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Where will our herc next appear? No one, we think, could have pre-
diccted this citation. In Kingsley Amis's Jake's Thing, the protagonist
{in this case a well-chosen term) is having problems with what his
unfriendly psychiatrist calls his "'1ib-eedo"; he haan't lost the
ability to perform sexually, but has lost all interest in act and face.
Sent to a sex clinic, he is subjected to various experiments to test
his arousal-reactions, and to keep the different tests from contaminat-
ing each other, he has to be brought down to ground-zero or thereabouts
between experiments. The devlce chosen for this purpose is a book,
from which Amils gives extracts without identifying the source., Alas,
it is all too readily recognized: there are three passages, beginning,
respectively, "Apart from the peculiar tenets of individual thinkers,
there is also in the world at large an increasing tendency to stretch

unduly the powers of society over the individual . . ."; "If all man-
kind minus one were of one opinion . . ."; and '"We take care that,
when there is a change, it shall be for change's sake . . ." (Jake's

Thing, pp. 82-5 of the Penguin ed.; On lLiberty, Collected Works, XVI1l1,
227, 229, 273). On the assumption that the passages have the effect
attributed to them, we have come to three conclusions: it appears
incontrovertible that {a} On Liberty should be seen as part of the
covert campaign for Neo-Malthusianism, (b) the British birthrate began
to drop in 1859 (and not in 1876, as has been thought), and (c) Harriet
Taylor Mill was indeed a joint author of On Liberty. :

This issue features an article by David Levy (National Planning
Association, Washington, D.C.) on the place of Malthusianism, and its
relation to libertarian communism, in Mill's thought. Also included
in this number is a list prepared by Gunter Heismann (Marburg/Lahn,
West Germany) of dissertations on Mill completed ar German, Austrian,
and Swiss universities. We continue with recent publications and
conclude with three book reviews and a progress report ou the Collected
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LIBERTARIAN COMMUNISTS, MALTHUSLANS
aND J. &, MILL WHO 18 BOTH

David Levy

J. $. Mill's social philosophy has been ohscured by failure to come to
grips with the issues in the debate between William Godwin and T. R.
Malthus over the desirability of private property, familial responsi-
bility, marriage, and kindred social iustitutions. The debate seems

to begin with a thesis advanced by David Hume. As part of his dispute
with Johu Locke, Hume puts forward a theory of property escablishing
that property exists, and only exists, in conditions of limiccd heneve-
lence and scarcity. hat is, in sitvarions elther with benevolence or
without scarcity we do not observe property.® What if, Godwin argues.
as if in opposition to part of Hume's argument, scarcity is artificial,
a creation of propertv itself? 1f the resr of Hume's analvsis were
correct, would nct ahollshing property :create general benevolence?

This is the Goudwinlan chalienge to a system of privare propertwv, the
claim ¢hatr an egalitarian discriburiou of income and an otner-regarding
morality are ce-aetermining.

There is an interesting problem denoting Godwin's social ohilescpny
since it does not fit neatly into any oi the modern "isms." Since
Godwin's proposal ro share communal resources equally without regard
to production is advanced to free people from the constraints both of
government and of property, perhaps it is not inappropriate to char-
acterize his philosophy as "libertarian commnnism.” An alteruarive
characterization, "philosophical anarchism,” requires a supplementary
proviso that Godwin opposes property as well as government.® Making
his case against property to unbind the constraint he sees to human
development, Godwin has no brief even for redistribution which is noc
accompanied by a corresponding change in the motivation of individuals.”

Malthus attacks Godwin on the grounds that scarcity is matural
because human motivation is not a pelicy variable, that human wants
are insatiahle, and caunot be bound by social concern. Waiving con-
sideration of communism's reduction of the iuceutive to labour, Mal-
thus bases his attack ou what we know about the sexual passicns of men
and women aud about the potential of agricultural preoducticn. A
libertarian communism abolishes the material responsibility for mar-
riage by makiug each responsible for evervene's children. If the
insatiability of human wants is a giveu, the constraints to appropri-
ation of resources to support children provided by a moral law are
ephemeral without the supplemeut of the constraints inhereut [u a
system of private property.

The fascinatiug paradox of Mill's social philosophy is that, as
the great spokesman for Malthusianism in the latter balf of the nine-
teenth century, he defends a libertarian communism ou the Godwinian
grounds that the abolition of private property would bring with it a
moral law strong enocugh to provide the requigsite constraints to
appropriation. The burden of Mill's argument is to snow that a suc-
cessful libertarian communism would inculcate an altruistic moral
motivation teplacing self-regarding motivation. He defends liber-
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tarian communism by denving the [oundations of economic reducrionism--
the approach to social theory which posits that the goals to which
individuals aspire are constaut.

The Malthusian hackground is vital to an understanding of why the
insrirutional framework for Mill's proposed reform of public opinion
has such a strong religious cast. After we see Malthus showing that
Christianity encourages the sort of irresponsibility which would doom
a liberrarian commupism, we can understand Mill's argument that Chris-
tianity musr be replaced or reformed to serve as the moral basis for

. the new order. Mill looks for a day in which individuals are motri-
* vated only bv general henevolence, the constraints of property becom-—
ing obsclete.®

Arthur Lovejoy has called attention to the vast amonnt of original
work which is fundamentally a selection and rearrangement Ifrom the
common stock of ideas.® Mill's response to Malthus is an example of
such comhinatory origiualicy. He secularizes theological wrilitarian-
ism by specifying the iufinite importance of moral development. See-
ing no reason thatr a competitive process wduld lead to such a develop-
ment, Mill draws upon the theory of an endowed, culture-diffusing
class to effect the motality of social unity. To allow these theories
to guide reality, rather than he faisified by reality, Mill relies
upon a developmental philosophy of social tueory in an Aristotelian
teleology.’ Combined with the technical contributions of Malthusian
theory, these serve as the basis for Mill's defence of libertarian
communism as an institutional reform to force moral, motivational
development.

Although the issues in the Malthusian controversy seem to he of
interest today malnly to hiscorians of economic theory, the ramifica-
tions of this dispute are considerably wider. At its foundation the
libertarian communist gquarrel wicth Malthus is a quarrel with the
gconomic-philosophical tradition of economic reductionism which posits
that the goals to which people aspire are fixed. In the reductionist
tradition differences in economic incentives are necessary and suffi-
cient to explain differences in individual behaviour.® This Fixed
goal assumption allows theorists to distinguish sharply berween social
theory and the reality which sceial theory describes. T goals are
not assumed fixed, the social theery which is held by these individu-
als may be shown to influence their goals; hence, we could not separate
social reality from rhe theory describing the reality. Mill's response
to the reductionisct tradition is important because the tradition is
importaut and Mill's response is uot marred by technical deficiencies.

There are two aspects of Malthus's work which provide an important
background for Mill's work. First, Malthus shows that the traditional
economic theory cof pcpulation could he used te analyze the consequences
of a srate which abolished Familial responsibility and private property
without replacing them with some institution imposing responsibility
on individuals for their decision to have children. Second, Malthus
shows that the dictates of traditional Christianity conflict with the
dictates of humanitarianism.’

Malthus presents a cogent analysis of the relation between
libertarian communism and population. The tradirional economic
rtheory of popularion derives the race of population growth, other
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things being equal, from the age of marriape. The earlier individuals
marry, the more childrem they have to support.l“ The costs of suppori-
ing children resulting from a marriage are considered the costs of
marriage. Individuals adjust the age of marriage to vary the cost of
the family. It occurred ro Malthus that a society comstructed on the
principle of libercarian communism would alter the perceived costs of
a family to parents. Under private property individuals are respon-
sible for smpporting their children, so the extra cost of earlier
marriage to soclety, the resources required to feed additional chil-
dren, is borme by these making the decision to marry. The social
costs of children--the resources required to support them--would not
alter under a change from private property to libertarian communism,
What would change dramatically, however, is the cost perceived hy
parents if libertarian communism were adopted. Each individual wouid
receive an equiel share of the communal income. Therefore, the private
costs perceived by parents would fall almost to zero as an exira child,
or rwenty, would only slightly reduce their sihare of the communal
iucome. Malthus's objection 10 communfism ninges upon cthe consedquences
of this divergetice between the private and social costs of a Famils.

Malthus considers cthe fate of a commuuist experiment. All indi-
viduals would be cncouraged to procreate and multiply by the lack of
perceptible costs: "I cannot congeive a form of sociecry so Ifavourable
upon the whole to populacion. . . . AsS we are suppesing no ankiery abouc
the future support of childrenm to exist, T do nocr conceive that there
would be one woman in a hundred, of twenty-three, without a family."'’
The fundamental instabilicy of any liberrariau communism resulcs from
the divergence becrween the private and social costs of a family:
"while everv mau felt secure chat all his children would be well pro-
vided for by general benevolence, the powers of cthe earth would be
abzclucely inadequate to produce food for the population which would
inevitably ensue; . . . some check to population therefore was imperi-
ouslv called for; chat the most natural and obviocus check seemed to be
to make everv man provide for his own children. . . ."!? Godwin's
response concedes the force of this argument: "1t is true, the i1l
consequences of a uumercous f[amily will not come so coarsely home to
each mau's iudividual interest, as they do at present. It is true, a
man in such a state of societw might say, If my childreu cannot sub-
sist at mv expeuse, let them subsist at the expense of mv neighbour.”1

Malchuas further claims that some forms oI poor laws allow individ-
uals to pass the costsz of supporting a family to society, encouraging
populacion growth. Malthus's analvsis establishes the possibility ef
perverse poor velief: chose forms of poer laws which approximare a
libercarian communistic income disrribution encourage rapid increase
of populacien; hence, tnev benefit the subsidized poor at the expense
of the independent poor.'® However, he conjeccures that it would be
possible to design a poor law which did not preduce a subscancial
divergence betweeu the private aud the social costs of ¢hildren. IT
poor relicf was imposed under stringent sumptuarw controls, individ-
uals would not marry expecting to receive poor relief.!” If Malthus's
coujecture was correct, it would be possible ro provide some agsist-
ance [or distress without financing poor relief by making independent
labourers puorer.

Fl
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Mill's Maltbusianism is shaped by Nassau Senior's contributions to
population theory and policy. Senior's study leading to the New Poor
Lav of 1B34 provides the cutting, empirical edge of later Malthusian
policy propesals and theory., 1t advanced the view that a non-perverse
poor law could be designed along the lines of Malthus's conjecrure.
Moreover, his study shows it possible to explain behaviour in different
societies by variation in incentives, But Senior is hardly an uncriti-
cal disciple of Malthus, 1n his first exposition of classical popula-
tion theory, he points ont that the terminclegy Malthus uses suggests
hoth the empirically false propositions that wages could not persist
above subsistence and that livin§ standards have not risen in the
course of economic development.l This terminolog%cal confusion is ar
issue in the exchange between Senior and Malthus, ' an exchange which
however, does not jeopardize Senior’'s good standing as a Malthusianm,
lndeed, Malthns's conjecture is confirmed by Senior's investigation of
the European and American experience with peoor relief, which reveals
that the British experience of rapidly increasing expenditure for poor
relief is almost unique. This intersocial’ difference could be
explained by the private cost of availing oneself of poor relief in
these different societies. Where poor relief is sufficiently unpleas-
ant, societies do not suffer the British experience.

The economic literature of the period following the New Poor Law's
establishment stresses the importance of the quantitative divergence
between the private and the social costs of a family for populaticn
growth. Social policy tying poor asslstance to sumptuary controls
forms the humane equivalent of the threat of starvarion., Economists
stress that there are quantitative issues involved in the poor-law
controversy.?' TFor example, Mill uses Senior's findings to argue
against Harriet Martineau's statement of David Ricardo's position that
all forms of poor relief are perverae.22 indeed, Mill's Principles
contains a lengthy summary and exposition of the findings of Senior's
s\tud}'.23

Towards the end of the nineteenth century, the Malthusian position
forms a stock cbjectlen tc iibertarian communism.?” Alfred Marshall
points out that the dispute between Godwin and Malthus has a classical
analogy: '"well-meaning enthusiasts, chiefly under French influence,
were proposing communlstic schemes which would enable people to throw
on soclety the responsibllity for rearing their children, . . . 1lt is
interesting to compare Malthus' criticism [of Godwin] with Aristotle's
comments on Plato's Republic (see especially Politics, II, 6)."%°

On the other hand, the moral lssues raised in the Malthusian con-
troversy are visible in Malthus's dispute with traditional Christian
teaching. Christian imperatives prescribe that early marriage, regard-
less of consequence in terms of costs to parents or society, is
desirable to prevent fornication.2® HMen who delay marriage out of
prudence will characteristically not be chaste since they will avail
themselves of the service of prostitutes.Z? Malthus accepts the Chris-
tian characterization of extra-marital sex as vice.2® (But he empha-
tically does not accept the Christian judgment that sexual vice is the
only vice to be considered.??) Malthus's term "moral restralnt”—-
delay of marriage combined with strict chastity--shows his acceptance
of Christian terminoleogy. HNeither Halthus nor his contemporary crities
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thonght moral restraint possible.?" Neo-Malthusians defend mechanicalf
contraception, a step Malrhus refused, to allow individuals the pos-~ '
sibility of both earlier marriage and higher income. E

Given fixed human motivation, Divine imperatives are in confllct,;
This means thar individuals must choose between iuconsistent impera-
tives and explicitly bear ulrimate moral responslbility. Malthus
states this issue direcrly; other Malthusians attempt to evade it by
identifying moral restraint--which is not possible—-with prudential
restraint which is.?® If individuals must choose which Dlvine impera;l
tive to accept, then religion, and the Divinity which it manifests, 3
must be judged with a deeper morality.ah The anti-Christian poteutiali
In Malthusianism is developed elogquenrly by Mill.?® 1t bears some '
relation to his response to economic reductionism.

A definlng characteristic of economic reductionism is a claim that?
the goals to which all individuals aspire are constant. Variation in i
incentives is thns necessary and sufficient to explain variation ia
behavionr., To analvze the futnre course of society, reductionists
presume that human motivation (the goals to which individuals aspire)
is the one stable feature.’" Malthus locates himsell in this tradition
when he criticizes Condorcet's conjecture of the forthcoming organic
perfectibility of man:

EER O

"It may perhaps be said that the world is vet so young, so com-
pletely in its infancy, that it ought not ro be expected that any
difference should appear so so0on.

If this be the case, there is at once an end of all human science,
The whole train of reasonings from effects to causes will be destroyed.
We may shnt our eves to the hook of nature, as it will no longer be of
any use to read 1t. The wildest and most improbable conjectures may
be advanced with as much certainty as the most just and sublime
theories, founded on careful and reiterated experiments. We may return
again to the old mode of philosophising and make facrs bend to systems,
instead of establishing systems upon facts.™?’

Godwin's and Mill's defence of libertarian commnnism operates within
an opposing philosophy of social theory where indeed "facts bend to
systems.” In his first tesponse to Malthns, Godwin asserts that under
libertarian communism moral, morivational development would cccur
spontaneonsly, hut he provides no reason to believe this would be the
case.® Mill provides, if not a reason, at least an elaboration of
the issues.

The issue between the rednctionists and the libertarian communists
is whether it is probable that under libertarian communism individnals
would act out of soeial concern in their family-forming decisions.
Senior's stndy indicated that individuals had shown no sign of doing
so, The empirical issue is whether human motivation is set or whether
it can be expected to "develop'" in response to social change. Although
standard accounts characterize Mill as an empiricist, his approach to
soeial philosophy and economics is much closer to Aristotle's teleology
than to Hume's Newtonianism. Teleology specifies a goal independent of
observed choice; moreover, it specifies that evidence cannot falsify
the theory. That is, divergences between theory and reality may be
the fault of the reality, not the theory.’g For example, an Arisco-
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telian would not regard the nbservation of an irratiomal individual as
falsifying the proposition that all men are rational. The irrational
individual is defective; he bas not attained his potential.“q

Mill finds In Coleridge a technique te defend the potential of
social institurions, in this case an established culture-diffusing
class: "That such a class is likely to be behind, instead of hefore,
the progress of knowledge, is an induction erroneously drawn from the
peculiar circumstances of the last two centuries, and in contradiction
to all the rest of modern history."*! 1t is a shock to nore the
teleological confidence with which Mill dismisses the evidenca of two
centuries. But Mill is concerned with the potential of social Insti-
tutions, not what is artually observed: "'1f we have seen much of the
abuses of endowments, we nave not seen what this country might be made
by a proper administtation of them, LT

The imporrance of the methodological prescriptions in the Logic
for understanding Mill's social philoscphy has been rightly insisted
upon by Robson.”? Mill rcgards the laws of the formation of charactet
as critical; nonetheless, they "cannot be ascertained hy observation
and experiment." Although Mill proposes an apptroach which Karl Porper
would make famous, that a deductive model be constructed which gener-
ates implications which are then compared to realitv,”™ Mill simply
frees his speculations on character development from any empirical
constraint. 1f humans develop, what we learn from observation now may
not be applicable tomorrow. "

We learn from evervthing Mill writes the importance he assigns to
moral development. In sharp contrast to the reductionist claim that
effective moralicty only redirects the means to satisfy given passions[;'6
Mill looks for morality ko change human desires.“’ The reductionists
examine observed morality, whereas what Mill considers morality is
not suhject to empirical constraints. What Mill considers morality is
vital to his defence of libertarian communism.

Mill's explicit statement of the Greatest Happiness Principle in
Utilitarianism contains a distinction between "higher" and “lower"

pleasures.”® Although acute critics have asserted octherwise, this
distinction is not made on the basis of observed choice,'? but on the
basis of the judgment of the most developed creatures, Mill cerrainly
writes in places as if individnals who can attain both will actually
choose the higher pleasure over the lower.’? It is unduly harsh to
read Mill as making this vital distinction on the basis of actual
observation, the absurdity of which he could have learned from any
number of philosophers who write with their eyes open.®! In Fact, he
admits that even more highly developed individuals do not behave the
way their Judgments would suggesct. This revealed non-preference does
not, at least for MiIl, prove their judgments false:

"It may be objeccted, that many who are capable of the higher pleasures,
occasionally, under the inflnence of temptarion, postpone them to the
lower. But this is guite compatible with a2 Full appreciation of the
intrinsic superiority of che higher. Men often, from infirmicy of
character, make their electrion for the near good, though they know it
to be the less valuable; and this no less when the choice is between
twe bodily pleasures, than when it is between bodily and mental. Thev
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pursue sensual indulgences to the Iinjury of health, though perfectlny
aware that health is the greater good.™®? '

lndeed, if Mi1l were arguing that we know what is moral by observing
what moral men do, then he would be advancing a tramsparent circylar.
1ty.®? Hill defines "higher' pleasure in terms of the judgments of
fully develeped individuals, regardless cf how they themselves behaye

The "higher"/'"lower" distinction has consequences for Mill's ggc
philesophy which must be explored. Indeed, in a nutshell, Mill's
normative social philosophy is how to induce individuals to choosge ¢
"higher" pleasure. Equivalently, how do we produce moral, motivationg
development?

Mill's heope for social unity, like Godwin's, is the heart of hig
support of communism:

"Mankind are capable of a far greater amount of public spirit than the
present age is accustomed to suppose pessible. History bears witnessg
to the success with which large boedies of human beings may be trained 3
to feel the public interest their owd. And no scil conld be more
favourable to the growth of such a feeling, than a Communist associa- 1}
ticn, since all the ambition, and the bodily and mental activirty, '
which are now exerted in the pursuit of separate and self-regarding
interests, would require another sphere of employment, and would
naturally find it in the purauit of the genmeral benefit of the com-
monity." 4

The Malthusian challenge is acknowledped; if libertarian communism
eontinues to exist, it must produce moral, motivarional development:

"Another of the objections to Cemmunism 1is similar to that, so often
urged againsr poor-laws: that if every member of the community were
asaured of subaistence for himself and any number of children, on the
sole condition of willingness te work, prudential restraint on the ’
multiplication of mankind would be at an end, and population would
start forward at a rate which would reduce the commuenity, through
successive stages of increasing discomfort, to actual starvation. %
There would certainly be much gromnd for this apprehension if Communism;
provided no motives to restraint, egnivalent to those which it would |
take away. Bur Commnnism is precisely the state of rhings in which

opinien might be expected to declare itself with greatest intensity

against this kind of selfish intemperance. . , . The Communistic scheme,
instead of being peculiarly open to the objection drawn from dangers of
over~population, has the recommendation of tending in an especial degree
to the prevention of that evil.”S® g

Since libertarian communism requires moral, motivaticnal development,
we cannot say what the futnre organization will be like.5® This may
explain why Mill does not worry over the details of the future commun-
istic organizatiom.

Mi1l has relied upon his teleology to "prove" the vital issue,
That is, given that a libertarian communism 1is stable, then meoral
development must occur. What 1f libertarian communism 15 not stable?
What if moral develcpment does not occur? What if the Malthusian
nightmare comes to pass? To consider the gains and losses from a com—
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munist expcriment, it is necesgary to consider the importance which
Mill assipns vo social unicv.

Under libertarian communism the Greatest Happiness Principle, with
itz distinction of higher and lowar pleasures, might be raught as a
religious imperative, since Mill believes tbat religion has the abilitw
to mould characrer. The doctrine of this new religiom is that the
highest of all pleasures is unity with one’s fellow-creatures:

"In an improving state of the human mind, the influences are constantly
on the increase, which tend to generate in each individual a feeling of
unity with all the rast; which feeling, if perfect, would make him
never think of, or aesirec, any beneficial ¢ondition for himself, in

the benefits of which they are not inciuded. 1f we now suppose this
ieeling of unity to he tanght as a religion, and the wnole futce of
gducation, of institutions, and of opinion, directed, as It once was

in the case of religion, to make every person grow up from Infancwv
surrounded on all sides both by the profession and by the praccice of
it, I think that no one, who can realize thjis conception, will fesl

any misgiving about the sufficiency of the nltimate sanction for the
Happiness morality,"®”

We note tnat both in On Liberty and elsewhere Mill explicitly
considers moral development a higher order good than liberty itself:

"Ir is, perhaps, hardly necessary to say that this doctrine is meant

to apply only to human beings in the matnrity of their faculries. . . .
we mav leave out of consideration those backward states of society in
which the race icself may be considered in its nonage. . . . Despotism
is a legitimate mode of govermment in dealing with barbarians, pro-
vided the end be their improvement, and the means justified by actually
effecting that end. Liberty, as a principle, has no application to any
state of rhings anterior to the time vwhen mankind have become capable
of being improved by free and equal discussion. Until then, there is
npthing for them but implicit obedience to an Akbar or a Charlemagne,
if they are so fortumate as to find one."5®

The gamble which Mill is willing for society to take is to free society
Erom all constraints other than the new morality. 1f the gamble fails,
nothing important has been lost, since moral, motivational development
is a higher order good than anything which might be lost. Mill has
secularized Pascal's wager; anv gamble to attain the infinite good is
worthwhile for any finite probability of success. Aany costs of the
zamble vanish because of the hierarchy of his moral universe.

How we can understand the paradox of Mill's Malthusiapism., Mill's
Principles serves as an important forum to diffuse Senior's view thar
variation in self-regarding incentives across societiesf is necessary
and sufficient ro explain variarion in the effects of poor relief,

When behaviour can be reducad o considerations of self-regarding
incentives. people are in a deplorable state of developmenct. Thew
behave ar Malthusiau theory describes. However. if iipertarian con-
muuism 12 to survive, humans must improve fo trauscend Halthusian
t*haory. Humans are not now suited for libkertarian communism;59 ungar
iibertarian communism tne choice is develop or dis. Given Mill's
hierarchical moraliry. this is for him an acceptable gamble.
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NOTES

1p Treatise of Human Nature, ed. L. A. Selby-Bigge (Oxford, 1383}f
494~5. Hume's attack is directed ac a wvital link in Locke's theory gé
property, the assumption now known as the "Lockean proviso,' thac )
appropriation does not reduce the amount left in common for others
{Second Treatise in Locke's Two Treatises of Government, ed. Peter
Laslett, 2nd ed. [Cambridge, 1970], #33). The general context of 1
Hume's dispute with Locke is discussed in David Levy, "Raticonal Choice 3
and Morality: Economics and Classical Philosophv," History of Political
Economy, forthcoming. :

“Enquiry Concerning Political Justice, ed. K. Codell Carter
{(Oxford, 1971), 294-5.

ipasil Willer, The Eighteenth Century {New York, 1940), 230-1,

“Ppolirical Justice, 285. ]

51 agree with John M. Robson, The Improvement of Mankind {TorontoJ
1968), x, that Mill's ethical concerns unify his work. The comstruc-
tion below will show why Himmelfarb's charge of massive inconsiscency
berween On_Liberty and Mill's other works is false. Gertrude Himmel-
farb, On Liberty and Liberalism (New York, 19743, 139: "It was not
only the socialist mode of organization that was at variance with On
Liberty; it was also the reform of human nature required by the new
social organization.' As 1 will argne, even in On Liberty Mill con-
siders moral development a higher order good than liberty, and social- ]
ism is simply a means to attain this moral, motivational development.

5The Grear Chain of Being (Cambridge, 1936), 3.

“This is the subject of an important article by John M. Robson,
"Rarional Animals and Others," in James and John Stuart Mill: Papers
of the Centenary Conference, ed. John M. Rohson and Michael Laine
(Toronto and Buffalo, 1976), 143-60. ;

84 modern exposition of this tradition can be found in George J.
Stigler and Gary S. Becker, 'De Gustibus Non Est Disputandum,"”
American Economic Review, 67 (1977), 76-90. a

More technical discussions of these propositions can be found in-
David Levy, "Ricardo and the lron Law: A Correction of the Record,"
History of Political Economy, 8 (1976), 235-51, and "Some Nermative
Aspects of the HMalthusian Controversy,' ibid., 10 (1978), 271-85.

10Benjamin Franklin, Observations Concerning the lncrease of Man- |
kind, in The Writings of Benjamin Franklin, ed., Albert Henry Smyth
(New York, 1970), II1l, 63-4: "For People increase in Froportion to the
Number of Marriages, and that is greater in Proportion to the Ease andj
Convenience of supporting a Family. When families can be easily sup-
ported, more Persons marry, and earlier in Life." Franklin's descrip
tion of the American experience is characteristic of mnch later work:
"Hence Marriages in America are more general, and more generally early
than in Europe. and if it is reckoned there, that there is but one )
Marriage per Annum among 100 persomns, perhaps we may here reckon two;jj
and if in Europe thev have but 4 Births to a Marriage (many of their 3
marriages being late), we may here reckon 8 . . . (h5). Hume notes J
tnat the practice of infanricide could trick people into marrying
earlier, thinking that they would be able te destroy their children g
{(Esgavs: Moral, Political and Literary [Oxford, 1963}, 298: see also §
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fobert Wallace, A Dissertation on the Numbers of Mankind (18097,
Reprints of Economic Classics [New York, 1969], 8). Adam Smith, An
Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations, Moderu
Library (New York, 1937), 71: "The value of childreu is the greatest
af all encouragenents to marriage., We cannoc, therefore, wonder that
the people in Norch America should generally marry very young
[producing} the great increase occasioned by such early marriages."
Godwin, Politvical Juscice, 304: "lc is impossible where the price of
labour is greatly reduced, and an added population threatens a srill
further rednction, that men should not he considerably under the
influence of fear, respecting an early marriage, and a numerous
family," T. R. Malcthuns, An Essay on the Principle of Popnlation
{1798), ed. Anthony Flew, Penguin Rooks {(London, 1970}, 264: "a con-
siderable number of persons of marriageable age never marry, or Lhev
marry comparatively late, and . . . their marriages are consSequently
less prolific than if thev had married earlier."

YMalthus, Principle of Population (1798), 136.

121pid., 141, '

PIThuughrs Occasioned by the Perusal of Dr. Parr's Spital Sermon,
iu Political Justice (Oxford, 1971), 332.

"7, R. Maltins, &n Essay on the Principle cf Popunlarien (1803},
ed. T. H. Hollingswerch, Evervman Library (London, 1973}, II, 48: "aA
poor man may marry with little or no prospecc of being able to snpport
a family without parish assistance. They mav he said, therefore, ro
rreate the poor which they maintain. . . ." David Ricarde's analysis
of poor relief 1s discussed in Levy, "Ricardo."

'*Malthus, Principle of Popularion {1798), 102,

16Nagsau W. Senior, Two Lectures on Population . . . to which is
added a correspondence between the author and the Rev. T. R, Malthns
(Londou, 1831}, 35-49.

'7Senior, Population, 78-%: "Nothing can be more accurate than
your statement, 'that population is always ready and inclined to
increase faster than {ood, if the checks which repress it are removed.'
But many, perhaps the majority of your readers, adopt che propesition
without the qualifjcation." A lectter from Malthus, in Seaior's Popu-
lation, 65, states: "In no old country thac T have yet heard of, have
cthe wages of labour, 50 determined, been for anmy length of time such
as to maintain wirh ease the largest families. Consequently, in all
old stactes there will alwawvs be a coastant pressure specifically aris-
ing from rhe tendency of food to increase not being so great as the
tendency of population ro increase," Archbishop Whatelv, quoted in
Nassau W, Senior, An Outline of the Science of Political Economw
(Loadon, 1938), 47, emphasizes the verbal issues in the use of "tend-
ency." Hence, J. $. Mill: "Others have attached immense imporrtance to
a correction which more recent political economists have made in the
nere language of the earlier followers of Mr., Malthus' (Principles of
Political Econemy, ed. J. M. Robsen, Collected Works, Vols, TI-ITI
[Toronto, 1963], II, 332).

'"Seniorts Malrhusian reputation troubles cthe Quarrerlv Review.
Before dhe Poor Law Commissica report is issued, G. P. Scrone protests
Senior’s role in the Poor Law inquiry: “He had declared nimself, ex
catnedra, 45 a professcr of pelitical economv, of the opinion al Mr,
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Malthus and Mr. Ricardo, that the only effective way of improving
poor-law is to abolish it in toto" ("The Poor-Law Question," Q
Review, 50 18347, 349-50). __
Nassau W, Senior, Statement of the Provision for the Poor (LOn}
don, 1835), 84: "We have now given a very brief outline of the ingti 3
tutions of those portions of the Continent which appear, from the 3
returns, to have adopred the English principle of acknowledging in
every person a right to be supported by the public. 1t will be
cbserved that in no country, except, perhaps, the Canton de Berne,
compulsory relief produced evils resembling, either in intensity or
extent, those which we have experienced; and that in the majority of §
the nations which have adopted it, the existing system appears to workl

2%5anior, Provision, BS. E

ZlMoyntifort Longfield, Four Lectures on Poor Laws (1834}, in The'd
Economic Writings of Mountifort Longfield, Reprints of Eccnomic Clas- |
sics (Mew York, 1971), 19-30, 75-9, contrasts the right to a minimus 3
income with the perversity of the English practice. A parcticularly 3
acute discussion is found in William' Forster Lloyd, Lectures on ?QEU-
lation, Value, Poor-Laws and Rent (1837), Reprints of Economic Classics]
{New York, 1968), 18-27.

220The recent investigations of the poor-law commission . . . seenm
to us as conclusive in support of the principle of a poor-rate, as
they are in condemnation of the existing practice" {"Mise Martipeau's }
Summary of Peolitical Economy,” in Essays on Economics and Society, edJ
J. M. Robson, GCollected Works, Vols. 1V-V [Toronto, 1967], 1V, 227-8) 3

?*Principles, CW, IIL, 1135 has the index of citatrions to Senior's}
study in the Principles.

ZYHenry Sidgwick, The Principles of Political Economy (London,
1883), 522: "The objections above stated apply with increased force,
if we suppose--what experience shews to be most probable--that the
increase through equalisaticn of the incomes of the poorer classes 3
will cause the population to increase at a more rapid rate than at
present; sc that ultimately the increment of an average worker's sharej
will be partly spent in supporting a larger number of children. S

2501fred Marshall, Principles of Economics, Ninth (Variorum) Edi-
tion, ed. €. W. Gnillebaud {(Loundon, 196l1), 177, 17/n. 1n fact, Aris- ?
totle presents an early analysis of the public-goods problem: "And
there is another objecrion to the proposal. For that which is common
te the greatest number has the least care bestowed upon it. Everyone
thinks chiefly of his own, hardly at all of the common interest; and
only when he is himself concerned as an individual. For besides other
considerations, everyboedy is more inclined to meglect the duty which
he expects ancther to fulfill. . . . Each citizen will have a thousand;
sons who will not be his sons Individually, but anybedy will be equal@
the son ef anybody, and will therefore be neglected by all alike." (
Politics of Aristotle, trans. Benjamin Jowett, rev, ed. [New York,
1899lg 1T, 4.)

The basic text is 1 Corinthians 7:1-2, 7-9,

“’There is a considerable literature in the eighteenth century
dealing with the desirability of eliminating prostitution both to
increase state power and wealth and to moralize the population. Ber-3
nard Mandeville, for example, in his A Modest Defence of Publick Stews

E
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{London, 1723}, 4, states: "Whaoring . . . evidentlv lLinders the Prapa-
gation of the Species. How many thousand young Men in this Natien
would curn their Thoughts toward Matrimony, if they were nobt constantly
destroying that Passion, which is the ouly Foundation eof it?" And

Jogiah Tucker in A Brief Essay . . . with Regard to Trade, 2nd ed.
(Londou, 1750}, 90-1, observes: "The marriage State also is uot suffi-
ciently encouraged among Us; . . . 10,000 common Whores are mnol §0

fruitful as fifty healthy young married Women, that are houest and
virtuous: By which Means, the State is defrauded of the lncrease of
upwards of 199 Subjects out of 200, every vear.'" Rohert Wallace's
recommendation to reform marriage itself to prevent fornication has
heen the subject of au excellent article by Horah Smith, "Sexual Mores
in the Lighteenth Century: Robert Wallace's '0Of Venery,'" Journal of
the History of Ideas, 39 (1978}, 419-34,

“®*Malchus, Principle of Population (1798), 76: "[prudential] con-
siderations are calculated to preveut, and certainly do prevent, a
very great number Iin all civilized mations from pursuing the dictate
ol uvature iu an early attachment to one woman., And this restraint
almost necessarilv, though uot absclutely so, produces vice."

2SMalthus, Principle of Population (1803), II, 175.

0Ibid., I, 14.

*lrrancis Place, Illustrations and Proofs of the Principles of
Population (London, 1822), 176-8; James Mill, Selected Economic
Writings, ed. Donald Winch (Chicage, I966), 233-9; MilIl, Principles,
CW, 11, 372-3; Annie Besant, The Law of Populatiou (London, 1879}, 27,

*2T. R, Malthus, An Essay ou the Principle of Populatipn, reprinted
from the last edition revised by the author (London, [1890]), 560: "it
is our duty to defer marriage till we can feed our children; and
it is also our duty not to indulge ourselves iu vicions gratifications;
bur ! have never said that T expected either, much less bhoth, of these
duties to be complecrely fulfilled. 1n this, and a number of other
cases, it may happeu that the violation of oue of the two duties will
enable a man to perform the other with greac faciliev." TUnfortunacely,
modern reprints usually omit Malthus's replies to critics wbich are
appended to the editious published during his lifetime.

**John Bird Summer, A Treatise on the Records of the Creation and
on the Moral Attributes of the Creator, 3rd ed. {London, 1825), TI,
224-31; Richard Whately, Introductory Lectures on Political Economy,
4th ed. (Londun, 1855), 109, 166, Malrhus, Principle of Population
{1890), 5B5, is not satisfied with Sumner's solution.

¥%Malthus, Principle of Population (1B03), II, 257: "Universally,
the practice of maukind on the subject of marriage has been much
superior to their thecries; and however frequent may have beeu the
declamations on the duty of entering into this state, and the advan-
tage ol early unions to prevent vice, each individual has practicallw
found it necessary to consider of the meaus of supporting a family
hefore he ventured to take so impartant a step. That great vis medi-
catTix rejipubiicae, the desire of bettering our condircion, aEH‘IEET'
fear of makiug it worse, has been constantly in acction, and has been
constantly directing people inte the right road, in spite of all che
declamations which tended to lead them agide." Mill, Principles, CW,
II, 367-8: "Civilization in every one of its aspects is a struggle
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against the animal inscincts. . . . If it has not brought the instiney
of population under as much restraint as is needful, we must remembep *
that it has never seriously tried. What efforts it has made, have
mostly been in the contrary direction. Religion, morality, and state:
manship have vied with one another in incitements to marriage, and toj
the multiplication of the species, so it be but in wedlock. Religiop ?
has not even yet discontinued Its encouragements. The Roman Catholie 3
clergy (of any other clergy it is unnecessary to speak, since no otheﬁ
have any considerable influence over the poorer classes) everywhere
think it their duty to promote marriage, in order to prevent fornica- i
tion."

35An Examination of Sir William Hamllton's Philasophy, ed. J. M,
Robson, Collected Works, IX {(Toronto, 1979}, 103: "I will ecall no
being good, who is not what T mean when I apply that epithet to my
fellow-creatures; and if such a being can sentence me to hell for not
so calling him, to hell T will go."

’%Bernard Mandeville, Fable of the Bees, ed. F. B. Kaye (Oxford,
1924y, I, 39; Hume, Treatise, xix-xxt Smith, Wealth of Naticmns, 15.

::Halthus, Principle of Population (1798), 126.

"YGodwin, Thoughts, 332,

3*arjstotle, The Phvsics, trans. Philip H. Wicksteed and Francis
M. Cornford, Loeb Library (London aud New York, 1929), II, 8, 199a, 3
199ab. Such a teleclogy is responsible for charges of methodological
inconsistency levelled at Mill by modern philosophers. H. J. HeClos-
key, John Stuart Mill (London, 1971}, 138-9, notes that Mill'’s argn-
ment for commonnism follows rules different from those which are E
formally laid down in his Humean analysis of cause. :

h“Aristotle, Politics, I, 2, E

*IMColeridge," in Essays on Ethics, Religion and Society, ed. J. M
Robson, Collected Works, X (Toronto, 1969), 150.

ung’ X, 150, Here Mill parts cowpany with Codwin's anti- -
establishment opinion in Pelitical Justice, 236. E

“3Robson, Luprovement, 168, 3

“*44 Svstem of Logic, ed. J. M. Robson, Collected Works, Vols, VII- ]
V111 (Toronto, 1973), VIIL, BA53-71. ) :

“*CW, VIIT, 913: "It is one of the characters, not absolutely 3
peculiar te rhe sciences of human nature and society, but belonging to 3
them in a peculiar degree, to be conversant with a subject watter whosej
properties are changeable. I do not mean changeable from day to day, ;
but from age to age; so that not only the qualities of iudividuals
vary, but those of the majority are not the same in one age as in
another."

“®Evidence is provided in David Levy, "Adam Smith's 'Narural Law'
and Contractual Society," Journal of the History of Ideas, 39 (1978},
665-74, and "Rational Choice and Morality."

"7Examination, CH, IX, 453: "The difference berween a bad and a
good man is not that the Iatter acts in oppeosition to his strongest
desires: it is that his desire to do right, and his aversion to dolng
wrong, are strong encugh to overcome, and in the case of perfect vir-
tue, to silence, any other desire ar aversion which may conflict with 3
them. . . . The object of moral education is rto educate rthe will: but .
the will can only be educated through the desires and aversions; by !
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eradicating or weakening such of them as are likeliest toc lead to
evil; exalting to the highest pitch the desire of right conduct and
the aversion co wrong. . . ."

“®Utilirarianism, CW, X, 211: "there is no known Epicurean thaory
of life which does not assign to cthe pleasures of the intellect, of
the feelings and imagination, and of the moral sentiments, a much
higher value as pleasures than to those of mete sensation."

“9Jacob Viner, The Long View and the Short (Glencoe, I11., 1958},
325-6.

S0Utilitarianism, CW, X, 211,

*lMandeville, Fable, I, 151: "how can I believe that a Man's chief
Delight is in the Embellishments of the Mind, when I see him ever
employ’d about and dailyv pursue the pleasures that are contrary to
them?" 1mmanuel Kant, Critique of Practical Reascn, trans. Lewis
White Beck (Indianapolis, 1956), 22: "As the man who wants money to
spend does not care whether the geld in it was mined in the mountains
or washad from the sand, provided it is accepted everywhere as having
the same value, so also no man asks, when he is concerned anly with
the agreeableness of life, whether the ideas are from the sense or the
understanding; he asks only how much and how great is the pleasure
which they will afford him over the longest time.”

52Utilitarianism, CW, X, 212.

3350 charges Robson, Improvement, 157.

*“Principles, GW, T1, 205.

ssgﬂ, I1, 206. The critical issue of self-incerest and communicty
interest is first raised by Mill iu a letter to Harriet Taylor, 19
February 184%, discussing the revisions of the Principles. He
wrote to her (Principles, Appendix G, €W, IIl, 1028): "Then
again if the sentence 'the majority would not exert themselves for
anything bevond this & unless they did nobody else would &c' 1s not
tenable, then all the two or three pages of argument which precede &
of which this is but a summary, are false, & there is nothing to be
said against Comuunism at all--one would enly have to turn round &
advocate it--which if done would be better in a separate treatise. ...

*Sror example, when Mill discusses the effect of communism on
incentives ro labour (Principles, CW, II, 205): "To what extent, there-
fore, the energy of labour would be diminished by Communism, or whether
in the long run it would be diminished at all, must be considered for
the present an undecided question."

Utiljitarianism, CW, X, 232, But Mill admits, in the same para-
graph, that use of the religious imperative poses dangers: "I entertain
the strongest cbjections to the system of politics and morals set forth
in [Comte's] treatise; but I think it has super-abundautly shown the
possibility of giving to the service of humanity, even without the aid
of belief in a Providence, both the psychical power and the social
efflcacy of a religion; . . . the danger is, not that it should be
insufficient, but that it should be so excessive as to interfere unduly
withsguman Ereedom and individuality."

J. 5, Mill, On Liberty, in Essays on Politics and Society, ed.
J. M. Robson, Collected Works, Vols., XVII1-XIX (Teoronto, 1977), XVIII,
224. Here Himmelfarb's inconsistency argument has considerable diffi-
culty (Cn Liberty aud Liberalism, 107): "The primary goods in Utili-
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rarianism were morality and a sense of unity; the primary goods in Qp
leertz were liberty and iudividuality." To preempt such an cbvious
counter-example to her inceonsistency thesis, Himmelfarb argues {21}
that this passage refers only to the distant past of the human race,
The Fact that Mill means his restriction toc be of contemporary rele-
vance is clear from a longer, parallel discussion in Representative
Government, CW, X1X, 377: "Again, a people must be considered unfit !
for more than a limited and qualified freedom, whe will not co-ocperate
actively with the law and the public autherities, in the repression of 4
evil-doers. A people who are more disposed to shelter a criminal thap j
apprehend him; who, like the Hindoos, will perjure themselves to screen:
the man who has robbed them . . . like some naticns of Europe down rop
a recent date . ., . reguire that the public authericies should be armed’
with much sterner powers of repression than elsewhere, since the firsp
indispensable requisites of civilized life have notiing else to res:
On."

594 very scrong statement of this is found in the preface ro the
third edition of Mill's Principles, CW, II, xciii.

*Thanks are due te . Griswold for careful comments on several craﬁ
* % kE k X

AUSTRIAN, GERMAN, AND SWISS D1SSERTATIONS
ON JQHN STUART MILL

Gunter Heismann of Marburg/Lahn, West Germany, has submitted the !
following bibliography of dissertations to the News Letter. He writes:®

"The bibliography is intended to be a complete list of 'Doktorarbelten'’
and 'Habilitationsechriften' on J. Stuart Mill, or any aspect of his
thought, submitted to German, Austrian, and Swiss universities. 1t was
organized with the help of the bibliographies described in Handbuch der
bibliographischen Nachschlagewerke, ed. Wilhelm Totok, Karl-Heinz Wei-
mann, and Rolf Weltzel, 4th ed., {(Frankfurt [Main}: Klostermann, 1972),
Most of the listed dissertations appeared in print. The 11brar1ea‘
of the greater German universities will lend them to interested }
scholars. The handwritten or typewritten dissertations are in many i
cases available Erom the graduating institutions." :

1881

Kohn, Benno. Untersuchongen iiber das Causalproblem auf dem Boden
einer Kritik der einschligigen Lehren J. St. Mills. Wien: Gerold's
Sohn, 188l1. Philes. Diss., (Univ. Strassburg, 1881}.

1882

Reuter, Johannes. Das lnduktionsverfahren auf dem Gebiete des Werdens
in der Natur, mit besonderer Beriicksichtigung und Kricik wven Joan
Stuart Mill's induktiver Logik. Bonn: Hauptmann, 1882. Philos.
Diss. (Univ. Bonn, 1882).

1889

St8rring, Gustav Wilhelm. John Stuart Mill's Theorie {iber den psycho-
logischen Ursprung des Vulgdrglaubens an die Aussenwelt. Halle-
Berlin: Knoll & W&lbling, 1BB9. Philos, Diss. (Univ. Halle, 1889).

16
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Vogel, Karl., Darlegung und YBeurteilung des Verhdlenisses der Grund-
lebiren von David Riecardo und J. 5t., Mill Uber den Arbeicslohn zu
der Cesetzgebung dos deucschen Reiches, betreffend die Unfall- und
Krankenversicherung der Arbeiter. Rastatt: Vogel, 1889. Philos,
Diss. (Heidelberg, 1889).

1897

Kriegel, friedrich. . S§t. Mills Lehre vom Wert, Prels und der
Bodenrente. Ein Beitrag zur Kritik der politischen Gkonomie Mills.
Berlin, 1897. Philos.-histor. Diss. {(Univ. Basel, 1897).

1902

Lewels, Maximilian. John Stuart Mill. Dis Stellung einss Empiristen
zur Religion. Minster: Theissing, 1902, Philos. Diss. {Uniwv.
Milnster, 19023.

1906

Abb, Edmund. "“Eritik des Hantschen Apriorismus vom Standpunkte des
reinen Empirismus aus, unter hesguderer Berdeksichrigung ven J. 5t.
Mill und Mach." Archiv fiir uie pesamte Psvehologle, 7:3-4 (Leip-
zig, 1906}, Pnilos. Diss, (Univ. Ziirich, 1906).

Bovd, Wiliiam TFalconer. John Stuarr Mills Utilitarismus im Vergleich

mit dem seiner Vorginger. DBorna-Leipzig: Noske, 1906, Philos.
Diss. (Univ. Tdbingen, 1906}.

Moskowitz, Henty. Das moralische Beurteilungsvermigen in der
englischen Ecthik von Hobbes bis John Stuart Mill. Eipe historisch-
kritische Studie. Erlangen: Junge & 5olin, 1906, TPhiles. Diss,
{(Univ. Erlangen, 1906).

1909
Steglich, Albrecht. .John Stuart Mills Logik der Daten. Leipzig:
Eckardt, 1909. Philos. Diss. (Univ. Leipzig, 1909).

1910
Thieme, Erich. Die Sozialethik John Svuart Mills. Leipzig: Wiegandrt,
1910, Philos. Diss. (Univ. Leipzig, 1910).

1911

Finkelstein, Fanja. Die allgemeinen Gesetze bel Comte und Mill.
Heidelberg-Marburg: Hamel, 1511, Philos. Diss. (Univ. Heldelberg,
1911).

1912
Beus, Lorenz. Der Begriff des Belief bei John Stuart Mill. Bonn:
Hauptmann, 1912. Philos. Diss. (Univ. Bonn, 1912}.

1914

Degenfeld-Schonburg, Ferdinand Graf von. Die Lohntheorien wvon Ad.
Smith, Ricardo, J. S5t, Mill und Marx. Altenberg: Pierer, 19145
(Staats- und sozialwissenschaftliche Forschungen, 173). Philos.
Diss. (Univ. Berlin, 1914).

Freundlich, Elsa. John Stuart Mills Kausaltheorie. Disseldorf:
Schwann, 1914. Philes. Diss. (Univ. Heidelberg, 1914).

Wust, Peter Joseph. John Stuart Mills Grundlegung der Geisteswissen-
schaften. Bonn: Hauptmann, 1914, Philos. Diss. (Univ. Bonn,
1914).




1917

Gotthelft, Frieda Esther. John Stuart Mill's sozialpolirische Wand -
lungen. Miinchen-Leipzig: Duncker & Humblot, 1%18. Philos. Dissg,
(Univ. Heidelberg, 1917).

Kornbliih, Leon. Ueber die Hume-Mill-Brentanische Lehre vom Urteil,
Typewritren. Philos. Diss. (Univ. Wien, 1917).

1919

Randenborgh, Elisabeth wvan. Dle Theorie der religidsen Wertung bei
J., St. Mill, James, F. A. Lange und Vaihinger. Manuscript,
Philos. Diss. {Univ. Miinchen, 1919).

1920

Mantey, Antonie. Erhik als Wissenschaft nach der Auffassung Jaodls
und der englischen Urilitariscen: Bentham, Mill und Spencer, Type-3
written. Fhilos. Diss. (Univ. Miinchen, 1920}. 1

1923

Aeschelmann, Alfred. John Stuarc Mill und die Trauenfrage. Tvpe-
written., Philos. Diss. (Unlv. Tiibingen, 1923}.

Werner, Karl., Die philosophischen Grundlagen des Gedankens einer 3
"Technik der Gesellschaft" bei John Sruart Mill und Wilhelm Dilthey}
Typewritten. Philos. Diss. (Univ. Leipzig, 1923).

1524

Kbwing, Ludwig. Das Verh#lrnis der positivistischen Systeme Aug,
Comtes und J. Sc. Mills. Versuch einer vergleichenden Darstellung
der beiden Grundformen des Positiviemus. Typewritten. Philos.
Diss. (Univ., Giessen, 1924).

Trosken, Margarete. John Stuarc Mills Ansichten {iber das Verhdlinis
von Staat und Wirtschaft unter Bertlicksichtigung der abweichenden
Auffassungen von Adam Smich, Ricarde und Malthus. Typewritten.
Rechts— und staatswiss. Diss. (Univ. Freiburg im Breisgau, 1924).

1926

Hertel, Rudelf. Die Erkldrung der Krisen bei J. 5t. Mill und Marx.
Friedrichroda 1. Th.: Schmidt, 192B. Wirtschafts- und sozialwiss.
Diss, (Univ. K&ln, 1926).

Boerig, Franziska. Die Wandlungen in der geistigen Grundhaltung
J. St. Mills zu volkswirtschafclichen Problemen. Bergisch-Gladbach!
Herder, 1930, Wircschafes— und scozialwiss. Diss. (Univ, K&ln, 1926}

Schedel, Klara Gisela, John Stuart Mills Lehren wvon der Arbeit und
vom Arbeitslohn im Vergleich zu den Lehren seiner Vorgidnger und
Zeitgenossen, Typewrltten. Philes, Diss, (Unlv. Erlangen, 1526). °

1927

Schauchet, Pauline. Individualistische und sozialistische Gedanken
in den Lehren John Stuarc Mills, Xowne: Back, 1927. Philos. Diss.
(Univ. Giessen, 1927).

1928

Ressler, Anni. Die beiden Mills. 1lchenhansen: Wagner, 1929,
Wircschafts~ und sozialwiss. Diss. (Univ, ¥K&1ln, 1928).

1934

Hippler, Fritz. Staat und Gesellschaft bei Mill, Marx, Lagarde. Ein
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Beictrag zum soziologischen Denken der Gegenwart. Berlin: Juuker
& Dilnnhaupt, 1934 (Neue deutsche Forschungen. Abteilung Volkslehre
und Gesellschaftskunde, 1). Philos. Diss. (Univ. Heidelberg,
19343 .

Schérry, Josef., Lohnfondstheorie und ehernes Lohngeserz, eine Unrter-
suchung der Lohntheorien veon Adam Smicth, Malthus, Ricardo und John
Stuart Mill. 1934, Diss. (Handelshochschule Mannheim, 1934).

1935

Levin, Rudolf. Der Geschichtshegriff des Posirivismus unter besonderer
Bericksichecigung Mills und der rechrsphilosophischen Anschauungen
John Austins. Leipzig: Moltzen, 1935. Philos, Diss. (Univ. Leipzig,
1535).

1936

Grude-0Derrli, Natalie. Jobn Stuart Mil]l zwischen Liheralismus und
Sozialismus. Bleichrode am Harz: Nieff, 1936. Rechrs- und staats-
wiss, Piss. (Dniv. Zurich, 1936).

1945 '

Engelmann, Gerhard. Die aussenhandelspolitischen Anschauungen bei
John Stuart Mill. Manusecripe. Diss. {Lniv. Graz, 1945).

1850

Huber, Hans. Die Gegensdtze in den aussenhandelstheorecischen Aur~
fassungen zwischen J. St. Mill und J. M. Keynes, Typewritten.
Rechts— und staatswiss. Diss, (Univ. Freiburg im Breisgau, 19530).

1857
Sakai, Naovoski. John Stuarc Mill's Conception of Freedom. Type-
written. Phileos. Diss. (Univ. Zirich, 1957).

1958
Molzer, Liselotte. John Stuart Mill, das Problem der Freihelt und
Gerechtigkeir. Typewrltten. Philos. Diss, (Univ. Wien, 1938).

1961

Achtermeyer, Klaus. Das klassische Lohnproblem. Fragestellunpen und
Erklarungsversuche zum Problem der Lohnbildung bei Adam Smith,
David Ricardo, Thomas Robert Malthus und John Stuart Mill. Manu-
script. Philos. Diss. (Univ. Graz, 1961).

1964

Jaccbs, Herbert. Rechtsphilosophie und pulitische Philosophie bei
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Work in Propress

Snsan Pollitt {Birkbeck College, University of London} is preparing a
thesis on early Victorlan ideas of the future, Tt will be an analvri-
cal survey of social expectarions and systems of the future from the
passing of the Reform Bill to the puhlication of the Origin of Specieg
in 1859, examining the ideas of selected proups from the middle and
working classes. John Stuart Mill ig among the figures examined; otihars
include Herbert Spencer, Henrw Buckle, George Combe, and probably

George Eliot. '
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REVIEWS

The Lights of Liberalism: University Liberals and the Challenge of
Democracy, 1860-86. By Chriscopher Harvie. London: Allen Lane, 1976,
343 pp- ’

Brains and Numbers: Elitism, Comtism, and Democracy in Mid-Victorian
England. By Chrlstopher Kent. Toronto: University of Toronto Press,

1978, 212 pp.

These two works usefully complement cne another. Each is founded

upon a doctoral thesis; neither author seems to have been aware that
the orther was working within the same area. Harvie's hook is more
richly descriptive, more open to the variety of possible interpreta-
tions of mid-Victorian thought and politics, than Kent's Brains and
Numbers, which is more concerned with the application of the theory of
elites to the English scene and with the connections between the uni-
versity liberals and Comtism. The principal difference of interpreta-
tion between the two books, one Kent norices in a footnote, 1s rhat
Harvie attribntes, in the forming of the academic liberals, more
importance teo a still powerful Evangelical impulse than to what Kent
calls "the Coleridge-Arnold-Maurice-Carlyle line of elitist thought."
This kind of difference is perhaps impossible to overcome; Evangeli-
calism mav be thought teo have prodnced the steam in the boller even
though the direction to be taken by the locomorive wasn't set by
Charles Simeon.

John Morley relates a remarkable story, a reminiscence of Glad-
stone's about a political discussion with one who stood on the far
side of a great social and intellectuwal gulf. "To corroborate my
doctrine 1 said, 'Why, look at the revolutions in foreign conntries.'
« + « The man locked hard at me and said these very words, 'Damn all
foreign countries, what has old England to do with foreign countries?’'"”
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(John Morley, The Life of William Twart Gladstone !London, 1905% (1903H

—_——— +

1, 72.) 1 was reminded of tuis when T read in Rarvie's book Frederic
Harrison's remark Lhat "our people are ignorant helow thie standard of
any civilized race norcth of the Alps.” Many, like Hatrison, felt chem
selves fsolared, not onlv from the people, but also frow the barbariag
aristocracy and rhe philisrine middle class. Matthew Arnold fele,
almost as an aching wound, tbe superiority of the Prussians and the
French in their public esteem for the life of the mind, and in some
degree all the educated of his generarion felt thus and were impellag
to hunt for a role and a function,

Some, among them the authors of the Essays on Reform of 1867, lockeg
to Europecan stvles of thoughr--Hegel or Comte--for rhneir models. Thesa
—--Dicey, Guldwin Smith, Frederic Harriseon, Lesldie Stephen, Hrves, ane
others—-werc none of rhem rhinkears or imaginative writers ol gr-at
stature, such as were Carlvle., Arnold, Mill, and George LEliot. Byl
they were the nearest thing Brirain had ar tnat period ro an intelli-
gentsia and thev were the counterparts onr the "democratic! side of
such spokesmen of "reaction” as Roherr:Lowe and Bagshot. 1t iz & good
idea to look at them as a group, to «live some account of their poligi-
cal and social theories, and to estimate their weight in hringing abous
reforms, especially in higner education. As well as those names 1 nave
already mentiched there are otners, such as T. H. Green (the Crey of
Rehert Elsmere), Benjamin Jowettr, Mark Paltison, the moral phiiosopher
Sidgwick, whe are also members of this locsely connected group. They
are all universitv men, some of Cthem active as teachers and scholars
in universities, and in their direct preoccupation with higher educa-
tion and with the guestions arising out of the stare of rhe universi-
ties thev represent something new in England (not in Scotland): that
awakening of the universities hrought about, first oy the Evanpelical
and Tractarian movements--new standards of seriousness and diligence
were ser--and then by the changes that followed a series of intermal
reforms of rhe collepe and university aystems.

Those who weut through these exciting transformations are not
always the best authorities on what was happening. Harvie cites
Pattison’s remark that with the secession of Newman and the collapse
of Tracrarianism iu its original form, "Oxford repudiated at once
sacerdotal principles and Kantian logic'; and adds "therec is truth in
this." 1t seems tome wholly untrue. None of the Tractarians was a
student of Kant; they had all read their Aristotle, their Locke, and
their Butler. The most svstematic of the Tractariang was Ward and he
was strongly influenced by Mill (as was Newman after his conversiun).
The triumphs of Kant and of a somewhat watery Hegel {(as in 7. H. Green}
were 5till to come and wers a direct consequence of the secularizing
af Oxiord. A sober and wacchful empiricism was much more characteris-
tic of Newman than it was of the religiosirv of T, H. Green or the
Comtist votaries of the relivion of humanitv. (Keot, {ncidenrallr,
rclle us thar Comrtisr religion "was 1in many respects quirce sensible”
without telling vs what these respects were. This 1s like saving
chart TPvohagoreanisn was morally bracing withou: #elline s whar--—
doing =ums? wating beanz ~-was Likelv o have thiz ef

: ne iiberal ntellectuais, whe slood
THRE. ware stunninely defeated, apd an tne wnele

L CRTE, S e




e g e L um

e

weTe then convinced that their job was to influence the life of
politics indirectly. They remained "democrats"; thatr is, they were
for the extension of the franchise to the masses, though they were
nervous over the prospect that the masses might, innocently and
brutally, take independent action and disregard the advice of their
middle-class mentors. For the Comtists among them the workers were
the nation; and the sacerdotal intelligentsia were forbidden to have
any direct political role, Something that always made Frederic Harri-
son a bit gqueasy., But it is clear that for Comte speculation was
incompatible with policical activity; and politics ought in principle
to give way to administraction. Adam Smith and William Pitt are ideal
types: S5mith elaborating his social theory without having to attend
to the demands of politics, Pict applying the theory to the actual
problems of sociery. HNothing, as Frederic Harrison saw, could have
been more distant from the outlock of the philosophical radicals.
Harrison, wriring to Morley, atracked Mill for over-emphasizing the
place of reason in politics:

"You ought not to reason about politics. The part of the intelligence
is very small. It is only to enable you to express articulecrelvy your
passions. [Is tilere a vague recollection of Hume on reason and the
passions here?] Politics is a matter of feeling, Right feeling,
trained, intelligentlvy trained feeling I grant, but not of svllogism.
Mill teaches you all to chop logic in politics, very good logic no
doubt, but vou ought to feel with the mysterious force of nature."

This is poor stuff and at bottom Harrison knew he was Iinvolved in
a paralogism. The Comtian scheme of development and the Comtian pro-
posals for a secular ecclesiastical establishment in the present age
are commeuded by elaborare arguments and rightly struck pragmatic
Englishmen as excessively intellectualized, Kent puts it well when
he says of Harrison that he "preferred implicit to explicit Comtism,
and constantly tried to show how closely it accorded with what any
reasonable, intelligent English gentleman must think." Harrisom is
indeed the most typicaily English of the Positivists of rhat genera-
tion. Kent gives us a wonderfully emblematic anecdote. Harrison
wrote to Morley to say that his friend Henry Ponsonby (the Gueen's
private secretary) had invited him to dinner at Windsor, and exclaimed:
"Ilmagine Mazzini dining with the Pope's chamberlain,” and adding, "But
then, I am not Mazzini,"

Some of the liberal intellectuals of the 'sixties and 'seventies
survived to be intellectual powers well into the twentieth century.
When the present reviewer was an undergraduate Dicey and Brvce were
stili cited as high authorities and their works, in particular Dicev's
The Law of the Constitutjou and Law and Opinion in England, were still

commended as indispeusable guides by tutors in polities. Morley will
always be remembered for his close association with Gladstone, on the
whole, and despite all irritations, the intellectuals' favourite
politician. Others, such as Goldwin S5mith and T. H. Green, are known
now only to specialists. And who today remembers Richard {ongreve?
Harvie cites Mark Partison's verdict onm the (Oxford liberals:

"A philesephy must be tne concentrated expression of the 13ife of a
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period. [lt is interesting that TFattison takes such a dispurable
proposition te be a truism; he is ol course talking about Weltanschay~
ung, not about philosophv.] The thinking of these men did not amount
to a philosophy, for they cculd not grasp inm its totality che self-
consciousness of their generation. . . . They wanted a knowledge of
the past, a knowledge of the prssent, and o the thread by which the
present ‘s tied to the past. They were imperfectly acquainted wirh
the condition nf their own England.”

This asscssment seems Teasonabic in thar Partison is judging them by
the standards thev themselves set. Manv of rhem--not, T think, Bryce
or Dicey or John Morley—-exemplified the English vice of amateurism,
and at botrom they thought that being a gentleman mattered enormously,

All grear movements of the mind in politics diffuse & faint atmos-
phere of humhug. Demands for consistency and syscem, for clear {irst
principles and respectable chains of argumeot, these are hard to sus-
tain without cheating in the complex and obscure world of human
society, There is the humbug of the historians: Freeman extolling
the democracy that has come o the Teutonic peoples from “the free
forests of Germany." {ir was the same Freeman, no doubt overcome by
the forest breezes, who wrote from the Uuicted States in 1881: "This
would be a grand land if oulv every Irishman wonld kill a negro and
be hanged For it!"} Ireland was perhaps the greatest cause of humbug.
The liberal inrellectuals were to a man partisans of the Risorgimento,
It is pleasant to conremplate from a distance the wickedness of others
and the virtues of those they oppress. Ireland, though, was a differ-
ent marter. Many of the liherals here studied broke with Gladstone
over Home Rule and moved over to the Unionists. Dicey recognized that
a principal cause of a certain unreality in their political life was
simply that the relatively luxurious way of life of most of rhem made
it hard for them to comprehend how life was for many of their fellow-
countrymen. The only workers they knew reasonably well were the
artisans, a well-educated and articulate aristocracy of labour almost
as removed from the labouriug masses of the town and the countryside
as were Dicey aud bis friends.

Both Harvie's and Kenl's books are useful, full of Interesting
matter and iugenious argument, I list some difficulties and (as it
Seems LO me) ErTOLS.

Harvie is given to the fashionable use of "to relate," e.g.: "How,
then, did they relate to political agitation betweeu June and Hovember
1866 . . .?” The problem seems not & matter of usage, the authority
of which I don't dispute; the {act le thar ignorance and indifference
are alsc relational concepts, and 1t is therefore unsuitable to use
"to relate” as though it were an acriviry people could go in for. He
thinks sucn concepcs as "sovereignty” and '"matural rights' are derived
from something e valls "individual ethics" {p. 13)--1 can make nothing3

of this. On p. .. there is a theclogical bowler; he tries to turn
Evangelicsls dnte Yelagiaus, He uses "lutuitionism” (e.g., p. 39} in
an unciear sense. There is a curions remark i{p. 220% thatr relations

between those wit, touk differeut views over Home Rule "had to be 3

- .- . , . L \ "
[cordial,, as divisions cnb through familises, departmeuts and colleges. d
Why had te be? Une thinks, for instance, of the divisions in France

B
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over Dreyfus, vhere rhere was certainly no question of "had to be"
within families or public institurions.

Kent presents us with a new verbal horror, "presentist': "& strongly
relativistic, idealistic, and presentist approach to history . . ." (p.
57). On p. 116 there is a printing muddle. On p. 115 the sentence,
"He therefore attempted . . . Comtist redefinition,” needs reorganizing
to make sense. We have "simplisticly" (p. 146). Kent's bibliography
is curiously selective. There is nothing by Bryce, nothing by Dicey;
among M1ll's works the Logic is not cited--this is like omitting the
Critique of Pnre Reason from a list of Kant's works-—and there are
other strange omissions, and inclusions.

Neirher author makes anything of Herbert Spencer, and there is no
particular reason why they should; hut in books in which virtually
all possible intellectual influences are clted his omisaion is curious.
Neither mentions W. H. Mallock. His The New Republic strikes me as an
imporrant and apposite work.

Both books are, by modern staudards, respgctably bound and printed.

J. M. Cameron
5t. Michael's College
University of Toronto
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The Idea of the Clerisy in the Ninetéenth Century. By Ben Knights.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1978. Pp. ix, 274.

An appropriate subtitle for this book might be "and Its Implications
for the Twentieth Century,” for it is both a study in intellectual
hisrory and a tract for the times. Knights discusses the implications
of the idea of clerisy in the thought of that familiar nioeteenth-
century quintect, Coleridge, Carlyle, Arnold, Mill, and Newman, with
additional extended references to such less canonical luminaries as
Francis Newman, Mark Pattison, and Henry Sidgwick. He maintains that
the defining purpose of the clerisy ia chiefly epistemological, and
thar intrinsiec to 1ts existence is an alleglance to idealism, both in
the historiographicael sense that ideas are the dominant force in his-
tory, and in the platonic sense that there exists some higher,
transcendent level of reality where 1t is possible Lo escape coutin~
gency--where intellectuals may dwell as "the active mind of society,”
imposing their ordering powers of thought upon the chaos of experience.
But such an escape has its price, Knights warne. The clerisy's search
for a static order of troth necessitates throwiug a "tight conceptual
net over reality" and repressing the creative imagination so as to
maintain a tennous intellectual control. The price 1s paid in the
educational system which the clerisy dominates: their limited concep-
tion of what constitutes appropriate subject matter, their compulsiou
to establish a hierarchy of knowledpge, their self-perperuating
standards of judging academic ability--all serve to sustain their
closed system of eplstemclogical values right to the present day,

This is very forcefully argued., Yet one has doubts. These are
raiged initially by the very terms of the title. An "{dea,"” Coleridge
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says in On the Constitution of Church_and State, is "rhat conceprion
of a thing . . . which is given by the knowledge of its ultimate aim,"
Surely, the ulcimate aim of the Coleridgean clerisy is not epistemo-
logical as Knights claims, but in the broadest sense political, Wpagr !
is original and remarkable about Coleridge's particular fermulation of 3
an intellectual order is that it is an established order, bound to the
state by endowment (the "nmationalty"), vet given independence by the
permanence and seeurity of ics endowmenc. Revolutionary France gave z
frightening vision of the dangers to the polity of uprooted, alienated
intellectuals. The organization of the clerisy would overcome thig
danger. Coleridge's famous definition of the clerisvy is very broad:
"the learned of all denominations,' whose place is '"to be distributed
throughout the country so as not to leave even the smallest integral
part or division withour a resident guide and instructor'--a stabilia-
ing and civilizing force in the community. That Coleridge waes fas-
cinated by the epistemology of German idealism goes without saying,
but Knights' extensive (and interescing) discussion of Kant, Fichre,
and Schelling leaves the historian wondering what all this has to do
with England and the fortnnes of the clerisy (which even Knighrs admlts
was specifically English and without German counterparts). Knights ;
does not even claim to discnss influences explicitly; as he save at
one point, "tvpological affinities™ interest him more than '"questions
of genesis, inflnence or reaction" (p, 18). Yer as Roberct Preyer and
others have shown, German scholarship may have become dangercusly :
enamoured of the absclute, and German academics may have been politi- 7
cally emasculated by their obsession with the higher claims of the
state, but such was not the case among the clerisy. Coleridge the
homo politicus deserves more attention than he receives here: the new
edition of the prose works gives us the means of restoring this aspect
of him ro its proper perspective. Admittedly Knights did not have thei
advantage of John Colmer's edition of cthe Constitution of Church and j
State, or David Erdman's three volumes of Essays on His Times, which 3
shows an engaged political journalist not so given to escape into the 7
noumenal as Knights suggests. 3
Perhaps this book would more appropriately have been titled "The
Idea of a Spiritual Anthority" since this is really what the anthor
seems to be talking about much of the time~-the notion of an elite :
with intellectual authority to impose and maintain order in the higher §
mental realms during a time when ''the symbolic universe had, so to :
speak, got out of control," a time of social, economic, technological, :
and scientifiec upheaval. This isby no means entlrely distinct from the
idea of a clerisy, but the difference in Intention is snrely crncial
in a book such as this. HNor is Knights entirely nnaware of the dis-
tinecrion, Occasionally he notices it; more commonly he ignores it.
Hevertheless Knights' treatment of his chosen nineteenth-century
intellectuals is alwavs 1ntelligent, if rarely unfamiliar., Predict-
ably, Carlyle fits his argument best, but then was not Carlyle the .
nprooted outsider par excellence-~a man of letters with no other foot- ¢
ing in society? Coleridge had warned in the Biographia Literaria: 3
"never pursue literatnre as a trade," recommending that those with
literary inclinations shonld first assnre themselves of a profession, ;
s0 as to avoid the stigma and isolation of being "a mere literary man.3
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This is hardly a prescription for flight from the phenomenal world, or
aven rbie naked intellectual elirism thar characterizes Knights' psycho-
logical portrait of the clerisy--a portrait that best fits Carlyle,
because he was not of the clerisy. Significancly, Mill was a senior
employee of the East Tndia Company, Arnold was a school inspector, and
even Newman was a priest and academic; none were "mere literary men."

The links between Arnold and Coleridge are obvious, though the
author is not interested in tracing them through Thomas Arnold, Rugby,
or Oxford--admittedly nor a very satisfying exercise and the sort of
influence-hunting of the older type of intellectual history which he
eschews, He ahows his awareness of what seems to me the proper func-—
tien of the clerisy when he rightly remarks that Arnold did not seck
to endow his version of the clerisy (p. 102}, or mwore debatably when
e stares that Arnold pives us no clue as to the sociological posicion
of his "remnant" {3z, 105). Turning to Mill, Knights dwells on the zor—
sious created by his lovalcy ro hids utilitarian backgrouud hy the
attraction of the Coleridgean clerisy to which he was drawn explicitly
as "an endowed class for tie cultivation of learning and for diffusing
the results among the communirv” (Mill's own Formulation), and by tie
more absolute pouvoir spivituel of Auguste Comte. Iu discussing the
well-documented intellectual "affaire” hetween Comte and Mill, he
offers some interesting observations on how Mill managed, rather
ingeniously, to flnd in Comte support for his theory of progress
through opposition. The support, however, was very tenuous, and its
collapse eveutually brought down the relatiouship., The less well-
documented attraction of the clerisv leads to Mill's inrerest in uni-
versity reform, But the university deserves and gets a separate chap-
ter. Here, if auywhere, was the proper home of an eudowed intellectual
ellte. Knights, however, is insufficiently familiar with the debarte
on university reform to appreciate that the prize fellowships which
both Pattisou and Sidgwick opposed ou Coleridgean grounds, from the
standpoint of professional academics, could equally be defended on
Coleridgean gronnds, since prize fellowships facilitated the disper—
sion of the clerisy in the community and supported the amateur ideal
which is alsc implicit in the clerdsy idea, though it is never meu-
tioned by Knights.

The book ends with a flourish of potent names: Barthes, Buber,
Hclohaa, Gramsci, and Marx are all invoked to support Knights' disen-
chanrment with rhe mid-twentieth—century clerisy. The son of L. C.
Knights, and an extra-mural university tuter in the lLeavisite tradi-
tion of cultural missiopary work, Dr., Knights might be called a second-
generatiou Leavisite. He is also a member of the clerisy, by any
significant criteriou, and testimony that the trammels of the clerisy
are not so constricting as he would claim. Granted, it is unfair to
review the bock an author did not write, but surely what we want to
know about the clerisy is not so much what its "idea' is=, but who its
members are. And not just Newman, Carlyle, Arnold, etc., but the
lesser figures who tried to realize the Coleridgean idea by taking
culture and its civilizing influence to the nation, promoting social
harmony and--~dare cne say it?-—preventing revolution. This sort of
prosopography is beginning to emerge in the recent work of Christopher
Harvie on the mid-Victorian university elite, and the works of Peter
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Allen and Paul Levy which at last identify that famous elite-within-
the-clerisy, the Apostles {(which we now learn from Andrew Boyle
included Guy Burgess and Anthony Blunt—-further, if less reassuring,
evidence that the clerisy is not entirely an agency of indoctrination
in establishment actitudes),

Christopher Kent
University of Saskatchewan
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Pleasures and Pains: A Theory of Qualitative Hedonism. By Rem B.

Edwards. Ithaca, N.Y.: Cormell University Press, 1975. Pp. 163,

"So far as I know,'" savs the author, "this book is the only snstained

attempt to make sense out of Joon Stuart Mill's claim that pleasures
and pains differ qualitatively as well as quantitatively. . . ." 1
know, however, of at least three other§, though only one is "sns-
tained," and it is an unpublished dissertation,’ so the claim is per-
haps true as it stands. The question is whether what emerges is a
clearly successful attempt, and whether the theory as explained is
plausible., The distinction is intriguing, bur puzzling; T believe
that the main puzzle remains, after reading thils rather pleasant book.
The question is: ls the advocate of the alleged theory of "qualitarive
hedonism" actually saying anything which a supposed “quantirtative
hedonist" would deny? My suspicion is that the answer is negative.

Hedonism is defined by the author, reascnably encugh, as the norma-
tive theory that pleasure is the only thing which is intrinsically
good.? Happiness is defined as long-term positive surplus of pleasure
over pain. The other substantive part of the theory is that we onght
to act to maximize pleasure (happiness) and minimize pain or unhappi-
ness (p. 19). Given this definirion, of course, the question arises
just how we are to understand maximization if the proposed theory is
"non~quancitative.,” HNow, 1 do not think the answer to this questién
is particularly difficule, in principle, at leasrt at the formal level,
Presumably what we will have, if the proposed theory goes through, is
another variable besides the standard Benthamite ones of intensity,
duration, etc. This variable is the 'quality" variable. Of course,
it is a guantitative variable: "quality" is variable in degree. If we
hold this, then we can coherently speak of maximizing utilicy, qualicy
heing one of the measures of utility. If we do nor held it, however,

1 do not see how we can speak in this way; at least, we would have a
far more complex theory struocoturally than Utilitarianism is normally
understocod to be.

The theory of qualitative hedonism as explained above makes formal
sense. Bnt dees it make real sense? And is it what Edwards is
advocating? (Or Mill?) I have argued elsewhere that this theory is 3§
to be attributed to Mill.® Whether Edwards accepts it is not entirely 3
clear, however, for he does not seem to address himself to the crucial 3
question: Are there kinds of pleasures of which any amount, neo macter
how tiny, is to be preferred to any amount of another kind, however
great? Let us call an affirmative answer to this question the "lexicalj
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doctrine.'" FEdwards deoes say that "When qualitative hedonism savs

that some pleasures are superior to others, this means that they ought
to be chosen in preference to their inferiors when it is impossible to
choose both™ (p. 118). Taken strictly, this wonld give us the lexical
doctrine; but are we to take it scrictly? One does not know. At
another place, Edwards says that "Cardinal comparisons of intensities
and duracions properly take place when we are comparing two instances
of the same guality of pleasure. . . . Cardinal comparisons of inten-
sity and duration have no use, however, when we are dealing with two
entirely distinct qualities of pleasure, and we must resort to ordinal
rankings." (P. 70.) Unforrunately, it is not clear what he means by
this remark. On the most reasonable face of it, what he says is just
false. These comparisons do have a use, One might reasonably prefer
an entire evening's supply of a slightly inferior wine te one small
glass of a slightly snperior one, even granting that the snperior ons
is gualitatively superior. One wonders what Edwards tnoughr he was
doing here. 1 suspect he simply fails to see the distinction between
the lexical view and the other view, and hence does not realize the
need to address himself to it. Once we do address ourselves to it,
though, can rhere really he any doubt that the other view is much the
more plausible? In any case, if he really wants to stick to the
lexical view, then he ought to avoid talk of maximization.

This brings us to the more general question: Just what is ar issue
here? Edwards attributes to '"quantitative” hedonism the thesis that
"these words ["pleasure” and "pain"] have a univecal denotative mean-
ing or reference. . . . That is, the referenr of the words is a single
quality of feeling, though there may be quantitative differences in
intensity and duration.” (P. 34.) Thus he quotes Sidgwick, to the
effect that "all pleasures are understood to be so called because thev
have a common properry of pleasantness, and may therefore he compared
in respect of this common property.” To which Edwards replies,
"Instead of possessing common properties of pleasantness and unpleas-
antness, our multifarious 'pleasures’ and 'pains' probably have in
common only that they are feelings which in the former case we wish to
sustaln and Tepeat and in the latter we wish to eliminate and avoid"
(p. 35). What is puzzling abont this is that if we ask just what is
meant hy calling something ''pleasure,” the nearest we get to an answer
from Edwards is that pleasures are "private feelings which we would
naturally like to perpetuate.' Why should he ascribe to the "quanti-
tarive hedonist" a view any different from that? Why does the latter
have to hold that all pleasures really feel the same, are indistin-
guishable except in intensity? One must surely wonder whether hedon-
ists have ever meant any more by this aspect of their view than that
we desire more strongly to prolong.certain sensations than others--
that that is what their being "more pleasurable" really amounts tg.
1f sp, then 1 doubt that "qualitative hedonism' is a genuinely distinct
theory from "quantitative hedonism." Tt must surely be absurd to
ascribe to any theorist the view that doughnuts taste no different from
Chiteau Lafitte 1963, or for that matter produce the same feelings as
those involved in contemplating a particularly beautiful sunset. But
it is not absurd to say that we can compare all these very different
things in point of the pleasure they bring us, if nacessary.
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And this brings us to another question, Edwards' answer to which is-
simply unclear. Does he want to say, namely, that of two possible
lives between which a certain agent must choose, L; might be EEPEEEE,
all things considered, than Ly, but nevertheless L; is the betrer?

Does he want to say, to take another example, that an hour's sexual
pleasure might be more enjoyable than an hour's reading of some mildly 3
interesting book, but mevertheless the latter is better? Unfortun-
ately, we just do not know. The aforementioned confusion about the
notion of qualitative differences probably infects these questions
crucially, making them unanswerable on the basis of whar Edwards sayg, §
But again, I submit that if the answer is in the affirmative, then the-'
view is implausible and confusicn results from classifying it as any
version of hedonism,

Incidentally, Edwards' official view about how to manage the "lowar
pleasures” appears to have absurd implications. Suppose that in saving 3
that if P; is of a superior kind to T:;, we ought to choose P, he E
really does mean thatr we ought to choose it no matter how they compare 3
in intensitvy and duration, Kow, Edwards does say that his doctrine
"does not mean that the inferior pleasures are not to be ehosen at alj, 4
only that they are to be avoided when their pursuit interferes with or }
is incompatible wirh the actualization of some higher pleasure.” 3
Luekily, they are often combinable: "The localized pleasures of a good
meal can be combined with the nonlocalized ones of good eonversation
and companionship to form a tocal experience of sustained enjoyment
which is of greater worth than- the good meal all by irself" (p. 118),
Well, suppose that we cannot combine them, and suppose that the
pleasures of the palate are inferior to those of the intellect., Why
does this nmot imply, then, that we ought never to eat when we can read -
instead? Or are we allowed to "combine"” them by devoting some time to
one, and some time to the other? But why is that allowable? Afcer
all, at anv given moment, you are either {(lec us suppose) reading or
eating., (If that example is not plausible enough, substitute engaging 3
in sexual activity for eating.) Allowing them to be eombined in serial ¥
fashion plainly implies that we sometimes are allowed to prefer an
inferior to a superior type of pleasure. On the view I deseribed at
the outset, there is no problem: When the marginal utilicy of reading %
falls belcw that of eating, yon eat, and vice versa, even granted that
reading might be a "superior pleasure” to eating.

There are other iscues arising from Edwards' treatment which we
cannot pursue here, sueh as his treatment of the intentionalicy of
pleasure, and his moral views, which are not entirely clear. (Is he
advocating Utilitarianism, for instance, or not?) There is a treatmen
of Mill's proof whinh ascribes to him an implicit universalizability
premise (a5 1 too have done), and he presents some reasonable, if not:
new, suggestiocns about method in ethical theory.

The boo: reads well, is admirably printed and bound at its reason-
able {by current standards) price, and is worth reading, even though
it does raise important unanswered questions about its main theses.

NOTES
'Marshall Cohen, lutroduction to Modern Library ed. of works of
Mill (New York, 1961); Jan Narveson, Morality and Utility (Baltimore:
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Johns Hopkins Press, 1967), 79-82; and Wendy Donner, 'John Stuart
M{ll's Concept of Uctility," Ph.D. thesis, University of Torontc, 1978.
?He also includes the clause that pain is the only thing which is
intrinsically evil, which may raise a question about the statmns of
death; but we will not pursue this, partly because we can assnme that
the injunction to maximize pleasure Llmplies that we should prolong our
lives so long as they are pleasurable.

3Narveson, 8l.

“Ibid., 283-8.
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Tniversity of Waterloo
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Collected Works

Vol. IX, An Examination of Sir William Hamiflton's Philosophy, with an
Introdnction by Alan Ryan, having been published in the spring of
1979, and Vol, I, The Autoblography and Licterary Essavs, introdneced
and edited by Jack Stillinger and John M. Robson, being mow in galieys
and scheduled for publicarion during the latter part of this vear, our
cuergies are currently absorbed in preparing for the press Vol. VI,
Essays on England, Ireland, and the Empire, lntroduction by Joseph

Hamburger. Work has also begun on Vol. XX, Essays on French History
and Historians.




