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Our Milliana this issue is drawn from the letters and memoirs of Sir
William Hardman, who could not resist commenting, from a Tory perspec~
tive, on Mill and the 1865 Westminster electicn.

"You will see chat J. Stvart Mill is being brought forward for West-
minster by a body of enthusiasts. His opponents are Captain Grosvenor
and Mr. W. H, Smich, the son and actual proprietor of the firm of W. H.
Smith and Son, Railway Booksellers. This promises to be the most note-
worthy contest of the coming electicns, except perhaps Gladstone's
fight at Oxford. Mr. Mill is at present somewhere in the south of
France, and cannot be induced te pay his respects to the electors.

This is not in his favour, and I doubt if he will go to the poll, much
iess be elected. Awkward citarions are made from his books, which

show that as te rights of property he is scarcely much less than com-
munistic, that he would give votes to women, that he doee not believe
in either God or devil, and much more to the like purpeose. Tt is

urged by his apologists that there is no necessity for us to pay atcen-
tion to these little eccentricities of his, which are to be regarded

as nothing more than the chess movements of an abstracted thinker, who
is playing a game all by himself, and seeing what moves can be made.
They also say that he will not propound such ideas in the House of
Commons, and that if he dces, no one will limten to him. Of what
value, then, is he to be either to his party or to the country when he
shall be in Parliament? The answer given is that his return for West-
minster will greatly dignify the electors; by which is meant, 1 sup-
pose, thac it will be regarded as a flartering thing by men of letters.”

Following Mi11's election, Hardman observed:

"J. Stuart Mill is in for Westminscter, and poor W. H. Smith goes to
the wall. Smith is a really pgood fellow, a man of the best Conserva-
tive scamp. I am told he has spent no less a sum than £45,000--almost
incredible, but one knows what contesred elecctions for Westminater
cost. M1ll has stated all his voters walked to the poell, for he pro-
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vided no vehicles. This is all very fine, but the fact is that his
committee colluded with Grosvenor's, and the nnderstanding was that
all Mill's voters conveyed by Grosvenor's cabs shonld vote for the
two. Mill was returned by pmblic subscription, and the funds begamn

te fail, so that his snpporters-were obliged to sink the principle and
join themselves to the monied Liberal candidate. 1 know that many of
Mill's warmest adherents among the intellectual portion of society are
utterly disgusted by this abandonment of principle.”

(S. M. Ellis, ed., The Hardman Papers
[London: Coustable, 19301, pp. 29, 33.)

The first article in cthis issue, by David A. Nordqmest, examines
Husserl's response to Mill’s Logic and the Examination of 5ir William
Hamilton's Philosophv, and considers the nature and legitimacy of nis
criricisms of Mill. We follow with an article hy Mark Sheldon (Phil-
osophy, Indiana Universitv—-Purdue University at Fort wWawvne), on the
problem of proof as applied to Mill's principle of utilitv. Then
Bruce Kinzer looks at rhe major works on Mill that have been publisined
in this decade. Information aboutl baoks veceived and recent publi.a-
ticns follows, and rhe issue concludes with L. W. Sumner's review .7
1. B. Schneewind's book on Henry Sidgwick.
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HUSSERL AND MILL'S “pPSYGHOLOGISH"

David A. Nordquest

Professor McRae, in hig fine introduction to the 3ystem of Logic in
the Collecced Works, argues feorcefully that Mill's logic is psvcho-
logistic only in the gelf-evidently true sense of the term. 1n the
course of defending Miil, McRae maintains that Edmund Husserl funda-
mentally misinterpretad Mill's position: “Mill's logie is not an
exemplificarion of what Husserl calls psychologism, but, rather, a
forceful condemnatiom of it."! However, McRae refers omly to a judg-
ment of Husserl in the Formal and Transcendental Logic. Husserl's
major critique of psychologism, and his most careful analysis of Mill's
position, are to be found in his Logical Investigatioms. 1t should be
worthwhile to test Husserl's criticisms in this latter work against
McRae's defense.

Husserl was a careful and respectful student of Mill., In a lecter
to Marvin Farber, he reported having "zealously read (especially as a
student) Mill's Lopic and later the work ou Hamilton's philosophy."™
He developed a keen appreclation for Mill's powers, found the Lopic a
notable work, and thought the crlticisms of Hamilton "brilliaut.'" He
gave Mill mest of rhe credit for the predominance of '‘psychologism”
in contemporary philosophy.?

Husserl's high regard for Mill prompted him to devote substantial
sections of his Investigations to the analysis of major positions of
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Mill. His criticisms may be grouped under three headings: 1. the
problem of the theoretical foundatiomns, or of the automomy, of logic;
?. rhe quesrion of the nature of meaning; and, 3. the problem of
abstraction. The father of phenomenology thought the first problem
fundamental and determinative of positions on the other issues. Since
the first problem is clearly the crucial one for us, most of onr time
will be devoted to it.

It will be nmseful to note that Husserl distlnguished three schools
of thought on the question of logic's foundarion. The psychological
approach is said to locate the seeming necessity in logical reasoning
in psychological processes; behavioral "laws of mind"” make reasoning
appear compelling or not. Tne formal approach makes necesslty rest
instead cn the relations of terms, considered without regard to rheir
particular content. The last approach, the metaphysical, considers
logic an a_prieri science, with its own theoretical foundations, and
thinks it dependent on insight.“ Later, Husserl simplified the schema
and reduced the contesr to two parries—-the firsr seeing logic as
theorerical, formally demeonstrative, and sepanate from psychology; the
second finding it dependent on psychology and neither formal nor
demonscrative.® 1n Husserl’s judgment, Mill belenged te the second
parcty, at least in part.

Husserl's most obvions reason for thus classifying Mill is Mill's
own apparent profession of psychelogism: "Tt [i.e., logic] is nor a
Science disrincr from, and co-ordinate with Psychology. So far as it
is a science at all, lt is a part or branch of Psychology. ME
However, Professor McRae mlght counterquote from the Introducrion to
the Logic. There M11l argues that "logic is not the science of
Belief, but rhe science of Proof, or Evidence."’ McRae does quore
Mill's contention that logic "has no concern with the act of judging
or believing."®

Since explicit statements will not settle the marter, we need to
weigh several related arguments by Mill. In weighing rhem, it will
be helpful ro have a clearer concepcion of "psychclogism” in mind.
McRae reports four possible senses of the rerm. It may mean: 1. mak-
ing the psychological prlneciples of sensarionaliscic empiriclsm the
basis for logic; 2. making concepts, judgments, arguments, proofs,
and theories psychic occurrences; 3. undersranding logical necessity
to be the pracrical inability to concelve the cpposite; and, 4. con-
fuslng qnestions of validity and questions of fact.?

McRae's pesirion is that Mill did not rest logic on sensationalis-
tic empiricism, because he looked to observarion, rarther than ro sen-
sarion, for rthe resting of beliefs. In addirien, the chapter in the
Logic containin§ the best evidence for that case also contains diver-
gent theories.’ Nor does McRae rhink thar Mill considered concepts,
judgmencs, arguments and proofs psychic evepts. Mill explicicly
held the object of loglc to be proof and he attempted to depsvycholo-
gize the theorv of names.'! as for making logical necessiry psycho-
logical, Mill could not have, as he denied that logic or mathemarics
possessed necessity.12 Mill may also be acquirted of charges he con-
fused questions of wvalidity and of fact. According to McRae, Mill
simply saw rhat "the investigation inro the requisires of valid think-
ing" is parc of the theory of valid thinking.13
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A good place to begin our assessment of Husserl's and McRae's
judgments will be at Mill's seclLion on the principle of contradiction.
In irs tradirional form, this principle holds that two conrradictory
propositions cannob beoth be true. Mill prefers to understand che
principle as meaning that thec same proposition cannot be both true
and false at the sawme time. He holds that "if rhe negative be rrue,
the aifirmative must be false¢" reallyv says the same thing twice, that
both halves of the complex proposition must mean the same thing.
Against the nominalists, Mill dees not view the propesitien as merely
a verbsl one, howewvar. He takes it to be "one of our first and most
famillar generalizations from experience."'®

Here is a problem. 1If Lhe proposicion is "identical," and the
halves are equivalent, then we would not need Lo iearn tnis from
experience. What we could Jearn from experience would be the parriscup-~
lars justifving rhe one proposicion in gnesrion. let us take an

xample. Assume rhere are four cases of snow—-a, b, c, and d. We
would hardly experience each as not bLlack and then discover cthat it
is falsc thar each is black and, r1inallwv,,see that the two expres-—
sions had the same meaning. Such reasonings could net, then, be the
source of our principle.

Husserl rewarks the problem aud shows the inadequacy of Mill's
argumeut through an analvsis of our supposed peneralizarion of the
principle. He begins by gquoting Mill ro the elfect that this pric-
ciple depends upon our recognition thar "light and darkness, sound
and silence, equality and inequalitv, preceding and feollowing, suc-
cession aud simultanecusness,' that is, "any poslitive phenomena what-
ever and Its negative, are distinct phenomena, poinredly coutrrasted,
and the one always present wherc the other is present.*®

Hussert! is puzzled lhow this pesition could have seewmed persuasive
to Mill. He poinrs oul thart the phenomena Mill lists as the basis
for the generalization are not contradiccory proposicions ar all.
Therefore, we do nnt have cases in which contradictorv proposirions
are found to be unt both true, wirh a generalization that this is
alwaye the case. Husserl "locks for light' in the Examiuacion of Sir
William Hamilton's Philosophy. There Mill cited Speneer's law that
"a positive wmode of consciousness cannot oceur without excluding a
correlative negative mode" and a negative without excluding the pogi~
tive.'® Husserl remarks that this makes our principle & rautology,
hecause "exclusion euters into cthe definition of the eorrelative
terms 'positive and negative phenomena.'"'*? Bur Mill could not have
regarded it as tautolupgous, for he considered it to bhe based on a
generalization from experience. It looks as if Mill simply Failed to
provide an adequate account of the principle.

This becomes even clearer if we consider ancther passage from the
Examination which Husserl quotes. There Mill atgues:

"They |logical laws| may or may not be capable of alveration by

experience, but the conditions of our existence deuvy to us the experi-

ence which would be required to alter them. Any assertion, therefore,
which conflicts with one ol these laws--any proposition, for instance,
which asserrs a contradictiou, though it were on a subject wholly

removed from the spherc of our experience, is to us unbelievable. The
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belief in such a proposition is, in the present constitution of
nature, impossible as a mental fact."!®

Husserl remarks that Mill is talking not about propositions, but
about 'rhe corresponding acts of jndgment,” at rhe end of this pas-
sage.'® Rather rhan looking to rhe contradictory meanings to explain
why contradictory propositions cannct both be true, Mill has recourse
to the impossibiliry of the mind's judging both true, in the present
circumstances.

The imporcrance of the point becomes clearer if we follow Mill's
position out further. On his premises, the holding of opposed judpg-
ments by one iudividual at different times or by more than one at the
same time might call into question the walidicy of the principle of
contradicrion. (ualificatrions could be made, bnrt Husserl doubts they
could be effective: "Possibly the empiticist will escape these objec-
tions by suitably qualifving the law, e.g. by sav¥ing that it only
applies to normal iudividuals of the genus homo, having a sound mental
constiturien. Tt is sufficient to raise che invidious question of
the exact definirion of the concept "normal individual" to see how
imprecise and complex the content of the law, as now stated, has
become."?? The result is that this principle, "which has alwavs
connted as a wholly exact, self-evident, exceprionless law, is the
very paradigm of a grossly imprecise, uuscientific proposition, that
can only be raised ro the srtatus of a plausible surmise after ics
seemingly exact content has been reudered quite vague by numerous
corrections." Husserl emphasizes the importance of rhis when he
observes, "At the very point where rhe last foundarions of all science
are in question, we have recourse to this naive empiricism with 1cs
blind mechanism of association.'?!

The best possible rejoinder is made in Mill's behalf by McRae. It
is rhar Mill saw uo true necessity in the logical laws. "It was those
whom he opposed who arcribured necessity cto cthem, and the necessicy
which they attributed was, according te Mill, neothing bur cthe psycho-
logical inabiliry to conceive their negaticu. Such a psychological
inabilicy could be fully accounted for by the laws of association,
and it had no bearing ou cthe truth or falsehood of the logical or
mathematical propositions asserted.'??

Against McRae are Mill's assertions in the Examination that these
logical laws "are universally true of all phenomena’ and rhat “if
there are any inherent necessities of thought, trhese are such."??
Siuce Mill could mot possibly be aware of all phenomena, his asser-
tion is a loose one, if it does not actually transcend empiricism.

As for his reference to "inherent necessicties of thought,” it seems
obvious thart experience discleses only regular conjunctions, and not
inherent uecessities. Tnsight would be required to see that recur-
ring conjunctions are necessary. Leaving this point aside, Mill
clearly implies that the logical laws are the most necessary aspects
of thought, but goes on to suggest that even they may not be neces-~
sary. In that case, there would be nothing necessary about thought
and one would be left ro wonder how a logic is possible.

1r is rrue that Mill qualifies his conrentiuns by restricting them
to phenomena and by speculatiug that contrary instances might turn
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up. However, when we consider inherent necessity, it makes no dif-
ference whether our reasoning refers ro phenomena or to noumena.
Mill provides no positive content for his hypothetical invalidacing
cases and identifles them solely by their supposed nonconformity to
the logical laws. Their significance is, therefore, doubtful.

Taking stock at this point, we have seen that Mill left open rhe
possibility thac there is nothing necessary abour thought. "The con-
ditions of our existence” and "the present constitution of nature”
may be responsible for rhe seeming necessity of the logical laws.

If Mill means by these phrases that the way in which our minds pres-
ently work is responsible, then he is guilry of that type of psvchol-
ogism which makes logical necessity the practical inabiliry to con-
ceive the opposite. 1f he is thinking that the world might take a
new form, so that the sun might shine and not shine in one place at
the same rime, then we might object that logic would be impossii:le
there, and that Mill owght not to srretch his theory of logic to
apply where logic is possible and vwhere it is not. If rhere is uo
order to thought, what order appears to exist mighrt be the produzt

of rhe psychological principles of sensatfonalistic empiricism. 1f
Mill is not an advocare of this variety of psychologism, he nevertche-
less leaves the door ajar for irc.

As for making concepts, judgments, and argnments psvchic ocqur-
rences, Mill does uot do so, though he does seem to make the logical
laws dependent on our cxperience. He says cthat they may not be neces-
sary, though rthey seem so. IF they really are necessary and Mill
says thev only seem so, he has apparently equated necessity {in [act)
wuith a psycholougical process. This is not gnite the same thing as
czlling arguments psychic occurrences, but Mill at least leaves the
door open for psychologism.

As for rhat type of psychologism which confuses questions of valid-
ity and qnestions of Ffact, Mill's idea that rhere may be no inherent
necessities of thought snggests that he did not have a fully devel-
oped idea of validity, perhaps because of whar Husserl calls his
"empiricist prejndices."”

The second problem on which Husserl criticizes HMill, that of che
nature of meaning, is also of potential importance for determining
Mill's "psychologism." Here again Husserl Fiuds much to admire in
Mill. 1Ue quores "our distinguished thinker' on the need for a sounder
understanding of language before beginning logic--because language is
thought's tool and may distorc thought in its origins, and because
the meaning of propositions cannot be investigated unless languapge is
understood. Husserl'’s agreemenct with Mill leads him to devote the
first of his Investigations to "Expression and Meaning,'" and his high
estimate of Mill's work leads him to devote importanc sections of the
investigation to Mill's theory.

Husserl observes that, for Mill, the essence of meaning is to be
found in connotation. Mill discinguishes connotative and denotarive
names according to whether or not a subject is designated and an
atcribute implied.”™ Connotative names do so, denotative names do
not. Husserl thinks Mi11's treatment of proper uames especially
revealing aud gives special attention to this. Nor is this unusual.
John Searle has observed that "in the history of philosophy, answers
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to this question of the sense of proper names have been essential to
answering the general question of how words relate to the world."?®
Mill's major explanation of how these names are used is given in a
compariscn to a robber's use of chalk marks in one of the arabian
Nights tales. Husserl quotes the passage:

"When we impose a proper name, we perform an cperation in some degree
analogous to what the robber intended in chalking the house. We put
a mark, not indeed upon the object itself, but, so te speak, upon the
idea of the cbject. A proper name is but an unmeaning mark which we
connect in our minds with the idea of the object, in corder that when-
ever the mark meets our eyes or occurs to our thoughts, we may think
of that individual object. . . . When we predicate of anything ics
proper name; when we say, peinting re a man, this is Brown or Smith,
or polinting ro a ciry, this is Yerk, we do not, merely by se doing,
convey to the reader any information about them, except that those
are their names. . . . It is otherwise when objects are spoken of b
connotative names. When we say, 'The town is built of marble,’ we
give the hearer what may be entirely new infogmation, and this merely
by the signification of the many-worded connocative nmame 'built of
marble.,' Such names , . , are not mere marks, but more, that is to
say signlficant marks; and the connotation is what constitutes the
signlficance."2f

According to Hmsserl, Mill makes a crucial error here. He fails
to distlnguish between the indicative and expresslve functions of
words. 1In the passage quoted, he entirely misses the expressive
fonction of proper names, and sees them as meaningless in themselves.
Husserl attributes MlIll's error to the false dichotomy of proper
names that indicate and are meaningless and other names whlch have
meaning. Mill's analogy with the chalk marks hinders him from seeing
that, while we do not "leook thromgh" the mark to the house, we do
"look thruugh' the proper mame to the thing named. Husserl thinks
Mill cracked rhe analogy wide open when he spoke of the names "occur-
ring to our minds" and thereby creating a consciousness of the things
named. This implies our ability tc use unames as standing for the
things they name, as expressing chem, rather than as being pointers
to them. This explalns something Husserl emphasizes, their ability
to express non-existent objects. 7

Mill's treouble may stem from his preference for an external,
mechanical interpretation of how names function. He seems too relnc-
tant to abandon the viewpoint of the observer for that of the language-
user. Mill's apparent reluctance teo speak from the participant's or
the user's point of view may have helped produce his external inter-
pretations of the logical laws, as well. BSuch external explanations
leave no place for the role of insight.

When we turn to Mill's account of abstraction, we find him in even
greater difficulty, at least in Husserl's view. The problem of
abstraction involves the question of how the same general term may
apply to different individuals. When Spencer denies that a general
term indicates the same attribute in each individual, Mill remarks
that it could not, then, indicate one in an individual considered at
two different times. Husserl approvingly quotes Mill's argument
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that ne general language could exist in this case, but he thiinks
Mill's own premises subiject his own position te similar criticisms.?®

Mill attempts to escape Spencer's prohlems by making the names of
attribures refer to "the resemblances of cur sensations."?? But this
leaves the problam of why similarivies of attributes do not wvary with
our feelings. Mill’s account seems psychologistic, as it makes
identity dependent on psvchic precesses. Nor does Mill's account
simplify the issue. Each acrrribute would be replaced by a correspond-
ing type of sensation, and it is not clearer how one type of sensa-
tion could encompass several sub-rtypes than it is how onc atrribute
could be found in several individuals.

Mill was uneasy about his explanation. Husserl notes the srrug-
gling in the following passage: ''the things compared are many, but
the something common to all ol them must be conceived as one, though
corresponding to numericallv different sensations of sound each time
pronounced."aﬁ This fails, becausc the name's being one is not the
reason why we musr concsive of what is common Lo the thinygs named bv
it as one. Husserl believes Mill's empiricism prevented nim from
acknowledging "the ideal unirv of intemtfon.”?" Mill did nor give
sufficient atiention to what we mean when we use such names.

In hasing the general application of names o atrrihutes on the
resemblances of sensations, Mill again looks ro mental facts for the
foundarion of his logic. McRae might well argue that Mill understood
“"mental facts" to meau wuch more than psvchic occurrences. If so, it
would be very difficult to discover exactly the extent of Mill's
psychologism. But if Mill did intend the term to be understood in
this way, he falled to distinguish things that he should have
sepatated. This would make him & pre-psychologistic, rather than a
psvchologistic, logiciam.

Husserl recognized the amalgam of truth and error in what hé took
to be psychelogistic arguments. He did not mean to give a comprehen-
sive account of Mill's logic, or to deny its valid points. He empha-
sized the weaknesses he found in the foundations of Mill's theory and
attributed these to psychologism. His criticisms would seem to show
Mill's guilt on some occasions. McRae's defense shows Mill's inno-
cence at other times. However, Husserl watches Mill as he tries to
s0lve some of the key questions of logic. What Mill relies on at
crucial moments may wel]l be more revelatory rhan explicit statements
at other times.
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COMMUNITY, HISTORY AND PROOF*

Mark Sheldon

It would, of course, be a very fine ching to be able to prove that a
particular principle of morality has a basis in realiry in some
descriptive sense, though it is not clear whar this would mean 1if
such proof does not alse include a basis by means of which pPEersons
would be motivated to do the “moral" thing. 1t would, of course, be
best of all if it turned out that che prineiple justified by "proof"
was also somehow inherently capable of motivating persons morally, or
if, in fact, it already does--if not "inherently capable" or "self-
evident," perhaps "self-recommending "

Though Bentham does not think 1t logically possible ta give a
proof of the principle of utiiity, ' he does think it possihle and
important to discount the validity of other vicws adverse to the
principle of utilitv, Those that he discounrs (using his terms) are

9




Maral Sense, Common Sanse, Understanding, Rule of Right, Fitness of
Things, Law of Nature, l.aw of Recason (Right Reason, Natural Jusrtice,
Natural Equity, Good Order), Truch, Doctrine of Election, and Repug-
nancy Lo Mature.? Aside from the obscurirty he atrriburtes to these
views, there is the "miaschief they produce." He writes, "The mis-
chief common to all these ways of thinking and arguing . . . is their
serving as a cleak, and pretence, and aliment, to despotism. . . e
This passage, with its concern for public accountability and demo-
cracy, tends tc support the views of those whe view Bentham as Deing
concerned with the principle of utility primatily wichin rhe context
of social and legislative concerns.’ 1In fact, subsequently im the
same foornore he writes, 'Whether a moral sentiment can be orlginally
conceived from any other source than a view of urility, 1s one ques-
tion: whether upon examination and reflection it can, in point of
Fact, be actually persisted in and iusrtified on any other ground, by
a person tellecting within himself, is another: whether in point of
right it can properly be justified on any other ground, hy a person
addressing himself to the community, ig a cthird. The Ewo first are
questions of speculation: it matfers not, comparatively speaking,
how they are decided. The last is a question of practice: the deci-
cion of ir is of as much importance as that of any can be."® It Is
clear, from this quotation, in what context the validitv of the pric-
ciple of utility interests Bentham. 1t does not matter ultimately
wherther a person does, however confusedly, regard che moral sentiment
as having a source other than utility. It does nmot matter if a per-
son is able to justify such a view te himself. What does matter, Lo
Bentham, is the basis on which such sentiments are justified to the
community. And in a very important passage, vwhich concludes Chapter
ii of An lntroduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislaciocn,
he writes, "Other principles in abundance, that is, other motives,
may be the reasons why such and such an act has been domne: rhat is,
the reasons or causes of irs being donme: but it is this alone that
can be the reason why it mipht or cught to have heen done. antipachy
or resenrment requires always to be regulated, to prevent its doing
mischief: to be regulared by what? always by the principle of utilicy.
The principle of utilitz neither requires nor admits of any other
regulator than ivself."

1t is clear, 1 think, therefore, especially in terms of the last
passage, that Bentham's concern is mot to prove the validity of rhe
utility principle as what, in fact (descriptive) morivates peaple.
Afrer all, he offers an exrensive list of all sorts of confusing
notions people do have of the bases of their moral views, and of the
confusing ways in whieh they are motivated (often to the detriment of
others). His concern, rather, is to offer and defend a normative
theory, a view of what ought to motivate people in the context of
community, of concerns that ought ro orient the legislator in terms
of his or her task. 1ln this conrext, then, the question of what does
motivare people does not Interest Bentham. Were he concerned Lo
argue this question, he would offer additiomal preoofs. His purpose,
rather, is to put forward an argument as Lo what ought to morivate
people. And for this there is no further proof except his recommenda-
tion of the principle vis % vis the confusions of the other views and
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their social consegnences,

Mill's proof is another matter. But here, too, I think there are
different problems from those usually considered at issne by some of
his critics.’ 1 will begin by firet quoting probably the mast often
quoted paragraph from Mill's Utilirarianism. He writes:

"The only ptoof capable of being given that an object is wvisible, is
that people actually see it. The only proof that a sound is audible,
is that people hear it: and so of the other sources of our experi-
ence. In like manner, 1 apprehend, the sole evidence it is possible
to produce that anvthing is desirable, is that people do acrually
desire it. Lf the end which the utilitarian doctrine proposes to
itself were not, in theory and in practice, acknowledged to be an
end, nothing could ever convince any person that it was so. No
reason can be glven wiy the general happiness is desirable, except
that each person, so far as he believes it to be attainable, desites
his own happiness. This, however, being a fact, we have not onlv all
the proof which the case admits of, but all which it is possible to
require, that happiness is a good: that eachrpersan'’s happiness is a
gaod to ruat person, and the general happiness, therefore, a good ro
the aggregate of all persons."®

There is more, of caurse, teo this paragraph, bur for the purposes of
this paper I shall concentrate on these sentences. One pecrson who

had much to say concerning the quoted passage is G. E. Moore, who has
heen answered by Mary Warnock. While it may be true thar there are
problems with Moore's argument, there are also problems with Warnock's

response.
Moore focuses upen the "visible-desirable" analogy, which, he
feels, leads to a confused claim eoncerning "good." After quoting

the same passage quoted above, he writes, "There, that is enough.
That is my first point. Mill has made as naive and arctless a use of
the naturalistic fallacv as anybody could desire. ‘Good,' he rells
me, means 'desirable,' and you can only find out what is desirable by
seeking to find out what is actually desired."’® But 1 think Warnock's
argument is cotrect.'’ She suggests that Mill does not define “desir-
. able' as "good." 1t is true that Mill claims the "desired™ is what
is "desirable," but his assertion that happiness is the only thing
that people desire is distinct from his discussion of the proof of
the desirable being that which, in fact, is desired. Mill writes,
"the sole evidence it is possible to produce that anything is desir-
able is that people do actually desire it. 1f the end which the
utilitarian doctrine proposes to itself were not, in theory and prac-
tice, acknowledged to be an end, nothing could ever convince any
persou that it was so." Warnock detects no difficulty wicth this
passage, and seems to suggest that it turns on an empirical observa-
tion. She writes, "The question of preving the ultimare end does not
arise; but you can fiud out what pecple recognize as ultimate ends by
. finding out what they desire. What they desire, Mill goes on to say,
: is happiness. 1 canuct see anything wreng or fallacious about chisM!!
i But ir seems to me clear that there is somecthing wrong about the
! argumenr, especially when it is viewed as having an empirical basis.
However, 1 am not concerned here with the question of whether Mill

11
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position that moralicy is "founded on' pure reason and the positiom
that it is 'founded on' a sentiment or feeling of svmpathy, unity, or
benevolence toward one's fellew men."!® T will return to Narveson's
point.

fluinton’'s response te Mill's critics takes another approach. 1o
assence, he rejects the view that it 1s necessary for the utilitarian
proof that there be an identification of the good of all with the
good of each. He writes, "we have an intense inrerest im the welfare
of some other people and some direct interest in the welfare of
nearly everyone. What has not been shown is that rhe good of all is .
the ctetal, ultimate and overriding good of each. But this, for all
the lip service that is paid to it, is a very extreme and millenial
belief."!* Behaviour bevond tnils is merally herocic and supererogatory.

What I want to suggest, however, is that in dealing with Mill's
argument one does not have to tack on an analytic explanation, as
Karveson does, in order to establish the identity of general inrerest
with individual interest. Nor does one have to give it a realistic
qualification, as Quinton does. Rather, 1 would suggest that, given
the correctness of Mill's assumprion {which t will discuss shortly),
the argument is firm.

1t should first be pointed out that Mill begins this passage by
saying, "No Teason can be given why the general happiness is desir-
able. . . ." Clearly, he states that nc reason can be given to sup-
port the desirability of the general happiness and he does not attempt
to give one. 1lnstead, he writes "except that each person, sc far as
he believes it to be attainable, desires his own happiness." The
"it" refers to "his happiness,” not the general happiness. That each
person desires his own happiness he believes to be "a fact." Bnt
this is the problem. Is it a "fact" that each person desires his own
happiness? 1f this were true, certainly it would follow {as Narveson
argues) cthat the general happiness is a pood to the aggregate of all
persons. The important word is "all." And this, I think, is Mill's
premise, that there is already an aggregare of all persens. This he

describes in detail in Chapter iii:

"the moral feelings are not innate, bnt acquired, rhey are not for
that reason the less natural. . . . Like the other acquired capaci-
ties above referred to, the moral faculty, if not a part of onr
nature, 1s a natural outgrowth from it; . . . susceptible of being
brought by cultivstion to a high degree of development. ., , . To
doubt that the same porency might be given by the same means to the
principle of utility, even if it had no foundatiom in hnman nature,
would be flying in the face of all experience.

Bur moral associations which are wholly of artificial creation,
when intellectual culture goes on, yield by degrees to the dissolving

force of analysis: . . . if there were no leading department of our
nature . . . with which that association would harmonize . . . if
there were nocr . . . a natural basis of sentiment for utilitarian
morality, it might well happen that this association also . . . might

be analysed away.
But there is this basis of powerful nactural sentiment; and this it

is which, when once the general happiness is recognised as the

13




ethical standard, will constitute the strength of the urtilitarian
morality. This [irm foundation is that of the social feelings of
mankind; the desire to be in unity with our fellow creatures, which
is already a powerful principle in human nature, and happily cne of
those which tend to become srronger, even without express inculeca-~
tion, from the influences of advancing civilizatrion."!®

Withour discussing this long passage in derail, I wish to point
out that here is expressed in full cthe empirical premise of Miil's
proof, his oprimism about the existence of a social instinct of some
sort which has a rendency to gain strength iu a progressively civi-
lized svciety. (It might be argued cthat the concern feor unity is as
grcat as or greater than the concern for happiness.) 4nd on this we
can judge Mill either correct or incorrect. But his argument does
maintain its force when lefr on this basis, ser in the countext of
history {aside from Narveson's concern). Benthaw's argument, on the
other hand, is not dependent on tois descriptive and empirical base.
Tt thus remains experimentally possible, depending on sfferctive
implementacion. !

NOTES

#yritren for National Endowment for the Humanities Summer Seminar,
"The Plausibility of Utilicariamism." 1 want to thauk Richard Brandt
and seminar members for their comments.
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MILL IN THE 1970s

Bruce L. Kinzer

No decade of this centurv has seen the publlcation of so many sub-
stantial works on J. S. Mill as that of the seventies. In part, the
greatly increased lnterest in Mill, which first became evident in the
sixties, is the product of a more general phenomenon--the striking
development of Vicrtorian studies as a whole. Perhaps no Vicrorian
thinker enjoyed as much distinetion and influence in his own time as
did Mill. It is natural that scheolars anxlous to understand the Vie-
torian period should turn to Mill, who consciously attempted to
absorb, assimilate, and articulare the significant strains of thought
pervading the nineteenth-century English inrellectual scene, and
whose contriburion to the ethos of his age proved to be in many
respects more original and important tham that of rhe seminal thinkers
whom he socught to reconcile. 1t is mort enly because he spoke to the
Victorian condition that Mill has been the object of so much scholarly
attention; of equal significance is the conviction that he speaks ro
our condition as well. Varying considerably in quality and approach,
the works on Mill which have appeared in the 1970s all assert the
historical and contemporary relevance of his thoupht and agree on the
need to underscand what he was about.’

One of the most significant aspects of recent studies has been the
growing tendency to creat Mill as a systematle thinkar. That there
have been relatively few works on Mill's phllosophy as a whole can be
largely attributed co a widespread convicclon that however lnteresting
and valuable the parts might be, the whole was riddled by a lack of
coherence and consistency. While the deralled examination of Mill's
wrirings characrerlstic of reecent scholarship has not revealed a body
of thought free from tension, amblguity, and ambivalence, ic has
brought to lighc a degree of coheremce and system not previously
observed.

Alan Rvan's John Scuart Mill (New York: Panctheon, 1970) has con-—
rribucted in a major way to this reassessment. Doubtless the most
thorough and imporctant study of Mill's philosophy yet te appear,
Ryan's work lucidly contends that the connection between sciencific
and moral rationality was Mill's central concern and that his empiri-
cist metaphysles provided the link between the two. Ryan presents a
detailed and closely argued analysis of M111's attempt to establish a
rational echical system on the basis of a coherent cheory of scien-
tific explanation, human action, and secial scienca. The deficien-
cies and inconsistencies of Mill's system are fully exposed; yet
Rvan's cricicism is an appreciative one which reveals the impressive
character of Mill's philosophlrcal achlevement.

H. J. MeCloskey's John Stuart Mill: A Critical Scudy {London: Mac-
millan, 1971), a contributlon co the Philosophers in Perspective
series, is not nearly so sympatheric. A not entirely accurate sum-
mary ef Mill's life is followed by chapters on his logic, ethical
theory, political theory, metaphysics, and philosophy of religion.
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Placing his survey firmly within the context of twentieth-cencury
philosophical developments, McCloskey's study is largely taken up
with au examination of where Mill went wrong. The effecr, perhaps
unintended, is a very negative treatment which portrays Mill as a
philosophical failure on a rather massive scale, Thatr Mill so rarely
passes McCloskey's test may be a reflection of the unfairness of the
questions., If McCloskey had devoted more attention to the historical
and intellectual framework within which Mill worked, and less to the
philosophical concerns of the twentieth century, the result would
have been mare useful and constructive. 0ddly enough, despite the
general thrust of his argument, Mc(loskey too insists on Mill's pop-
tinuing relevance and importance {p. 174}.

A significanr proportion of the works on Mill published during che
19705 deal primarily with his political philosophy. The first of
these to appear was Graeme Duncan's comparative study of Marx and
Mill (Marx and Mill: Two Views of Social Conflict and Social Theory
[Cambridge: Cambridge Universirty Press, 1973)). Duncan raises and
tackles the issue which has been central, to recent analyses of Mill's
political thonght: should Mill be considered a representative of
nineteenth-century laissez-faire democratic individualism, or was he
indeed something quite different~-a thinker whose major okjecrtives
were the strengthening of old or the creation of new social bonds,
and the establishmenr of a polity dominated by a cultural and intel-~
lectual elite. While Duncan does not ignore the democratic, individ-
valistic, and libertarian elements present in Mill's thought, he
clearly regards such elements as subordinate to Mill's major concerns,
which he identifies as a commitment to social harmouy and the polirti-
cal ascendancy of competence and expertise. Duncan's sophisticated
analysis suggests that the presence of the former elements reflected
a measure of unease on Mill's part respecting the possible abuses
which might arise from an emphasis on the lacrer. Mill may have
sought a satisfactory balance, bur Duncan argues thar his primary
loyalty to a harmonious social organism, peolitically adminisrered by
a competent and disinterested elite, could not effectively accommo-
date the democratic and individualisric undercurrents. A work which
we shall turn to shortly demonstrates the extent to which Duncan has
exaggerated the importance of the elitest at the expense of the demo-
cratic Mill,

In her On Liberty and Liberalism: The Case of John Stuart Mill
(New York: Knopf, 1974), Gertrude Himmelfarb provides a striking
elaboration of her thesis of the "two Mills,” Ffirst presented in her
introduction to Mill's Essavs on Politics and Gulture (1962) and
further developed in a chaprer of her Victorian Minds (1968). Him-
melfarb's clearly stated preference 1s for the MilT of the "Spirit of
the Age," "Coleridge," and the two reviews of Tocqueville. 1In these
essays, she argues, one {inds the Mill who understood the complexity
of society and who appreciated the importance of law, authority,
public opinien, and social discipline. The Mill of On Liberry, how-
ever, attempted to establish an absolutist position in support of
extreme individualism. The highly unsatisfactory condition of western
society at the present time, Himmelfarb suggests, is in large part
attributable to the triumph of the pernicious doctrines which she
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The cencral thesis of K, J. Hallioay's study of Miil's political
tiiought {John Stuart Mill |London: Alszn o Unwin, 187611 is sgarcelw
less staffling than Himmelfarb's. {sseniiallv, Rallidawv zives us a2
porcralt of Mill as trimmer. Empaasiziug the significance of Mill's
mental crisis and rejection of Benthamism, Haliidav's Mill iz an eclec-
ri¢, timid, and pessimiscic palitical tninker whose primary commit-
menks arg to seli-culture, social and pollirical consensus, expertise
in government, and a cauctiously prapmatlic appreoach to political issues.
sccording to Hallidav, Un Libertv and Representative Government are
"shat rhrough with pessimism'” (p. 129). One can indeed locate such
strains in Mill, but a concentration npon them to the exclusion af the
genuinelvy positive and radical elements produces serious distortion,
Mill was most definitelv not a trimmer (it should be pointzd ont that
Halliday does nor actually use this word, thouglh he very well might
nave, counsidering the character of his arpument). His brand of radi-
calism mav not be easily cateporized, but his positiom on inheritance,
the land quesrion, Ireland, and the subordination of women places him
firmlv on the lefr within rhe ninzteench-:zentury political context.

His views on these issues, far from tending to promote consensus,

could not help but provoke intense hoscilitv and stiff resistance.
Fortunately, however, Hallidav's deterwmination to present an original
overall interpretation deoes not prevenr him from tackling various
aspects of Mill's pelitical thought in a seneible fasbion. His dis-
cnssion of Mili's perspective on laissez-f{aire =znd socialism, for
example, possesses considerable merit. Thus, despire a rather irritat-
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ing introductory chapter and a thesis requiring substantial modifica-~
rien, there is a real measure of wvalue in Halliday's work.

Unquestionably the most satisfying treatment of Mill's political
thought yet to appear in the seventies is Denunis F. Thompson’s John
Stuarrt Mill and Representative Government {Princeton, N.J.: Princecon
University Press, 1976). Whereas Duncan concludes that Mill's attempc
to combine elitist and democratic ideas results in an "untidy and
unsuccessful compromise” (p. 25%), Thompson convincingly demonstrarces
rhat Mill integrates these apparently incompatible commitments into a
philosophy of politics that is remarkably comprehensive, systematic,
and coherent. Mill's polirical theory, according to Thompson, rests
on two fundamental principles, participarion and competence. The con-
tent and implications of these principlas, Thompson arpues, determinag
the framework for Mill's amalvsis of the processes and institutiong of
representative povetnment.

Tne protective and educative functions of parrvicipation and compe-~
tence led Mill to structure nis analysis on the basis of the require-~
ments of these two principles. Participation in the political process
protects the interests of individuals, groups, and the more general
public interest, while a skilled and conscientious leadership ensures
that the government will respond to rhe needs of the communitv and
obscrucr the pursuit of power and influence by sinisrer interesrs.

But the protection provided by partieipation and cowmpetence is not
purchased at che expense of education. Participation imparts to
individuals an undersranding of the political process, an awarensss of
important public issues, and a sense of perscnal responsibility for
the well-being of the community. A competent leadership, on the other
hand, is obliged to use its knowledge and expertise to enhance the
political capability of the mass of cirizens. Thus, for the purposes
of protection and education, the principles of participation and com-
petence are both indispensable.

Thompson intellipently and persuasively demonstrates that these two
principles governed Mill's institurional preferences with respect ro
the organization of a representarive democratic polity. 1In addition,
Thompson refers extensively ro rthe work of twentieth-century polirical
scientists in order to evaluate the contemporary validity of Mill's
analysis. He concludes that there is much of value to be learned from
Representative Government, and the case he makes for Mill is a very
strong one. A sympatheric, yer not uncritical studv of Mill's politi-
cal thought, Thompson's book deserves a wide and attentive readership.

No less apprecilative of Mill is Pedro Schwartz, whose The Hew
Political Economy of J. S. Mill {London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1972}
repredents & gsignificant contribution to Mill studies. It was as a
political and social philosopher that Mill wrote political economy.
Whereas modern economists have tended to dismiss Mill for his lack of
method and analyrical rigour, Schwartz’s book suggests that Mill's
broadly humanistic approach to econowmic questions proved fruitful for
the nineteenth century and holds a considerable measure af value for
the tweutieth.

The first quarter of Schwartz's work sets out the personal and
intellectual context within which Mill's political economy evolved.
Although useful and necessary, there is not much new here. Schwarrz's
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substantive chapters concern Mill's response to trade unions, laissez-
faire, socialism, and his wvision of sociery's future. Mill had not
much to say abour trade unionism, largely because he considered it a
phenomenen of ephemeral significance. The cooperative character of
the furure scationary economy postulated by Mill would render crade
unionism anachronlstic. With respect to laissez-faire, Schwarcz
shows that Mill's deep concern for individual freedom did not prevent
his enunciating a sophisticated and original doctrine of governmental
inrervencion in the econcmic sphere. Mill's ambivalent and Fluctuat-
ing attitudes towards socialism form the subject of Schwartz's most
scriking and incisive chapter. He persuasively argues that Mill's
dissatisfaction with the exiscing social and economic organization of
society did not lead him cte adopr socialism as a deslrable and prac-
ticable alternacive. Racther Mill called for a reform of the compeci-
tive system and emphasized the imporcant role to be plaved by the
poclitical process in determining the distribution of the naricnal
income. Schwartz concludes his discussion of substantive issues with
an examination of Mill's hopes for the future and his conceprion of
the stacionary sociecy.

Mill's screngrhs and weaknesses as a political economist are ably
elucidaced by Schwarrz. He firmly establishes Mill's important place
in the hiscory of economic thought and amply demonstrates that his
constructive achievemencs lhave beeu unjustly neglected. Schwartz's
book will not be the lasc on Mill's political econemy, but it is none-
theless a very good boock indeed. .

It is unfortunate that the same cannot be said of Bruce Mazlish's
James and John Stuart Mill: Facher and Son in the Nineteenth Century
(Mew York: Basic Books, 1975). Perhaps the most ambiltlous work on
Mill to appear in cthls decade, this contributlon to psychohistory
promises considerably more than it delivers. Mazlish's applicacion of
psychoanalycic ctheory to Mill and the nineteenth cencury, with the
Qedipus complex and generational conflict as the central themes of his
analysis, leaves one feeling slightly uneasy about the fruits of psycho-
history. As the title suggests, Mazlish's study incerprets the details
and pattern of Mill's life largely within a framework determined by
the laccer's childhood experiences and, in particular, by his relacions
with his father. The problem with the case cthact Mazlish attemprs to
make is that it is builr upon innumerable assumptions and conjectures
which frequently rest upon evidence elther quescionable or non-existent.
Although a number of his observatlons are incteresting and novel and
should not be dismissed lightly, confidence in them is somewhac under-
mined by inaccuracles of fact which occasionally creep in. He has
also overlooked a cousiderable body of material, including many of
Mill's own articles, which would certafnly have throuwn light on the
subjects discussed.

Mazlish's explanation of Mill is tied in with an examination of
nineteench-century social change. Just as generactlonal conflicr isg
the key to achieving an understanding of Mill, so an underscanding of
niveteenth-century soclal change is greactly facilictacted by the applica-
ticn of this concept. Generational conflicec, as one factor among many,
should not be disregarded, but Mazlish claims far too much for it.
Furthermore, his analysis of the historical context suggests that one
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may reasonably guestion his competence to jndge the determinants of
uineteenth-century social and political change. Thus, although an
interesting and stimulating work, Mazlish's book does not deal satis-
factorily with the issues it raises.

There remain to be briefly consideted two general works on Mill,
each of which allocates individual chapters to Mill's major writings.
These are Alan Ryan's J. §. Mill (Loudon: Routledge & Kegan Paul,
1974) and Eugene August's John Stuart Mill: A Mind at Large (New York:
Scribners, 1975). As the sophisticated and trenchant analysis of
Ryan's earlier contribution would lead one to expect, his general
study is a solid and balanced assessment of Mill the autobiographer,
logician, social philosopher, political economist, political rheorisr,
and metaphysician, He aptly coustructs the relevanr historical and
intellectual context for his discussion of Mill's works, consistenctly
asks the right questions, and fairly sums up Mill's achievements and
deficiencies, Ryan's virtues are not matched by Augusc. Admittedlv,
the latter's emphasis is somewhat different, in that he is particu-
larly anxious to demonstrate Mill's licedary and rhetorical power.
Although he offers some useful observations in this regard, they do
not carry the reader very far. August's admiration for Mill is akin
to that which the larter felt for Harrier, and the picture he draws
of the great man is consequently nearly as superficial as that drawn
by Mill of his wife in the Autobiography. Approximately an equal
amount of space is devoted to summarizing and praising Mill's indi-
vidual works. Unlike Ryan, he provides lirrle substantive discussion
of the difficult issues those works raise. In addition, August's
overheated preose style teuds to distract when it does not astonish.
"Bur before he was twenty-one he would suffer a crushing emorional
collapse, and afterward he would go lusting afrer strauge phileosophi-
cal gods" (p. 4). In short, Rvan's book is very much the better of
the two.

Thus we find that J. 5. Mill has acttracted his Full share of
scholarly attention during the seventies. Apart from the books
referred to here, there has beeu in recent years a flood of articles,
many of them of considerable value, dealing with various aspects of
Mill's life and thought. The growth in Mill studies has attained
such momeutum that one can Teasonably expect the eighties to be as
producrive as the seventies. The more that is known about Mill the
clearer it becomes that we do not know encugh.
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Sidgwick's Ethics and Victerian Moral Philosophy. By J. B. Schnee-
wind. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1977. Pp- xvi + 465.

1t is an oddity that J. S. Mill, although he is remembered above all
as a utilitarian, wrote Vvery little in ethics. His essays (on ben—
tham, Whewell, etc.) are fragments which are far rtoco unsystematic to
serve as statements of a theory. The policrical tracts for which he
is jnstly so renowned presuppose and capitalize on an ethical theory
but reveal little of its inner structure., 1In the end the main
sources for Mill's ethics reduce Co Utilitarianism and Book V1 eof the
Logic-—theory and metatheory respectively. While the former is every
student's first point of contact with a urilitarian morality, it is
jtself a series of popular essays in which concision has conspired
with carelessness to generate employment in perpetuity for a legion
of commentators and critics. 1f we make the mistake of considering
it ag a treatise then it is surely one of the least sarisfactory ever
produced. As for the moral epistemology of the Logic, few have found
it other than perfunctery and cobscure.

1n short, if ome is shopping about in the nineteenth century for a
complete and coherent formulation and defence of utilitarianism then
M{11 is the wrong merchant to whom to bring one's custom. 3o is
Bentham: although his ethical theory was in many respects more thor-
oughly worked out than Mill's, he never managed To assemble all the
pieces in any single location. The only treatise on urilicarianism

worthy of being called such is Henry Sidgwick's The Methods of Ethics. 3

In this work Sidgwick accomplished a task which none of his predeces-
sors had ever attempted: he constructed a theory of utility on a
purely rational footing, attending ToO all of the major issues which
such a construction raises, defended the rtheory against the main
criticisms to which it was commonly subjected, and explored in detail

the relacions berween utilitarianism and the morality of common Sense. 3

By every philosophical standard the Methods is immeasurably superior
to Mill's Utilitarianism: it is more complete, more thorough, more

considered (running through seven editions), more coherent, morée pro-_f

found. 1lts counterpart amon Mill's writings is not Utilirarianism
P g g N
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but the Logic or the Policical Economy. It is in the Merhods that
the theory of urility first comes to maturity.

If this is so, why does evervone read Mill and no cne read Sidg-
wick? Why is there no Sidgwick News Letrer? One answer to these
questions would stress the undoubred fact that Mill was the more ver-
gatile thinker; his interests and his Influence were boch much broader.
1f Utilictarianism had been written by an unknown it might have gone
the way of most philesophical pamphlers. But there is another answer
as well which fastens upon the need fer an accessible intreduction te
utilitarianism. This is a need which the Mechods confessedly does
not serve well: it is long, intricate, dense, difficult, and rather
boring. Though philosocphically wanting, Mill's piece is mnch the
better propaganda.

This latter consideration goes far toward explaining why Sidgwick's
magnum opus has never reached a wide public, but it camnor account far
its neglect by scholars who do not generally shrink from tedious
tomes. Most philosophers werking in the area of utilitarianism,
whether friendly or hostile Lo the theory, have long conceded that
the best extant version of the theory is found:in Sidgwick. And yet
until now the only wortiwhile studv of Sidgwick's ethics as a whole
has been a long chapter im C. D. Eroad's Five Types of Ethical Thneory.
With the pmblicationm of J. B. Schneewind's Sidgwick's Ethics and Vic-
torian Moral Phileosophy this deplorable neglect has at last been
rectified. Sidgwick now has a seriocus, scholarly, orthodox secondary
source.

Schneewind has divided his project into three parrs. The first
traces the historical background against which the Methods is to be
understood, especially the two rival traditions which Sidgwick
actempted to reconcile: intuiticnism (from Reid to Whewell) and ntili-
tarianism (principally Bentham and Mill). The second, and longest,
section is a systematic exposition of the main doctrines of the
Methods, importinp such evidence from Sidgwick's other writings as is
pertinent. The final part compares Sidgwick with his most formidable
contemporary opponents {Spencer, Bradley, Green) and ponders his place
in the histery of ethics. The scholarly apparatus of the work
includes, in addition to an analytic index, four biblicgraphies: a
"reasonably complete' list of Sidgwick's manuscripts and published
works, a valuable compilation of publications by Britlsh moralists
from 1785 to 1900, a survey of the secondary literatnre on Mill's
Utilitarianism, and a general bibliography.

The centrepiece ¢f the book is of course the analysis of the Methods
itself. Since Sidgwick obvicusly designed this work as the authorita-
tive source for his own ethical theory, Schneewind is quite juscified
in using it as the framework for his exposition of that theory. One
does wonder, however, whether some of the other normative works might
not have been used to greater advantage. Given the inctimate connec-
tion between Sidgwick's ethical and political theories {the same con-
nection found in Bentham and Mill), it is especially puzzling that
there is not a single reference to The Elements of Politics. Could
one write a satisfactory acconnt of Mill's ethics while omitting all
mention of On Liberty and Representative Government? Be that as it
may, students of Sidgwick will find few surprises in Schneewind's
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reconstruction of his aethical theory. We encounter the familiar rten~
sion between the two professed aims of the Methods: on the one hand to
investigate from a neutral standpoint the nature of and relations
among the three *methads of ethies' (intuitionism, egoism, urtilirarian-
ism), and on the other to advocate one of chem. Schneewind rearranges
Sidgwick's order of presentacion of material, generally to the advan-~
tage of intelligibiliry. His own paraphrases of Sidgwick's views are
usually canonical and his handling of objections is workmanlike,
although the latter is pervaded by an unshakable loyalty to his sub-
ject. This is no revisionist reading of the Methods; neither does it
elect to putsue beyond moderation any of the thick and knotty ptoblems
to which Sidgwick addressed himself. For those who do not already
know the Methods (surely the majotity even among philosophers), these
cencral chapters of Schneewind’s book will serve as a convenient, and
not misleading, introductiomn. For students of Sidgwick the book will
offer interpretations of his views on virtually all significant
topics, assembled by the petson who must know the cotpus betrter than
any of the rest of us.

The histcrical secting is, perforce, merely sketched. HNonetheless,
these opening chapters also serve an impottant purpose in redirecting
atrenrion to the principal figures in the most exciting peried of
British moral philosophy. To review the controversies of that time
is to be vividly reminded of jmst how litrle nas been accomplished 1in
ethics during the present century. By and large the problems now
current were also debared thenm, often with at least as much acuity as
that displayed in the more recent and better known sources. Needless
to say, Schneewind's brisk tour through a century of ethical writing
will not please everyone. This reviewer, for example, was dissatis-
fied by two claims concerning Bentham: that his work in ethics was
largely ignored in England during his lifetime {which rakes no account
of the popularity and infiuence of the Dumont editions, especially the
Traités de législation civile et pénale which before Bentham's death
ran through three editions in French, was translated into English, and
wag certainly widely known in England); and that Mill's version of
utilitarianism was generally thought to be less radical than Bentham's
(which overlooks both the fact that many of Mill's views omn moral and
social matters offended contemporary public opiniou and that public
opinfion itself shifred considerably [rom Bentham's heyday to Mill's,
so that positions extreme in 1800 could comnt as mere platitudes in
1860). T daresay that most readers of these pages will discover their
own complaints, but these are slight matters in a work whose reputa-
tion will stand on its treatment of Sidgwick.

Schneewind's painstaking scholarship, his wvaluable sketch of the
background, his determination to say something useful on all of the
main themes of Sidgwick's ethics-—these virtues ensure thar this hook
will remain for some considerable time the standard secondary source
for the Methods. There remains, however, room for a different kind of
treatment of Sidgwick, one which would deliberarely sacrifice these
virrtues in a higher cause. While the Metheds is still, a century
afrer its first appearance, the best single statement we have of a
utilitarian theory, that century has seen our understanding of the
theory immeasurably advanced through the discovery both of more power-=
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ful tools aof analysis and of new dimensions in the conflict berween
utilitarians and their rivals. This new work, however, is scill
larpgely piecemeal; it lacks precisely that scope and unity which makes
the Merhods the exposition of a system. A book hoth well wversed in
Sidgwick and proficieut in modern analytic rvechuigues could use each
Lo I1luminate the other. Such a work would be neither simply a com-
mentary on the Mcthods nor an entirely independent construction. Tts
approach ro Sidgwick would be ¢ritical and selective, discarding what
can no longer stand and incorporating what remains (and much, surely,
would remain) into a fuller and becter grounded version of the theory.
It would, iu other words. extend to Sidgwick preciselv the respect
with which he approached the more worthvy of his predecessors.

Schneewind's book., excellenr of its kind, does nor undertake this
daunting task. Sidpwick has at last Found his Kemp Smith or Paton,
but his Strawson or RBeunett is still to cowme.

L. W. Sumner
University of Toronro
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