftached by the politieal
teeling of reeent days to matters of ancicnt history, — such as
the Saxon Witenagemote, the Great Charter, the rise and
growth of the Fnglish 1louse of Commons, or even the Poor
Law of Elizabeth.,” — Vol. ii. pp. 527-30.

The peculiarity of Sparta was not equality of for-
tuncs, but a consistent attempt to make rich and poor
live exactly alike; and live not for themselves, but as
the creatures and instruments of the ideal being called
the State. The expedient used by the legislator to
effect this, was to destroy, not private property itself,
but the possibility of any separate enjoyment of it. By
a stated contribution in kind from cvery citizen, publio
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tables were maintained, at wlhich all Spartans, from
ehildhood to death, took regularly the same frugal meal
The Spartan citizen —

“ Lived habitually in public, always either himself under
drill, gymnastic and military, or a critic and spectator of
others,— always under the fetters and observances of a rule,
partly military, partly monastic; estranged from the independ-
ence of a scparate home; secing his wife, during the first
years after marriage, only by stealth; and maintaining little
peculiar relation with his children. The smveillance not only
of his fellow-citizens, but also of authorized censors or cap-
tains, nominated by the State, was perpetually acting upon
him: his day was passed in public exercises and meals, his
night in the public barrack to which he belonged. . . .

“The parallel of the Lycurgean institutions is to be found
in the Republic of Plato, who approves the Spartan principle
of scleet gnardians, carefully trained, and administering the
community at discretion : with this mormentous difference, in-
deed, — that the Spartan character formed by Lycurgus is of
a low type, rendered savage and fierce by exelusive and over-
done bodily discipline, destitute even of the elements of let-
ters, immersed In their own narrow specialties, and taught
to despise all that lay beyond; possessing all the qualities
requisite to procurc dominion, but none of those calculated
to render dominion popular or salutary to the subject; while
the habits and attributes of the guardians, as shadowed forth
by Plato, are enlarged as well as philanthropic, qualifying
them not simply to govern, but to govern for purposes pro-
tective, conciliatory, and cxalted. Both Plato and Aristotle
conceived as the perfection of socicty something of the Spartan
type, — 2 select body of equally privileged citizens, disengaged
from industrious pursuits, and subjected to public and uniform
training ; both admit (with Lycurgus) that the citizen belongs
neither to himself nor te his family, but to his city; both at
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the same time note with regret, that the Spartan training wags
turncd only to onc portion of human virtuc, — that which is
called forth in a state of war; the citizens were converted
into a sort of garrison, always under drill, and always ready
to be called forth either against Helots at home, or against
enemies abroad. . .. When we contemplate the general inse.
curity of Grecian life in the ninth or eighth century before
the Christian era, and especially the precarious condition of a
small band of Dorian conquerors in Sparta and its distriet,
with subdued Tlclots on their own lands, and Achwans un-
subdued all around them, . . . the exclusive aim which Lycur-
gus proposcd to himself is easily understood; bat what is
truly surprising is the violence of his means, and the success
of the result. He realized his project of creating, in the eight
or nine thousand Spartan citizens, unrivalled habits of obedi-
ence, hardihood, self-denial, and military aptitude; complete
subjection on the part of each individual to the local public
opinion, and preference of death to the abandonment of
Spartan maxims; intense ambition on the part of every one
to distinguish himself within the prescribed sphere of duties,
with little ambition for any thing clse. In what manner so
rigorous a system of individual training can have been first
brought to bear upon any community, mastering the course
of the thoughts and actions from boyhood to old age,—a
work far more difficult than any political revolution, — we
are not permitted to discover; nor does even the influence of
an caruest aud encrgetic Ilerakleid man, seconded by the still
more powerful working of the Delphian god behind, upon the
strong pious susceptibilitics of the Spartan mind, cufficiently
explain & phenomenon so remarkable in the history of man-
kind, unless we suppose them aided by some combination of
co-operating circumstances which history has not transmitted
to ug, and preceded by disorders so exaggerated as to render
the citizens glad to escape from them at any price.” — Vol. ii.
pp- 504-519. :
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There is indeed no such instance of the wonderful
pliability, and amenability to artificial discipline, of tle
human mind, as is afforded by the complete success of
the Lacedemonian legislator, for many generations, in
making the whole body of Spartan citizens a¢ Sparte
exactly what he had intended to make them. At
Sparta, it must be said; for a Spartan out of Sparta,
at least during his country’s ascendency, was not only
the most domineering and arrogant, but in spite of, or
rather by a natural re-action from, his ascetic training,
the most rapacious and corrupt of all Greeks: no one
fell so easy a victim to the temptations of luxury and
splendor. Yet such habitual abnegation of ordinary
personal interests, and merging of self in an idea, were
not compatible with pettiness of mind. Most of the
anecdotes and recorded sayings of individual Lacedae-
monians breathe a certain magnanimity of spirit; al-
though the Lacedzmonian State, which was the object
of this worship, and was accustomed not to give but
to receive sacrifices, was memorable for the peculiar
pettiness of its political conduct, —a selfishness so
excessive, as, by the blindness and even the un-Spartan
cowardice which it engendered, perpetually to frustrate
its own ends.

Such were the Spartans, — those hereditary Tories
and Conservatives of Greece, — objects of exaggerated
admiration to the moralists and philosophers of the far
nobler as well as greater and wiser Athens; because
the second-rate superior minds of a cultivated age and
nation are usually in exaggerated opposition against its
spirit, and lean towards the faults contrary to those
against which they are daily contending. To men who
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felt called upon to stand up for Law against Will, and
for traditional wisdom against the subtleties of sophists
and the arts of rhetoriclans, Sparte was the standing
model of reverence for law, and attachment to anecient
maxims. The revolutions which incessantly menaced
every other Grecian State, and from which even Athens
was not wholly secure, never threatened Sparta. The
steadiness of the Spartan polity, and the constancy of
Spartan maxims, were to the Greeks highly imposing
phenomena. "It was the only government in Greece
which could trace an unbroken peaceable descent from a
high antiquity, and from its real or supposed founder ;”
and this, we think with Mr. Grote, was one of the
main causes “of the ustonishing ascendency which the
Spartans acquired over the Hellenic mind, and which
they will not be found at all to deserve by any superior
ability in the conduet of affairs. The steadiness of
their political sympathies — exhibited at one time by
putting down the tyrants or despots, at another by
overthrowing the democracies — stood in the place of
ability ; and even the recognized failings of their gov-
ernment were often covered by the sentiment of respect
for its early commencement and uninterrupted continu-
ance.” — Vol. ii. p. 477.

The reader who is conversant with the cxisting state
of knowledge respecting the Grecian world, will gather,
from what has been laid before him, that, as a contribu-
tion to that knowledge, the present work is of high
performance, and still higher promise. The author is
not surpassed, even by German scholarship, in intimate
and accurate acquaintance with the whole field of Greek
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literature and antiquity ; while none of his predecessors
liave approached to him in the amount of philosophy
and general mental accomplishment which he has
brought to bear upon the subject.

It has been made an objection to the volumes now
published, that they contain a greater amount of dis-
sertation than of history. To such objectors it may
be replied, that, for the times here treated of, a con-
tinuous stream of narrative is not possible; that those
who desire nothing from history but an amusing story
may find such abundantly provided elsewhere; that it
is as much an historian’s duty to judge as to narrate,
to prove as to assert; and that the same critics would
be the first to reproach a writer who should substitute
for the commonly received view of the facts a view of
his own, without showing by what evidence he was
prepared to substantiate it. There is in this case, too,
the further peculiarity, that what is brought forward as
matter of cvidence is itself ahmost always part and
parcel of the exposition of the Greek mind; and, on
this score alonc, no one who wishes to understand what
Greeee was would desire to see one page of Mr. Grote's
argumentative chapters expunged.

In the present volumes, the style is clear, unaffected,
and often very apt and vigorous. If we have a com-
plaint to make, it would be of the too-frequent em-
ployment of words of Greek or Latin origin ; some of
them recognized English words, though not in common
usec, but others purely of his own invention, and unin-
telligible except to scholars. Tn some eases, donbtless,
the words are needed, and carry their explanation along
with them : such a word as * autonomous,” conveying a
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political idea not exactly expressed by any modern word
or phrase, is its own sufficient justification; and the
same may be said of " gens,” a word borrowed from
Roman history to express a combination of religions
and political ideas familiar to antiquity, and the same,
substantially, which Niebuhr has proved that the term
denoted at Rome. DBut many cases would be found, in
a careful revisal of these volumes, in which similar hard
words arc used to convey a meaning which might be
perfectly expressed by phrases generally intclligible.
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