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Introduction

JOHN C. CAIRNS

john mill’s interest in french public life between the two empires is somewhat flatly
proposed in his Autobiography. The casual reader of the few and sober pages alluding
to his lifelong acquaintance with the land, the people, and the history might not
readily grasp what France had been to him: not merely a window on the wider cultural
world, but a laboratory of intellectual exploration and political experimentation, and a
mirror, the clearest he knew, in which to see what preoccupied him in England. There
were times when he thought they did “order this matter better in France,” times when
he did not; times even when his criticisms of the faults he perceived in the French
character approached in severity his denunciations of faults in the English. But
sympathetic or censorious, and preoccupied with responsibilities and problems in
England, he followed French thought and French public life more closely perhaps
than any other Englishman of his time. France offered not only the most exciting
intellectual and political spectacle in Europe, but an instructive angle of vision from
which to perceive England. France’s history, its men of thought and action were as
integral a part of Mill’s education as the famous tutorship of his father and Bentham
had been. Like the early philosophes, he eagerly sought out the stimulating relativity
of another society.

The essays in this volume, mostly occasional pieces on revolution and history, span
the two decades from youth to middle age, from the embattled liberalism of the
opposition under the rule of Charles X (set against the Tory administrations of
Canning and Wellington) almost to the eve of the Second Empire. At their centre is
the Revolution of 1789, cataclysmic, still mysterious, the ultimate implications of
which were far from clear, and about which Mill grew increasingly uncertain. He
followed the revived debate of this great affair with intense interest. By no means
uncommitted among its protagonists, he tried to weigh the evidence and extract the
lessons. Avid for fresh insights, scornful of uncongenial interpretations, he came to
see that 1789 could not by itself provide what he wanted. He cast about more broadly
for the grand hypothesis that would situate the age of revolution through which he
was living and illuminate the whole course of European civilization. Finally he
searched for a philosophy and a science of history. Following at the same time the
progress of the struggle for liberty and order in France, he commented and judged and
published his opinions until the aftermath of the Revolution of 1848 betrayed the high
liberal hopes of February. When for the second time he witnessed the collapse of
liberalism, Mill fell silent. He had found and absorbed what he sought from French
thought; he did not believe that for the foreseeable future French public life had
instruction to offer; his radical and democratic enthusiasms were muted. Thereafter he
continued to observe; he continued to travel in France; he was led by the accident of
his wife’s death there to take up his last residence in France. But he did not write
publicly about it. Writing publicly about it belonged to an earlier and more hopeful
time.
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MILL’S EXPERIENCE OF FRANCE AND THE FRENCH

the french education of john mill was, like its English counterpart, precocious, thanks
not only to his father’s ambition but also to the hospitality of General Sir Samuel
Bentham and his wife. Lady Bentham particularly had a clear notion of what was
good for her young charge; the boy was willing and the father acquiescent. The long
summer season of 1820 in southwest France turned into a year, in which the agreeable
pleasure of swimming in the shadow of the Pont du Gard was mixed with attention to
serious studies and precise accounts of things seen, done, and learned from Toulouse
and Montpellier to Paris and Caen.

John Mill would recollect that he had returned home in July 1821 with “many
advantages.” He singled out three: “a familiar knowledge of the French language, and
acquaintance with the ordinary French literature,” the advantage of “having breathed
for a whole year the free and genial atmosphere of Continental life,” and “a strong and
permanent interest in Continental liberalism, of Wthh [he] ever afterwards kept
[himself] au courant, as much as of English politics.”_ ! He had arrived observing,
comparing, judging; he left doing much the same, but with less concern to memorize
the Departmental “chefs lieux by heart so as to be able to repeat them without
hesitation,” and a superior capacity to comment on the struggle among liberals,
conservatives, and reactionaries around Louis X VIII. He said that France had taught
him a relativity of values which thereafter kept him “free from the error always
prevalent in England, and from which even [his] father with all his superiority to
prejudice was not exempt, of judging universal questions by a merely English
standard.” He had certainly discovered people different from those James Mill had
perceived coming up in post-war France (“very quiet & contented slaves” under “a
quiet, gentle despotism”),f and he took the trouble to jot down his independent View.f
When fourteen, he had met “many of the chiefs of the Liberal party” at J.B. Say’s
house in Paris. Afterwards, he recalled having encountered Henri Saint-Simon there,

“not yet the founder either of a philosophy or a religion, and considered only as a
clever original. »6 _ Considering the fuss Saint-Simon had provoked by the spring of
1820 with his celebrated parable, contrasting two hypothetical losses to France (all its
creative and industrious élite, or all its 30,000 dignitaries and high functionaries),
which led to his unsuccessful prosecutions and trial on various charges—a scandal
compounded by the outrage and uproar over Louvel’s almost 51multaneous
assassination of the duc de Berry—this was the least one could say

John Mill was addicted to recording facts and figures. Yet it is clear from the reports
he shaped to his father’s expectation that he was not indifferent to the land. He saw
much of it then; later he tramped over large stretches of it, seeking a return to health.
His letters reveal the profound impact on him of the magnificent French countryside:
“I never saw anything more lovely than the Peyrou & its view this evening just after
sunset,” he wrote Harriet from Montpellier in December 1854; “everything was pure
& the tone that of the finest Poussin.”§

Following his year among the French, Mill’s attentions were again absorbed by his

father’s curriculum and his own “self-education.” This included Condillac and a first
appreciation of the French Revolution, but it seems to have left no room for broader
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pursuit of his continental interests. France had stimulated his desire to travel, but, still
a lad, he spent holidays with his family in the country, later in the 1820s, with no
more than a month off from his responsibility at India House, he settled for walking
tours with friends in the English counties. Ten years passed before his return to
France. But he constantly followed its public life; as early as April 1824 he sprang to
the defence of French liberalism under attack in the Edinburgh Review, protesting the
“torrent of mere abuse . . . poured out against the French, for the sole purpose of
gratifying [English] national antipathy,” and extolling French science and letters.” His
commitment to France was made long before the first of the intellectual encounters (if
we except the brief friendship with the future chemist Antoine Jérome Balard during
his year with the Benthams) that accompanied his reading of the political scene.

Gustave d’Eichthal, a recruit to the rising Saint-Simonian school, first saw Mill at the
London Debating Society in May 1828; he was to correspond with him on and off for
more than forty years. “Dans une mesure,” d’Eichthal recalled, “c’est lui qui m’a
ouvert I’ Angleterre comme je lui ai ouvert la France. Ce qui nous rapprochait ce
n’étaient point des idées abstraites. C’¢était notre nature et nos désirs d’apodtre.” E
Though he did not convert Mill to the faith in its brief but curious heyday under
Prosper Enfantin, directly and indirectly d’Eichthal planted the seeds of alternative
visions in Mill’s mind shortly after the apparent collapse of the world Mill had made
for himself at the Westminster Review. Afterwards, Mill said that he and his friends
had “really hoped and aspired” to be the new philosophes, and that “No one of the set
went to so great excesses in this boyish ambition as I did. . . .” In 1826 he “awakened
from this as from a dream.”ﬂ As he arranged all this in retrospect, Weber and
Wordsworth then offered the consolations and stimulus of contemplation and inner
happiness. But it was the Saint-Simonians who proposed a view of history and human
development that plausibly situated the times. It was they who, for Mill, best
explained the century’s collisions and angularities as characteristic of the transition
from an “organic period” of faith to a “critical period” of disputes and uncertainties,
the resolution of which, he hoped, would bring a new era of liberty informed by
education and “the true exigencies of life.”E

It is doubtful that Mill in the late 1820s shared such an understanding. And though he
may well have read Saint-Simon and Augustin Thierry’s address “To the Parliaments
of France and England” of 1814, with its appeal for a Franco-British union that could
“change the state of Europe” and bring true peace,E it is more likely to have been
after July 1830 than before. D’Eichthal pressed him in the autumn of 1829 for a
statement; Mill was reserved. Sympathetic to his correspondent’s exposition of the
doctrine, he condemned the Saint-Simonian books he had read (one such seemed “the
production of men who had neither read nor thought, but hastily put down the first
crudities that would occur to a boy who had just left school”). Auguste Comte’s early
outline of a Systeme de politique positive (1824), sent by d’Eichthal the previous year,
he found at least plausible, clear, and methodical, but ultimately a clever exercise. Its
conception of the ends of government and the constitution of a new ruling class Mill
rejected completely. 4 A month after this cold douche, he made amends by saying
something favourable about the Saint-Simonians, but it was little enough. He
discouraged d’Eichthal from coming to England “with a view to my complete
initiation in the St Simonian doctrine.” Doubting its applicability in France, he was
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sure it was unacceptable and undesirable in England.l_5 Given the report he had of a
meeting, Mill wondered “how you have hitherto escaped the jokers and
epigrammatists of the Parisian salons.”'%

Nevertheless, the Saint-Simonians had something he wanted. The celebrated “crisis”
in his “mental history” was on him. He had come through “the dry heavy dejection of
the melancholy winter of 1826-27,” was questioning and doubting Bentham and his
father, discovering the weak places of his philosophy. He had “only a conviction, that
the true system was something much more complex and many sided” than he had
imagined. He discovered from acquaintance with European, especially French,
thought the logic of the mind’s “possible progress,” the relativity of historical
institutions, and the truth that “any general theory or philosophy of politics supposes a
previous theory of human progress, and that this is the same thing with a philosophy
of history.”_" 17 On the eve of the July Revolution, he was apparently feeling his way.
Closer contact with the Saint-Simonian school in Paris during the summer of 1830
eventuated in the Examiner articles, “The Spirit of the Age,” which revealed that
while he was no convert, as he put it, “je tiens bureau de St Simonisme chez moi.” E

More sympathetic, he remained unconvinced. If in the aftermath of 1830 he placed
the Saint-Simonians “decidedly a /a téte de la civilisation” and imagined their
prescription as “likely to be the final and permanent condition of the human race ” he
guessed mankind would not be ready for it for “many, or at least several, ages.” He
assisted d’Eichthal and Charles Duveyrier before and during their mission to England,
publicly (though also anonymously) criticized the French government for prosecuting
the Saint-Simonians, but concluded that that phase of their work which had
transformed political discourse in France, was almost done.2” His private remarks
about the communal life reported from Ménilmontant where following schism, most
of the sect had followed Pere Enfantin (“the best man they know, but I wish they had
a better still”) were cool.2! After the sensational trial of Enfantin and his disciples on
27-28 August, 1832, resulting in fines, imprisonments and dissolution of the school,
Mill remarked to Carlyle that “There was much in the conduct of them all, which
really one cannot help suspecting of quackery In the Examiner, however, he
condemned the government’s heavy hand % The subsequent scattering of the
dlsmples the notorious journey to Constantlnople in search of la femme libre, la Mere
supreme 3 left him melancholy that so much creativeness should have succumbed to
such madness. Uncharacterlstlcally patronizing, he noted that “St Simon really for a
Frenchman was a great man,” and the somety bearing his name had been “the only
spiritual fruit of the Revolution of 1830. »24 He defended it against the ridicule of 7The
Times, however, concludlng it had had a “hlghly beneficial influence over the public
mind of France.””> Years later, he still referred to “my friends the St. Simonians. »26
He could scarcely have imagined the immense influence some of them were to have
in the engineering, railway, and banking enterprises of France after 1840.27

The Saint-Simonians reinforced Mill’s intense interest in the affairs of France;
stimulated by them, he developed a progressive view of history working itself out
through organic and critical periods. He said they had “much changed” him.~° 28
Whatever their absurdities, their bold vision of the ideal society, ostensibly
democratic and led by an intellectual élite, must help others to move the world toward
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it. But unlike Saint-Simon, Mill did not think the times were ripe. Hence his own
rather Saint-Simonian conclusion that “the mental regeneration of Europe must
precede its social re%eneration,” for all the dogmas, from religion to rationalism, had
proved inadequate.2

For several years it seemed to Mill that Auguste Comte might prove to be the prophet
of this “mental regeneration.” Comte had broken with the Saint-Simonians in 1828.
Mill’s first impression of the short work d’Eichthal sent him, however, was
unfavourable. Despite its arresting aspects, he then thought the view of history
“warped & distorted by the necessity of proving that civilisation has but one law, &
that a law of progressive advancement.”_0 Yet it was to this conclusion that the liberal
school of French historians, to which Mill soon subscribed, was attached. Moreover,
after 1830 he became increasingly sympathetic to the Saint-Simonian world-view.
When therefore he read the first two volumes of Comte’s Cours de philosophie
positive in 1837, he was more impressed: “one of the most profound books ever
written on the philosophy of the sciences.”ﬁ Further volumes sustained his
enthusiasm: “He makes some mistakes, but on the whole, I think it very nearly the
grandest work of this age.”f No one before Comte, Mill was to say thirty years later,
“had penetrated to the philosophy of the matter, and placed the necessity of historical
studies as the foundation of sociological speculation on the true footing.”f In the
course of the decade, from about 1828, Mill had been influenced to rethink
fundamentally his conception of history and its function. To Comte more than to any
other he was indebted for his new insight. The sectarianism, however, to which he had
objected earlier, became clearer as Comte’s work advanced and even less acceptable
to Mill as he came under the influence of the liberal journalists and Tocqueville.

Encouraged by Armand Marrast, former editor of the liberal 7Tribune, who had fled
Sainte-Pélagie prison in July 1835 to find refuge in England, Mill wrote Comte
directly in 1841. The correspondence flourished, Mill keeping his distance,
minimizing their differences, Comte explaining but giving no ground. Comte paraded
his persecution by the government; Mill sought to assuage his bitterness, passing on
the favourable remarks by Guizot (who had been Ambassador in London, February-
October 1840), juggling with the confidences about Comte’s marital problems,
promising (rashly) that he should not worry about material matters “aussi longtemps
que je vivrai et que j’aurai un sou a partager avec Vous.”ﬁ Comte’s final
importunings and intransigences wore the friendship down. The financial generosity
Mill had arranged from George Grote, William Molesworth, and Raikes Currie ran
out. Grote broke with Comte in 1848. Mill professed a high opinion for “la théorie de
la méthode positive,” but made clear his disapproval of the manner in which Comte
applied it to social questions. Comte put his complaints in print; this did not affect the
even estimate Mill gave of him in the Autobiography.3_5 On the question of equality of
women, on the ultimate immovability of Comte regarding his own pouvoir spirituel,
they paé*ted company. “He is a man,” Mill remarked, “one can serve only in his own
way.”””

For all the angular behaviour, Mill had nevertheless remained sympathetic to Comte’s

distress. Harriet Taylor’s tart strictures (Mill had shown her some of the
correspondence) on “This dry sort of man” as being “not a worthy coadjutor &
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scarcely a worthy opponent” he did not share. 3_7 Year after year he had been
responsive, protective, patient. But by 1844 Mill’s concern with liberty was so
marked that, much as he appreciated Comte’s “admirable historical views,” “I think
and have always thought him in a radically wrong road, and likely to go farther and
farther wrong. . . . ”ﬁ The prediction was accurate. Sectarianism was the problem.
The final statement in the Systeme de politique positive meant that free thought would
be coerced by the tyranny of public opinion sanctioned by moral authority.3_ In the
guise of a “plan for the regeneration of human society,” Comte’s imagination had
conceived a humourless, ludicrously detailed, anti-intellectual “absolute monarchy.”
After Comte’s death, Mill attributed the work to the “melancholy decadence of a great
intellect.”@ The result of such a system would be “a despotism of society over the
individual, surpassing anything contemplated in the political ideal of the most rigid
disciplinarian among the ancient philosophers.”ﬂ With Comte, as with the Saint-
Simonians, however, Mill had undertaken “the task of sifting what is good from what
is bad.” In neither case had he been able to accept the whole, to join without
reservation the “active and enthusiastic adherents, some of them of no inconsiderable
personal merit, in England, France, and other countries.”*? Reading a French obituary
notice of Comte’s death in 1857, he noted ironically, “It seems as if there would be no
thinkers left in the world.”f

By then he had been acquainted with Alexis de Tocqueville for more than two
decades. For while Mill was assiduously, even deferentially, corresponding with
Comte, he deepened his knowledge of Tocqueville’s views, following his early
acquaintance with De la déemocratie en Amérique. The style of his exchange with
Tocqueville differed greatly from that of his relations with Comte or the Saint-
Simonians. With the last he had been the pursued, the reserved commentator, to some
extent the receptive pupil, the distressed friend and even-handed defender. With
Comte, after an initially negative reaction, he had been the admiring convert and
interlocutor, the helpful friend, and finally the disenchanted critic, convinced that,
though Comte’s insight into the nature of the historical process was profound and
true, the ultimate meaning of his system was abhorrent. With Tocqueville there were
reservations, question marks, but the meeting of minds at first seemed close. If the
Saint-Simonians raised doubts about the steadiness of brilliant French thinkers, and
Comte illustrated the limitation of the doctrinaire mentality, Tocqueville confirmed
that impression of liberality in the “continental” mind Mill said he had taken back to
England from his boyhood visit to France. In each case, what first attracted Mill was
the broad historical conception they all advanced.

“I have begun to read Tocqueville,” he noted in April 1835. “It seems an excellent
book: uniting considerable graphic power, with the capacity of generalizing on the
history of society, which distinguishes the best French philosophers of the present
day. .. .”ﬁ On Tocqueville’s second visit to England in May 1835, Mill’s direct
overture to him as a possible correspondent for the London Review brought the
warmest response, and flattery that “peu de Francais savent manier leur langue
comme vous maniez la ndtre.”* Their differences about democracy were in the open
from the beginning, even if Mill underplayed beforehand his published criticism of
the first two volumes of the Démocratie (“a shade more favourable to democracy than
your book, although in the main I agree, so far as I am competent to judge, in the
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unfavourable part of your remarks, but without carrying them quite so far”). The
review was handsome enough: he pronounced the book to be a work “such as
Montesquieu might have written, if to his genius he had superadded good sense.””"
This broad proclamation that the “insular” crowd of English politicians should take it
from a Frenchman, “whose impartiality as between aristocracy and democracy is
unparalleled in our time,” that “the progress of democracy neither can nor ought to be
stopped”47 was the vigorous beginning of his reflection on and dialogue with
Tocqueville. Tocqueville reshaped Mill’s approach to, acceptance of, and effort to
resolve the difficulties and dangers of democracy. Of all his reviewers, he said, Mill
was “le seul qui m’ait entierement compris, qui ait su saisir d’une vue générale
I’ensemble de mes idées, la tendance finale de mon esprit.”ﬁ

246

As it turned out, Tocqueville contributed only once to Mill’s journal; Mill ventured to
convey that “people here” found the article “a little abstract.”f But their relations
were good: he once told Tocqueville that he and Armand Carrel (an odd couple) were
the only Frenchmen for whom he had “une véritable admiration.”? Yet Tocqueville
was the more solicitous of their friendship, Mill more elusive than Tocqueville’s other
English friends and correspondents. Again Mill’s notice of the third and fourth
volumes of Démocratie, though it appeared in October 1840 at a moment when
Anglo-French relations were strained almost to the point of rupture, was graciously
received, and the remark of Royer-Collard next year that it was “un ouvrage original”
passed on to the reviewer.z But Mill told Tocqueville, “you have so far outrun me
that I am lost in the distance,” and that it would take him time to sort out what he
could accept from what would require further explanation. “In any case you have
accomplished a great achievement: you have changed the face of political philosophy.
... I do not think that anything more important than the publication of your book has
happened even in this great age of events. . . .” It would be read even “in this stupid
island.”g To others, however, he remarked that French philosophers had created
“almost a new French language,” that Tocqueville was “really abstruse,” and that he
found it “tough work reviewing him, much tougher than I expected.”g Nevertheless,
looking back, he decided that his own thought had “moved more and more in the
same channel” as Tocqueville’s, and that his “Spractical political creed” over the
quarter century had been modified as a result._4
In the case of the Saint-Simonians and Comte, Mill had been led through study of
their works to reflect more fully on French public policy and the fate of opposition
opinion. The correspondence with Tocqueville concentrated on the uncertain Franco-
British relationship. In the vanguard of “insular” and “ignorant” English journalism,
Mill early distinguished the Edinburgh Review, as he later insisted upon The Times.
He said one could almost count the Englishmen who were “aware that France has
produced any great names in prose literature since Voltaire and Rousseau.”>> Seeking
his collaboration with the London Review, he told Tocqueville that politicians,
publicists, and people “know about as much of France as they do of Timbuctoo.”>°
The severity of his comparisons of the two nations was sometimes exaggerated. Even
as a boy, he claimed, he had felt “the contrast between the frank sociability and
amiability of French personal intercourse, and the English mode of existence in which
everybody acts as if everybody else (with few, or no, exceptions) was either an enemy
or a bore.””’ But this judgment, set down later in life, was much affected by his
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peculiar situation; close friends had been few and, as in J.A. Roebuck’s case, Mill’s
feeling toward them had been at risk when they presumed to speak of his deepest
attachment. Alexander Bain remarked that Mill himself did not show a “boundless
capability of fellowship,” and it is clear that Tocqueville, sensitive in his own
approaches, registered this reserve. Bain thought Mill dealt partially with France and
the French, however, by comparison with England and the English. 8 But if this bias
did exist, it did not carry over into all matters; certainly not into foreign affairs. In
private he was quite capable of turning the comparison to the advantage of his own
people. Of Aristide Guilbert’s offer of an article for the London and Westminster
Review, Mill commented that it “promises fair, but I have never found that a
Frenchman’s promise to do anything punctually could be depended upon. They
promise everything and do nothing. They are not men of business. Guilbert is better,
being half an Englishman.”ﬁ Public disputes between the two countries were not so
lightly laughed off.

Mill himself was alive to the danger of too great a concentration of interest in another
society. “I sometimes think,” he observed in his diary, “that those who, like us, keep
up with the European movement, are by that very circumstance thrown out of the
stream of English opinion and have some chance of mistaking and misjudging it.”@
The intense diplomatic crisis of 1839-412 revealed clearly that he had by no means
lost his native bearings. It marked the beginning of a profound difference between
himself and Tocqueville which never was resolved; it showed a very real limitation to
Mill’s capacity for evaluating the rights and wrongs of the old Anglo-French
antagonism. He said he understood the sense of humiliation that created the noisy
popular demand for fortification of Paris: “This is foolish, but who can wonder at it in
a people whose country has within this generation been twice occupied by foreign
armies? If that were our case we should have plenty of the same feeling.”g He
bracketed Adolphe Thiers with Lord Palmerston as “the two most lightheaded men in
Europe,” who had done “incalculable” evil and “rekindled” the old national
antipathies.f He was inclined to think that “that shallow & senseless coxcomb
Palmerston” had unnecessarily challenged Thiers, that “no harm whatever to Europe
would have resulted from French influence with Mehemet Ali, & it would have been
easy to bind France against any future occupation of [Egypt] for herself.” However,
the deed was done, and “this mischievous spirit in France” had been raised.ﬁ And
when Tocqueville put it to him that Thiers had had no alternative save to take a high
line, and that the British government’s actions in isolating France and forcing her to
accept war or humiliating retreat had been inexcusable, Mill stood firm. Culpable as
the British government had been, he replied, it would not have acted so badly save for
“such a lamentable want both of dignity & of common sense on the part of the
journalists & public speakers in France,” “the signs of rabid eagerness for war, the
reckless hurling down of the gauntlet to all Europe, the explosion of Napoleonism and
of hatred to England, together with the confession of Thiers & his party that they were
playing a double game, a thing which no English statesman could have avowed
without entire loss of caste as a politician.” Still it was true, too, that he would “walk
twenty miles to see [Palmerston] hanged, especially if Thiers were to be strung up
with him,”%>
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This was not Tocqueville’s style. The disagreement here never was resolved. France,
he said, was saddened and humiliated. He explained that the worst danger for any
nation came when its moral fibre was weakened. After Thiers’ defiance, Guizot had
been called in to give way, a large part of the middle class cravenly opted for peace
and its own selfish interest. The result had been a sauvequi peut, peace at any price.
“Il faut,” he told Mill, “que ceux qui marchent a la téte d’une pareille nation y gardent
toujours une attitude ficre s’ils ne veulent laisser tomber tres bas le niveau des moeurs
nationales.” No nation could surrender its pride.ﬁ Mill granted that, but delivered a
lecture, too:

The desire to shine in the eyes of foreigners & to be highly esteemed by them must be
cultivated and encouraged in France, at all costs. But, in the name of France &
civilization, posterity have a right to expect from such men as you, from the nobler &
more enlightened spirits of the time, that you should teach to your countrymen better
ideas of what it is which constitutes national glory & national importance, than the
low & grovelling ones which they seem to have at present—Ilower & more grovelling
than I believe exist in any country in Europe at present except perhaps Spain.

In England, by contrast, “the most stupid & ignorant person” knew that national
prestige followed from industry, good government, education, morality. The
implication, of course, was that in France they did not. Mill’s countrymen, he added,
saw French conduct as “simple puerility,” judging the French “a nation of sulky
schoolboys.”

Considering what had happened in the eastern Mediterranean crisis, the sentiment is
remarkable. Evidently he permitted himself to deliver this scolding because he
prefaced it with a renewed declaration of sympathy for France, a country “to which by
tastes & predilections I am more attached than to my own, & on which the civilization
of Continental Europe in so great a degree depends.”6_7 Tocqueville absorbed it
quietly. However, his public statement in the Chamber of Deputies, some months
later, was no less firm. This in turn brought Lord Brougham to attack him in the
House of Lords, and Mill, saddened to see Tocqueville included in the French “war
party,” defended him in the Morning Chronicle.§ All the same, he thought fit to say
to Tocqueville privately, “voyez ce qui est advenu de ce que nous avons eu, un seul
instant, un homme a caractere frangais a notre Foreign Office.”® Clearly Mill never
understood Tocqueville’s concept of national prestige, or his fears for the health of the
French national spirit; across more than a century thereafter, few Englishmen did: it
remained an impenetrable mystery for most of them, and Mill, for all his
francophilism, appeared scarcely better equipped to penetrate it. In the autumn of
1843, Tocqueville made one last reference to the continuing Franco-British tension in
Europe and around the world, uncompromising but optimistic: “La trace des fautes
commises par votre gouvernement en 1840 s’efface assez sensiblement.” He thought
both the government and the people of the United Kingdom were seeking to draw
closer to France and were having “une heureuse influence sur ’esprit public en
France.” Mill having sent him his Logic, Tocqueville thanked him warmly, asking
again whether Mill could not come to visit them. Mill made no further mention of the
Mediterranean affair, thanked him, and asked whether Tocqueville would not come to
England.ﬁ
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Four years passed before they made contact briefly in 1847. They perceived the
Revolution of 1848 very differently. Tocqueville had set his face against social
revolution; February brought misgivings, and the insurrection in June seemed to him
inevitable. Mill could never have used the words Tocqueville chose to characterize
the desperate challenge from the streets flung at the government and the National
Assembly.l In the parliamentary debate on a constitution for the new Republic,
Tocqueville argued for a second chamber. Mill took a contrary view of the matter.
Moreover, he favoured inclusion of the droit au travail in the constitution, and to this
Tocqueville was opposed Between them still was their disagreement on foreign
policy: on 30 November, 1848, Tocqueville indicted Great Britain and Russia for
conspiring to bar France from the eastern Mediterranean, saying he preferred war to
humiliation.”> What Mill thought of Tocqueville’s brief but pacific tenure as Foreign
Minister, June-October 1849, one must guess.

When their nine years’ silence was broken by Tocqueville in June 1856, he was
graceful, slightly formal: “Voila bien longtemps, mon cher Monsieur Mill, que nous
avons perdu la bonne habitude de correspondre.” He reiterated his compliments and
his “sentiments de vieille amitié¢.” Mill replied six months later (though he had been
on holiday for no more than three months following arrival of the letter), thanking
“cher Monsieur de Tocqueville” for sending his L ‘ancien régime et la révolution,
praising it (“Envisagé seulement comme un chapitre d’histoire universelle, il me
parait un des plus beaux qu’on ait jamais fait . . .”), saying he had not wished to write
until he had read it through twice. Of public affairs Mill noted only that the book’s
“noble amour de la liberté” was a permanent reproach to “le triste régime que votre
grande patrie, I’oeil droit du monde, est réduite a subir dans ce moment.” By return of
post, Tocqueville replied, barely revealing his slight hurt: “J’avais été un peu chagriné
de votre silence, avant que ses causes ne m’eussent été expliquées,” adding that no
one else’s opinion was more precious. He would gladly write of politics, but he feared
his letter would be seized. “Ne m’oubliez pas entiérement,” he concluded, “c’est tout
ce que je réclame de vous en ce moment.” _3 Mill appears to have been silent. Two
years later, he sent Tocqueville his On Liberty. Tocqueville replied at once, warmly
addressing him again as “Mon cher Mill,” as he had used to do years before.ﬁ There
seems to have been no reply.

Critical as Mill was of the English ruling class, he laid the principal blame for Anglo-
French misunderstandings at the French doorstep. The French “character”, he told
Robert Fox, was “excitable,” unstable, “& accordingly alternates between resentment
against England and Anglomania.” Palmerston might make the occasion, but the
underlying cause was the “mischievous spirit in France.” D’Eichthal was treated to
some home truths: “It is impossible not to love the French people & at the same time
not to admit that they are children—whereas with us even children are care-hardened
men of fifty. It is as [ have long thought a clear case for the croisement des races.” If
the two nations avoided war, it was thanks to English indifference. “Heureusement,”
he told Tocqueville in 1843, “notre public ne s’occupe jamais d’affaires étrangeres.
Sans cela I’Europe serait toujours en feu. . . 75 However much Mill was drawn to the
culture of France, he reacted to collisions of national sentiment as an Englishman.
Nevertheless, if inevitably he was an outsider, he was also a deeply informed and

PLL v5 (generated January 22, 2010) 14 http://oll.libertyfund.org/title/235



Online Library of Liberty: The Collected Works of John Stuart Mill, Volume XX - Essays on French
History and Historians

committed observer, looking for fresh signs and portents. France remained a mirror,
in it he continued to see much of what he thought best in European civilization.

This was true even during “le triste régime” of Napoleon III. In the summer of 1857,
long before the substantial dismantling of the authoritarian Empire began, Mill
discerned stirrings in the general elections that returned eight independents and five
republicans, desplte the fact that 84.6% of the vote went to official government
candidates.’® "~ Over-optimistic after 1860, he exaggerated signs of the devolution of
authority and felt consoled by “the wonderful resurrection of the spirit of liberty in
France, combined with a love of peace which even sympathy with Poland does not
prevail over.”’” He was not entirely wrong in this, but he mistook a particular for the
general phenomenon. Like most observers, he did not sense on the tranquil eve of the
Imperial catastrophe that the republican party, which he favoured, was potentially a
great force.” " 78 The war of 1870 was a surprise.

Believing that Prussia was fighting for her own liberty and for Europe’s. Mill called
for “many” demonstrations against Bonaparte and advocated preparations for war
since England’s “turn must come” if the Prussians were defeated. For the French
people he expressed sorrow; it was Napoleon’s war. All the same, it was time that
France drew the consequences of her situation: “elle devra se contenter d’étre 1’'une
des grandes pulssances de I’Europe, sans prétendre a étre la seule, ou méme la
premicre. . lee others, he thought Gladstone could have prevented one “of the
wickedest acts of aggression in h1story, % but the specific guilt was clear. If the
“ignorant” French people were to be pitied, the “whole writing, thinking, & talking
portion of the people” was not ' It was of this élite that he thought when he said
France had deliberately sought war because “she could not bear to see Germany made
powerful by union” and that she should therefore be punished. Admitting after the
military disaster that no one had anticipated so swift a collapse, he still insisted that
“to those who knew France there was nothing surprising in it when it came. I hope it
will tend to dispel the still common delus1on that despotism is a vigorous government.
There never was a greater mistake.” 82 A certain hardness of tone had crept in.

In the aftermath of the Commune, Mill denounced Thiers’s savage treatment of Paris:
“The crimes of the parti de [’ordre are atrocious, even supposing that they are in
revenge for those generally attributed to the Commune.” He feared repression would
produce still another explosion, whereas France needed a policy of limited social
experlmentatlon 3 But seeing the strong republican tide coming in from the summer
of 1871 on, hoping for a federalist government, he took heart. With his new friend,
Louis Blanc, still embittered over the outcome of 1848, Mill disagreed about the new
republicanism; he did not think (as Thornton had reported Blanc did) that the
peasantry were contributing to it “in the same un-intelligent way in which they were
lately imperialists.” Rather, he accepted the judgment of his stepdaughter that the key
to this phenomenon of growing republican strength was the lay schoolmaster 4 As
for the then fashionable talk about France’s decadence, Mill did not venture to
pronounce on the matter. He thought moral decadence the only real form. It was true
that “le caractere francais a de treés grands défauts, qui ne [se] sont jamais plus
montrés que dans I’année malheureuse qui vient de s’écouler,” but he supposed it had
been much the same in what were called “les plus beaux jours de la France.” What

PLL v5 (generated January 22, 2010) 15 http://oll.libertyfund.org/title/235



Online Library of Liberty: The Collected Works of John Stuart Mill, Volume XX - Essays on French
History and Historians

worried him was that the quality of discourse seemed defective; he detected
“I’insuffisance intellectuelle de la génération présente pour faire face aux difficiles et
redoutables problémes d’un avenir qui a ’air d’étre tres prochain.”g_5

By then his virtually lifelong French education was drawing to a close. It had
accounted for three or four shifts of direction in his intellectual journey. It made him
both an enthusiast and a severe critic. Though he knew very well the land he found so
dramatic and so consolatory, lived there a fair portion of his life, and chose to lie there
forever, he remained what he had always been since the age of fourteen, an observer
with his French notebook open, but with a primarily English agenda. It pained him, as
it had Saint-Simon long before, that the two peoples should get along so poorly.
“There is something exceedingly strange & lamentable,” he remarked to his most
enduring French friend, “in the utter incapacity of our two nations to understand or
believe the real character & springs of action of each other.”%

MILL AND HISTORY

mill’s life coincided with the rise of the modern historical profession. The origins of
the new history lie in the eighteenth century, in the work of both the “philosophical”
historians who sought pattern and meaning, and the “critical” historians who began
the search for sources and their collection and evaluation. At Mill’s birth, the state of
history was far from brilliant. The archives were neglected and disarranged, the
libraries were unwelcoming.g In 1800, Madame de Staél had noted “la médiocrité
des Frangais comme historiens.” On the eve of the Imperial defeat, Chateaubriand
remarked how strange it was “comme cette histoire de France est tout a faire, et
comme on s’en est jamais douté.”88 Napoleon, of course, had done little to encourage
serious historical studies. The Revolution before him had set about the organization of
its archives under the direction of the Jansenist politician Armand Camus; Bonaparte
in turn appointed the professor, politician, and former cleric Pierre Daunou to
continue the work at the national and departmental levels, and although Daunou was
no special friend of the Empire, he lent his scholarly abilities to the defence of the
régime when Napoleon’s purposes and prejudices coincided with his own. The
Emperor conceived of written history as a political and social instrument: Pierre
Edouard Lemontey was directed to write a history of France from the death of Louis
XIV to demonstrate the decadence of the Bourbon monarchy. Historians had to be
“trustworthy men who will present the facts in their true light and offer healthy
instruction by leading the reader up to the year 8.” Those who conceived the task
differently would not be “encouraged by the police.”? The immediate inheritance of
the Bourbon Restoration was meagre.

In England the situation, though different, was no better. Mill’s reiterated complaints
were justified. The universities were, and were to remain until after the mid-century,
largely uninterested in modern history. In the uncatalogued depositories, whether
Westminster Abbey’s chapter-house or the Tower of London, rats and mice went
about their casual destruction. Foreign scholars who came calling were appalled. The
Society of Antiquaries, founded in 1751, was unconcerned. The Record Commission
Gibbon had asked for, established in 1800, was largely made up of Anglican divines
and politicians, uninterested, incompetent. Sir James Mackintosh, appointed to it in
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1825, was its first historians. Not until Sir Harris Nicolas, a former naval officer and
barrister turned antiquarian, revealed the research conditions he had experienced in
editing Nelson’s letters did anyone pay attention. In 1830, addressing himself to the
Home Secretary, Lord Melbourne, Nicolas declared the existing history of England
“not merely imperfect and erroneous but a discredit to the country, for almost every
new document proves the current histories false. Scarcely a statement will bear the
test of truth.””® His evidence in 1836 before the Select Committee, chaired by Mill’s
friend Charles Buller, was instrumental in bringing about the replacement of the
indolent Record Commission. Then, with the establishment of the Public Record
Office in 1838, the work of collecting and preserving the nation’s archives seriously
began. But the mid-century passed before the kind of collection and publication of
sources Guizot directed under the July Monarchy was started in England.

History, often the mere servant of philosophy and policy, was the concern of the very
few. All the same, a profound change had set in, outgrowth of the Enlightenment,
consequence of the Revolution.” 1 A new desire to know the past was abroad, to find a
legitimating past to sanction the p present. By the time John Mill was choosing his own
reading, the French and German historical fields were alive with érudits and writers.
He classified history as part of his “private reading.” He said it had been his
“strongest predilection, and most of all ancient history.” His father having alerted him
to the problem of bias in history, he had read critically from the first. Naturally he had
also written histories—of India, of the ancient world, of Holland. At ten he began
what he hoped would be a publishable history of Roman government, but he
abandoned the project and destroyed the manuscript.”~

If history had been his strongest “predilection” as a child, its attractions for him
weakened. It was never at the centre of his adult activity. Whether it was a hobby
debatable; the evidence is not strong. But Mill read history, reflected on history,
principally the history of Europe. History in general he defined as “the record of all
great things which have been achieved by mankind. »9 The history of Europe was
peculiarly instructive because “among the 1nhab1tants of our earth, the European
family of nations is the only one which has ever yet shown any capability of
spontaneous improvement, beyond a certain low level. »9 93 After 1826 his interest
shifted steadily toward the philosophy of history and discovery of the laws governing
human progress. Still severe in criticism of those whose scholarly standards failed his
test, he became bent on the subordination of history to philosophy, seeking principles
from historical facts, interpreting facts in the light of principles. He was sure all
history was in its “infancy.” What passed for history “till near the present time,” he
said in 1836, was “almost entirely useless in fact.” But a great change had set in:
“intelligent investigation into past ages, and intelligent study of foreign countries” had
begun. Almost two decades later, he again remarked on

how new an art that of writing history is, how very recently it is that we possess
histories, of events not contemporary with the writer, which, apart from literary merit,
have any value otherwise than as materials; how utterly uncritical, until lately, were
all historians, even as to the most important facts of history, and how much, even after
criticisn,n6s had commenced, the later writers merely continued to repeat after the
earlier.
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The convention that history should be in the narrative form he dismissed with the
observation that “it is as much the historian’s duty to judge as to narrate, to prove as
to assert.” Moreover, where the requisite materials were missing, “a continuous
stream of narrative” was impossible. Showing some inclination to dismiss narrative as
“an amusing story,”g_7 he nevertheless remarked of Grote’s History of Greece,
“Wherever the facts, authentically known, allow a consecutive stream of narrative to
be kept up, the story is told in a more interesting manner than it has anywhere been
told before, except in the finest passages of Thucydides. We are indeed disposed to
assign to this history almost as high a rank in narrative as in thought.”% But it was
“thought,” not narrative, that concerned Mill. In a system of education, history, “when
philosophically studied,” would offer “a certain largeness of conception,” permitting
the student to realize completely “the great principles by which the progress of man
and the condition of society are governed.”_9 Mill did not unduly prize
historiography; at best, for him, it was the first step toward a proper understanding of
the past. Niebuhr may have effected “a radical revolution” in Roman history, and
Grote may have rescued Greek history from hitherto superficial examination, but
Mill’s object in studying the past was less historiographical than sociological.@ The
past existed to be made use of. It was the present that concerned him, or the present in
history, what he called “the most important part of history, and the only part which a
man may know and understand, with absolute certainty, by using the proper means.”
The past itself was no guide to the present: “the present alone affords a fund of
materials for gudging, richer than the whole stores of the past, and far more
accessible.” : At best, then, history, like travel, was “useful in aid of a more
searching and accurate experience, not in /ieu of it. No one learns any thing very
valuable from history or from travelling, who does not come prepared with much that
history and travelling can never teach.” History’s value “even to a philosopher” is
“not so much positive as negative”: it teaches “little” but is “a protection against much
error.” Conversely, since one could not know other people and other ages as well as
one knows one’s own, knowledge of the present age could help in interpreting the
past and in making “a faithful picture” of earlier people and modes of existence, and
in assigning “effects to their right causes.” E

Mill was concerned with the present in historical context, hence his immediate
attraction to the historical periodizations of the Saint-Simonians and Comte. They
persuaded him that the early nineteenth century was “an age of transition.”g In such
an age, the old doctrines and institutions no longer responded to current needs;
contradictory voices spoke; the old authorities clung to power; the new men struggled
to take over in “a moral and social revolution.” This process had “been going on for a
considerable length of time in modern Europe,” but the present moment was crucial.
The authority, the legitimacy of the old institutions, lay and religious, had vanished.
Change, the “progress” of “civilization,” could be resisted temporarily—Bonaparte
had done that—but the process was ultimately irresistible: “The revolution which had
already taken place in the human mind, is rapidly shaping external things to its own
forms and proportions.” ﬂ

As a social scientist, Mill found the intelligible historical unit in the “State of

Society,” which he defined as “the simultaneous state of all the greater social facts or
phenomena.” He concluded that such states, or ages, were linked causally. The task
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was “to find the laws according to which any state of society produces the state which
succeeds it and takes its place.” He thought the evidence proved that this succession
took place not, as Vico had proposed, in “an orbit or cycle,” but in “a trajectory or
progress.” Progress did not necessarily imply “improvement,” but the “general
tendency” was and would continue to be “towards a better and happier state.” French
thinkers, he remarked, hoped from mere historical analysis to discover “the law of
progress” which would permit prediction of the future. But by such means they could
at best discover some rough “empirical law,” not “a law of nature.” Comte had shown
that the principal social phenomena changed from age to age, particularly from
generation to generation. He alone had seen that man’s condition and actions were
increasingly the result of “the qualities produced in [him] by the whole previous
history of humanity.” Only when generalizations from history were properly linked
with “the 11(';15\)vs of human nature” would historical study reveal “Empirical Laws of
Society.”

The key to unlocking the secret of progress was intellect, “the state of the speculative
faculties of mankind; including the nature of the beliefs which by any means they
have arrived at, concerning themselves and the world by which they are surrounded.”
Intellect and knowledge made possible both material advances and social unity; each
new mode of social thought was the primary agent in shaping the society where it
appeared (society itself created that thought only in a secondary manner). Hence
Mill’s conclusion that human progress depended mainly on “the law of the successive
transformation of human opinions.” Comte alone had tried to determine that law.
Whatever the results to date, Mill believed that historical enquiry covering “the whole
of past time, from the first recorded condition of the human race, to the memorable
phenomena of the last and present generations” was the method “by which the
derivative laws of social order and of social progress must be sought.” With this
instrument, men could see “far forward into the future history of the human race,”
determine how and how much “to accelerate the natural progress in so far as it is
beneficial,” and to fend off those perils that even genuine progress entailed. So history
was to serve “the highest branch of speculative sociology” and “the noblest and most
beneficial portion of the Political Art.” A glittering vista of science and art stretched
ahead, united to complete “the circle of human knowledge.” E

Some twenty years after he had formally stated this view of things (1843), Mill denied
the charge that his doctrine implied “overruling fatality.” He said that “universal
experience” showed that human conduct could be accounted for not only by “general
laws” but by “circumstances” and “particular characters” also. The will of
“exceptional persons” might be “indispensable links in the chain of causation by
which even the general causes produce their effects.” Taking issue with Macaulay on
the role of the great man, somewhat relaxing his claim for the predictive capability
announced in 1843, he proposed in 1862:

The order of human progress . . . may to a certain extent have definite laws assigned
to it, while as to its celerity, or even as to its taking place at all, no generalization,

extending to the human species generally, can possibly be made; but only some very
precarious approximate generalizations, confined to the small portion of mankind in
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whom there has been anything like consecutive progress within the historical period,
and deduced from their special position, or collected from their particular history.

To an extreme degree, ancient Greece showed the extraordinary influence of a single
city-state and a few exceptional individuals. The experience would not be repeated.
Mill stood by his view, derived from Comte, that with the progress of civilization the
influence of chance and character must decline: “the increasing preponderance of the
collective agency of the species over all minor causes is constantly bringing the
general evolution of the race into something which deviates less from a certain and
pre-appointed track. »107 _ Comte had been “free from the error of those who ascribe all
to general causes, and imagine that neither casual circumstances, nor governments by
their actions, nor individuals of genius by their thoughts, materially accelerate or
retard human progress,” but neither he nor Mill committed “the vulgar mistake” of
1mag1n1n% that men of action or of thought could “do with society what they
please.” "

Mill was interested in history for what it could do rather than for what it might be.
And what he called “historical science” was becoming more tractable, not only
because historians were more inquiring, or more skilful, but because “historical
science itself was changing: “in every generation, it becomes better adapted for
study - ° The past properly understood, as the raw material for the science of
society, was taklng shape. Helped by “the historical school of politicians” in France
O Mill had moved on to Comte and a serviceable
ph110sophy of history. More than thirty years later he would still saY “We find no
fundamental errors in M. Comte’s general conception of history.””

Mill seems not to have had the temperament to be an historian. After 1830, especially,
his interests drew him along another path. John Carlyle rated him “a strange
enthusiast with many capabilities but without much constancy of purpose.” Thomas
Carlyle was breezily patronizing: “a fine clear Enthusiast, who will one day come to
something. Yet to nothing Poetical, I think, his fancy is not rich; furthermore he
cannot /augh with any compass.’ »112 __~ The estimate appears to cut across his own
proposal two years later that Mill should write a history of the French Revolution.
This had certainly seemed to be Mill’s intention. He had collected materials, made
himself expert. He told Carlyle that he had “many times” thought of writing such a
history, “it is highly probable that I shall do it sometime if you do not,” but he saw
two obstacles:

the difficulty of doing so tolerably . . . [and the] far greater difficulty of doing it so as
to be read in England, until the time comes when one can speak of Christianity as it
may be spoken of in France; as by far the greatest and best thing which has existed on
this globe, but which is gone, never to return, only what was best in it to reappear in
another and still higher form, some time (heaven knows when). One could not, now,
say this openly in England, and be read—at least by the many; yet it is perhaps worth
trying. Without saying out one’s whole belief on that point, it is 1mpos51b1e to write
about the French Revolution in any way professing to tell the whole truth
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The two comments were apposite: Carlyle judged Mill incapable of an empathetic
reading of the evidence and an imaginative reconstruction of the explosive and deeply
mysterious episode he conceived the Revolution to have been;ﬁ Mill’s own interest
in the Revolution had altered: it was no longer the storehouse of wisdom for the
radical reform movement, but an integral part of, a critical episode in, the
development of civilization toward the understanding of which he and others were
only beginning to move. His preoccupation was to say “one’s whole belief,” “to tell
the whole truth.” The remark that it was “perhaps worth trying” revealed his
diminishing purpose to write history.

Mill wanted to write about history, to philosophize about it, to subordinate the facts of
history to “principles,” to extract instruction from history. Drawn naturally to France
from his boyhood experience, he saw clearly that French history offered a potentially
rich field for the exploration of the interplay of character, circumstance, thought, and
great impersonal forces and tendencies. He would echo Guizot in saying, “A person
must need instruction in history very much, who does not know that the history of
civilization in France is that of civilization in Europe” (230 below). 11_5 Reading the
young French liberal historians, he was impelled not to write like them but to write
about them, to make use of them, to extract the moral from them. He would like, as he
told Macvey Napier, “to write occasionally on modern French history & historical
literature, with which from peculiar causes I am more extensively acquainted than
Englishmen usually are.” 1% He prided himself on his broad reading in the subject as
forthrightly as he disapproved of his fellow countrymen who knew nothing of it. He
believed it a scandal that “while modern history has been receiving a new aspect from
the labours of men who are not only among the profoundest thinkers, . . . the clearest
and most popular writers of their age, even those of their works which are expressly
dedicated to the history of our own country remain mostly untranslated and in almost
all cases unread.” 11_7 Unlike the productions of narrative his‘[orians,1 I8 their histories
of revolution, whether of France in 1789 or of England in 1688, were a significant
part of the literature of political and social commitment under the Bourbons. Mill had
seen this before 1830, and he was as clear about it after. The history of France, he
remarked about the mid-century, was “perhaps the most [interesting] & certainly the
most instructive in so far as history is ever so.”g

By then, Mill had long since abandoned whatever intention he had formerly had of
contributing to the history of the Revolution. His task was not historiography but
commentary and historical speculation: the search for a science of history. The
European tendency, he wrote in 1836, “towards the philosophic study of the past and
of foreign civilizations, is one of the encouraging features of the present time.” A
similar tendency was perceptible even in England, “the most insular of all the
provinces of the republic of letters.”g

DULAURE AND SISMONDI

with dulaure and sismondi Mill was reaching back into the pre-Revolutionary
generations where the origins of the liberal historical interpretation lay. In 1826,
Jacques Antoine Dulaure was seventy-one years old. After 1789, he had quickly
turned his pen against the old régime with a volume detailing the crimes and follies of
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the aristocracy.E A sometime member of the Cordelier and Jacobin clubs, he had sat
in the Convention with the Girondins, though he was an independent deputy from
Puy-de-Dome. He voted for the death penalty for Louis XVI and defended Madame
Roland before fleeing to asylum in Switzerland. Returning in 1795, he became an
agent of the Directory in Correéze and the Dordogne until his opposition to Bonaparte
on 18 Brumaire ended his political career. During the Hundred Days, he used his pen
against the Emperor. He was thus congenial to Mill as an early member of “the
historical school of politicians.”

By contrast, Charles Simonde (who assumed the additional Italian form de Sismondi),
fifty-three years old in 1826, a Protestant pastor’s son and a citizen of Geneva, had a
more unhappy experience of the Revolution. Apprenticed in Lyon in 1792, he
returned home almost immediately, only to be driven to England by the Revolutionary
coup at the end of the year. Returning home again in 1794, he and his family soon
fled to a farm near Lucca. But the ebb and flow of revolution and reaction there put
him in prison three times before 1800, when he went back to Geneva. 122 He wrote an
Histoire des républiques italiennes du moyen dge before determining in May 1818 to
write the history of France, an immense enterprise of twenty-nine volumes that
occupied him to the eve of his death in 1841. Like Dulaure, Sismondi had not been
sorry to see Napoleon humbled in 1814, but his loyalties were confused in the chassé-
croisé of that uncertain moment (he had been on the government’s books in 1810 for
a 2000 franc subvention).g Nor was he favourable to the Bourbons. But he had
returned to Paris in 1813, and had made the acquaintance of the liberal politician
Benjamin Constant. An intimate friend of Germaine de Staé€l, Constant had bitterly
attacked the Emperor. Yet on Bonaparte’s return from Elba, Constant permitted the
infinitely resourceful Fouché to persuade him to take a seat on the Conseil d’état and
to produce the Acte additionnel of 22 April, 1815, a liberal supplement to and
modification of the Imperial system, which pleased few and was accepted by
Napoleon (who would have abandoned it had the decision at Waterloo not gone
against him) as an exercise in public relations. Sismondi’s relations with Constant
must explain his defence of the document, for which the Emperor rewarded him with
a long interview. Not unreasonably, therefore, the news from Belgium after 18 June
led Sismondi to return to Geneva. Madame de Staél remained friendly, but other
friends were cool.ﬁ Mill seems not to have held this Bonapartist flirtation,
supposing he knew of it, against Sismondi. The main thing was that the preface of his
Histoire showed an earnest commitment to social progress: “En rassemblant les
souvenirs nationaux, ¢’est moins a la réputation des morts qu’au salut des vivans que
nous devons songer.” 12_5 Liberty was his passion. Perhaps less awkwardly than
Dulaure, Sismondi could be made to fit the conception of “philosophical historian”
Mill came to hold.

Mill’s review of the works of these two men was a vehicle for taking aim at
aristocracy, church, monarchy, and the conservative historiography perpetuating the
myth of chivalry. Characteristically, he began with an ironical cut at the Quarterly
Review and his fellow countrymen who had yet to discover the superiority of other
nations in certain matters, specifically literature and history. The starkest contrast was
drawn between pre- and post-Revolutionary studies: mere ornament and
frivolousness, the mark of literature in “every country where there is an aristocracy,”
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having yielded to earnest regard for truth in the flood of important histories since
1821. A cascade of generalized scorn for previous historians of France set off the
merits of Dulaure and Sismondi with their scrupulous regard for “facts” (17). Like
most historians then and later, Mill did not trouble to consider seriously what a
historical fact might be. The unquestioned assumptions of the critical method in
historiography are apparent in his magisterial commentaries.

Lest readers mistake his purpose, he laid bare the object and conclusion of his
examination at the outset, namely, proof that “the spirit of chivalry” was almost
unknown in the Middle Ages (20). Rather, it was a set of ideals in the rough and
tumble of a time, marked by depravity and misery, whose noble class was the
antithesis of civilization. His allusion to the persistence of the knightly state of mind
in the nineteenth century was not subtle. Though claiming high regard for objective
fact, Mill fell back upon the “hue and cry” of Dulaure’s French conservative critics as
proof of Dulaure’s reliability (21). Almost simultaneously, he attacked defenders of
the English status quo. In short, it was quickly apparent that Mill had some trouble
keeping his mind on the remote past. He confined himself principally to France, he
explained, because “the feudal system never existed in its original purity, in England”
and because no English historian had yet, like Dulaure, undertaken “the toilsome and
thankless service of dragging into light the vices and crimes of former days” (26). His
description of feudal society emphasized the “perpetual civil war,” the cruelties
visited by kings and aristocrats on the people (28). He noted that in England “it has
been the interest of the powerful, that the abominations of the clergy in the middle
ages should be known” (32), but also that in reality they had been less heinous than
those of the barons. With the aid of Dulaure’s and Sismondi’s narratives, he
challenged the latter-day descendants of what he took to be a barbarous aristocracy
and the new “romantic” historians. Vigilant against the conservative implications of
sentimentalizing the Middle Ages, he hailed the enthusiasm for history of which
romanticism was nevertheless a powerful component. He distinguished, in short,
between “nostalgic historiography and historiography which restored,” 2 chiding
those who could not or would not do so—*“Even Mr. Hallam does not believe in the
reality of knights-errant . . .” (34).

Mill’s Middle Ages were nearly an unrelieved catalogue of aristocratic and
monarchical wrongdoing. The most glamorous actors, such as Richard Coeur de Lion,
were brought to book in light of the misdeeds chronicled by Dulaure and Sismondi
(34). Only with the appearance of ““a sort of public opinion” once the national power
came into being, he argued, was there any improvement of noble conduct (42). Urban
privileges had to be wrung from a perfidious feudal class. The only luminous figure
Mill perceived in a dark landscape was Saint Louis, “a perfect specimen of a mind
governed by conviction; a mind which has imperfect and wrong ideas of morality, but
which adheres to them with a constancy and firmness of principle, in its highest
degree perhaps the rarest of all human qualities™ (44).

Approaching the subject that subsequently became important to him, he considered
the question of gallantry to which he attributed “nine-tenths of the admiration of
chivalry” (45). It amounted to mere male vanity; the idolatry of women marked a
“low state of civilization” (46). If the few were set on pedestals, the many were
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disregarded in a world of mistreatment and rape. In time, the aristocracy gave up its
independent power, but not its masculine conceits and illusions; it never reformed
itself. Thanks to works like Dulaure’s and Sismondi’s, the French at least would be
disabused about the romanticized past. Unhappily, there were no English equivalents.
Hallam was granted some measure of “liberality” in his discussion of the Middle
Ages (52), but he had been taken in by legend and was without philosophy; if he
knew the sources and had something to say about English constitutional history, his
work was judged ““a sketch of one of the most remarkable states of society ever
knowirzl,7 at once uninstructive and tiresome.” His volumes were “an utter failure”
(52)..7°

The breathtaking judgments the young Mill handed out, founded more on a
philosophy of history than on close acquaintance with research, may not seem entirely
off the mark. But that his reading was openly inquisitive might be difficult to show.
Francois Mignet, whom he much admired, would, like historians since, point to
Sismondi’s attention to the effect of economic change in history, 128 an emphasis Mill
appears not to have noticed. Nor did he comment on the inflexibility of the moral
code Sismondi applied to his thirteen centuries, possibly because he then still shared
the assumption. It was revealing that only at the end of his review did Mill draw
attention to the lack in Dulaure of a generalizing, that is, of a philosophical mind: he
states the facts as he finds them, praises and censures where he sees reason, but does
not look out for causes and effects, or parallel instances, or apply the general
principles of human nature to the state of society he is describing, to show from what
circumstances it became what is was. It is true he does not profess to be a historian,
but only to sketch a tableau moral (51). Reading this from another pen, Mill might
have said, “On croit réver!” By nearly every test he would normally apply, Dulaure
should have failed almost as absolutely as Henry Hallam. The secret, however, was in
the point of view.

Sismondi offered more generalizations, if not more philosophical reflection, and
sustained the underlying assumption of Mill’s review. Showing movement if little
colour, his long narrative continued to appear for years after the first volumes Mill
surveyed. Its principal value lay in the sources brought together. But the verdict was
to be that the first three volumes, the historical event of 1821, Camille Jullian said,
were the best of it. They were received by both the philosophic and the romantic
schools, welcomed by Augustin Thierry and Guizot. Even Michelet was said to have
remarked of Sismondi, “notre pére a tous.” E Mill was not wrong to single him out.

MILL AND THE REVOLUTION OF 1789

mill encountered the French Revolution shortly after his return from France in 1821.
He learned that “the principle of democracy” had triumphed a generation earlier to
become “the creed of a nation.” This revelation made sense of fragmented
melodramatic events, all he had known of the matter, and sustained all his “juvenile
aspirations to the character of a democratic champion.” He imagined himself caught
up in a similar revolution, “a Girondist in an English Convention.” 3% If the
recollection across three decades was accurate, it might seem unexceptional, were it
not that Mill’s identification with the Girondins was an assertion of independence
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from his father, who dismissed the Revolution as “some kind of ruffians in the
metropolis [being] allowed to give laws to the whole nation.”ﬂ Lamartine was to
colour the confused tragedy of the Girondins in 1847, but their drama was known
long before. Their neo-classical poses and search for glory may well have appealed to
John Mill. He would have met them in Frangois Toulongeon’s Histoire de France
depuis la révolution de 1 789,E and learned that they supported a republic only after
the abolition of the monarchy. In Madame de Staél’s Considérations sur les
principaux événemens de la révolution frangaise, he would have seen them less
heroically.g What is sure is that the liberal historians of the 1820s took them as
champions; the sympathetic treatment by Thiers and Mignet may have confirmed in
the mind of the memorialist the germ of the thought held by the boy of fifteen.

There is no evidence that Mill thought before the second half of the 1820s of writing a
history of the Revolution. In his review of Mignet in April 1826, he alluded to
documentary materials accessible in England, adding, “We purpose to lay some of
them before our readers ere long” (5). Almost two years later he protested that “on est
ici dans une si crasse ignorance sur la révolution, et tous, jusqu’aux individus les plus
instruits, ont des idées tellement ridicules sur la nature de cette crise politique,
qu’avec mon peu de lumicres et de connaissance des faits j’ai cri pouvoir faire
quelque chose pour dessiller les yeux de mes compatriotes.” Claiming to know almost
everything from the standard histories and the published memoirs, he asked Charles
Comte to recommend further materials on royalist intentions before the flight to
Varennes. But beyond “quelques articles,” he mentioned no larger project, although,
he added, “je ne vois guere que moi en angleterre qui rendent justice a la

révolution.” E The collection of books and materials he had, however, suggests that
such was his intention. The years immediately preceding the collapse of the Bourbon
monarchy showed no progress toward realizing this project, despite his detailed attack
on Sir Walter Scott’s version of the Revolution. And it may be sug)sposed that his “half
formed intention of writing a History of the French Revolution”l_ was steadily
weakening as he was drawn toward the broad historical perspectives of the Saint-
Simonians. His own explanation was that he was then digesting and maturing his
thoughts “without any immediate call for giving them out in print,” and that had he
“gone on writing” he “would have much disturbed the important transformation in
[his] opinions and character, which took place in those years.”ﬁ Perhaps the initial
great enthusiasm he felt over the events of July 1830 stimulated his earlier ambitions
to write a history, but the increasing disappointment he experienced in closely
following the course of the new régime may well have confirmed his growing interest
in a much larger view of the historical past, convinced him that the Saint-Simonians
had properly seen beneath the surface events of political revolutions, and led once
more to his letting 1789 slip away. Moreover, his encounter with Carlyle, whom he
first met in September 1831, may also have affected his intent as it became clearer
that Carlyle was becoming set on writing a history himself.

To Carlyle’s statement that, despite the difficulty of writing, it was one of his
“superstitions never to turn back,” and that thus one must “march on, & complain no
more about it,” Mill responded in a minor key: he had the same thought. If he was to
attempt “a general view of any great subject” he wished to say not merely “something
true, but to omit nothing which is material to the truth.” The sole encouragement to
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undertake such a task was that “imperfect and dim light” was still better than “total
darkness.” His long rumination betrayed serious doubts about so immense a subject.
He spoke of returning to work after a brief holiday, when he hoped to “produce
something worthy of the title you give me,” but thought he was “rather fitted to be a
logical expounder than an artist.” Still, there was work to be done in exposing the
logical side of “Truth” before the poetic, and that he hoped to do. 13_7

He was proposing Carlyle would do the great artistic history, while he could do only
the analytical. Despite reservations about Mill’s literary capacity, Carlyle nevertheless
urged him to set forth his “ideas and acquisitions” about the Revolution at greater
length, for “It is properly the grand work of our era. . . .” 138 But Carlyle was already
moving toward his own French Revolution. Mill continued to remark, as he did to
Tocqueville, “We have not so much as one readable history of the Revolution. . . .” E
but himself made no move to supply it. He may well not have had the time for it.
Moreover, his growing attraction to French historical speculation was leading him
steadily away from any such specific task. From the summer of 1832, he steadily
despatched books from his own library and procured fresh materials for Carlyle. And,
although he continued to reflect and comment on the Revolution from time to time, it
was clear, long before Carlyle was in print, that Mill had abandoned even the
glimmering of his former project.

MIGNET

However halting Mill’s resolve to write an analytical history became, he had been
sufficiently motivated for the better part of a decade, and sufficiently convinced that
such a study could be a vehicle by which to forward his argument in England, that he
followed the literature and published four essays on as many of the Revolution’s
historians. In this connection, Dulaure had been a transitional figure, useful to Mill
(like Sismondi) principally for furnishing materials with which to challenge the
romanticized version of the past. Not only were the Middle Ages brutal and strife-
ridden, Mill concluded, but their feudal survivals in the eighteenth century were
preposterous. In the young historians Adolphe Thiers and Frangois Mignet he found
the support he was looking for. They could help him make his case against the ancien
régime, broadly conceived, and on behalf of the liberal reformers of the Revolution’s
early phase. Unencumbered by personal experience and memory, they did not linger
over the reservations and dilemmas of the earlier liberal champions like Madame de
Staél. They observed but were not embarrassed by the break between the liberal phase
of the Revolution and the Terror. They accepted the challenge of the counter-
revolution head-on. “Ecrivez, Messieurs, faites des livres,” Royer-Collard, leader of
the doctrinaires, remarked when the liberal Decazes ministry fell following the duc de
Berry’s assassination; “il n’y a pas autre chose a faire en ce moment.” 40

In 1821 Thiers and Mignet appeared in Paris from the south. They were just twenty-
four; the liberal opposition was warming up. With letters of introduction to Jacques
Antoine Manuel, leader of the Chamber opposition, they made the acquaintance of
this group, including Talleyrand, and established themselves in the opposition salons
and press, Thiers at the Constitutionnel, Mignet at the Courrier Frangais. They were
lawyers from the Faculté at Aix, attracted by history, Thiers the more politically
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ambitious, Mignet the more scholarly. Mignet had already obtained the couronne of
the Académie des Inscriptions et Belles Lettres for his memoir, Les institutions de
saint Louis. Established as a lecturer at the Athénée, 1822-24, he discussed the
Reformation and the English revolutions of the seventeenth century in such a way as
left no doubt that he was attacking the Bourbon monarchy. Guizot had been silenced
at the Sorbonne in 1822 for just this /ese- majeste Mignet fell under no ban. But
reaching for a wider audience, he, like Thlers determlned to write the history of
the Revolution.

His two volumes were published in May 1824, offering in a single instalment the
whole of the version Thiers served up at greater length over five years. It was less
narrative than exposition, an analysis of a great event that worked itself out as it had
to. After collecting materials for two years, Mignet had written his book rapidly in
November-December 1823. Jules Simon proposed that Mignet might have said “ma
révolution” (a boutade concerning 1830 incorrectly ascribed to Thiers). Louis
Halphen remarked that Mignet, like Thiers and (as would be said later on) Guizot,
gave the impression “of havmg known from the beginning of time what [he] had just
learned that morning.”_"~ 142 The work was marked by the fatalisme historique
distinguishing the liberal counter-offensive against the Ultra-royalist reaction, almost
in response to Sismondi’s dictum that “I’étude des faits sans philosophie ne seroit pas
moins décevante que celle de la philosophie sans faits.” o143 _~ It echoed, as Sainte-Beuve
pointed out, Joseph de Maistre’s view of the Revolution as a great irresistible

force. ﬂ Accusing the aristocracy of the whole responsibility for the outbreak of the
Revolution and all the ensuing violence, Mignet challenged not merely the régime and
its supporters but also the old liberals who had agreed with Benjamin Constant that
one must distinguish “those measures which [the government] had the right to take,
from those crimes which they committed and which they did not have the right to
commit.”'+ _~ It was the first complete history, “un tableau d’ensemble vivant et rapide,
un résumeé frappant theorlalue commode.” It had a huge success, with translations
into five other languages._

Mill’s review distinguished a greater degree of popular narrative in Mignet than some
were inclined to, while underlining his subordination of history to “philosophy,” a
characteristic of the “modern” style of historiography. Like Carlyle, he proclaimed
Mignet “the highest specimen” of the new school, stated his agreement with the
account, and once more berated the old narrative historians in England (4). In contrast
to what Carlyle would later say, however, he approved Mignet’s skill in the selection
and marshalling of details (4). Mill gave so much space to illustrative extracts that one
has the feeling he had little to say. He made no comment on the uncritical handling of
sources; or upon the use Mignet made of oral evidence; or upon the role of individuals
within the controlling conditions of fatalisme hzstorzque And he did not mention the
conception of class struggle as a motor force. ! But anticipating Carlyle, Mill was
critical of the reflections which principally established the work in Revolutionary
h1stor10graphy and which made it, as Thiers 1 1s sald to have thought of his own book,
“une arme de guerre” against the Bourbons 8 If he was not affronted, as Constant
was, by the global explanation of the whole Revolutlonary experience, he was
unimpressed by Mignet’s talent for generalization, an aptitude with which he
considered Madame de Staél firmly endowed, even though her taste for dubious
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epigrams was still more marked (13). The result was a short, schoolmasterly
reprimand, separating the faux brillants from the vrais. An entertaining story well
told, the book would reveal to the English “what intelligent Frenchmen think and say
on the subject of the French Revolution” (13-14). But this remark did not quite catch
the controversial, essentially political nature of Mignet’s work.

Years later, m December 1861, Taine, who was no friend of “la vulgate de Thiers et
de Mignet,”_ ™" »149 chanced to have a chat with Mignet whom he had not previously met.
“Il y a un fonds de stérilité; on voit qu’il n’a pas vécu dans les idées générales, qu’il y
est impropre,” he noted. “Il n’est pas artiste non plus, voyez son histoire de Marie
Stuart, sa Révolution francgaise; c’est glacé. Il est propre a digérer des matériaux
indigestes, a exposer clairement, en bel ordre. Il a le talent frangais de la classification
parfaite et de I’ elegance noble académique,” but about les forces profondes, “il a Iair
encore dépaysé.”_~"~ By then, of course, Mignet had long since abandoned the
political scene, having settled for the archives of the Foreign Ministry under the July
Monarchy, and become secrétaire perpétuel of the Académie des Sciences Morales et
Politiques. Philosophical history as practised by the opposition literati under the
Bourbon monarchy had become an historiographical artifact. But perhaps Mill had
caught something of the limitation Taine perceived thirty-five years later.

Still it is true that Mignet’s Revolution was a youthful tour de force, part of a general
movement that finally toppled the Bourbon monarchy. Whatever his criticisms, Mill
had recognized its significance as a piece d’occasion; by praising Mignet’s skill and
achievement, he had early singled out an historian whose total work some twenty
volumes, would win the approval of scholars at home and abroad

SCOTT

When Mignet arrived in Paris, the battle over romanticism was at its height, with
Walter Scott at its centre. Mignet waited a year before making a statement, but the
popular verdict was in: the reading public was entranced. The novels were translated
into French beginning in 1816, and 200,000 copies were sold during Louis XVIII’s
reign, 1. 5 m11110n by the end of Charles X’s. If Chateaubriand and others had pointed
the Way, 2 Scott’s pre-eminence was established so rapidly that historians (whose
audience in those days was the literate general public) greeted this voice with some
approval. The earliest was Augustin Thierry, former secretary to Saint-Simon, a
journalist, not yet the historian of the Norman Conquest, not quite so cautious as he
would be later on. Of Scott’s books he said there was more true history in them than
in “les compilations philosophiquement fausses” claiming the name of history. He
discerned in Scott’s reading of the past “cette seconde vue q3ue dans les temps
d’ignorance, certains hommes s’attribuent pour 1’avenir.”_~~ He named it “divination
historique.” Experience and time brought Thierry justiﬁably to rate his own historical
gifts superior to Scott’s, but he conceived them as complementary spirits, and years
after he was sufficiently secure to admit the fact. 154

Mignet was initially spellbound: “Il faut le dire, Walter Scott est un des quatre

premiers génies anglais; il se montre 1’égal de Richardson, de Milton, de
Shakespeare,” a man who knew how to infuse history with movement and vitality,
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how to identify the essential characteristics of an epoch. Reflection brought reserve.
Scott, he concluded a little later, was more familiar with Scottish chronicles than with
French: “Ou sont nos villes, leurs corporations, leurs bourgeois, leurs quarteniers,
leurs échevins? Ou sont nos parlements . . . nos paysans? On connait la cour de Louis
XI, on ne connait pas son siecle.” lj As the new historians made their way. Scott’s
reputation with the French historians was qualified but not extinguished. He had
shown them something essential; his reputation and influence remained greater with
them than with English historians.ﬁ

Mill was familiar with the French reception of Scott. His own experience did not
predispose him to share it. As a child he had known “the metrical romances” his
father recommended to him and been “intensely delighted” with their “animated
narrative.” But when still in his teens, he had scathingly criticized Hume’s History as
“really a romance,” bearing “nearly the same degree of resemblance to any thing
which really happened, as Old Mortality, or Ivanhoe. . . . Romance is always
dangerous, but when romance assumes the garb of history, it is doubly pernicious.
He continued to judge the novels harshly, for offering mere amusement. Scott, he
declared later, had “no object but to please.” He neverthless granted that “at the height
of his popularity” Scott “was breathing the breath of life into the historical literature
of France, and, through France, of all Europe.” E During the 1820s, however, he was
not greatly impressed. The publication in June 1827 of Scott’s Life of Napoleon
Buonaparte decided him to make a prolonged statement. His review, the last article he
wrote for the Westminster Review in the 1820s, cost him “more labour than any
previous; but it was a labour of love, being a defence of the early French
Revolutionists against the Tory misrepresentations of Sir Walter Scott.” He even
bought many books “for this purpose,” in numbers that “far exceeded the worth of the
immediate object”; but, as we have seen, he “had at that time a half formed intention
of writing a History of the French Revolution.”!’

9’157

The review constitutes the nearest thing to a fully developed statement about the
Revolution Mill ever set down. It was also a blistering attack on Scott. After a
preliminary bow to his literary talent, Mill said the book “would be admirable as a
romance” but was not history (55). Bonaparte’s life would require other talents. Mill’s
subject, of course, was not Napoleon, but rather the nature of history, the distortions
of Tory history, and a defence of the Girondins. Whatever his subject, however, a true
historian must be “a philosopher,” able to render the facts of history useful by
adducing principles from them and applying principles to explain them, a man of
broad views and experience, able to weigh and link evidence, “a consummate judge”
(56). In a word, “the historian” resembled considerably the continental philosophical
historian and no other. Scott did not measure up: bland and aristocratic, hard-working,
wishing to please all, he was finally judged to be a not entirely illiberal or
disingenuous “advocate of the aristocracy against the people” (57). His social and
political philosophy was summarized as “whatever is English is best; best, not for
England only, but for every country in Christendom, or probably the world” (60).
There followed a catalogue of his sins and errors: ignorant of the facts about France
and the French, he had read few authorities, failed to understand circumstances, and
was “not to be trusted” (63). At best, Scott saw “a part of the truth” but was “far too
slightly acquainted with the monuments of the times, to have the faintest or most
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distant perception of it as a whole” (65). His pre-Revolutionary chapters were
prejudiced and misleading; what followed was worse. His skilfully told story,
doubtless sincerely intended, manipulated the facts in the cause of a theory that was
not true. Still, Mill gave him this: the work was “less malignant” than most other Tory
studies of the Revolution (110).

Mill’s view of the early Revolution, what he would call its “true history,” was in stark
contrast to Scott’s. The Bonapartist episode he quickly dismissed as a vulgar coda, a
familiar exercise of power by an adventurer moved by “the lowest impulses of the
lowest description of human beings” (58). The Revolution was something else: a
“vast convulsion,” originated, heroically defended, and at last ended by “the people”
when they awoke from “the frenzy” into which the privileged orders had driven them
by opposing “representative government” (58). As an unprecedented manifestation of
popular will, it could not be judged by ordinary rules. Where Scott saw ambitious men
seeking office, Mill saw patriots seeking liberty. Where Scott proposed the perverse
nature of the lower orders running amok, Mill saw ordinary men driven to excess by
injustice and oppression. Scott was granted the perceptiveness of glimpsing some part
of the truth (for instance, about peasant-landlord ties in the Vendée), but accused of
general failure to comprehend social relations under the ancien régime. Where Scott
saw vicious, irreligious philosophes undermining society, Mill saw benefactors of
mankind. Scott’s court was weak and ineffectual. Mill’s wicked and tyrannical. Mill
was amused by the suggestion that the royal government might have forced the
election results it needed, a course “so perfectly according to the English model” (72).
Against Scott’s “conjuring up a republican party” (79), Mill argued there had been no
such party, only varieties of constitutional monarchists in the Legislative Assembly
until such time as both “the nullity of the Duke of Orleans as a politician™ (81) and the
perfidy of the King forced them to become republicans. Mill ridiculed Scott’s
suggestion that the Revolution ought to have adopted something like the British
constitution in the circumstances following the States General, when “the struggle
was not for a revolution, but against a counter-revolution” (86). To Scott the
Girondins were “philosophical rhapsodists” willing to use force to establish “a pure
republic”’; Mill exalted them as “the purest and most disinterested body of men,
considered as a party, who ever figured in history,” statesmen who had war thrust on
them, who laboured vainly to save the crown, and who were left with no alternative
save a republic (98).

All this was put with passion (Scott was called “childish,” accused of “effrontery,”
supposed to be suffering “mental hallucination” [68n, 69n, 79n]), buttressed by appeal
to authorities of all persuasions. It was the liberal version of the early Revolution,
stopping short of the Jacobin period that Mill found distasteful. If he had a clear
overview, it was close to Mignet’s. But it was significant that he did not push on
beyond the early years. What concerned him was defence of the liberal champions of
constitutional monarchy against an unscrupulous aristocracy, that is, defence of “the
honest part of the revolutionists” against “the general opinion” in England that had
done them (and, it went without saying, those in England who thought like them)
more harm even than Scott (110). If Scott had a didactic purpose, Mill had nothing
less. But he must be read in the context of an entrenched conservative historiography,
deep-seated national prejudice against the French, and of course the struggle for
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reform of the House of Commons. He admitted that the Life contained “juster views”
than those he particularly took issue with (110), though how they appeared in a writer
so roundly declared unfit for the historian’s task he did not venture to explain.

Notoriously, Scott’s book was put together under great pressure, nine volumes in a
year, amid many anxieties. He himself acknowledged some part of its limitation.
Carlyle’s famous tribute was that Scott “taught all men this truth, which looks like a
truism, and yet was as good as unknown to writers of history and others, till so taught:
that the bygone ages of the world were actually filled with living men, not by
protocols, state-papers, controversies and abstractions of men.” No doubt this was less
true of the Life of Napoleon than of the historical novels. Perhaps Mill would, some
years after he wrote his devastating review, have been more inclined to grant as much.
His own views about the depths and poetry of history were changing. But he never
found the words. Whether he could have accepted Carlyle’s posthumous verdict that
Scott “understood what history meant; this was his chief intellectual merit,” one must

guess.ﬂ

ALISON

Mill believed that the huge sales Scott enjoyed had a harmful effect on the public
mind. But he also knew that Scott had made an important contribution to the revival
of written history, that he was dealing with not merely a pillar of the Tory
establishment but a formidable man of letters. In taking on the work of Alison,
however, he was jousting with a writer of more ordinary talents, if also of great
industry, whose account of the Revolution was also Tory propaganda. What
ultimately justified taking notice of such a study was, again, the immense sales Alison
had both at home and, in translation, abroad. Of the whole multi-volume History of
Europe from the Commencement of the French Revolution to the Restoration of the
Bourbons, more than half a million copies were sold before his death, though at the
time Mill could hardly have foreseen it would have such success.

A native of Shropshire who had early moved to Edinburgh where he took up the law,
Alison became an advocate-deputy for Scotland, wrote books on the criminal law, and
was eventually appointed sheriff of Lanarkshire. By the time he visited France in
1814-15, his conservative views were fixed. Leslie Stephen’s judgment that he was
“intelligent and hard-working, if not brilliant,” is borne out by his numerous
publications. He had defeated Macaulay in election as Lord Rector of Marischal
College, Aberdeen, and Palmerston as Lord Rector of Glasgow. He was a believer in
the institution of slavery, and later a strong supporter of the American Confederacy.
His literary taste ran to “elevating” romances and against the Dickensian
preoccupation with the manners of the middle and lower classes. He refused to
“worship the Dagon of Liberalism.”'%% He was very nearly everything Mill was not,
their views could hardly have been more different, whether of the French Revolution
or, late in life, the American Civil War: Alison supported the Confederacy, while
Mill, “very retiring and embarrassed in his manner,” as Henry Adams noted, was “a
mighty weapon of defence for our cause in this country.”163
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Alison began his History on New Year’s Day 1829, intending to illustrate the
corruption of human nature and the divine hand in events; his work was induced, he
said, “by the clear perception that affairs were hurrying on to some great social and
political convulsion in this country. The passion for innovation which had for many
years overspread the nation, the vague ideas afloat in the public mind, the facility with
which Government entered into these views—all these had awakened gloomy
presentiments in my mind.”'%* His first two volumes were published in April 1833.

As Alison had published a year-long series of articles in Blackwood’s on the French
Revolution and the English reform issue in 1831-32. Mill knew what to expect. But he
inquired of Carlyle whether the book “is worth reading, or reviewing—I suppose it is
wrong, when one has taken the trouble to accumulate knowledge on a subject, not to
work it up if one can into some shape useful to others—and if I am to write about the
F.R. it may as well be while my recollections of the original authorities are fresh.”
Clearly Mill, though now far from sure that he wished to pursue his former intention
to write a history and evidently yielding the ground to and actively assisting Carlyle,
still wished to make a statement. He wished to pillory the errors, bias, and flaccid lack
of philosophy he found in Alison. He wished also to discuss his own conception of
history. Alison’s work was both an affront to scholarship and an occasion for Mill to
reveal something of his recent historical reflection. Carlyle was encouraging: “by all
means review him, and in the widest vehicle you can get. It is a thing utterly unknown
to the English and ought to be known. Speak of it what you know. If Alison prove
stupid dilsgsliss him the sooner, but tell your own story freely without fear or

favour.”

Mill was eager to take on both Whig and Tory. Having read Alison, he wrote again:

the man is quite inconceivably stupid and twaddling. I think beyond anybody who has
attempted to write elaborately on the subject. He has no research; the references with
which he loads his margin are chiefly to compilations. I could write something about
him or rather about his subject; but I could employ myself better unless there were
some widely-circulated periodical that would publish it, the Edinburgh Review
perhaps would, were it not that I should wish to shew up Macaulay’s ignorance of the
subject and assumption of knowledge, as shewn in that very review. 16

Simultaneously, however, he offered to the Monthly Repository “a few pages on a
stupid book lately published by a man named Alison, and pretending to be a history of
the French Revolution.” He then followed this proposal with the tired and dutiful
statement, “I am sick of that subject, but I could write something on it which perhaps

would be of more use to the M.R. than something better would be. . . .” E

Mill could not see how to strike the larger target behind Alison. When done, he called
his review “a poor, flimsy, short paper on that book of Alison’s, which I undertook in
an evil hour, when the subject was as remote as possible from those which were
occupying my thoughts and feelings at the time; and which I accordingly performed
exceedingly ill, and was obliged to cancel the part which had cost me most labour.”
What this part was he did not reveal; why he abandoned it is unknown. He told
Carlyle the review was “not worth your perusal.”ﬁ Mill seems to have believed that
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the book was not worth his critique, was too slight to bear the weight of the crushing
rejoinder he had in him. Five years earlier, when he had still thought seriously of
doing a history, he had dissected Scott’s work, using detailed references to the
memoirs and histories. Now he was no longer interested in doing that. Neither Alison
nor his work justified presentation of what Mill had once thought he had to say about
the Revolution as a result of his exacting scrutiny of the published sources, and in the
light of his Radical beliefs.

Alison’s qualifications were quickly discarded: it was not even a question of
measuring him against an ideal historian’s talent to create character, summon up the
historical setting, establish the play between personality and circumstance. As a Tory,
Mill noted, Alison might be expected to disapprove of his actors; instead he offered
only indiscriminately charitable judgments. Rather than “that highest impartiality
which proceeds from philosophic insight,” there was “abundance of that lower kind
which flows from milkiness of disposition.” Free of cant, he was devoid of originality.
If he followed Thiers and Mignet, he rendered the drama of events “flat, cold, and
spiritless” (116). If he honestly revealed his sources, their poverty betrayed his slight
reading.@ His memory was defective, his knowledge of the French language flawed.
He knew enough about neither the Revolution nor “the universal subject, the nature of
man” (122). His reflective capacity was barren, his generalizations were either truisms
or “such as a country-gentleman, accustomed to being king of his company, talks after
dinner” (116). Alison’s “insignificant book™ was judged to be empty of knowledge,
thought, and philosophy (122). But, as Mill pointed out, if that were all he himself had
to say, his article might end.

He had two things to say, the first of which had been slipped in earlier, in praising this
not very exceptional writer, Mill had noted that Alison at least “does not join in the
ill-informed and rash assertion of the Edinburgh Review, reechoed by the Quarterly,
that the first authors of the French Revolution were mediocre men” (115). This was as
close as he got, on this occasion, to assailing Macaulay directly. The second, more
important thing he wished to repeat was that the Revolution could never be
understood unless as “one turbulent passage in a progressive revolution embracing the
whole human race.” There was an immense “moral revolution” under way, in which
the events in France were “a mere incident in a great change in man himself, in his
belief, in his principles of conduct, and therefore in the outward arrangements of
society; a change which is but half completed, and which is now in a state of more
rapid progress here in England, than any where else.” All this, which Mill believed to
be part of “the scientific aspect” of history, escaped Alison (118). Mill’s position was
that the Revolution had produced “substantial good . . . at the cost of immediate evil
of the most tremendous kind.” No one could ever know whether more could have
been obtained for less, or whether averting revolution (how this might have been
achieved he did not explain) would not have halted all progress and reduced the
French to “the condition of Russian boors.” The Tories had reduced revolution to “a
bagatelle,” the work of a handful of wilful bloody-minded men; they refused to
understand that “rapid progress” and “practical good” might not be achieved by
peaceful means. They would not see that it was the French crown and its advisers that
had abandoned peaceful means. Crimes were committed, some by “bad men,” but all
with a single object: to save the Revolution, whatever the cost (120, 121).
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When he read the first volume, Mill may have underestimated Alison’s work as
popular history and propaganda. In reply to Carlyle’s note of approval of the
review,ll Mill remarked somewhat evenly, “I also am conscious that [ write with a
greater appearance of sureness and strong belief than I did for a year or two before, in
that period of recovery after the petrification of a narrow philosophy. . . .”” This rather
mixed and invertebrate review, however, does not make a strong impression. It is
uncertainly dependent on three disparate intentions: to rekindle, if only momentarily,
the fire of Mill’s earlier defence of the Revolution; to strike out at political opponents;
to say something about his currently developing philosophy of history. Naturally it
did nothing to give Alison pause: if it led him to fatten up his bibliographical prefaces,
it by no means discouraged him from pursuing his narrative. He continued to revise
his work, which had an immense success as a detailed history of the Revolution in its
wider setting. It was translated into many languages and became the best-selling such
work for much of the century in England and North America.!”! Mill was
unrepentant. Nine years after his review, when Alison had completed the final
volume, he told Napier, “You have touched up Alison very well & it was time. My
fingers have often itched to be at him. The undeserved reputation into which that book
is getting, merely because it is Tory history, & the only connected one of that
important time, is very provoking.” E

CARLYLE

When Mill first mentioned Alison to him, Carlyle already had a copy “lying on a
Table.” Having “glanced” at it, he was both impressed and dismissive. His reaction
told something about his own scholarship. “He is an Ultra Tory,” he told Mill, “and
therefore cannot understand the French Revolution; otherwise, they say, a man of
considerable ability; his Margin bears marks of great inquiry (7hiers and the like I
saw quoted almost every page), the man too was in France and published Travels. . .
2173 That Carlyle should have been impressed by Alison’s first citation of his
references, where Mill was so scathing, illustrated a gap between their conceptions of
research that one might not infer from Mill’s appreciation of Carlyle’s History in
1837. At the time of his review of Alison, Mill had of course revised his early
estimate of Carlyle’s writing as “‘consummate nonsense.”’* On Carlyle’s initiative
they had met in September 1831 and begun a correspondence almost at once, and by
the next summer Mill was evidently handing over the Revolution: . . . I am rather
fitted to be a logical expounder than an artist. You I look upon as an artist, and
perhaps the only genuine one now living in this country: the highest destiny of all, lies
in that direction; for it is the artist alone in whose hands Truth becomes impressive,
and a living principle of action.” 175 With the same forthrightness with which he
approved Mill’s high opinion of and attachment to him, Carlyle took full advanta%e of
Mill’s generosity in sending him books for the history he now thought of writing ’6
In a way, Mill was a collaborator from the outset.

For more than four years they discussed the work, Mill advising and then responding
to the steady importuning, Carlyle communicating something of the gestation throes
foretelling the strange and awful work he found welling up in him. “What it is to be I
cannot yet tell: my doors of utterance are so wonderful, one knows not how to shape
thoughts such as to pass thro’.” His head “buzzing,” he read on and speculated about
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the literary event “the right History (that impossible thing [ mean by History) of the
French Revolution” would prove to be. Whoever should write “the truth” about this
“grand Poem of our Time” would be “worth all other writers and singers.” Hence the
conclusion: “If I were spared alive myself, and had means, why might not I too
prepare the way for such a thing?”ll So Mill continued to oblige with books, Carlyle
proclaimed his gratitude, the work took shape. “The French business grows darker
and darker upon me: dark as chaos. Ach Gott!”ﬁ Above all, it should not be like
other histories, “which are so many ‘dead thistles for Pedant chaffinches to peck at
and fill their crops with.” ” f By February 1835 the first volume was written and Mill
was given it to read. On March 6 Mill brought the terrible news of its accidental
burning. Carlyle’s reaction was superb, his consideration of the distracted Mill
paternal, his acceptance of the offer of financial compensation spontaneous. 180

One must imagine the intensity of Mill’s commitment to the work after what Carlyle
called this “miserablest accident (as we name such things) of my whole life.” Seeing
it as “purely the hand of Providence,” he admitted that the manuscript had “pleased
me better than anything I had ever done,” acknowledged that “7That first volume”
could not be reproduced, and bravely hoped to produce another that would be “if not
better or equal, a/l that I can.”ﬂ But to Mill he wrote courageously: “The thing must
be made better than it was, or we shall never be able, not to forget it, but to laugh
victorious in remembering it.” He refused the £200 Mill pressed on him, accepting
only £100, the amount he said he had spent, and continued to ask and to receive from
Mill “brave cargoes of Books.” E His recovery was swift, his optimism marked: “I
do really believe the Book will be the better for it, and we shall all be the better.” E If
the labour was heavy, the composition was rapid, though by the spring of 1836 the
mere thought of the day when “this fatal History” would no longer weigh on him was
like “a prophecy of resurrection.”! 3% Mill again read the manuscript and sent off his
annotations and suggestions, removing “anything merely quaint in the mode of
expression,” and saying, “The only general remark I have to make on stile is that I
think it would often zel/ better on the reader if what is said in an abrupt, exclamatory
& interjectional manner were said in the ordinary grammatical mode of nominative &
verb. . . .” Mill’s manner was tentative and deferential, Carlyle’s response
appreciative and slightly mocking: “No Surgeon can touch sore places with a softer
hand than you do.” His “quarrel with the Nominative-and-verb” caused him “great
sorrow,” but it was “not a quarrel of my seeking. I mean, that the common English
mode of writing has to do with what I call hearsays of things; and the great business
for me, in which alone I feel any comfort, is recording the presence, bodily concrete
coloured presence of things;—for which the Nominative-and-verb, as I find it Here
and Now, refuses to stand me in due stead.” But he would comply “more and more as
I grow wiser.”g

Mill was anxious to publish a review before the book appeared. He had discovered
from responses to Carlyle’s article on Mirabeau in the Westminster Review for
January 1837 that some of his friends did not care for the style. Sarah Austin reported
that her husband and George Lewis were “clamorous against poor Carlyle’s article &
say you will ruin the review if you admit any more. | am afraid this is a very general
opinion, though I grieve it should be so.” Mill told her the Mirabeau had been “the
most popular article we ever had in the review,” that the only people he met who
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disliked it were John Arthur Roebuck, George Grote, and William Nassau Senior, “&
those three dislike everything, the style of which is not humdrum.” As for Carlyle’s
“usual peculiarities,” they had in that case fallen “greatly short of the average degree
of them.”g Thus riding the criticism off, he took the warning and determined to pre-
empt opinion on the History. The book and the review appeared in July 1837. 181

He took the offensive from high ground: the book was unprecedented and must be
judged accordingly. Both history and poetry, with a “peculiar” style “unlike the jog-
trot characterless uniformity which distinguishes the English style,” it had, he
admitted, some “mere mannerisms,” German “transcendentalisms” that obscured
meaning, but as literature was surpassed “only by the great masters of epic poetry.”
The narrative was “strictly true”; based on “irrefragable authority,” it presented
“human beings,” rather than the “stuffed figures” other historians served up (134,
135). Hume and Gibbon compared unfavourably with Carlyle in this regard. Mill
quoted large extracts to illustrate the poetry and power of the narrative. He judged the
theory informing the History sound: crown, aristocracy, and clergy had failed in their
commissions and so were “hurled . . . into chaos.” As for the Revolution’s
“melancholy turn,” “the horrors,” “the iron despotism by which it was forced to wind
itself up” and the comparative “smallness of its positive results,” Mill endorsed
Carlyle’s opinion that “the French people” were unprepared for the event, did not
know what they wished, how they should be governed, in whom they should have
faith (159, 160).

99 ¢

His criticisms were gently put: Carlyle was too light on theory. “Without a hypothesis
to commence with, we do not even know what end to begin at, what points to enquire
into.” Mill “fancied” Carlyle undervalued “general principles” and “set too low a
value on what constitutions and forms of government can do” (162). But more he did
not challenge in this “perfectly true picture of a great historical event, as it actually
happened” (158). Aware of the problem of access, he did not fault Carlyle for failing
to push his research into Croker’s large collection of contemporary pamphlets;ﬁ but
neither did he fault him for the relatively slight bibliography he had worked from, for
accepting legends, for being apparently fixated on the surface drama and neglecting
the context, for failing to discuss the origins (Mill said only that the introductory
chapters were “the least interesting part of the book™ [139]) and the outcome of the
Revolution. Indeed, beyond the fundamental agreement between them on the
decrepitude of the old order and the virtue of the early Revolutionaries, it is difficult
to see what Mill and Carlyle had in common.

Mill, of course, had been fully warned of what Carlyle had had in mind, and had
wholeheartedly abetted the enterprise. If the Girondins were less than favourably
treated, there was enough philosophy rumbling beneath the vibrant surface of events
to redeem such a lapse. Carlyle had broken the political mould completelg,
“delivered,” as Acton was to say, “our fathers from thraldom to Burke.”g He had
asked new questions, written a new history. Moreover, he had done what Mill was
convinced he himself could not do: he had created a work of art. Still, a reader may
come away from Mill’s review, with its curious Carlylean capitalizations, believing
that the most rigorous standards he had applied to Scott, and to some extent to Alison,

if not Mignet, are absent there. Partly, it is that by 1837 Mill’s conception of history
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and his interest in the Revolution had changed; partly that Mill was now receptive to
the imaginative attempt Carlyle had made to portray and understand the Revolution
from within, to see it, as historians in the twentieth century would say, from below.

Afterwards, Mill prided himself on three reviewing achievements in the London and
Westminster: preparing the way for acceptance of Lord Durham’s Report,
accelerating the success of Carlyle’s French Revolution, and establishing in England
Guizot’s reputation as an historian. In the Autobiography he spoke of pre-empting
“the commonplace critics” by hailing Carlyle’s book as “one of those productions of
genius which are above all rules, and are a law to themselves.” He did not think his
review had been well executed, but looked on it as “an honest attempt to do
immediate service” to a deserving man and his work. He had said much the same
thing in a more aggressive manner to R.B. Fox: the article had “greatly accelerated”
Carlyle’s success, for whether “so strange & incomprehensible” a book would
“succeed or fail seemed to depend upon the turn of a die—but I got the first word,
blew the trumpet before it at its first coming out & by claiming for it the honours of
the highest genius frightened the small fry of critics from pronouncing a hasty
condemnation, got fair play for it & then its success was sure.”ﬂ At the time, he had
told Carlyle that the review was having “a good effect,” though the oral and written
opinions on the article itself were “mostly unfavourable.”ﬂ This was not mysterious:
whatever the personal commitments that made him champion Carlyle’s Revolution, he
had not applied to it the standards of criticism by which he judged other works. Three
years later, alluding to the period of “my Carlylism, a vice of style which I have since
carefully striven to correct,” he told a correspondent whom he was admonishing for
the same affectation, “I think Carlyle’s costume should be left to Carlyle whom alone

it becomes & in whom it would soon become unpleasant if it were made common. . .
5192

MILL AND THE REVOLUTION OF 1830

carlyle’sFrench Revolution and Mill’s review of it were written in the wake of
another Revolution that, from Mill’s point of view, had burst gloriously on the scene
and subsided ingloriously within a matter of weeks or months. The political void
Carlyle envisioned at the centre of the 1789 experience Mill detected in the July Days,
as the aftermath revealed the incapacity or self-interest of those who superseded the
Bourbon monarchy. He had been excited by the lively press wars of the late 1820s. If
the duc de Berry’s murder in February 1820 brought a temporary crack-down on the
press, the running battle of the opposition parties with the governments of Louis
XVIII and Charles X saw at least as many victories as defeats for the liberal press, its
proprietors, and its journalists. Neither direct censorship nor regulatory measures
weakened its independence. French journals were numerous, variegated, and
vigorous. Under the moderate ministry of the vicomte de Martignac in 1828-29, the
press régime was relaxed, and although he was replaced by the ultra-royalist prince de
Polignac in August 1829 it was the latitude of the laws Martignac had permitted that
goaded the government into its final assault on the press in July 1830, and so
precipitated the Revolution. 193
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How much Mill knew of the close manoeuvring in this long contest that had gone on
from the time of his first visit to France can only be surmised. But with the
installation of Polignac, both King and minister were daily vilified in the opposition
sheets. Mill, who followed the press, was approving. “In France,” he wrote
d’Eichthal, “the best thinkers & writers of the nation, write in the journals & direct
public opinion: but our daily & weekly writers are the lowest hacks of literature. .

2194 On the eve of the outbreak, he condemned The Times for siding with Pohgnac
reeled off the despotic acts of Charles X’s reign (the notorious Law of Sacrilege,
1826, “worthy of the days of Calas and La Barre,” had “persuaded the civilized world
that the reign of despotism was assured for another century, and that France was
relapsing into the servitude and superstition of the middle ages™), and proposed that in
the “most unlikely” event the government did suppress demonstrations, a calamity
would ensue for France and Europe._"~ 195 He did not apprehend imminent revolt. One
week later the five July Ordinances were published, the journalists reacted fiercely,
and the confused and complex politics and violence began which sent the King on his
journey into exile and some da(}/s later installed Louis Philippe d’Orléans on the
throne as King of the French._ "

Early in August, Mill, with his friends George Graham and John Arthur Roebuck,
went off to Paris. ﬂ He stayed a month. For him it was both a fulfilment and the
beginning of a long disenchantment. Years later, Charles Eliot Norton noticed “the
sentimental part of [Mill’s] intelligence, which is of i 1mmense force, and has only been
kept in due subjection by his respect for his own reason.’ 198 1t was on view in 1830.
Mill expected too much. He carried with him an idealized vision of revolution
founded on his reading of 1789, too limited a knowledge of the persons and forces in
play in France, and a strong sense of his personal goals at the time. He was
unprepared for the sharp political game that replaced one monarch with another and
brought about a large-scale administrative shuffle, but produced no serious social
change. By the laws of March and April 1831, power remained securely with the
landowning and profess10nal class, a small pays légal attached to the state through the
offices it offered them._”~ 199 If the ultra- -royalists went home to their estates, the popular
element brought into the streets to make the revolution also subsided. The new régime
was defensive from the start.

At the time, Mill barely sensed what was happening. Though “the cowardice and
imbecility of the existing generation of public men, with scarcely a single exception,”
promised little, he took hope from “the spirit and intelligence of the young men and of
the people, the immense influence of the journals, and the strength of the public
voice.” Believing, mistakenly, that “there has been an excellent revolution without
leaders,” he hoped nalvely that “leaders will not be required in order to establish a
good government.””" 9 Roebuck’s story was that he, Mill, and their friends had almost
forced the audience at the Opéra (including Louis Philippe) by their shouts of
“Debout! debout!” to stand for the Marseillaise.2°! If so, they were only playing
games while the tough-minded men who had engineered the new monarchy were
establishing themselves in power. Mill’s remarks on the goodness of “the common
people” were romantic and sentimental: “The inconceivable purity and singleness of
purpose, almost amounting to naiveté, which they all shew in speaking of these
events, has given me a greater love for them than I thought myself capable of feeling
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for so large a collection of human beings, and the more exhilarating views which it
opens of human nature will have a beneficial effect on the whole of my future
life.”g From the beginning, he pictured a Manichean situation: the good people
versus the wicked monied classes, the virtuous poor versus the scoundrel
placehunters. Such a reading could have no happy confirmation.

Until 1834 he contributed observations on the French scene to the Examiner, arguing
his expertise from ““a tolerably familiar acquaintance with the history of France for the
last forty years” and his experience in Paris in August-September 1830. Of the
revolution outside the capital, of ongoing disturbances among the peasantry, of the
struggle for traditional rights in the collision between rural capitalism and the
community, Mill made almost no mention. His angle of vision remained political.
Early on, he began to see that France had exchanged “a feeble despotism for a strong
and durable oligarchy,” that the parallel drawn with 1688 was too close. At least the
Bourbons (that “stupid race’) had been denied the cunning to ally themselves with
“the monied class.” England showed how the monied aristocracy worked: 150 years
after the Glorious Revolution, Englishmen were still fruitlessly demanding
parliamentary reform.g He expressed hope nevertheless that “the young men who
now head the popular party” and “the patriots of more established character and more
mature years” would create a liberal régime against the “jobbing oligarchy”; he
continued to believe that “the educated classes in France, on all questions of social
improvement to which their attention has been directed, are in advance of the majority
of the same classes in England”; he attacked the British press, particularly 7he Times,
for its “crazy outcries” and the “fund of stupidity and vulgar prejudice in our principal
journalists” on the subject of France; he greeted the modest extension of the suffrage
as “poor enough” and criticized “M. Guizot and his friends” for their “bigotted and
coxcombical devotion to their own ways and their own disciples.” He watched, in
short, as his romantic enthusiasm for a popular revolution ostensibly led by an
intellectual €lite of historian journalists (in so far as it had any leaders) was dissipated
by the realities of the situations acquises and everyday politics.% By February 1831,
he openly hoped for the fall of Louis Philippe. The Revolution, he said that spring,
had “brought forth none but bitter fruits”: unemployment, fear of war, political
dissension, and oppression.g

Mill’s intermittent chronicle did not much depart from its constant themes of jobbery,
persecution of the press, and the hollowness of the parliamentary process. When the
Lyon silkweavers rose in revolt on 21-22 November, 1831, however, he was
sympathetic. “It is melancholy,” he noted, “to see, that an event so pregnant with
meaning as the late insurrection of Lyon, should have made no deeper impression
upon the men by whom France is now governed, than is indicated by all they do, and
by all they fail to do, day after day, and month after month.”ﬁ He accurately
assessed the importance of an event that would one day be seen to mark the origin of
the modern labour movement. But it was the struggle for free speech that most
concerned him, and he was optimistic on grounds that thus far the press had been
“more than a match for every government which has defied it to a contest.”ﬂ
Parliament gave him less hope, pained as he was to see former liberals, like Casimir
Périer who had helped to overthrow the Villele ministry in 1828, becoming agents of
repression.@ A bloody clash on 5-6 June, 1832, occurred between the army and
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opponents of the régime on the occasion of the funeral of the opposition deputy.
General Lamarque, a Bonapartist and friend of La Fayette, the capital was placed in a
state of siege. “The government of the barricades,” Mill commented, “has done what
Charles X was not permitted to do. It has assumed the power of dispensing with the
laws and the courts of justice.” What he called “the forty years war” that momentarily
had seemed to end in 1830 had now “broken out afresh.”ﬁ Optimism gave way to
Cassandra-like intimations of disaster. Of Marshal Soult’s ministry of all talents
(October 1832-July 1834), Mill remarked that with such men as Thiers, Guizot, and
the duc de Broglie, no other government had had such brilliance, “yet none ever was
more certain of mis-governing France, and coming to a speedy and disgraceful end.”
Though Louis Philippe was undeniably the target for repeated attempts on his life,
Mill judged the one of 19 November, 1832, likely to be “one of the low tricks with
which the French police has long familiarised us.”219

French events were “paltry,” the Revolution of 1830 had turned sour; Mill grew tired:
“. .. I am so thoroughly sick of the wretched aspect of affairs [in France],” he
commented in March 1833, “that I have written little about them in the Examiner for a
long time.” Only the Saint-Simonians had made good the promise of 1830, and they
had “run wild.” Apart from them, he told Carlyle, “the excessive avidity & barrenness
of the French mind has never been so strikingly displayed: there are such numbers of
talkers & writers so full of noise and fury, keeping it up for years and years, and not
one new thought, new to them I mean, has been struck out by all the collisions since I
first began attending to these matters.”ﬂ Guizot’s legislation on primary education
caught his interest.g He thought the question of the unregresentative character of the
Chamber of Deputies was beginning to interest the nation.ﬁ But the savage crushing
of renewed strike activity and the ensuing insurrection in Lyon, followed by the
notorious massacre of April 1834 in Paris, led him to conclude that the ministerial

record was poor save in the field of repression.g

THE MONSTER TRIAL

Mill’s autumnal note was struck in the aftermath of strong blows to the opposition.
The most formidable force Louis Philippe had to face was the amorphous republican
movement, a bewildering variety of men and ideas, each with historical antecedents,
loosely grouped around the notion of popular sovereignty and universal suffrage, but
divided on means. Legislation against unauthorized associations struck at their
organizations, but they grouped and regrouped to escape its severities. The
sympathetic press and its journalists endured incessant prosecutions for their attacks
on the ministry and vilification of the crown.”!> In the spring of 1834 matters came to
a head with the government’s decision to strike at the newly formed republican
Société des Droits de ’Homme which aimed at political and social revolution. When
juries failed to uphold the state in eighty percent of the cases brought against a single
newspaper, the Tribune of Armand Marrast, the chambers voted for a law that would
bring such prosecutions before correctional tribunals.?®

The Lyon silk workers had struck in February; on 9-12 April there took place the

terrible street battle between them and the army for control of the city, in which some
three hundred soldiers and workers were killed. This gave the signal to the
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republicans of the Société des Droits de ’Homme to raise barricades in the Marais
district of Paris on 13 April. Though the arrest of 150 leaders led to attempts to abort
the rising, a clash took place and the insurgents were crushed by the army in a
barbarous exercise of brutality and mutilation, the most celebrated episode of which
was the horrifying slaughter of the inhabitants of a house at 12 rue Transnonain.ﬂ
The deputies quickly agreed to increase the size of the army, some 2000 suspects
were rounded up, and an ordinance provided for bringing insurgents from both cities
to trial before the Chamber of Peers. This was the proces monstre, staged at the
Luxembourg Palace, May 1835-January 1836, with hundreds of witnesses called,
thousands of pages of documents in submission, and 164 leaders on trial. It was
designed to destroy the republican and insurrectional movements, and its size
underlined the apparent magnitude of the opposition from the left. Its proceedings
were marked by tumult, citation of some of the defence lawyers for contempt of court,
and the escape of twenty-eight of the principal accused.g

Mill’s article appeared while the trial was still in progress. It was a frank defence of
the Société des Droits de I’Homme, particularly against the charge that it was hostile
to private property. He seized the occasion to deliver still another lesson to Whigs and
Tories on the meaning of the great events from 1789 to the fall of Robespierre, and to
clear the Revolution (save for the Babeuf episode) of this same charge. The trial itself
he saw as an attempt to create panic and strike at the opposition, to confuse matters by
trying both “the pretended authors of the pretended republican conspiracy of Paris”
and “the presumed authors of the real trades’ union revolt at Lyon” before the tame
placemen in the Chamber of Peers. Full of contempt for this upper chamber, for “the
imbecility” of its composition, he predicted that the trial would be “its last throw for
political importance” (129).

In fact the prison break-out and flight to England of such important leaders among the
accused as Godefroy Cavaignac and Armand Marrast demoralized those remaining in
Sainte-Pélagie prison. Moreover, the failed assassination attempt on the King on 22
July by Giuseppe Fieschi, a self-proclaimed republican with two accomplices from
the Société des Droits de ’Homme, damaged their cause still more. Public sympathy
fell away. By the time the Cour des Pairs pronounced its last sentence of deportation
or imprisonment in January 1836, the internal prospects of the régime were much
improved. The Société was destroyed, the opposition had divided into a small
underground revolutionary movement and a weakened republican group seeking now
to elect deputies to the Chamber of Deputies and to survive the new press laws. Mill
was appalled by the legislation, which seemed likely to touch even English
newspapers critical of the régime. Six years before he had remarked that the Houses
of Parliament could not show a single member “who approaches within twenty
degrees of M. de Broglie.”g The duc de Broglie now presided over the government
that had brought these things about. “I should much like to know,” Mill wrote to
Carlyle, “what old Sieyes thinks of the present state of France. . . . What a curious
page all this is in the history of the French revolution. France seems to be désenchanté
for a long time to come—& as the natural consequence of political
disenchantment—profoundly demoralized. All the educated youth are becoming mere
venal commodities.”@
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Some months later, in January 1837, Mill remarked to Tocqueville that French
politics appeared to be “in the same torpid state.” Tocqueville said he did not know
anyone who could grasp French affairs: “Nous sommes dans cet état douteux de
demi-sommeil et de demi-réveil qui échappe a I’analyse.” But he thought the nation
had survived the threat of revolutionary violence and anarchy, and was returning to its
liberal and democratic instincts: “mais que Dieu nous garde des émeutes! elles
semblent menacer le gouvernement et par le fait elles ne nuisent qu’a la liberte.
Mill would have accepted the conclusion, but not the presumption on which it was
based.” "~ 22 He abhorred violence, too, but his sympathies were with those who had
challenged the small pays légal and their “shop-keeper king,” and who seemed to
have failed.

”221

CARREL

Soon after the great trial, Mill’s despondency deepened with the sudden death of the
journalist he admired more than any other. Armand Carrel, with Thiers and Mignet,
had founded the National in January 1830, intending to destroy not only the Polignac
ministry but the Bourbon monarchy as well. Being historians, they developed the
parallel between their France and England on the eve of 1688. Sovereignty was
located in the people, and they called in the final crisis for the “république, déguisée
sous la monarchie, au moyen du gouvernement représentatif.””=” 223 In some sense the
July Monarchy was their creation. Thiers had promptly moved into politics; Mignet
retired to scholarship and the archives, leaving Carrel, the most effervescent and
brilliant of them, at the National.

Carrel had given proof of unorthodoxy in 1821 when, though an army officer, he had
rashly associated with Carbonari conspirators. He had resigned his commission in
1823 to join a foreign legion helping the Spanish rebels against Ferdinand VII, and
thus soon found himself in a war on the opposite side from the French army that had
been sent down to put the King back on his throne. For this he was three times court-
martialled, escaping with his life only on a legal technlcahty 224 A student of history,
he thereafter helped Augustin Thierry assemble the materials for his history of the
Norman Conquest and began the work which led to his own Histoire de la contre-
révolution en Angleterre. He was, however, a political journalist, and he was
independent. He refused a préfecture under the July régime; he joked about what he
might have done had he been offered an army division. And he served notice that he
was still a democrat.?? By early 1832, Carrel was moving toward the republican
position, though he did not overtly ally himself with the Société des Droits de
I’Homme. He attacked the authorities and was repeatedly prosecuted. Juries would
not convict him. The government was determined to drive the opposition yress out of
existence by police harassment, arrests, trials, imprisonments, and fines.”~"
Concentrating on Marrast’s Tribune, they brought it to collapse in May 1835 , but
Carrel, more nuancé, they did not bring down.

Mill was aware of Carrel’s intensely nationalist stance in the diplomatic crisis of
1830-31, of his certain Bonapartist sympathy, and of his contempt for Louis
Philippe’s refusal to launch French forces on the road to the liberation of the Poles
and the Belgians. (Scornful of a policy of “la paix a tout prix,” Carrel said, “Il y avait
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plus de fierté sous le jupon de la Pompadour.”)g It seemed not to disturb him. He
was quick to notice Carrel’s toast to the Reform Bill at a patriotic banquet, offering
France’s sympathy and congratulations, despite lingering anti-English feeling in the
Natzonal 8 When the newspaper attacked English journals for their treatment of
France, Mill agreed, saying Carrel should know that * the popular party” thought as ill
of Marshal Soult’s government as Carrel did himself.? Desplte Carrel’s somewhat
turbulent disposition, or perhaps because of it, he had appeal for Mill, who believed
he was a wise man, just the same. Carrel could be cautious; he showed this after the
disastrous rioting attending Lamarque’s funeral. 230 ~~~ And in the autumn of 1833, on a
visit to France, Mill was introduced to Carrel. He e communicated the immensely
favourable impression he got to Carlyle, and was to incorporate his immediate
reactions in his article four years later (201). Carrel’s mind struck him as much more
refined than that of Godefroy Cavaignac, President of the Société des Droits de
I’Homme. He was heartened by the meeting and by the prospect of correspondence:
“with Carrel I am to establish an exchange of articles; Carrel is to send some to the
Examlzrgelr and [ am to send some to the National, with liberty to publish them

here.”

Mill followed the running battle with the régime, in which Carrel, sustaining
prosecutions and fines, sought to evade the Cour Royale de Paris and the Cour de
Cassation, tirelessly printed court proceedings, hounded the King mercilessly, and
predicted “un gouvernement sans rois et sans nobles.” He was delighted when
Carrel was acquitted by a jury in the Cour d’Assises de la Seine-Inférieure, having
argued that if Louis Phlhppe w1shed to be his own minister he must expect to be
treated like other ministers.”>> ~°~ But the net tightened. After Fieschi’s attempt, the press
law of September 1835 limited room for manoeuvre. 234 With the Tribune already
closed down, and Frangois Raspail’s Réformateur fallen victim to the new law, the
National was the last important defender of republicanism. Carrel had accepted
republicanism, but he was a moderate, no revolutionist; he had no use for utopian
activists. “Des fous! des brouillons! des envieux! des impuissants!” he had said in
1831. “Que de temps il faudra avant que le pays soit miir pour la Republlque"’235
Though he had moved to republicanism, he still favoured manoeuvre. Entering
Sainte-Pélagie prison, he had written Chateaubriand, wondering how long it would be
before men would sensibly work out their “inévitables transactions” by negotiation
rather than death and exhaustion. The prison experience was sinister and embittering,
he was personally threatened, and he had no affinity for the rough sort of man. All the
same, he recognized the demands of the working class: one must “posséder assez
d’intelligence pour le comprendre, assez de coeur pour ne pas s’en effrayer.”ﬁ
Sainte-Beuve reckoned him too sensitive, too obstinate, too little able to strike the
popular note, though a great and principled journalist. What attracted Mill to Carrel is
easy to see.

Carrel was cut off early by misadventure in a duel. The journalist Emile de Girardin
brought out a cheap daily, La Presse, which he hoped to sustain by advertising on
English lines. Carrel, welcoming the possibility of lower cost to the public through
increased circulation, doubted Girardin’s democratic motives Saying so, he brought
upon himself the riposte that republican editors afforded their comfortable situation at
the expense of their readers. When Girardin threatened to back this up with proofs.
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Carrel believed he was being threatened with revelations about his private life. The
quarrel could not be resolved and Carrel issued his challenge, which led to a fatal
encounter in the Bois de Vincennes on 22 July, 1836.2%7

Mill took the news hard and sent word to Carlyle, who replied that Godefroy
Cavaignac had told him of “/a mort funeste de Carrel.” He supposed that “such as he
was, there 1s not his like left in France. And to die as a fool dieth!—It seems to me, as
I tell you always, that France has pitiful destinies lying before it. . . .”ﬁ Mill
expressed his sense of loss to Tocqueville when he told him that though he had many
friends in France, he and Carrel were the two for whom he felt “une véritable
admiration.”g It was a curious confession; it is unlikely that Tocqueville could have
appreciated Carrel in the same way. Mill had not known Carrel well, but he had made
him a symbol of democratic uprightness and tenacity in the face of oligarchical
evil—"“the unapproachable Armand Carrel,” as he would say, a man with neither
legislative nor any other public office, merely the editorship of a newspaper, who had
made himself “the most powerful political leader of his age and country.”ﬂ In this
there was some extravagance; it showed that, at thirty, Mill was still capable of
responding to the romantic excitement that had taken him to Paris in August 1830 and
which had been rekindled in Carrel’s presence three years later.

The long commemorative article appeared fifteen months after Carrel’s death,
drawing on studies by Désir¢ Nisard and Emile Littré. Mill’s interpretation continued
to be heightened: “The man whom not only his friends but his enemies, and all
France, would have proclaimed President or Prime Minister with one voice. . . .
Ripened by years and favoured by opportunity, he might have been the Mirabeau or
the Washington of his age, or both in one.” (169, 170.) For this there really was no
evidence, and others saw him more clearly.ﬂ Carrel seemed to Mill unusually
practical for a Frenchman. His history of the English counter-revolution was judged
superior to the works of Guizot and Frangois Mazure. Again, in this article, Mill
castigated the betrayers of 1830, the oligarchy who had fallen on public office “like
tigers upon their prey” (192), against whom Carrel showed so well. Possessing the
gifts of Mirabeau, “he could make men of all sorts, even foreigners, feel that they
could have been loyal to him—that they could have served and followed him in life
and death” (203). Mill pictured him as a moderate, pacific, single-minded republican
who toward the end of his life sensibly came round to “demanding an extension of the
suffrage; that vital point, the all-importance of which France has been so slow to
recognise, and which it is so much to be regretted that he had not chosen from the
first, instead of republicanism, to be the immediate aim of his political life” (209).
Thus he was “a martyr to the morality and dignity of public discussion,” and a victim
of “that low state of our civilisation” that makes a man defend his reputation “sword
in hand, as in the barbarous ages” (212-13). His memory, Mill said, would live on
with that of the events of 1830, but “the star of hope for France in any new
convulsions, was extinguished when Carrel died” (211).

As review and commentary, the article was unusually emotional and lyrical. Mill told

Molesworth: “I have written con amore & those who have seen it think it the best

thing I have yet done. I never admired any man as I did Carrel; he was to my mind the
. . . Lo . 2242 :

type of a philosophic radical man of action in this epoch.”” "~ The intense personal
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reaction he had to Carrel enabled him to set aside or rationalize much in his nature
and his life that he might well have disapproved in another man. He made of Carrel
everything that a young liberal should be, even to coming round at the end to reflect a
touch of the English radical. He had almost produced an example of that croisement
des races he believed would be to the benefit of both peoples.

TWO “GREAT HISTORICAL MINDS”

MICHELET

Carrel had been secretary to Augustin Thierry in the mid-1820s, and it was Thierry
who had called for a “historiography of French liberty,” documenting the thesis that
liberty was old and that the middle class had been the bearer of the nation’s
interest.g What Carrel might have done as historian of this theme, had he returned to
his studies as he sometimes suggested he might, remains an open question. Another
historian, for whom Thierry also paved the way, showed how uncertainly focused this
romantic impulse was. Like Thierry, Jules Michelet wrote history to shape the present
and future. As Thierry put it in 1817, “We are constantly being told to model
ourselves on our forefathers. Why don’t we follow this advice! Our forefathers were
the artisans who established the communes of the Middle Ages and who first
conceived freedom as we understand it today.”ﬂ For Thierry and Carrel, writing
history was a political act. But it is not sure that this was so for Michelet. If he shared
Thierry’s passion for erudition and critical imagination, Michelet developed a history
that was far more personal than the history of his contemporaries. He was to become
the greatest of the philosophical and romantic historians. His origins and his trajectory
were almost entirely different from theirs.

He had read enormously in literature and philosophy, the classics and contemporary
authors, French, English, and German. He read Herder, he ever after claimed Vico as
his master. Like the Saint-Simonians, he was in search of a system that would explain
the meaning of human experience, and his chosen field finally was history. Between
1825 and 1831, he published three short summaries of European history for secondary
instruction, an abridged translation of Vico’s Scienza nuova with his own
commentary, an introduction to “universal history,” and a history of the Roman
Republic. He was a professor at the College Sainte-Barbe from 1822 to 1827, a maitre
de conférences at the Ecole Normale from 1827 to 1837. Indeed, he had taught his
budding normaliens at 6:30 in the mornings in order to be at the Tuileries by 8
o’clock to instruct the princesse Louise, daughter of the duchesse de Berry, in history.
After the July Days he was similarly chosen to tutor Louis Philippe’s fifth child, the
princesse Clémentine. A rising star after 1831, he lectured for Guizot (Minister of
Public Education) at the Sorbonne from 1834 to 1836, and took up the chaire
d’histoire et de morale at the College de France on 23 April, 1837. The most
important post he held was as chef de la section historique in the Archives du
Royaume (later Archives Nationales) from the autumn of 1830 until 1852. Though he
had also written earlier on the history of France, from then on his broad concerns in
history were narrowed down to the history of his own country. The result was the first
six volumes of his Histoire de France, from the beginnings to the end of the Middle
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Ages, published between 1833 and 1844. He believed that a great age of
historiography was opening up; he was at the very centre of the collective historical
enterprise sponsored by Guizot and supported by the state. Increasingly he came to
regard France as the heart of the European experience and himself as the chosen
historian of her past

Unlike his contemporaries, Michelet could not have claimed 1830 as his Revolution.
While they were helping to topple the Bourbon monarchy, he was giving his courses.
But reflection on the July Days led him to accept the legend of a spontaneous uprising
with only one collective, nameless hero: the people. The theme of his Introduction a
[’histoire universelle, published the following year, was the history of the world as the
struggle and triumph of liberty. If the Trois Glorieuses later assumed in his mind an
importance and an impact they had not had at the time, still reflection on them helped
him to see the underlying theme of the national history he determined to write, the
materials for which surrounded him at the Archives. In all this, he was initially the
admirer and the protégé of Guizot. But he grew increasingly outspoken and radical,
attacking the Church and the Jesuit Order, celebrating le peuple and eventually the
French Revolution in a way that was uncongenial to the régime. Thus it was not
surprising that, in the growing tension of the winter of 1847-48, Michelet should have
been seen as a prophet of some great popular disturbance. In January 1848, his
lectures at the Collége de France were suspended.

Mill was well aware of him. Had the London and Westminster Review continued, he
said, he would have written “more than one artlcle on Michelet, a writer of great &
original views, very little known among us.’ Through d’Eichthal he received a
letter from Michelet in April 1840, accompanied by two volumes of the Histoire de
France, and he thanked him by the same route for his “admirable” work, with which
he was “intimately acquainted” and for which he had “long felt the warmest
admiration.” He hoped to review both these volumes and the earlier Histoire de la
république romaine.””" %7 He then received the message that as Volume V of the
Histoire de France was “si peu favorable aux Anglais,” Michelet was hoping that “la
haute impartialit¢” of Mill would assure the volume a good reception in England. To
this end he wished Mill to know that (a) where Joan of Arc and other matters were
concerned, he had rigorously rejected the chronicles and based himself on the
documents, and (b) though reputed to be ‘un homme d’imagination,” he was in fact
“dominé par la passion de la vérité.’ 248 How well Mill was acquainted with
Michelet’s personal opinions of England save as they appeared in his work, and
whether he knew Michelet had visited England in the summer of 1834 and found it as
little attractive as he might have expected from his studies, 249 one may wonder. But
he noted ironically of a letter from Michelet that it “proves to me by the extravagance
of its compliments upon the letter [ wrote to him, that if one gives a man exactl the
sort of praise he wants to receive, one is sure of getting into his good graces. »250 Al
the same, Michelet judged well in approaching Mill for an impartial review of a work
that showed little appreciation of England other than as the anti-France that
galvanized the disunited French into closing ranks and becoming one people

Mill was about to do four things: to make a familiar declaration about “the French
school” of history; to proclaim a new star in the field of history; to emphasize again
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the shared French and English past of the Middle Ages; and to make a personal
statement about his view of the past. He promised that his review would cause some
of Napier’s readers to “stare,”z_ but there was little to surprise them. His opening
salvo against the stagnation of historical studies in England (Carlyle’s “signal
example” apart) was familiar (219). Distinguishing the French as superior even to the
Germans, Mill named Thierry, Guizot, and Michelet as “the three great historical
minds of France, in our time” (221). All of them avoided “the first stage” of historical
inquiry, i.e., judging the past by the standards of the present (222). All of them met
the criteria of poetry and imagination characterizing “the second stage,” 1.e.,
producing a true “historical romance.” Indeed, only the French “school of writers”
(Carlyle and Niebuhr apart) passed this test (224, 225). And only Guizot had made
“frequent and long incursions” into the “third, and the highest stage of historical
investigation,” i.e., the construction of “a science of history” to determine the
fundamental law of cause and effect (228, 225). What little had been done toward
“this greatest achievement” was mostly his contribution (225). Michelet’s distinction,
then, was something else: he was “the poet” of the “internal life” of the French
people. He knew how to reveal “the spirit of an age,” distilling it from the documents
“by the chemistry of the writer’s own mind” (233). He had done this for Rome, where
Niebuhr had been silent. He did it for the Middle Ages, not without committin

errors, but safeguarded by his “deep erudition, and extensive research” (233).2
Entranced by his emphasis on geography and his sketches of the French provinces,
Mill criticized Michelet only for taking Thierry’s rediscovery of the “race of Gaels”
and carrying the influence of race in history too far (235, 236).

Mill admitted that he was more concerned to publicize Michelet than to criticize him
(254). Anthony Panizzi had given him a critical review the previous year. Mill had
written Michelet to ask whether there was anything he would care to have
communicated to the British public,25 * but there appears to have been no reply. The
object was to have him read in England, to warn readers of the difficulties he
presented and the unfamiliar conceits, “the personification of abstractions, to an
almost startling extent” (255). Mill saw his great strengths and at least suspected his
weakness.

After this review in 1844, Mill wrote nothing further of Michelet. On the later
volumes of the Histoire de France he made no comment, and of the Histoire de la
révolution frangaise, written 1846-53, he said nothing. With its extreme nationalist
fervour, almost religious celebration of “the people,” and personification of
revolution, it could hardly have appealed to him. By then, Michelet had left “the
second stage” for some subjective realm of history outside Mill’s scheme of things.zj
Mill was by no means unique in not foreseeing the direction Michelet’s history was to
take. Sponsored by Guizot, approved by Carrel, Michelet had seemed early on to be in
sympathy with their views. His purposes, however, became increasingly nationalist,
his vision narrowed, his mystic sense of himself embodying the past dithyrambic.
What preoccupied him had little to do with the progress of civilization that concerned
Mill.

Toward the end of his life, Mill noted that the French made too free with the phrase
“the principles of the Revolution.” It was the result of “an infirmity of the French
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mind which has been one main cause of the miscarriage of the French nation in its
pursuit of liberty & progess, that of being led by phrases & treatmg abstractions as if
they were realities which have a will & exert active power.” Almost certainly he
thought Michelet a casualty of this defect. The originality and talent that he had
recognized thirty years before in this review were clear. But there was in Michelet and
his work a cast of mind profoundly antipathetical to Mill.”~" 257

GUIZOT

Michelet owed much to Guizot: his position as royal tutor, his post at the Archives,
his early opportunities at the Sorbonne, if not at the College de France. It was Guizot
who suspended Michelet’s lectures in 1847. Not remarkably, the protégé’s estimate of
his benefactor varied from one period to another: he both admired Guizot’s work and
dismissed it as grey. They could hardly have been more different. Though they had in
common their commitment to written hrstory as having a social purpose, their
purposes were diametrically opposed Desp1te his clear reservations about the later
work, Mill placed Michelet in the triumvirate with Augustin Thierry and Guizot, but
he was clear that Guizot was the great historian of the age, “the one best adapted to
this country.” What raised him to the summit was the grasp he showed for “the main
outline of history” (227, 228). Mill thought the framework he had established,
showing the interplay of ideas and institutions, weighing the influence of Roman,
Germanic, and Christian factors in European civilization, would endure. If history still
had no Newton, Guizot was its “Kepler, and something more” (228). He accounted it
one of his successes to “have dinned into people’s ears that Guizot is a great thinker &
writer,” and so have been responsible for having him read in England Mill had not
quite taken his measure at first. He seems to have discovered the historian, as distinct
from the politician, about 1832. The first discussion of him was so infused with
political comment that the exceptional historian Mill was shortly to proclaim was not
easily recognized. Granting him “no ordinary knowledge of history” and “no ordinary
powers of philosophizing” to analyse and explain, Mill criticized his understanding of
the English constitution as “deficient.” He had not even troubled to cross the Channel
to inform himself. He was bracketed with the doctrinaire “speculators” who made
1688 their “beau idéal,” purporting “to found their political wisdom principally on
history, instead of looking to hrstogy merely for suggestions, to be brought to the test
of a larger and surer experience.

Guizot’s political reputation with Mill rose and fell several times. Perceived on the
eve of 1830 as a champion of liberty, he fell from grace in the first weeks of the new
régime. In Mill’s view, the brave workmen of Paris had driven Charles X out, only to
see him replaced by the jobbers, including Guizot, “a favourer of the new
Aristocracy.’ 261 Among the new men providing for themselves and their friends was
the Minister of the lnterror none “had so numerous a coterie as Monsieur and
Madame Guizot.”?%? Out of office for two years after 2 November, Guizot and his
friends were denounced as trimmers, seeking a middle way between reaction and
progress %3 As Minister of Public Education in Soult’s cabinet, Guizot struck Mill as
dogmatic, offensive, professorial, and “probably at the moment the most unpopular
man in France.”2%* Mill did not comment on his education law, but he was aware of
the important hlstorrcal and archival work he had set afoot. His politics then appeared
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to be less of an issue. Through the later 1830s Mill transferred much of his former
disapproval of Guizot to his fellow historian and political rival, Thiers.f

When Guizot left Paris to become Ambassador in London in February 1840 (and bide
his time until Louis Philippe should summon him back to replace Thiers as Prime
Minister), Mill was delighted. If Guizot knew of his caustic commentaries, he chose
to overlook them. Visiting him, Mill found his conversation rewarding, up to his
expectations, and his being in London “a real événement, for it makes our stupid
incurious people read his books.” He thought one could see the difference between
France and England by comparing their respective. “Conservative party” leaders,
Guizot and Peel.ﬁ Mill’s direct contact was short-lived. The diplomatic crisis with
Great Britain that was to destroy Thiers’s government ended Guizot’s embassy in
October 1840; he soon became the dominant figure in Soult’s second cabinet until in
1847 he formed his own government that lasted until the Revolution of February
1848. Mill became deeply impressed, judging Guizot to be “the greatest public man
living,” and he recanted his past opinions. “I cannot think without humiliation,” he
wrote in 1840,

of some things I have written years ago of such a man as this, when I thought him a
dishonest politician. I confounded the prudence of a wise man who lets some of his
maxims go to sleep while the time is unpropitious for asserting them, with the laxity
of principle which resigns them for personal advancement. Thank God I did not wait
to know him personally in order to do him justice, for in 1838 & 1839 I saw that he
had reasserted all his old principles at the first time at which he could do so with
success & without compromising what in his view were more important principles
still, I ought to have known better than to have imputed dishonourable inconsistency
to a man whom I now see to have been consistent beyond any statesman of our time
& altogether a model of the consistency of a statesman as distinguished from that of a
fanatic.ﬂ

This extraordinary disavowal of his previous observations was not to be the last word.
Even under the spell of immediate contact, Mill said, that though he honoured and
venerated him above all contemporary statesmen, “I differ from many of his
opinions.”@ Some time later when Comte registered his complaints of mistreatment
at the minister’s hands, Mill expressed his “impression pénible” that a great scholar
should show “I’esprit de secte” toward a blameless philosopher.@ A renewed reserve
showed, whether because of the Comte affair or the unyielding domestic policies of
the Soult-Guizot government. Explaining his inability to provide an introduction to
Guizot for John Austin, he said his acquaintance with the minister was “so very
slight,” and received Sarah Austin’s report of his “elevated moral character” coolly.
Four years after the enthusiastic recognition of Guizot’s true distinction, Mill
remarked evenly, “A man in such a position as his, acts under so many difficulties,
and 1s mixed up in so many questionable transactions that one’s favourable opinion is
continually liable to receive shocks, and I have for many years been oscillating in
Guizot’s case between great esteem and considerable misgivings.” Still, he was ready
to take the largest view, admitting, “If he was an angel he would be sure to be
misunderstood in the place he is in. I do not know whether to wish or to deprecate [the
possibility of] his being thrown out of it. . . .”T
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That same year, 1845, Mill published his lengthy review of Guizot’s essays and
lectures. Ten years before he had commissioned the Rev. Joseph Blanco White to
review the lectures. He had found White’s paper “still wanting to give a complete
notion of the nature & value of Guizot’s historical speculations,” and had himself
added several pages at the beginning and the end.zl In these pages Mill had
condemned “the profoundly immoral, as well as despotic régime which France is now
enduring.” Calling the July Monarchy “an imitation” of the Empire, he had accused it
of seducing France’s distinguished men by office. He had had harsh words for Guizot:

In the capacity of a tool of this system, though we believe him to be greatly more
sincere than most of the other tools, we have nothing to say for M. Guizot. But in the
more honourable character which he had earned for himself as a professor and as a
literary man, before practical politics assailed him with their temptations and their
corrupting influences, he deserves to be regarded with very different feelings.

(370.)

The puzzle was that, though deeply attached to his principles, he supported
institutions that repressed them; he knew the dangers of power, but did nothing to
save himself from them. “Alas! we must say of M. Guizot, what he so feelingly and
truly has declared of Italy—*1I lui manque la foi, la foi dans la vérite!” ” (392.)

Such had been Mill’s sentiment at the beginning of 1836. Not quite a decade later, his
long essay was free of censure of the politician. Rather, he cleared away the past with
a reference to Guizot’s work as Foreign Minister in resolving the Anglo-French crisis
after 1840: the statesman “to whom perhaps more than to any other it is owing that
Europe is now at peace” (259). Mill could then get on with the business of publicizing
Guizot as the most significant historian of the age. It was high time: the printed
lectures being discussed were first delivered almost a generation before.

After the ritual comparison of the state of historical studies in France, Germany, and
England (even “insular England” was, thanks to Coleridge and “the Oxford school of
theologians,” stirring in the right direction [261]), Mill proposed that Guizot’s chief
quality was that he asked the right questions. Thus he had been able in the early
essays to tell more about the fall of Rome than had Gibbon. The laws, not the
chronicles, contained the clue, when despotism destroyed the middle-class curiales, it
extinguished the Empire’s vitality. Seeking the dynamic of civilization, Guizot found
it in the “systematic antagonism” of ideas and institutions (269). The mark of Europe
had always been complexity and competition. The spirit of liberty emerged not from
the ancient world but from the barbarian invaders and was borne through the centuries
by the struggles of the middle class. Mill accepted Guizot’s organization of European
history into “the period of confusion, the feudal period, and the modern period” (274),
which became a received view in the nineteenth century. He followed his argument
without serious disagreement, save for the explanation of feudalism’s fall. This he
thought unconvincing; he probably disliked its political implications. The feudal
system succumbed, in Mill’s view, not because unequal claims and unequal power led
to unequal rights and so to the acceptance of royal authority, but because pressure was
exerted from the monarch above and the freemen below, and because feudalism
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“contained within itself a sufficient mixture of authority and liberty, afforded
sufficient protection to industry, and encouragement and scope to the development of
the human faculties, to enable the natural causes of social improvement to resume
their course” (289).

“Writing the history of France,” Fustel de Coulaniges was to say, “was a way of
working for a party and fighting an adversary.”z_ If Mill observed as much, he did
not comment on it. He could not know that Guizot told Charles de Rémusat that his
lectures at the Sorbonne (in 1820) were designed to “multiply ‘doctrinaires’ under the
very fire of the enemy.”ﬁ “On vient de suspendre mon cours,” Guizot wrote
Barante, after the axe fell two years later. “Je regrette un peu cette petite tribune d’ou
j’exercais encore quelque action directe sur des hommes qui se méleront de
Iavenir.”>”* Mill appears not to have discerned any narrow political or social purpose
in Guizot’s interpretation of the contradictions of the past working themselves out:
national reconciliation on the terms of those who had borne liberty through the
centuries and were best qualified to assure it.2”> Guizot had affected an impartiality of
tone unknown in Thierry, let alone Michelet. The essays and lectures appeared to be
dispassionate, founded on immense reading, an explanation to a middle-class
generation asking in the aftermath of an unprecedented cultural and political upheaval
who they were and where they came from. Guizot saw himself engaged in the task of
philosophical history, investigating not its “anatomy,” or its “physiognomy,” but its
“physiology.” He was showing the interrelatedness of the events that made up the
history of civilization. “Au commencement de ce cours,” he told the audience that
attended his lectures on Saturday mornings, 1828-30:

je n’ai cherché que les résultats généraux, I’enchainement des causes et des effets, le
progres de la civilisation, caché sous les scénes extérieures de I’histoire; quant aux
scenes mémes, j’al supposé que vous les connaissiez. . . . L histoire proprement dite
enveloppe et couvre I’histoire de la civilisation. Celle-ci ne vous sera pas claire si
I’autre ne vous est pas présente; je ne puis vous raconter les événemens et vous avez
besoin de les savoir. . . .=~

Mill noted certain exaggerations; he put them down to the necessities of the lecture.
The breadth of Guizot’s generalizations seemed to place them above particular
pleading. With Guizot’s argument that French civilization exemplified better than any
other the very essence of civilization (“C’est la plus compléte, la plus vraie, la plus
civilisée, pour ainsi dire”)zﬂ Mill was in agreement. He did not so much question
Guizot’s assumptions as share them. He, too, believed that history had a rational
structure and so would yield to rational inquiry. He, too, believed that the history of
Europe was the history of universal principles working their way through a variety of
circumstances. Both of them believed in the phenomenon of the great man who
affects the course of history in the service of the tendency of his time, who embodies
the dominant principles of the age.

Guizot, however, was a Calvinist: he assumed the existence of God without claiming
to know his motives or his precise effect on men’s actions. In opposition, deprived of
his teaching post by the University, he had been inclined to minimize the latitude left
to individuals. No other time, he said somewhat extravagantly, had been so marked by
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“I’empreinte de la fatalité.” Events seemed to happen by themselves: “jamais la
conduite des choses humaines n’a plus complétement échappé aux hommes. . . . Ils ne
sont aujourd’hui que de vieilles marionnettes effacées, absolument étrangeres aux
scenes que la Providence leur fait jouer.”ﬁ In office, however, the specific purposes
of the Almighty appeared rather more clear. “La mission des gouvernements,” Guizot
told the Chamber on 3 May, 1837, “n’est pas laissée a leur choix, elle est réglée en
haut. C’est la Providence qui détermine dans quelle étendue se passent les affaires
d’un grand peuple.”ﬁ And on the eve of assuming the powers of Prime Minister, in
the eastern crisis of 1840, with war and peace in the balance, he reflected: “Nous
sommes des instruments entre les mains d’une Puissance supérieure qui nous emploie,
selon ou contre notre gott, a I’'usage pour lequel elle nous a faits. . . .”@ But
Providence was remote, men were responsible, they made their own history. All they
had to bear in mind were the natural limits to their presumptions: “La bonne politique
consiste a reconnaitre d’avance ces nécessités naturelles qui, méconnues,
deviendraient plus tard des legons divines, et a y conformer de bonne grace sa
conduite.”ﬂ Mill would not have put it that way, of course, but Guizot’s faith did not
obviously intrude on his history. Despite the philosophy informing his conception of
the past, he wrote something approaching what in the next century would be called
“technical history.”g

Mill’s disappointment with Guizot’s intransigent conservatism may have followed
from unwillingness to recognize the implication of the historian’s philosophy of
history. The Germans, it has been said, conceived of history as “une lutte entre des
principes og&osées” without necessarily leading to the impasse of the July
Monarchy.””~ That may be so, but undeniably there was a spaciousness and a
cosmopolitanism in Guizot, an austere parade of certainty and equanimity in this early
work that appealed to Mill.2®* He discerned consistency, comprehensiveness,
maturity, the “entire absence of haste or crudity” as the hallmark of “a connected
body of thought, speculations which, even in their unfinished state, may be ranked
with the most valuable contributions yet made to universal history” (259). Possibly
the fact that the lectures were incomplete, that the treacherous passages of modern
history were not negotiated, averted more serious disagreement between Mill and
Guizot. “The rapid sketch which occupies the concluding lectures of the first
volume,” Mill noted, “does little towards resolving any of the problems in which there
is real difficulty” (290).

The “maniére ‘fataliste’ d’envisager l’histoire”ﬁ that the pre-1830 liberals shared
exercised an immense attraction for Mill partly because, to a point, he and they were
bound on the same road, partly because they spoke so well and with such assurance.
Guizot, as Sainte-Beuve said, put himself “insensiblement en lieu et place de la
Providence.”ﬁ A moralist, like Mill, he also saw the social destination in terms of
political and constitutional arrangements. What Mill was evidently reluctant to
concede—and how could it be proved true?—was the possibility that, in Emile
Faguet’s formula,

Il est bien rare que pour un homme politique 1’histoire soit autre chose que de la

politique rétrospective. Elle lui sert d’argument, de point de départ pour sa déduction,
et de preuve a I’appui de ce qu’il veut lui faire dire. Elle est, a ses yeux, destinée a le
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justifier, a I’expliquer et a le préparer. Il est bien difficile que pour M. Guizot
I’histoire universelle, ou au moins 1’histoire moderne, ne soit pas une introduction au
gouvernement de M. Guizot.2?’

In Mill, the reformer and the amateur of history were sometimes at odds. Guizot felt
no such tension: the nineteenth century was the heir of a long struggle; the juste
milieu must hold firm against careless new men and upstart ideologies. “L’histoire,”
he remarked, “abat les prétentions impatientes et soutient les longues espérances.”@
This appeal to something like a moyenne if not a longue durée was Guizot’s principal
attraction for Mill.”% The immediate political and social implications of it for his
own time posed a problem. Thus Mill wished always to separate the politician from
the historian, save for the moment around 1840 when, suppressing his previous
criticisms, he achieved an unstable rationalization of his doubts about the man. In this
way he kept his clear and generous view of the historian.@ Comparing him with
Thierry, Mignet, Thiers, even with Vico, Herder and Condorcet, he considered Guizot
to be “a man of a greater range of ideas and greater historical impartiality than most of
these.” For his “immortal Essays and Lectures” posterity would “forgive him the
grave faults of his political career” (185, 186). Mill had many contradictory thoughts
about Guizot, but there is no reason to think he ever went back on that.

MILL AND THE END OF THE JULY MONARCHY

coming to terms with guizot, as he seemed to do from the late 1830s, Mill was trying
to come to terms with the July Monarchy. As the years passed and his health became
indifferent, it was more difficult to sustain the same concern. The young liberals of
the Bourbon restoration had dispersed variously to university chairs, archives, the
ministerial bench. Saint-Simonism, imaginative and farsighted, so clear about what
had actually happened in 1830, had quickly burnt itself out in sectarianism and
scattered, part of it to pursue bizarre eccentricities, part of it powerfully to influence
the national economy. Comte, like the Saint-Simonians, had revealed a strong anti-
libertarian streak and been dropped. Carrel was dead. With Tocqueville relations were
more distant. The press remained vigorous and combative. Though Marrast had
grown more moderate after his period of exile in England, new opgosition papers
sprang up. The King and his ministers were harried without cease.ﬂ Still, history
was not repeating itself. Mill observed the scene more remotely. He maintained
contact with a few friends in France, but he had little to say.

DUVEYRIER

Three years older than Mill, Duveyrier had come into his life with Gustave d’Eichthal
as co-leader of the first mission sent by Pére Enfantin to bring about the conversion of
England. The Saint-Simonians believed that amidst the Reform Bill agitation England
was about to pull down the last bastions of feudal power and so offer herself to the
new teaching. Without having encouraged their embassy, Mill had been helpful once
they arrived and handed them on to people he supposed might hear them out. He had
made it plain he was unlikely to become a convert, though he read Le Globe,
considered them “decidedly a /a téte de la civilisation,” and thought their organization
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would one day be “the final and permanent condition of the human race.” He admired
them and wished them well, but he kept his distance; their doctrine was “only one
among a variety of interesting and important features in the time we live in.”% Their
optimistic reports to Enfantin were belied; England was not ripe. Mill did not make
good his promise of articles on them for the Morning Chronicle. In the scandal of
their prosecution, Duveyrier was specifically charged with outrage for the article “De
la femme” he published in Le Globe in 1832 shortly before it ceased publication. Mill
was cool, perhaps sensing the oddly regimented and ritualistic social arrangements in
the barracks at Ménilmontant (lights out at 9:30 p.m., reveille at 4:30 a.m.).% Nearly
everything about the dispensation at Ménilmontant must have seemed alien to Mill,
not merely the flamboyant dress and liturgy of the sect, but also the untoward scenes
its exercises provoked when thousands of Parisians flocked out to observe the public
rites of its priesthood.

In the trial, which took place on 27 and 28 August, 1832, Duveyrier had a prominent
role. The son of the premier président of the Cour Royale at Montpellier, he had
studied the Christian mystics and, in observance of the Saint-Simonian rule that each
member proclaim his acceptance of responsibility before God and man by bearing his
name on his breast, had affected the inscription “Charles, po¢te de Dieu.” At one
moment during the proceedings, he caused a sensation by pointing to a group of
lawyers in the visitors’ section of the courtroom and shouting, “I told them when I
came in that [ am being charged with saying that everyone was living in a state of
prostitution and adultery, but you are in fact all living in that state. Well, have the
courage to say so out loud. That is the only way you can defend us.”% Like Enfantin
and Michel Chevalier, Duveyrier was sentenced to a year in prison and a fine of 1000
francs. The organization was ordered dissolved. Duveyrier, however, obtained a
pardon through his family, probably, as Mill supposed, by renouncing allegiance to
Enfantin.ﬁ With d’Eichthal, he went off to Naples for a time before returning to
Paris and a career in journalism and writing for the theatre. He assured Mill that
although he had not changed “a single opinion,” he had changed “his whole line of
conduct.”% Mill, however, appeared to be more surprised than pleased by the news
of Duveyrier’s apparent defection. The report that some of the faithful had set out for
the Bosphorus “pour chercher la femme libre suggested greater madness than I had
imputed to them.”g

Mill’s correspondence contains no further reference to him, but he evidently kept up
with Duveyrier’s activity. Two books appeared, the first in 1842 and the second in
1843. In the spring of 1844, Mill began his article on the second of them, Leftres
politiques, a collection of Duveyrier’s pamphlets. He told Napier, “It is the last I mean
to write, for the present on any French topic—& its subject is, not French history or
literature, but present French 2politics, introducing, however, remarks & speculations
of a more general character.”ﬁ This was one more mirror held up to view the
reflection of representative government and its dilemmas in the aftermath of the
Revolution and in the presence of democracy.

France remained instructive because it had swept away all the institutions other

nations were then only dismantling and had a “passion for equality almost as strong”
as that of the United States (297). Disapproving Duveyrier’s flattery of the crown and
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the government, Mill was more open to his acceptance of the existing constitution and
his insistence that the question was how to make the system work efficiently, how to
free electors, ministers, and people from the burden of corruption. Everywhere,
including England, “Sincere Democrats are beginning to doubt whether the
desideratum 1s so much an increased influence of popular opinion, as a more
enlightened use of the power which it already possesses.” But he condemned the
narrow suffrage in France, the repressive legislation, “the disgraceful manner” in
which the system worked (300). He was receptive to Duveyrier’s suggestion that the
landed proprietors should be encouraged back into public life alongside the
bourgeoisie; that trained functionaries be guaranteed “fixity,” responsibility, and
adequate salaries; and that the electoral process be permitted to operate absolutely
without official meddling. He remarked that this vision of a society presided over by a
neo-Saint-Simonian ¢€lite was “a favourable specimen” of French thought applied to
the practical problems of government (313).

To Duveyrier’s parallel argument that, since the old foreign policies were as defunct
as the old régimes, France must abandon territorial ambitions and the revanchism
dating from 1815 and join with the other great powers to bring about political and
economic peace through arbitration and mediation, Mill was not receptive. He thought
such interventionism unwise, though superior to war. He gave no hint of anticipating
the trend of 1nternat10nal co-operation that was to gather strength through the second
half of the century ? Nor did he show confidence in Duveyrier’s suggestions that
government arbitrate labour-management disputes, though he approved the
programme of “‘justice and compromise.” The tone here was quiet, interested, but
faintly disabused. Mill neither accepted the political quiescence of Duveyrier nor
suggested the need for drastic change. He believed that the problems of representation
were similar in England and France, but more sharply defined and more clearly
observed in the French context. Neither Duveyrier nor Mill gave the least hint of an
upheaval soon to come. Duveyrier argued specifically against the utility of another
such event. It would be more than a dozen years before Mill conceded, not just for
England with its tradition of compromise and its history of successful opposition to
monarchical absolutism, but for every nation, the rl%htness of working for
improvement within the prevailing arrangements.” " But it was less Charles
Duveyrier, or John Austin, than the events of 1848 that convinced him.

MILL AND THE REVOLUTION OF 1848

ten months before Louis Philippe was forced to abdicate, Mill remarked to Austin that
while doubtless he, living in France, was “much impressed with the unfavourable
side” of France after a number of revolutions, with vulgar lower-class ambition and
other “disgusting” manners, he (Mill) often thought England’s “torpid mind” would
profit from “the general shake-up” of revolution. He gave no hint of thinking that
France would profit from a renewal of the experience. In April 1847, the overall
prospect there struck him as fair: the people were generally free of tyranny, justice
was “easily accessible,” and there were “the strongest inducements to personal
prudence & forethought.” Not even a well-intentioned gjovernment but only
revolution (that is, 1830) could have achieved as much.””_ He seemed to be
reassessing the July Monarchy again. The remarks were puzzhng. Mill made no
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allusion to the serious depression of 1845-47: an immense fall in French production,
large-scale unemployment, a substantial part of the swollen population in the capital
on relief, great rural distress and unrest. In three months the first of the electoral
reform banquets, devised to circumvent the restrictive law on political associations,
was held on 9 July at the Chateau-Rouge, the famous dancehall in Montmartre, with
1200 constituents and eighty-five deputies in attendance; almost seventy banquets
took place outside Paris before the end of the year. Mill of course was by no means
exceptional in apprehending no general crisis; others closer to the scene than he were
hardly less unaware.>%% But his observations were indicative of the concentration of
his thought on the political process. He had never looked very far past the political
scene in the capital. Thus he missed the profound movement that was taking place in
the country. He followed the press to some extent, a steady diet of scandal and
complaint, an endless skirmishing between the government and the opposition. There
is no evidence that he noted the near-unity of the varieties of opposition in the
banquet campaign as a possible signal that a trial of strength was at hand.

The explosion took him by surprise. Guizot was dismissed on 23 February; the King
abdicated next day. “I am hardly yet out of breath from reading and thinking about it,
Mill reported on 29 February. “Nothing can possibly exceed the importance of it to
the world or the immensity of the interests which are at stake on its success.” He saw
the Revolution in political terms: the King and his ministers had provoked “the
people” by forbidding the Paris banquet; the republicans had triumphed “because at
last they had the good sense to raise the standard not of a republic but of something in
which the middle classes could join, viz., electoral reform.” Should they succeed in
creating “reasonable republican government, all the rest of Europe, except England
and Russia, will be republicanised in ten years, and England itself probably before we
die.” But he saw three problems ahead: the possibility of war, the matter of socialism,
the question of leadership. First, Lamartine might be propelled into war with Austria
as the result of popular pressure to help the Milanese expel the Habsburg occupant
from Lombardy. Second, “Communism,” by which he evidently meant everything
from Fourierism to Proudhonism,g had taken “deep root” in the country and in the
republican ranks. How, despite the vague announcement that the Provisional
Government would establish ateliers nationaux, would the new men make good their
promise to provide “work and good wages to the whole labouring class”? Third,
Marrast and even the former Orleanist Lamartine (“who would ever have thought
it—Lamartine!”’) were well enough as ministers, but something was missing: “In my
meditations and feelings on the whole matter, every second thought has been of
Carrel—he who perhaps alone in Europe was qualified to direct such a movement. . . .
Without Carrel, or, I fear, any one comparable to him, the futurity of France and of
Europe is most doubtful.” His words suggested again the excitement of 1830, but
muted, infused with only a limited awareness of the enormous social problems,
qualified by doubt about the middle-aged men of the Provisional Government. “There
never was a time,” Mill thought, “when so great a drama was being played out in one
generation.”ﬁ

2

After Lamartine had moved to assure Europe that France would not abet a war of
Italian libera‘[ion,3 05 Mill was satisfied the government would act wisely. If there was
to be “a good deal of experimental legislation, some of it not very prudent,” he noted
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unenthusiastically, “there cannot be a better place to try such experiments in than
France.” He was sure that the “regulation of industry in behalf of the labourers”
would fail as it had “in behalf of the capitalist,” or at least be trimmed to “its proper
limits.” But he was greatly conﬁdent that what would be tried “relating to labour &
wages” would “end in good.”” " »306 1 earI%/ March he made a public defence of the
government’s action in the Spectator.”” " But through the stormy spring of
demonstrations, attempted coups, intense debate on the social question, national
elections with universal male suffrage, and rising discontent among the swiftly
growing army of the urban unemployed, he made no further comment.

As it happened, the drama of the Revolution was reaching its climax with the
elections to a National Assembly. The broad tide of rural conservatism that came in
was in protest against neglect of the 1nterests of the countryside by an urban
leadership. Mill’s reaction is not recorded  To judge from Harriet Taylor’s
remarks, however, 3% he may well have approved of, first, the moderate course
pursued against radical opinion, and, second, the conservative Executive Commission
selected by the Assembly to replace the Provisional Government. In his view,
Lamartine, now out of office, had done no more than repeat the Girondist strategy of
calling in provincial France to hold the line against the revolutionary political clubs of
Paris. In fact, the Revolution was now bound on a course leading to destruction of the
Republic.

Muill followed events distantly. He knew that Marrast was no longer at the National,
had left the Government, and was Mayor of Paris (he was also the real leader of the
majority in the Executive Commission). Mill nevertheless sent him a copy of his
Principles of Political Economy, published on 25 April, saying he knew Marrast
might not have time to read it but might perhaps have others do so, and asked if he
could use his influence to have the National take his articles, as “lettres d’un
Anglais,” which would be done in the newspaper’s style. The moment was as ill-
chosen as Mill’s expression of his “sympathie profonde” for “I’oeuvre de régénération
sociale qui se poursuit maintenant en France” was inappropriate to the reaction then
under way in the country, the Assembly, and the Government, and to which Marrast
was no stranger.” 310 The Mayor was up to his neck in politics and the situation in Paris
was extremely volatile. Within a few days, on 15 May, an abortive left-wing coup
d’état occurred: the Assembly was invaded by a mob and some of the crowd went on
to the Hotel de Ville. There the security chief, an old friend of one of the leaders,
Armand Barbeés, admitted this rag-tag band. Marrast was evidently not very upset; he
temporized, summoned military assistance, and at length sent word through his
secretary that the invaders should leave: “Que Barbes fasse au plus tot cesser cette
comédie, il va étre arrété d’un moment a I’autre.” It was farce, but it was indicative
of what was on Marrast’s mind.

Mill could have no knowledge of the extraordinary political manoeuvrings in Paris.
When he assured Marrast of his “sympathie profonde,” he could not have understood
that the tide had turned. Alarmed by the numbers of unemployed men in the city, the
government announced its intention of closing the ateliers nationaux. With that, a
spontaneous working-class insurrection was mounted against it, on 23-26 June. The
pitched battles that took place made it the bloodiest fratricidal rising the capital had
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known. The government was legitimately defending itself, but the repression was
severe and the social fears unleashed were exaggerated. A confusion of motives and
hostilities were at the origin of this disastrous collision, in the course of which the
Executive Commission retired, leaving General Eugeéne Cavaignac chief of the
executive power, for all practical purposes dictator, with a new ministry round
him.g Mill made no comment, but in August he lashed out publicly against the
English enemies of the Republic and the misrepresentation of events. Alluding to the
régime’s “first difficulties” and the dangers of “an indefinite succession of disorders,
repressed only by a succession of illegal violences on the part of the government,” he
denied (mistakenly) tales of “horrible barbarity” having taken place in the June Days.
He had confidence in the “mildness and moderation of the sincere republican party,”
and in Cavaignac.g But he saw the possibility that such troubles would result in the
French permitting their Republic “to be filched from them by artifice . . . under the
ascendancy of some popular chief, or under the panic caused by insurrection.”ﬁ
Within days, this rough prophecy began to be borne out. Mill was particularly
sensitive to the attack on the press, asking whether in such circumstances Socialists
and Monarchists could “be reproached for using their arms.”g His sympathies lay
with Lamartine (whose Histoire des Girondins he had been reading with approval),
the former Provisional Government, “and many of the party who adhere to them.” He
was favourable also to the Jacobin-Socialist Louis Blanc,3 6 a member of the
February ministry, author of the droit au travail decree (“Le Gouvernement provisoire
de la République francaise s’engage a garantir 1’existence de I’ouvrier par le travail . .
.”) that had been forced on the moderate ministers on 25 February by fear of the street
crowds to whom Blanc owed his ministerial post. As President of the ill-starred
Commission du Luxembourg that sought unsuccessfully to grapple with
unemployment and the whole range of industrial relations until it and the ateliers
nationaux (more akin, in the event, to ateliers de charité) could be shut down in June,
Blanc found himself falsely accused of aiding and abetting Armand Barbes and those
on the extreme left who had staged the futile coup d’état manqué of 15 May. In the
immediate aftermath of the June Days, Marrast led the attack on him: he was indicted
in the prevailing reaction that had developed steadily following the conservative
results of the general election for a Constituent Assembly on 23 April. On 26 August,
the Assembly voted to lift Blanc’s parliamentary immunity so that he could be tried
on charges of having conspired with the crowd that invaded the Assembly on 15 May.
Whether or not the confused events of that day were a trap sprung by the right (among
the noisy demonstrators was the police-spy Aloysius Huber), Blanc, despite the
appeals made to him to join the émeutiers, neither instigated nor encouraged the
invasion of the Palais Bourbon and was not even present at the Hotel de Ville. Rather
than stand trial in the unpromising climate of opinion, he slipped away and was
permitted to take the train to Ghent; he was arrested there briefly, and then at once
crossed over to England.ﬂ

Blanc’s was a singular case: since the publication of his L ‘organisation du travail
(1840), he had been peculiarly marked out for retribution by those who feared and
hated his proposals for social reform, the popular forces that put him into the
Provisional Government in February, and the implications, at least, of the
Luxembourg Commission and the workshops. Mill, without the possibility of
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knowing in detail what had happened during the months since February, considered
Blanc and the other former ministers to be exemplary tribunes. But it was too late for
them. In the election for the presidency of the Republic that December, Lamartine
was swept aside, the radical candidates trailed distantly, and even Cavaignac was
handily defeated by Louis Napoleon Bonaparte. The great mass of the electorate,
peasants, voted against the republicans they blamed for disregarding their grievances
and increasing their taxes; they voted for a legendary name, as did much of the urban
population and a majority of the political notables. “It is a great deal,” Guizot
observed, “to be simultaneously a national glory, a revolutionary guarantee, and a
principle of authority.”ﬁ

In this situation, Mill’s energies were given to defending the defunct February régime
against its Tory critics; it was one more skirmish on behalf of reform. Outdistanced by
events in France, won over by what he called the “/egitimate Socialism” of Louis
Blanc,319 he attacked Brougham’s version of the Revolution: Brougham’s assessment
of the Provisional Government was a caricature, and his estimate of Guizot’s ministry
exaggeratedly favourable; and thus the outbreak of revolution in his account was
virtually inexplicable. In Mill’s view, the spirit of compromise and justice Duveyrier
had proposed France must accept had not been realized; the Republic had come too
soon, preceded by too little education for it and too great a fear of 1793. The
Lamartine government had done the best they could in the situation with which they
had been confronted. His analysis was political; he showed no strong sense of the
social dimensions of the upheaval. “Their great task,” he said, “was to republicanize
the public mind” (335). If there were errors, they were committed less by the
government than by the political clubs. If Lamartine had served notice that the treaties
of 1814-15 must be revised and that suppressed nationalities had the right to seek
military assistance for their liberation, still the government’s foreign policy had been
peaceful.

Mill met criticism of the droit au travail decree by arguing that such a right was
absolute, though practicable only where men gave up the other right “of propagating
the species at their own discretion” (350). He asserted the justice of socialism and the
need for the state to create “industrial communities on the Socialist principle” (352), if
only as an educational experience. Mill knew little of the intrigues about the ateliers
nationaux, which he defended, as he cleared Blanc of responsibility for their closing.
Once again, his point was that the experiment had been made before adequate
preparation could take place.@ It had divided republicans and terrified the
bourgeoisie: “These things are lamentable; but the fatality of circumstances, more
than the misconduct of individuals is responsible for them” (354). Finally, he took
issue with Brougham’s insular view that sound political institutions cannot be
legislated into existence. His answer was that, ready or not for the Republic, France
had to attempt the experiment. He did not regret the Assembly’s decision to abandon
a second chamber in the new constitution adopted in November 1848. He thought
universal suffrage had, if anything, returned too conservative a majority. Far from
blindly following Paris, the provinces had too much curbed the city, “almost the sole
element of progress which exists, politically speaking, in France” (360). Though he
accepted Brougham’s view that no legislature should try to exercise executive power,
he opposed popular election of the chief of government as being unlikely to select an
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eminent politician. This, of course, Louis Napoleon had not been. And he predicted
accurately that “the appointment of a President by the direct suffrages of the
community, will prove to be the most serious mistake which the framers of the French
Constitution have made” (362).

Within the limits of what could then be known, Mill’s discussion was fair enough. But
he perceived the great rural and urban problems dimly; his concern was with
representative government. Continental socialism had thrust itself on his attention late
in the day: he had been ambivalent about Fourier and hostile to Proudhon, he knew
little of Cabet and Blanc until 1848.> H1s vision of the Provisional Government was
simplistic; he saw Lamartine somewhat through the haze of his highly coloured
Histoire des Girondins; he made no comment on Marrast’s evolution from radical
journalism to the defence of law and order at the Hotel de Ville.>?? His implied point
of reference seemed to be 1789-91, modified by the appearance of “/egitimate
Socialism.” Disappointment was inevitable. He nonetheless discerned warning signs,
and was confirmed sooner than he anticipated by Louis Napoleon’s progress to
dictatorship. Carrel had been tempted by Bonapartism; Mill never was. Louis
Napoleon he branded “a stupid, ignorant adventurer who has thrown himself entirely
into the hands of the reactionary party, &, but that he is too égreat a fool, would have
some chance by these means of making himself emperor.””~~ There, of course, he
was wrong. He did not guess that this man could calmly, w1th little artifice and no
panic, “filch” the Repubhc * He was wrong in imagining that Victor Considérant
and the Fourierists (among socialists “much the most sensible and enlightened both in
the destructive, & in the constructive parts of their system”) _5 could seriously weigh
upon the proceedings in the Assembly.

Not least, Mill did not see that the tremendous power of the liberal press, durable and
resilient, had almost come to an end. He did not understand what it meant that the
National had become the unofficial newspaper of the Provisional Government: that
men like Marrast had become part of the new establishment. He was disturbed by the
repression of the opposition journals, but did not fully grasp that universal suffrage
had swept the petite and moyenne bourgeoisies aside. He did not see what it meant
that Bonaparte had been elected President against the majorltg of the press, that the
extraordinary force it had been ever since 1814 was finished. Perhaps the surface
indications were misleading. The constitution of 4 November, 1848, was the most
democratic France had ever had, with universal manhood suffrage, freedom of the
press, freedom of assembly, freedom of petition. Even the droit au travail was alluded
to in the preamble 7 A revolution had taken place. But Cavaignac, for one, doubted
that the country was republican, and the election of Louis Napoleon suggested he was
right. Pressed to pre-empt the election results by coup d’état, Cavaignac refused: the
Republic might succumb, he said, but it would rise again, “whereas the republic
would be lost forever if the one who represented it should give the example of revolt
against the will of the country o 8 It was left to Mill’s friend, Marrast, President of
the Assembly, to proclaim Bonaparte President of the Republic. “Tocqueville,” the
British Ambassador, Lord Normanby, noted in his diary the next day, “rather quaintly,
said to me yesterday, ‘There only remains now one question, whether it is the
Republicans or the Republic itself which the country cannot abide. ”’329
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By the summer of 1851, Mill was “for the first time downhearted about French
affairs.”@ When, some time later, Louis Napoleon made himself dictator, then
Emperor, and finally the ally of England, he was pained. The Revolution of 1848
faded into the past. The only point of its being recalled in Normanby’s memoirs, with
their “calomnies ridicules et atroces,” Mill wrote, was that they offered Louis Blanc
an opportunity to set the record straight.ﬂ The new Girondins, Lamartine and his
colleagues, had tried the experiment; France had not been ready for it. So tyranny
once more settled on the country. And if the government of England had progressed
so little as barely to restrain itself from co-operating in running Napoleon’s enemies
to the ground, “such is the state of the world ten years after 1848 that even this must
be felt as a great Victory.”3 32

for more than twenty years, Mill had observed and commented on the politics of
contemporary France, had studied and sought to explain to Englishmen the
constructive nature of the great Revolution in whose name much of the social and
political struggle of the nineteenth century was taking place. The young French
historians who boldly celebrated the Revolution as prologue to the apparent triumph
of liberalism forty or so years later, or who explained the present as the outcome of
the liberal impulse working its way through the centuries, he acclaimed as the best of
the time. The French scene was animated, creative, disputatious, sometimes
explosive, but always instructive. It was his self-imposed task to try to make
Englishmen see through the haze of their insularities and prejudices the essential
lessons that France offered to all who shared in the common civilization. Some part of
his special certainty about the relevance of France to English society flowed from his
own peculiar acquaintance with the land and the people and their thought; some part
was surely no more than the intelligent appraisal of intrinsic fact. But time carried
away both the observer and the observed. As the mid-century approached, it was
apparent to him that the Revolution was more complex and its meaning more
ambiguous than he had thought; it was clear that the young philosophical historians
had begun to take their place in the historiographical museum, that their works were
after all pieces d’occasion; it was evident that the imminent triumph of liberalism had
again been delayed and that other struggles must one day be fought; it was obvious
that Mill’s own interest in history had shifted onto quite another plane of regularities
and laws and predictive capacity, leaving the Revolution and its portents not so much
diminished as more spaciously situated in a vast ongoing historical process.

Despite his didactic purpose and immediate political and social concerns, Mill was
too good a student of the past to permit disappointments and setbacks to break his
commitment to France as the touchstone of Europe. He was far from being uncritical,
he was by no means unprejudiced, he had his blind-spots. But he never went back on
his conviction that, whatever the aberration of the moment, France and its destiny
were central to civilization. By 1849, many hopes had foundered, and he felt it keenly
that men had failed or been removed prematurely from the scene. He knew that the
immense expectations of 1830 would never come again, that the social and political
process was infinitely more complex and its desired outcome infinitely less assured in
the foreseeable future than he and his young friends had imagined in the excitements
of Paris that summer nearly twenty years before. He remained watchful but publicly
silent, his former impulse to interpret the news from France now quite gone. For Mill
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at the mid-century, great swings of hopefulness and despair concerning France and
democracy lay ahead, but for the moment that was all.
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Textual Introduction

JOHN M. ROBSON

though mill is properly celebrated as a political philosopher, logician, and economist,
throughout his work one finds evidence of an intense interest in history. Indeed his
first childhood writings, prompted by his father’s History of British India, which was
composed at the table across which the child worked at his lessons, were histories of
India, Rome, and Holland. He never wrote a history in his adult years, but rather
occupied himself with the philosophy of history and with the implications of that
philosophy for social theory and practical politics. While he took great interest in
British and classical history (see especially Volumes VI and XI of the Collected
Works), his principal concentration was on French history, particularly in its social
and political manifestations. Rich evidence of his fascination with French affairs is to
be found throughout his works, especially in his newspaper writings and letters, as
well as in the details of his life, from his boyhood visit to Pompignan and Montpellier
in 1820-21 to his death in Avignon in 1873.

French history had the immediacy of current politics, for he first read of the
Revolution of 1789 in the midst of his apprenticeship in British radicalism, and
dreamt of being a British Girondist. ! Later, when he was seeking an independent role
for himself as a radical journalist, the Revolution of 1830 gave him a model in the
young republicans, especially Armand Carrel. During and after the struggle for the
English Reform Act of 1832, Mill followed and wrote about French politics, always
keeping an eye on parallels with and lessons for Britain. The Revolution of 1848
again found an advocate in him, his growing interest in socialism being so stimulated
by the experiments during the short-lived republic that he modified crucial passages in
his Principles of Political Economy for its second edition of 1849 and more
thoroughly for the third edition of 1852. One could cite much more evidence of
various kinds, but the essays gathered in this volume give proof enough of both his
interest and his understanding; reference to other volumes in the edition will further
confirm the assertions just made.

The eleven essays in the main text and a twelfth, which appears as Appendix A, were
published between April 1826, just before Mill’s twentieth birthday, and April 1849,
just before his forty-third. In provenance they are less diverse than those in other
volumes of this edition, seven having appeared in the Westminster Review, two in the
Monthly Repository, and three in the Edinburgh Review. Chronology provides apt
groupings: (1) of those in the Westminster, three were published between 1826 and
1828, during its first period, before the Mills withdrew over disagreement with the
editorial policy and practice of John Bowring; indeed the third of these, Mill’s review
of Scott’s Life of Napoleon, was his last contribution until his own editorship. (2) The
two in the Monthly Repository (1832 and 1835) were written during the hiatus
between his periods of contribution to the Westminster. (3) The next three (1836-37)
are again to be located in sets of the Westminster (one, Appendix A, during the brief
life of the London Review, the other two in the London and Westminster). (4) When in
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1840 he relinquished the London and Westminster, he immediately began writing for
the Edinburgh, where his greatest essays (1844-46) were those on French history.% (%)
Then, finally so far as this volume is concerned, his defence of the French Revolution
of 1848 was assigned to the Westminster, in recognition of the essay’s radical
compatibility with his old periodical ground.

THE EARLY WESTMINSTER ESSAYS

nothing is known about the composition of the first two essays, “Mignet’s French
Revolution” and “Modern French Historical Works,” which appeared in successive
issues of the Westminster (April and July 1826) during one of Mill’s most intensely
active periods. He had probably just finished editing Jeremy Bentham’s Rationale of
Judicial Evidence, which appeared in five volumes in 1827; he was contributing long
essays both to the Westminster and to the Parliamentary History and Review, he was
very active in the London Debating Society and in the early morning discussion group
at George Grote’s house; and he was working his way upward in the India Office (his
salary was raised to £100 per annum in May 1827 and then he leaped ahead in
position and salary to £600 in 1828)3

The review of Mignet shows by direct statement and implication the young Mill’s
awareness of the sources for French history; it also demonstrates his control of the
language in that, though he cites the English translation of Mignet in the heading to
the article, the quotations (which are extensive, occupying over fifty percent of the
text) are not taken from that translation, but are rendered in his own words. (This
practice of translating extensive passages came to characterize Mill’s reviews, in
accordance with his purpose of making the historians known; it also made the reviews
easier to write for one who translated with such facility.) It is also worth noting that
he promises (on behalf of the Westminster) to go more generally into the question of
the French Revolution in a later number; he kept this promise to some extent in his
review of Scott two years later, but one can infer his desire, finally abandoned only
when Carlyle took up the task, to write a history of that revolution.

Neither the review of Mignet nor “Modern French Historical Works,” the article that
appeared in the next number of the Westminster, presents any special textual problem.
The latter concentrates on an earlier period in European history, the age of chivalry,
and Mill uses the opportunity to assert that the English have more need of “monitors
than adulators,” because French literature (in which category he would, of course,
include history) has surpassed English, especially in that the French write not merely
to say something, but because they have something to say (17). He manages thus to
combine the habitual Westminster line on history, politics, and literature with his own
bias towards the French. Varied sources, English and French, illustrate Mill’s claim to
mastery of the issues—at least it seems likely that the review’s readers would not
infer its author to be a twenty-year-old with no formal academic training.

Impressive as these two articles are, the third in this group, “Scott’s Life of Napoleon”
(April 1828), is much more mature. Bain calls it a “masterpiece,” saying that in
execution “it is not unworthy to be compared with the Sedgwick and Whewell
ar‘[icles,”é_l and indeed it would not be out of place in Dissertations and Discussions
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with those better known essays. Given pride of first place in the Westminster, % its
ample scope (sixty-three pages of the Westminster) shows that the editor was nothing
loath to give the young Mill his head. The article, Mill says,

cost me more labour than any previous; but it was a labour of love, being a defence of
the early French Revolutionists against the Tory misrepresentations of Sir Walter
Scott, in the introduction to his Life of Napoleon. The number of books which I read
for this purpose, making notes and extracts—even the number I had to buy (for in
those days there was no public or subscription library from which books of reference
could be taken home), far exceeded the worth of the immediate object; but I had at
that time a half formed intention of writing a History of the French Revolution; and
though I never executed it, my collections afterwards were very useful to Carlyle for a
similar purpose.f

Some evidence of his reading has survived in a letter of 1 January, 1828, to Charles
Comte, whom he had met in Paris through J.B. Say some years earlier. He remarks
that he has been working for a long time on the review, and asks Comte’s help with a
task beyond his powers and knowledge, one he has taken on only because—a constant
refrain in his writings on France—the English are so ignorant of their neighbour’s
history. His reading, he says, has included most of the memoirs (presumably he refers
to the massive Collection des mémoires relatifs a la révolution frangaise that
appeared in the 1820s) as well as Mignet, Toulongeon, “et autres” (later to Carlyle he
says he had read the first two volumes of Montgaillard for the Scott review).z The
review contains long extracts in French, taken usually from sources ignored by Scott,
who is heavily criticized for errors, ignorance, and Tory bias, but Mill concludes with
a statement that he feels no hostility towards Scott, “for whom, politics apart,” he has
“that admiration which is felt by every person possessing a knowledge of the English
language” (1 10).§ The words I have italicized reveal the main force of the account.
Mill’s particular personal bias shows in the extensive treatment given to the Gironde
(98-109), towards whom, he says, Scott has, not untypically, been unjust: “of none
have the conduct and aims been so miserably misunderstood, so cruelly perverted”
(98). Evidently pleased with the article himself, he had offprints made, sending some
to Charles Comte in Paris;g these are textually identical with the original. And many
years later, near the end of his life, he still clearly remembered the article (though not
its date), writing to Emile Acollas about views he had held since youth: “en 1827
(alors méme j’avais beaucoup étudi¢ la Révolution francaise) j’ai publié un article
dans la revue de Westminster ou j’ai soutenu par des preuves irrécusables précisément
votre theése, savoir que 1’attaque a toujours été du coté de la Contre Révolution et que
la Révolution n’a fait que se défendre.” B

ESSAYS IN THE MONTHLY REPOSITORY

the first of these, “Alison’s History of the French Revolution” (July and August
1833), shows in its recorded history and text the influence of Mill’s new and
overbearing friend, Thomas Carlyle, whose presence will be seen in most of the
essays from the 1830s here reprinted. Their letters early in 1833 deal with a multitude
of personal and intellectual matters, one of which was history (Mill had been reading,
for example, some manuscript pages of Grote’s History of Greece, the first volumes
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of which appeared only in 1846). In the spring, Mill asked Carlyle about the
advisability of reading and reviewing Alison’s work.!! Encouraged by Carlyle, he
hoped to have an article ready for the June number of the Monthly Repository, but
completed it only in time for it to appear in two parts, as the conclusion of the July
number and the opening piece in that for August. He reported to Carlyle that the
review was not worth his perusal and that it would have been better to wait until it
could all appear at once. “I shall in future,” he adds, “never write on any subject
which my mind is not full of when I begin to write; unless the occasion is such that it
is better the thing were ill done than not at all, that being the alternative.” E Perusal of
the article, in spite of Mill’s warning, must have been ego-warming to Carlyle, for it
begins with a long quotation from his “Biography” (identified as to title and
provenance, though not as to author), and the same essay is quoted later, as is a
passage from a private letter Carlyle wrote to Mill on 13 January, 1833 (the source of
which is not identified). Mill continued, as will be shown below, this habit of quoting
overtly and covertly from Carlyle until their disagreements came to outweigh their
mutual admiration (always more sincere on Mill’s side).

The second of Mill’s articles in the Monthly Repository on French matters appeared in
June 1835, at another time of intense activity. He was strenuously occupied in
bringing out the first issues of the London Review, which he not only edited, but wrote
extensively for: in the first number, for April, appeared his “Sedgwick” and
“Postscript”; in the second, for July, his “Tennyson,” “Rationale of Representation,”
and “Parliamentary Proceedings of the Session.” He was also writing in the Globe,
was presumably still recovering from the shock of having been responsible for the
burning in March of the manuscript of the first volume of Carlyle’s French
Revolution, and was planning a trip in Germany for July and August. It is not
surprising, then, that “The Monster Trial,” as he entitled his article (after the French
proces monstre), occupies only four pages of the Monthly Repository. Its brevity,
however, does not imply insignificance, for he touches on major concerns, especially
freedom of the press. He also asserts again that the English are negligent of French
affairs; only the Examiner has, in the last four years, “placed carefully” before its
readers “the passing events . . . with regular explanatory comments” (125)—of course
written by Mill himself. He in fact then quotes a long passage from his own article of
26 January, 1834,2 on the persecution of the French republicans, with whom he had
acquaintance (as is indicated by the mention of his having been in Paris when the
manifesto of the Société des Droits de I’Homme was issued) and also much sympathy.

ESSAYS IN THE LONDON AND WESTMINSTER REVIEW

after 1834, Mill’s disillusionment with the course of French politics in the age of the
Jjuste milieu, as well as his increasing involvement in British politics, where he
thought (quite mistakenly) that the time had come for Radical sharing of power if not
indeed leadership, led him away from public comment on contemporary French
events, though not on the history of France and its historians. So, early in the career of
his own journal, the London Review (later the London and Westminster), Mill
requested from Joseph Blanco White a review of Guizot’s Lectures on European
Civilization, which appeared in the number for January 1836. In the event, Mill was a
joint author of the article (which we therefore print here as an appendix). Just how
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much he contributed is not certain, though his extant letters to White are helpful in
this respect, showing Mill as an editor supple, if determined, in his relations with
contributors. On 21 October, 1835, he wrote to White:

Your article on Guizot is excellent as far as it goes but something seems still wanting
to give a complete notion of the nature & value of Guizot’s historical speculations. |
will not ask you to take in hand again a subject of which I do not wonder that you
should be tired, but if you would permit me, I should like much to add, mostly at the
end of the article, a few more observations & specimens—especially that noble
analysis of the feudal system in Lecture 4 of the first volume. The whole should then
be submitted for your approval, either in MS, or in type. If you consent to this do not
trouble yourself to write only on purpose to say so as I shall consider silence as
consent.*

The comment in a letter to Henry S. Chapman, asking that the article be set and proof
sent as soon as possible, indicates a somewhat different judgment. He refers to an
essay by John Robertson “and another (the one on Guizot which I have, I think, with
tolerable success) manufactured from a so-so article into a good one.” 1S The silky
tone returns, however, in the next letter to White:

I have now the pleasure of sending you a proof of the article on Guizot, in which |
hope you will point out every, the smallest, thought or expression to which you in the
slightest degree object, will make any suggestions for the improvement of the article,
& which may occur to you. I think it will be very interesting & instructive & it is a
kind of article which the review much wanted.

Perhaps the few remarks which I have inserted near the beginning of the article,
respecting M. Guizot’s political conduct, are not sufficiently in the tone & spirit of the
rest of the article—if you think so, pray cancel them & substitute anything which you
prefer—but it strikes me that something on that topic was wanted in that place.

I return, at the same time, a few pages of your MS, which I was obliged to omit in
order to make room for what [ added & to render the general character of the article
less discursive.f

Since Mill listed the article in his bibliography of published writings, one may assume
that White accepted the version given him. On internal evidence and that of these
letters, one may speculate that the portions by Mill are those at 369.33-370.16,
384.14-389.15, and 392.4 to the end.

The next article in this volume has a personal character, for it marks the real
culmination of Mill’s friendly relations with one of the strongest influences on him in
the 1830s. In “Carlyle’s French Revolution,” after praising Carlyle’s “creative
imagination,” Mill lauds also his research, and adds: “We do not say this at random,
but from a most extensive acquaintance with his materials, with his subject, and with
the mode in which it has been treated by others” (138). He could with justice have
gone further, and asserted his intimate knowledge of the author and his writings, for

Mill and Carlyle had indeed come to know one another well from the time when
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Carlyle thought Mill’s “The Spirit of the Age” signalled the appearance of a “new
mystic” available for discipleship. The most recent manifestation of their friendship
had been Mill’s soliciting of Carlyle’s “Parliamentary History of the French
Revolution,” for the April 1837 issue of the London and Westminster. An editorial
note to that article, however, adumbrated differences that were to surface later: Mill
indicated that some opinions expressed by Carlyle were not consonant with the
review’s attitudes, which would likely be developed in the next number. z That
promise was fulfilled, though not through emphasized disagreement, in Mill’s highly
laudatory review of Carlyle’s French Revolution.

That the article appeared so quickly is indicative of Mill’s strength of will (surely
motivated in part by remorse over the destruction of Carlyle’s manuscript), for,
though Carlyle had arranged in January that Mill would receive unbound sheets of the
book to expedite a review, it seems that only at the end of April did Mill receive the
“first copy” the printer could get bound. '8 And if he had been busy before, he must
now have been nearly frantic: in addition to running the London and Westminster, he
had published in it in January his review of Thoughts in the Cloister and the Crowd,
in April his articles on Fonblanque and (with Grote) on Taylor, and in July, along
with the Carlyle review, he contributed “The Spanish Question” (with Joseph Blanco
White); further, although he was on a walking tour in Wales during part of September
and October, the October number contained his “Parties and the Ministry” and
“Armand Carrel.” Most significantly, he was, especially from June to August,
working hard at his System of Logic, to that end reading Whewell’s History of the
Inductive Sciences, rereading Herschel’s Discourse, and becoming excited over the
first two volumes of Auguste Comte’s Cours de philosophie positive. He was also
now, after his father’s death in mid-1836, the male head of a large family. In the
circumstances, it is not surprising that the review of Carlyle shows some signs of
haste, most evidently in the length of the quoted extracts.

Mill’s not including the essay in Dissertations and Discussions may appear somewhat
odd, in view of his statements that it was one of few in the London and Westminster
that achieved their intended goals, in this case to make a strong claim for Carlyle’s
genius before others had a chance to deny it.' The claim is repeated in the part of the
Autobiography drafted seventeen years later,ﬁ by which time there was quite enough
evidence of the distance between them practically and ideologically; there is not much
indication that between 1854 and 1859, when Dissertations and Discussions
appeared, their relations, already bad, had significantly worsened. It is sure enough, of
course, that Harriet Taylor had a part in making the selection for Dissertations and
Discussions, though she did not live to see its publication, and perhaps she was more
strongly offended by Carlyle than Mill was. In any case, it seems a pity that Mill did
not at least include parts of the review, as he did in other cases where the article in full
appeared outdated or relatively insignificant.

Mill continued for a few years to use Carlyle as an authority in other essays,
sometimes openly and sometimes quietly. In “Armand Carrel,” which was published
in October 1837, the bearing of witness is at its height. In the first paragraph Mill uses
a German phrase undoubtedly taken from Carlyle’s French Revolution; at 182-3 he
uses an image found in a letter to him from Carlyle; at 187 the “formulas” attributed
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by Carlyle to Mirabeau appear again (cf. 161 where Mill cites the French Revolution);
at 201, in the midst of a long quotation from a letter from himself to Carlyle, he puts
in quotation marks “quiet emphasis,” a term Carlyle had applied in another letter to
Mill’s tone in the review of Alison (Carlyle was not in 1837 identified here; see the
discussion of textual variants at cxv); and at 215 a common remark of Carlyle’s is
attributed to “one of the greatest writers of our time” (in 1837 he had been “one of the
noblest spirits of our time”’). Other places in the present volume also reveal traces of
their relations: in “Michelet” (1844), the final text at 227 praises Thierry for making
“the age tell its own story; not drawing anything from invention, but adhering
scrupulously to authentic facts”; as first published, the essay says that Thierry, in this
laudable adherence, is “like Mr. Carlyle.” Similarly, in “Guizot’s Essays and Lectures
on History” (1845) at 261 the comment that the “Oxford theologians” have “a theory
of the world” originally included the comment, “as Mr. Carlyle would say.” By 1859,
when the revised version appeared, Mill was happier to keep his prophetic authority
veiled.

“Armand Carrel” is, according to the heading in the London and Westminster for
October 1837, a review of “Armand Carrel, his Life and Character. From the French
of D. Nisard. Preceded by a Biographical Sketch, abridged from the French of E.
Littré.” Republished in Dissertations and Discussions, it reveals in its history and
content a very strong personal as well as political attachment to the subject. Mill
followed Carrel’s career from the time of the Revolution of 1830, especially in
relation to the French government’s continued limitation of press freedom. They met
in Paris in 1833 (the encounter is outlined in the letter from Mill to Carlyle quoted in
the article at 201-2) and perhaps again in London in 1834 and/or 1836; Mill made
much of Carrel’s speech in the Cour des Pairs in defence of the National in December
1834; he tried repeatedly to get contributions from Carrel for the London and
Westminster, believing that his signature alone would benefit the review, and made
sure Carrel got the issues as they appeared.ﬂ Carrel epitomized for Mill the best
features of the young men of the mouvement, and provided an ideal, even if an
unrealized one, for Mill’s own activities as a radical publicist and reformer in the
1830s.

Given the strength of Mill’s feeling, it is somewhat surprising that he seems not to
have begun his article until a year after Carrel’s death, at which time, recalling their
first meeting, he wrote to Carlyle (8 August, 1837) to ask for the return of his
descriptive letter.? By 29 August he had finished the article, or at least was confident
that it would be ready for the October number, and a month later, while on a holiday
tour, he wrote to his sub-editor, John Robertson, revealing the special significance
Carrel had for him: “We want now to give a character to the Review, as Carrel gave
one to the National. . . . I dare not violate my instinct of suitableness, which we must
the more strive to keep up the more we are exgosed to swerve from it by our attempts
to make the Review acceptable to the public.”_3 At least part of what he meant is
indicated in the article, when he says: “The English idea of a newspaper, as a sort of
impersonal thing, coming from nobody knows where, the readers never thinking of
the writer, nor caring whether he thinks what he writes, as long as they think what he
writes;—this would not have done for Carrel, nor been consistent with his objects”
(197).
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Rather slight changes in the article as republished call attention to otherwise hidden
peculiarities. In Dissertations and Discussions the title reads “Armand Carrell.
Biographical Notices by MM. Nisard and Littré,” while the title in 1837, “Armand
Carrel, his Life and Character,” clearly implies that a single work is under review.
Also the first words of the original version, “This little work is” are modified in the
version of 1859 to “These little works are”; and further on “one distinguished writer”
is replaced by “two distinguished writers.” In fact no copy has been found of the
separate publication (a pamphlet, one would judge) that was apparently under review
in 1837, and it appears likely that it never was published. Désiré Nisard’s article on
Carrel, which is clearly the source of Mill’s translations and references, appeared in
the Revue des Deux Mondes in October 1837, and (given the frequent friendly
correspondence between him and Mill about the London and Westminster, to which
Nisard contributed) a prepublication copy was probably sent to Mill. Emile Littré’s
account of Carrel seems not to have appeared in print until it was published in 1854 as
an introductory “notice biographique” to Charles Romey’s edition of Carrel’s Oeuvres
littéraires et économiques, well after the first appearance of Mill’s article, but before
its republication; again Mill’s quotations and references clearly come from this notice,
although seventeen years intervene between Mill’s citations from it and its
independent publication. Odd as the sequence of events may seem, one may infer that
Mill, who was acquainted with Littré, was given the text for translation, it being
assumed that it would also appear in French at about the same time.f Finally,
Hooper, named in 1837 as the publisher of the “not yet published” work, was at that
time the publisher of the London and Westminster. What seems most likely is that
Mill proposed to Hooper a pamphlet consisting of Nisard’s and Littré’s essays,
translated (and likely paid for) by himself; he then reviewed a work (his translation,
perhaps unfinished) that existed in manuscript, but was never published.

If this interpretation is correct, it strengthens the already powerful evidence of Mill’s
extraordinary attachment to Carrel’s character and career, an attachment, as is
demonstrated by John Cairns in the Introduction above (Ixii-lxvii), that was not short-
lived. For example, he wrote to Henry Chapman immediately after the French
Revolution of February 1848: “In my meditations and feelings on the whole matter,
every second thought has been of Carrel—he who perhaps alone in Europe was
qualified to direct such a movement, to have perished uselessly, and the very man
who killed him, now a prominent reformer. . . .” And, sending a set of Dissertations
and Discussions to Charles Dupont-White mainly because he had been a friend of
Carrel, he comments: “Je me réjouirai toujours de I’avoir, moi aussi, personnellement
connu, et je conserve de lui un souvenir des plus vifs.”?>

ESSAYS IN THE EDINBURGH REVIEW

mill’s intense political involvement of the 1830s having ended in disillusionment, at
least so far as his personal ambitions as editor or actor were concerned, he decided to
divest himself of the London and Westminster and, though as author mainly
concerned in the last stages of composition of his Logic, to offer his services as
essayist and reviewer to the Edinburgh. This connection began with his second review
of Tocqueville’s Democracy in America, but even before that article was written he
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outlined his further hopes to Macvey Napier, editor of the Edinburgh, in a letter partly
quoted in the Introduction above:

... I should like very much . . . to write occasionally on modern French history &
historical literature, with which from peculiar causes I am more extensively
acquainted than Englishmen usually are. If I had continued to carry on the London &
W. review, I should have written more than one article on Michelet a writer of great &
original views, very little known among us. One article on his history of France, &
another combining his Roman history with Arnold’s, might I think be made very
interesting & useful. Even on Guizot there may be something still to be written.f

Nothing came of this notion for some time, though in 1842 Mill did much reading on
Roman history, consulting the German authorities as well as Michelet and Arnold.?’
Eventually his attention moved from Rome back to France, and in a letter to
Alexander Bain (of which unfortunately only part is known) he says: “I am now
vigorously at work reviewing Michelet’s History of France for the Edinburgh. 1 hope
to do Napier, and get him to insert it before he finds out what a fatal thing he is
doing.”z_ The reference here is to what he had earlier described to Napier as his
“strongly Guelphic” views, and later identified to R.B. Fox as his “arrant
Hildebrandism,” that is, his favouring the popes over the kings,? a matter that
emerges in a letter to Michelet while the article was in progress, as well, of course, as
in the text itself. Reporting to Bain that the essay was in Napier’s hands by 3
November, 1843, Mill commented, “If he prints it, he will make some of his readers
stare.” With the hindsight of a half-century, in some respects dulled but percipient in
others, Bain remarks in his biography of Mill: “We have a difficulty, reading it now,
to see anything very dreadful in its views. But a philosophic vindication of the Papacy
and the celibacy of the clergy, as essential preservatives against barbarism, was not
then familiar to the English mind.”?

The essay, being cogitated and written during the final stages of Mill’s work on his
System of Logic, shows many signs of his matured views on the lessons and methods
of history, for instance on the three stages of historical writing and the formation of
national character (“Ethology,” as he called the new science in his Logic). It also
introduces a theme more dominant later in his writings, the historical record of
women’s outstanding contributions to political and social life, and furthermore
suggests the instructive role he now saw as more appropriately his than the active one
he strove for in the 1830s.

The second notion canvassed by Mill when he wrote to Napier about contributing an
historical series to the Edinburgh was further comment on Guizot. This came to
fruition in “Guizot’s Essays and Lectures on History” (1845), a much more
comprehensive essay than the jointly written “Guizot’s Lectures on European
Civilization” in the London Review nine years earlier. Like “Michelet’s History of
France,” it was republished in Dissertations and Discussions in 1859, where they
together make a major contribution to the effect of that collection.

Mill was moving into a new period of activity when this essay was composed, though
the themes of the Logic were still running through his mind, as one can see especially
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in the article’s discussions of such issues as scientific history as an interpretative tool,
the relations between successive states of society, and the constructive, indeed
essential, role of antagonism in cultural, intellectual, and social progress. This last
theme is of course predictive of Mill’s future work as well, being central to On
Liberty and important in other of his essays; his comment on the “stationary state” in
“Guizot” also suggests the development of this idea in his Principles; and again there
is mention of the role of women in history, one of the principal emphases in his
Subjection of Women. When beginning work on “Guizot,” Mill was also seeing
through the press the first edition of his Essays on Some Unsettled Questions of
Political Economy (1844), the questions having remained unsettled since he wrote the
essays in the early thirties (and to this day not entirely resolved). He was already
planning to develop his ideas on political economy into a treatise,ﬁ and he published
“The Currency Question” in the Westminster in June 1844 and “The Claims of
Labour” (on which he was working in this period) in the Edinburgh in April 1845.

Unlike these two articles, Mill’s accounts of the French historians were not
occasional, not even in the sense of being responses to recent publications. He
therefore was not specially anxious to rush his thoughts into print. So, though Napier
was evidently pressing him early in 1844, he indicated that he would not have
“Guizot” ready for the spring number, even if there were room for it; and, though he
told John Sterling in May that he had been writing it, he remarked to Napier in
November that “Guizot of course can wait indeﬁnitely.”f And wait it did, until after
the appearance of the number containing “The Claims of Labour” and the next
number in July. When it was published in October it was well received, Francis
Jeffrey commenting.

Guizot, on the whole, I think excellent, and, indeed, a very remarkable paper. There
are passages worthy of Macaulay, and throughout the traces of a vigorous and
discursive intellect. He idolises his author a little too much (though I am among his
warmest admirers) and I think under-estimates the knowledge and the relish of him
which is now in this country. I cordially agree with most of the doctrine, and the value
that is put on it, though I am far from being satisfied with the account of the Feudal
system, and the differences between it and clanship, and the patriarchal, or Indian or
North American tribes and associations, with which the affinities are curious.

These remarks were made before Jeffrey knew the author’s identity; when informed,
Jeffrey said: “Your key to the articles has, in some instances, surprised me, as to
Neaves especially, and as to Mill also: for though I have long thought highly of his
powers as a reasoner, I scarcely gave him credit for such large and sound views of
realities and practical results as are displayed in that article.”g One of the reasons for
such approval may be the article’s echo, noted by Napier, of ideas advanced by the
eighteenth-century. Scottish school, including Gilbert Stuart and Millar. In any case,
the success of the account was understandably pleasing to Mill, who received
(without asking for them) reprints, and rather surprisingly agreed that Napier’s
excision of the conclusion of his essay was warranted. Unfortunately, the manuscript
(like those of almost all Mill’s review articles) has not survived, and so we lack the
text of what would undoubtedly be the most interesting variant, for which we must
rely on his statement to Napier:
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The omission of the concluding paragraph I do not regret, it could be well spared, &
though I am fully convinced of the truth of all it contained, I was not satisfied with the
manner in which it was expressed. You are of course quite right in not printing what
you think would expose you to attack, when you do not yourself agree in it. At the
same time. I do not know how a public writer can be more usefully employed than in
telling his countrymen their faults, & if that is considered anti-national I am not at all
desirous to avoid the charge. Neither do I think that the English, with all their national
self-conceit, are now much inclined to resent having their faults pointed out—they
will bear a good deal in that respect.ﬁ

“Duveyrier’s Political Views of French Affairs,” which appeared in the Edinburgh in
April 1846, is similarly non-occasional; indeed Mill began writing it in the spring of
1844, thinking it might find a place in the British and Foreign Review, then edited by
John Mitchell Kemble.3_5 On 6 June, disappointed in his hopes that it would be
finished (part was completed and the rest in draft), he wrote to Kemble promising
that, official work and a holiday intervening, he would finish it in time for the Au§ust
number; again on 14 August he asked for a stay, being “loaded with occupation.”_6
The next surviving evidence leaves us in darkness as to the intermediate history: a
letter to Napier on 1 May, 1846, acknowledges a generous remittance for the article,
and then refers to what is, for us, yet another not-to-be-retrieved variant:

I cannot complain of your having left out the passage controverting the warlike
propensity of the French, though I should have been glad if it had been consistent with
your judgment to have retained it. The opinion is a very old & firm one with me,
founded on a good deal of personal observation & I do not think you will find that
Englishmen or other foreigners who have lived long in France & mixed in French
society, are, so generally as you seem to think, of a different opinion. I have certainly
heard, from such persons, the same opinion which I have expressed, & quite as
strongly. And I am sure you will admit that national importance, & consideration
among other nations, may be very strongly desired & sought by people who would
rather have it in any other way than by war. I venture to say thus much because I think
the Edin, has lately been sometimes very unjust to the French. . . 3_7

Here Mill shows less indulgence for a fellow editor’s need to maintain a steady
colouration in a journal, perhaps because his own editorship was a further two years
in the past, but more likely because the subject was of greater contemporary
importance, the essay on Duveyrier being much more concerned with current issues
than that on Guizot. Mill does not ignore history, but the history that matters is mainly
that since 1830, when France embarked on a constitutional course with, as it were, no
native roots. The July monarchy was, of course, apparently continuing at the height of
its success, with no portents of its downfall in less than two years. Mill was able here
to draw on his extensive knowledge of the development of the French constitution in
theory and practice during the preceding decade and a half, as well as his
acquaintance with Duveyrier and his writings, and draw conclusions about the
immediate problems and eventual solutions. His essay indeed typifies those of his
writings (see especially the essays in Volume VI of the Collected Works) where one
finds assessments that combine urgency with measured comment, one of the best of
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his remarks here being, “It is not the uncontrolled ascendancy of popular power, but
of any power, which is formidable” (306).

In recognition, perhaps, of the dual nature of the essay, Mill did not include it in
Dissertations and Discussions, but extracted the more generalized part for insertion in
the revised version of “Tocqueville on Democracy in America [I1]” there reprinted.%
Only this passage then provides variants.

THE WESTMINSTER AGAIN

the french revolution of 1848, with its concomitant upheavals elsewhere in Europe,
once again fired Mill’s imagination, the idealist heat being heightened by Harriet
Taylor’s enthusiasm. Though the socialist experiment was short-lived, its lessons, he
believed, were of lasting value, as he indicates in the Autobiography when discussing
the changes made in the Principles of Political Economy for the 2nd (1849) and 3rd
(1852) editions. The increased value attached to socialism (in his use of the term) was
the result, he says, partly of “the change of times, the first edition [1848] having been
written and sent to press before the French Revolution of 1848, after which the public
mind became more open to the reception of novelties in opinion, and doctrines
appeared moderate which would have been thought very startling a short time
before.” In the next year or two, he adds, he and his wife (as she became in 1851)
gave much time “to the study of the best Socialistic writers on the Continent, and to

meditation and discussion on the whole range of topics involved in the controversy. . .
239

The reason for these changes may not have been so evident to contemporary readers
of the Principles, but Mill had responded earlier, if at first anonymously, to the
Revolution, choosing for his vehicle the Westminster, which was more open to radical
views than the Edinburgh. In “Vindication of the French Revolution of February
1848,” published in April 1849, he takes as opponent the ever-available judgments of
Lord Brougham (one of the originators and early mainstays of the Edinburgh).
Though in this respect occasional, the article had lasting value for Mill as a defence of
principles valid for the foreseeable future, and Brougham’s pamphlet, Letter to the
Marquess of Lansdowne, though viciously assailed, merely served as the best
available entrée to the subject, which again brought back excited memories. The
remark quoted above showing Mill’s regret that Carrel was not living at that hour is
echoed emphatically in Bain’s recollection of their conversations at the time. The
“Vindication,” Bain says, “like [Mill’s] ‘Armand Carrel,’ is a piece of French political
history, and the replies to Brougham are scathing. I remember well, in his excitement
at the Revolution, his saying that the one thought that haunted him was—Oh, that
Carrel were still alive!”_O As a glance at the article will show, Mill here engages
major constitutional and practical questions in defending the revolutionists, and, in
elucidating principles of comparative politics, brings to bear his careful consideration
of the development of French institutions.

The essay takes forensic form, and Mill’s concern over the basis of his defence is seen

in his decisions about the authenticating evidence. This concern appears strongly in a
letter to Hickson probably written in March of 1849:
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I attach importance to most of the notes, since when I am charging Brougham with
misrepresentation of what Lamartine said, it will not do to bid the reader trust to my
translations—and the passages from Tocqueville being cited as evidence to matters of
fact, ought to be given in the original. You however must judge what is best for your
review. You kindly offered me some separate copies—I should not desire more than
50, but in these I would like to have the notes preserved and it would not be necessary
for that purpose to set them up in smaller type. If the types are redistributed I would
willingly pay the expense of recomposing. I cannot imagine how the printer could
commit the stupid blunder of putting those notes with the text. As a heading, “The
Revolution of February and its assailants” would do. In the separate copies I should
like to have a title page, which might run thus: “A Vindication of the French
Revolution of 1848 in reply to Lord Brougham and others.”*!

These “notes,” which consist of the original passages that Mill translated, do not
appear in the article, but they are attached as an appendix to the pamphlet offprint,
and appear in Dissertations and Discussions as an appendix to Volume II; here,
acknowledging Mill’s attachment to them, we include them as Appendix B.

Other indications of the significance of the argument to Mill are seen in his procuring
and disposing of offprints (he referred to the article even before publication as a
“pamphlet”), and in his reprinting it in Dissertations and Discussions, long after what
Bain calls his “sanguine belief in the political future of France had disappeared
following the “fatality of December, 1851,” when Louis Napoleon engineered his
coup d ’état.f

The initial composition is not well documented, although there is no doubt that he and
Harriet were highly offended by the British press’s revealing through its animosity its
ignorance of France. The first extant reference to the article dates from 6 February,
1849, when Mill reported to Hickson that it was finished, except for the revision,
which was retarded by difficulties he was having with his eyesight. He will, he says
(making a rare and welcome reference to reading Dickens), “ ‘make an effort’ (vide
chap. 1 of Dombey) and let you have it soon” for the Westminster. And less than two
weeks later he writes to Harriet: “The pamphlet [sic] has gone to Hickson—I had
thought of sending one of the separate copies to L. Blanc. Whom else should it go to?
To all the members of the Prov[isional] Gov[ernment] I think, & as it will not be
published till April I had better take the copies to Paris with me & send them when
there as it saves so much uncertainty & delay.”f

He returned to the matter of the titles in reporting on 14 March to Harriet Taylor on
the article’s progress:

I have had the proof of the pamphlet, all but the last few pages. There seems very
little remaining in it that could be further softened without taking the sting out
entirely—which would be a pity. I am rather against giving away any copies, at least
for the present, in England—except to Louis Blanc to whom I suppose I should
acknowledge authorship. . . . As a heading in the review I have thought of “The
Revolution of February & its assailants”—it does not seem advisable to put
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Brougham’s name at the top of the page—& “the Revolution of February” or
anything of that kind itself would be tame, & excite no attention.**

In sending a copy to Louis Blanc, Mill expressed strongly his approbation of the
revolutionists’ behaviour:

permettez-moi de vous faire ’hommage d’un petit écrit destiné a servir de
protestation contre les calommes odieuses dont on cherche a flétrir votre noble
révolution de février, et ceux qui I’ont dirigée pendant les premiers jours.

J’ai taché de rendre justice a la part que vous avez prise personnellement dans le
grand événement, et vous verrez que j’y parle du socialisme avec une sympathie plus
ouverte que celle que j’ai manifestée dans la premiere édition de mon Econ politique.
Je crois que vous serez plus satisfait de la seconde.d'_5

Ten years later the question of attribution arose again when Blanc wished to pay
public tribute to Mill’s account. Mill responded:

Je n’ai aucune raison pour ne pas vouloir étre cit¢ comme 1’auteur de la brochure sur
la Révolution de Février. Au contraire je me réjouirais d’associer mon nom a cette
protestation en faveur de principes qui sont les miens, et d’hommes que je respecte
profondément.f

As indicated in the editorial headnote to the text, Mill’s wishes concerning the titles
were acceded to; however, some of the remaining “sting” that he thought could not be
spared was extracted in the reprint in Dissertations and Discussions, ten years after
the letter to his wife quoted above. Indeed, it seems certain that this was one of the
two articles (the other probably being “Sedgwick’s Discourse™) in which he felt the
need to remove some of the “asperity of tone” of the original Version.4_7 The number
of “softening” variants helps make this (given its date) one of the most heavily revised
essays in Dissertations and Discussions.

The accession to imperial power of Louis Napoleon provides much of the explanation
of Mill’s not writing at length or publicly on France during the remainder of his life.
He felt not only abstract revulsion but personal distress during the Second Empire, as
his letters show, but no major essays dwell on his concern. Furthermore, his extended
comments in essays on history and historians after 1850 are exclusively devoted to the
classical period, where his interest in philosophy was intertwined with historical
considerations. But his extensive and intensive examinations of the themes developed
in this volume, valuable in themselves, may also be seen behind his major political
and social writings of the 1850s and 1860s.

TEXTUAL VARIANTS

the great majority of textual variants in Mill’s periodical essays derive from their
revision for the first two volumes of Dissertations and Discussions (1859), which
contain articles from 1832 to 1853; alterations in the second edition of those volumes
(1867) were infrequent. The articles, dating from 1859 to 1866, that were republished
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in the third volume of Dissertations and Discussions (also 1867), were less
thoroughly revised (or, perhaps it is fairer to say, needed less revision). The fourth
and final volume (1875), containing materials dating from 1869 to 1873, was prepared
for publication after Mill’s death by his step-daughter, Helen Taylor; there is no
evidence that Mill was responsible for any of the rare changes in it (and in the third
edition of Volumes I and II, and the second edition of Volume III, which were
published with it in 1875). There 1s, indeed, a gradual decrease in frequency of
changes, substantive and formal, both as the years progress and as the gap between
the time of first publication and of republication decreases.

These generalizations, which derive from a study of all the revisions, are borne out by
the essays in this volume, six of which appeared in Dissertations and Discussions,
two in part and four in full, all in Volumes I and II. Because he chose not to include in
Dissertations and Discussions any of his apprentice essays, the first three essays in
this volume were not rewritten; neither, as mentioned above, was the review of
Carlyle’s French Revolution. “The Monster Trial” was not reprinted, undoubtedly
because Mill thought it too occasional for long wear, but it reveals variants of some
interest in Mill’s self-quotation of a passage from an article in the Examiner. The
results of collation of the texts that Mill could have prepared will be seen in footnotes,
which record the substantive variants in accordance with the system outlined on cxiv-
cxvi below.

While a full appreciation of the significance of Mill’s changes can be gained only by
examining each in context, an impracticable goal here, some indications of their
general tenor are appropriate. A rough initial classification (used also in the other
volumes of this edition) will help in describing the kind and frequency of his
revisions: one can distinguish (though there is overlapping) among changes that
reveal (1) alterations in opinion or fact, including omissions, amplifications, or
corrections; (2) alterations resulting from the time between versions or from their
different provenances; (3) alterations that qualify, emphasize, or give technical clarity;
and (4) alterations that are purely verbal, or give semantic clarity, or result from shifts
in word usage, and alterations in emphasis indicated by changes from italic to roman
typeface.

In “The Monster Trial” there are only three substantive changes between the quoted
passage as it appeared in the Examiner in 1834 and in the Monthly Repository in 1835
(see 126, b‘b, 128°). Of these, the second is a trivial example of the fourth type, but
the other two, involving excision of passages having to do with a radical view of the
rights of property, illustrate type 1 because they involve important differences in
intention and effect. It will be noted, of course, that they could be classed as type 2
because the passages, appropriate in a newspaper, might be thought not to serve the
different ends of a periodical, especially after the passage of a year and a half.

More illustrative, of course, are the changes in the six essays reprinted in whole or in
part in Dissertations and Discussions. In all there are 488 substantive variants, of
which 38 may be seen as type 1, 45 as type 2, 152 as type 3, and 253 as type 4. Of the
total, only 37 reflect changes resulting from revision in the 1867 edition of
Dissertations and Discussions, and almost all of these are type 4. In “Alison’s
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History” (a comparatively short essay, it will be recalled, only part of which was
reprinted) there are 41 variants, of which over two-thirds are type 4; 15 of these
(including the one variant from 1867) result from the removal of italics, a quieting
revision found in the essays dating from the early 1830s that in their original forms
show Carlyle’s influence on Mill’s prose. The one change that I have labelled as type
1 is that from “men’s” to “people’s” (119”7), an acknowledgment by Mill of the
pronomlnal gender distortion that he tried to alleviate in his writings after the early
1850s 8 As an illustration of type 2 changes, one may cite 120", in which the
“Tories” of 1832 became “Conservatives” in 1859, reflecting the change in
terminology (not, of course, that the earlier term disappeared). A type 3 change,
typical not only of its kind but also of Mill’s ceaseless search for precise
categorization, is seen at 1209%, where “never” was replaced by “has scarcely ever”.

General illustrations of the types of alteration may be seen in the most heavily and
most interestingly revised essay, “Armand Carrel,” which contains 246 changes, more
than half of those in this volume as a whole, 23 of them being type 1 and 31 type 2.
Of the former, good instances will be found at 1737, (the motivation here a little
mysterious), 177°°, and 8(cf. the footnote where the fact is corrected). At 1857 one
sees the common quahﬁcatlon of Mill’s early enthusiasm for August Comte—but
compare 228°°%. At 185" there is a reflection of Mill’s further reading in the
philosophy of history as Vico and Condorcet are listed with Herder, while von Miiller
is dropped. The type 2 changes reflecting the passage of time are illustrated by 187
(cf. 187n), where Mill, having referred in 1837 to the hoped-for completion of
Guizot’s Histoire de la révolution d’Angleterre (2 vols., 1826-27), deleted the
promissory note, for the work had been completed by four further volumes, two in
1854 and two in 1856; the type 2 changes reflecting the change of provenance are
illustrated close by, at 188", where the revision includes deletion of the reference to
“this review” (it also includes the type 4 change from “contemporaries” to
“cotemporaries,” Mill’s common form). An interesting series of type 3 changes, close
in effect to type 1, will be seen at 192" and following, where the proper ways of
describing the effects of the Revolution of 1830 are explored. Such changes are
related to those counted as type 4 that soften the elegiac tone at 169”77, 1738, 199"
M and 212°°¢; these have a cumulative effect indicating that 1nd1v1dua11y minor
changes can have an importance going beyond type 3 to type 1. It should be
mentioned that only 8 of the variants in “Armand Carrel” date from 1867, but 24 arise
from Mill’s quotations from one of his letters to Carlyle; these are of unequal
significance, but certalnly should not be ignored in any close study of Mill’s political
views in the 1830s.* Flnally (though one 1s tempted to continue exhaustively and
exhaustingly), material of interest to historians of the language can be found in those
variant notes that show a change from italic to roman type for words taken into
English from French; Mill was, one may infer, an important source of such loan
words, his works providing in this, as in other respects, significant material for
philologists.

In “Michelet’s History of France,” “Guizot’s Essays and Lectures,” and the small part
of “Duveyrier’s Political Views” that was republished, the substantive changes bear
out the generalizations made above about frequency and importance: “Michelet”
reveals 63 variants, 7 of them dating from 1867; only 8 of the total show the
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characteristics of types 1 and 2 “Guizot” has 44, a surprising proportion (nearly a
quarter) from 1867; all but 2 of the total are of types 3 and 4. And “Duveyrier” shows
only 4, of which 1 is from 1867, and 3 are type 4. “Vindication of the French
Revolution of February 1848 is an exception to the pattern; for reasons stated above,
both its subject and its personal attack on Brougham gave matter for thought in the ten
years intervening between its first publication and its republication in Dissertations
and Discussions. In fact it contains 90 revisions (10 of them from 1867),2 of which
10 may be seen as type 1; once more it may be claimed that students of Mill, in this
case especially those interested in the roots of his qualified socialism, should look
carefully at these first and second thoughts.

The accidental variants (not reported in detail in this edition), mainly consisting of
changes in punctuation and spelling, do not reveal sufficient evidence to justify major
generalizations. They of course show, to an indeterminable extent, the preferences of
printers, editors, and publishing houses. (The Edinburgh Review, for instance, may
have revised Mill’s manuscripts by removing some hyphenations, judging by the
comparative frequency of such changes when revisions in essays from it are compared
with those from the Westminster.) As usual in Mill’s case, the essays show a slight
lightening in punctuation in their republication, but “Armand Carrel” reveals in
Dissertations and Discussions a great preponderance of added over removed commas.
As elsewhere, the earlier “any thing” and “every thing [body]” are collapsed into one
word, and participles with (“realising,” “analysed”) tend to take “z” forms, except
for “recognize” and its cognates, where the reverse occurs; the forms of “shew” take
the “o0” spelling, and “enquiry” and its cognates take an initial “i”. The addition or
removal of initial capital letters (roughly in balance) has not yielded any conclusions,
nor are any of these changes suggestive of altered emphasis, as they are in other
places, for example in some of the works in Volumes XVIII-XIX of the Collected
Works.

(1P
S

TEXTUAL PRINCIPLES AND METHODS

as throughout this edition, the copy-text for each item is that of the final version
supervised by Mill, unless only a {)art of an essay was later reprinted, in which case
the latest full version is adopted.s_ There are, it is to be regretted, no extant
manuscripts for any of the essays here included. Details concerning revisions are
given in the headnotes to each item and in the discussion above.

Method of indicating variants. All the substantive variants are governed by the
principles enunciated below; “substantive” here means all changes of text except
spelling (including initial capitalization), hyphenation, punctuation, demonstrable
typographical errors, and such printing-house concerns as type size, etc. All
substantive variants are indicated, except the substitution of “on” for “upon” (twenty-
two instances) and of “though” for “although” (five instances). The variants are of
three kinds: addition of a word or words, substitution of a word or words, deletion of a
word or words. The following illustrative examples are drawn, except as indicated,
from “Armand Carrel.”
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Addition of a word or words: see 170" In the text, the passage “or even who can”
appears as “or "even” who can”; the variant note reads “*”'+59,67”. Here the plus sign
indicates the editions of this particular text in which the addition appears. The editions
are always indicated by the last two numbers of the year of publication: here 59 =
1859 (the first edition of Volumes I and Il of Dissertations and Discussions); 67 =
1867 (the second edition of those volumes). Information explaining the use of these
abbreviations is given in each headnote, as required. Any added editorial comment is
enclosed in square brackets and italicized.

Placing this example in context, the interpretation is that when first published (1837)
the reading was “or who can”; this reading was altered in 1859 to “or even who can”
and the latter reading was retained in 1867 (the copy-text).

Substitution of a word or words: see 1697, In the text the passage “We can still
remember” appears as “/We can still remember”; the variant note reads 73712 1t is
still given to us, to”. Here the words following the edition indicator are those for
which “We can still” were substituted, applying the same rules and putting the variant
in context, the interpretation is that when first published (in 1837 as article and
offprint) the reading was “It is still given to us, to remember”; in 1859 this was altered
to “We can still remember”; and the reading of 1859 (as is clear in the text) was
retained in 1867.

In this volume there are few examples of passages altered more than once: see 20197
The text reads ““Mr. Carlyle’s® words™; the variant note reads “*%33 your] 37" the”.
Here the different readings, in chronological order, are separated by a square bracket.
The interpretation is that the readin% in the earliest version (1833), “your words”, was
altered in the second version (1837 and the identical 18372) to “the words”, and in
the final versions (1859 and 1867, the copy-text) to “Mr. Carlyle’s words”. (The
circumstances are unusual, for the version of 1833 is from a letter from Mill to
Carlyle.) The other cases, all instances of a wording altered and then returned to its
original reading, are signalled by the absence of an expected edition indicator. See,
e.g., 206", where the variant note reads “"59 or seemed to present”; the lack of the
expected “67” indicates that the words “or seemed to present” were added in 1859 but
deleted in 1867 in a return to the original reading.

Deletion of a word or words: see 169" and 118/7. The first of these is typical,
representing the most convenient way of indicating deletions in a later edition. In the
text at 169" a single superscript appears centred between “gone” and “; and”; the
variant note reads “*372. . . He is gone”. Here the words following the edition
indicators are the ones deleted; applying the same rules and putting the variant in
context, the interpretation is that when first published (1837) the reading was “gone.
He is gone; and”; in 1859 the period and “He is gone” were deleted, and the reading
of 1859 (as is clear in the text) was retained in 1867.

The second example (1 1877) illustrates the method used in the volume to cover more
conveniently deletions when portions of the copy-text were later reprinted, as in the
case of “Alison’s History of the French Revolution,” part of which was republished in
Dissertations and Discussions, Volume 1. That is, there is here, exceptionally, a later
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version of part of the copy-text, whereas normally the copy-text is the latest version.
In the text the words “The hundred political revolutions™ appear as “The’hundred
political revolutions”; the variant note reads ‘/7-59,67”. The minus sign indicates that
in the editions signified the word enclosed was deleted; putting the example in context
the interpretation is that when first published (1832) the reading was (as is clear in the
text) “The hundred political revolutions”; this reading was altered in 1859 to “The
political revolutions”, and the latter reading was retained in 1867.

Dates of footnotes: see 187n. Here the practice, when a note was added by Mill to a
version after the first, is to place immediately after the footnote indicator, in square
brackets, the figures indicating the edition in which Mill’s footnote first appeared. In
the example cited, “[67]” signifies that the note was added in 1867. If no such
indication appears, the note is in all versions.

Punctuation and spelling. In general, changes between versions in punctuation and
spelling are ignored. Those changes that occur as part of a substantive variant are
included in that variant, and the superscript letters in the text are placed exactly with
reference to punctuation. Changes between italic and roman type are treated as
substantive variants and are therefore shown, except in foreign phrases and titles of
works.

Other textual liberties. Some of the titles have been modified or supplied; the full
titles in their various forms will be found in the headnotes. The dates added to the
titles are those of first publication. When footnotes to the titles gave bibliographic
information, these have been deleted, and the information given in the headnotes.
Having adapted our practices to composition by word-processor, we have not
reproduced digraphs. At 204n-5n quotation marks have been added to what was
clearly intended to be recognized as a quotation. In the headnotes the quotations from
Mill’s bibliography, the manuscript of which is a scribal copy, are also silently
corrected; the note below lists them. >2 While the punctuation and spelling of each
item are retained, the style has been made uniform: for example, periods are deleted
after references to monarchs (e.g., “Louis XIV.”), and their numerical designations
are regularized as capital roman numerals; dashes are deleted when combined with
other punctuation before a quotation or reference; and italic punctuation after italic
passages has been made roman. Indications of ellipsis have been normalized to three
dots plus, when necessary, terminal punctuation. The positioning of footnote
indicators has been normalized so that they always appear after adjacent punctuation
marks; in some cases references have been moved from the beginning to the end of
quotations for consistency.

Also, in accordance with modern practice, all long quotations have been reduced in
type size and the quotation marks removed. In consequence, it has occasionally been
necessary to add square brackets around Mill’s words in quotations; there is little
opportunity for confusion, as there are no editorial insertions except page references.
Double quotation marks replace single, and titles of works originally published
separately are given in italics. Mill’s references to sources, and additional editorial
references (in square brackets), have been normalized. When necessary his references
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have begn corrected; a list of the corrections and alterations is given in the note
5
below.

Appendices. Appendix A, the review of Guizot’s Lectures, 1s placed here because it
was jointly written by Joseph Blanco White and Mill, and the precise contribution of
each is not known; otherwise it is treated uniformly with the main text.

Appendix B contains the French texts of the material quoted in Mill’s own translation
in “Vindication of the French Revolution of February 1848.” The importance Mill
attached to their being available is explained at cviii-cix above.

Appendix C consists of the textual emendations; its headnote outlines the principles
and practices adopted in altering Mill’s text.

Appendix D, the Index of Persons and Works Cited, provides a guide to Mill’s
references and quotations, with notes concerning the separate entries, and a list of
substantive variants between his quotations and their sources. The most extensive
quotation is, as one would expect, from reviewed works; a large number of the shorter
quotations (some of which are indirect) are undoubtedly taken from memory, with no
explicit references being given, and the identification of some of these is inescapably
inferential. It will be noted that Mill habitually translates from the French; this volume
gives the best evidence of his very considerable skill.

Since Appendix D serves as an index to persons, writings, and statutes, references to

them do not appear in the general Index, which has been prepared by Dr. Maureen
Clarke and Dr. Jean O’Grady.
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hard work: more easily in writing than speech I thank Marion Filipiuk (our resident
expert in French), Jean O’Grady, Rea Wilmshurst, Allison Taylor, Jonathan Cutmore,
and Maureen Clarke. Her Huguenot heritage and historical profession make as
appropriate as it is pleasant to announce again my enduring obligation to one member
of the editorial committee, Ann P. Robson, ma femme qui, en dépit du dicton de
Frangois ler, ne varie point.
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ESSAYS ON POLITICS AND SOCIETY

MIGNET’S FRENCH REVOLUTION

1826

EDITOR’S NOTE

Westminster Review, V (Apr., 1826), 385-98. Headed. “Art. V.—Histoire de la
Révolution Frangaise, depuis 1789, jusqu’en 1814. / Par F[rancois] A[uguste] Mignet
Paris [ Firmin Didot], 1824, 2 vols. [sic for 2 parts.] 8vo. Pp. 735. / History of the
French Revolution. By F.A. Mignet, 8vo. 2 vols. / 12mo. 2 vols. 1826. [London:]
Hunt and Clarke.” Running titles: “French Revolution,” Unsigned. Not republished.
Identified in Mill’s bibliography as “A review of Mignet’s History of the French
Revolution, in the 10th number of the Westminster Review” (MacMinn, 7). There is
no separate copy of this article in Mill’s library, Somerville College.

For comment on the essay, see xxxix-xlii and xciv-xcv above.

Mignet’S French Revolution

this is a very sprightly narrative of the French Revolution, in two small volumes:
which is as much as to say, that it is calculated to be most extensively popular. It
possesses, indeed, all the requisites for a popular history. It tells an interesting story; it
tells it in an interesting manner; it is not too long to be readable; it addresses itself to
the reigning sentiment in the nation for which it is written, and there is just philosophy
enough in it to persuade common readers that they are deriving instruction, while
there is not enough to task their attention or their patience. There is a sort of middle
point which it is difficult to hit exactly, between a philosophical history and a mere
narrative. M. Mignet seems to have aimed at this point; he has at any rate attained it.

The old mode of writing a history resembled the mode of writing a novel; with only
this difference, that the facts were expected to be true. In both cases there was a story
to be told, and he who told it best was the best novelist, or the best historian. The
poems which preceded the first histories, and which were probably intended, with
some qualifications, to pass for histories, were written with the same ends in view as
the prose histories which followed them. Greater license of amplification was, indeed,
allowed to the poet, but in other respects the standard of excellence was the same: he
who raised the most vivid conceptions, and the most intense emotions, was the
greatest master of his art. This mode of writing history attained its highest excellence
in the hands of the Greek and Roman historians. Livy, perhaps, exemplifies it in its
purest state. In what remains of his history we have a surprising instance of the
perfection to which the art of narration may be carried, where no other part of the
duties of a historian is attended to; and for that very reason. Thucydides, with the
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exception of his early chapters,@ which consist chiefly of a comment upon evidence,
may be regarded as another variety of the same class. Each stands preeminent among
his countrymen in the talent of narrative, each avoids generalization, and when he has
any reflections to make, puts them into the mouth of one of the dramatis personae;
retaining the character of the story-teller, even when he puts on that of the orator or
the politician.

Between this style of historical composition, and the more modern one, which makes
history subservient to philosophy, in which the narrative itself is but a secondary
object, the illustration of the laws of human nature and human society being the first,
there is an intermediate style, which endeavours to unite the characteristic properties
of both the others. In this the primary object is still the gratification of that large class,
who read only for amusement. With this purpose long inductions of facts or trains of
reasoning being inconsistent, they are accordingly avoided, or banished to an
appendix. Dramatic interest is with these, as with the first class of historians, the main
object; but such general reflections are interspersed, drawn from the surface of the
subject, as may be comprehended without any effort of attention, by an ordinary
understanding. The common reader is thus provided with such instruction, or
supposed instruction, as his habits of mind render him capable of receiving, and is
possessed with a high idea of the powers of the writer, who can communicate wisdom
in so easy and entertaining a form. Of the popularity which may be acquired by this
mode of writing history, the success of Hume is a striking example.@ Excelling all
modern historians in his powers of narrative, he has also obtained credit for the
profundity of his reflections. That his reputation for this quality is so widely diffused,
is of itself a sufficient proof that it is undeserved. Had his reflections been really
profound, we may venture to affirm that they would have been less popular. By a
profound reflection, is meant a reflection, the truth of which is not obvious at first
sight, and to a cursory reader, but which, in proportion as a man grows wiser, and
takes a deeper insight into things, forces itself upon his assent.

When we say, that M. Mignet seems to have formed himself in this school, and that
he is the highest specimen of it, among recent writers, which our recollection suggests
to us, we have conveyed, we think, a tolerably accurate conception of his character as
a historian. Little, therefore, remains to be done beyond the selection of such passages
as seem best adapted to exhibit the degree in which he possesses the various attributes
of his class: for we do not purpose to enter at present into the general question of the
French revolution; it being our intention, at no distant period, to treat of that subject at
greater length.@ In the main, our view of the subject accords with that of M. Mignet;
and for this reason, among others, we are anxious that his work should be extensively
circulated in this country. There is nothing more disgraceful to Englishmen than their
utter ignorance, not only of the causes and effects, but of the very events, the story, of
the French revolution. With the majority of them, even of those among them who read
and think, the conception they have of that great event is all comprehended in a dim
but horrible vision of mobs, and massacres, and revolutionary tribunals, and
guillotines, and fishwomen, and heads carried on pikes, and noyades, and fusillades,
and one Robespierre, a most sanguinary monster. What the Tory prints choose to tell
them of this most interesting period of modern history, so much they know, and
nothing more: that is, enough to raise in their minds an intense yet indefinite horror of
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French reforms and reformers, and as far as possible of all reforms and reformers.
Now, however, when they have ceased to tremble for themselves, and to start from
their sleep at the terrific idea of a landing of French Jacobins or a rising of English
ones to confiscate their property and cut their throats, they can, perhaps, bear to look
at the subject without horror; and we exhort them to buy and read M. Mignet’s work,
that they may know in what light the revolution is regarded by the nation which saw
and felt it, which endured its evils, and is now enjoying its benefits.

M. Mignet, in his two volumes, had not space to do more than relate the story of the
revolution. Proofs, in seven hundred pages, he could give none; his work is not even
attended by the pieces justificatives, which usually follow in the train of a French
history. The revolution has been long une cause jugée, in the minds of all
disinterested persons in France; and none of M. Mignet’s countrymen would have
asked him for his proofs, who would have been capable of being convinced by them if
offered. To an English reader, this omission will diminish in some degree the value of
the book. A writer who opposes the current opinion, has need of all the proofs he can
muster. Happily, the proofs are not scanty, and are, even in this country, accessible.@
We purpose to lay some of them before our readers ere long.

M. Mignet’s narrative powers are of a high order. He has mastered the grand
difficulty in narration; he is interesting, without being voluminous; concise, without
being vague and general Former writers on the French revolution had either lost
themselves in a sea of details, dwelling on circumstance after circumstance with such
painful minuteness that he who had patience to read to the end of the story had time
before he arrived there to forget the beginning; or had contented themselves with a
meagre abstract, describing the most remarkable scenes in terms so general as to have
fitted a hundred other scenes almost as well. In narrative, as in description, it is
impossible to excite vivid conceptions, in other words it is impossible to be
interesting, without entering somewhat into detail. A particular event cannot be
characterized by a general description. But details are endless. Here then is the
dilemma. A/l the details it is not possible to give, not only because nobody would read
them, but because if read they would defeat their own purpose. If the reader’s
conception wants vivacity where there are no details, where there is excess of details
it wants distinctness. The multitude of the parts injures the ensemble. The difficulty is
in the apt selection of details. It 1s in judging which of the individualizing features it is
best to delineate, when there is not room for all: it is in fixing upon those features
which are the most strikingly characteristic, or which, if delineated, will of themselves
suggest the remainder, that the rarest quality, perhaps, of the skilful narrator displays
itself. M. Mignet possesses this quality in an extraordinary degree. His narrative may
be pronounced a model of the apt selection of details. No one has better allied
circumstantiality with condensation. We have all heard of graphic descriptions. M.
Mignet’s is a graphic narrative: and whoever looks even at the outside of the
voluminous compilations which are called Histories of the Revolution, and then turns
to M. Mignet’s small volumes, will wonder by what art he can abridge so much, with
so little of the appearance of an abridgement.

We quote the following sketch of the state of affairs at the opening of the Etats
Généraux, partly for the complete justification which it affords of the early
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revolutionists, and partly as a specimen of the manner in which M. Mignet has
executed one of the most important parts of his task:

The government ought to have been better aware of the importance of the States-
general. The re-establishment of that assembly announced of itself a great revolution.
Looked forward to by the nation with eager hope, they reappeared at a moment when
the ancient monarchy was in a state of decrepitude, and when they alone were capable
of reforming the state, and supplying the necessities of the king. The difficulties of the
times, the nature of their commission, the choice of their members, every thing
announced that they were convoked no longer as the payers of taxes, but as the
makers of laws. The public voice and the instructions of their constituents had
confided to them the right of regenerating France; and public support, and the
enormity of existing abuses, promised them strength to undertake and accomplish this
great task.

It was the interest of the monarch to associate himself in their undertaking. By this
means he might have re-established his power, and protected himself against the
revolution, by being himself the author of it. Had he taken the lead in reforms, settled
with firmness but with justice the new order of things; had he realized the wishes of
the nation by defining the rights of the citizen, the functions of the States-general and
the bounds of the royal authority; had he sacrificed his own arbitrary power, the
superiority of the nobles, and the privileges of the corporate bodies; had he, in short,
executed all the reforms which were called for by the public voice, and subsequently
effected by the Constituent Assembly; he would have prevented the fatal dissensions
which afterwards broke out. It is rarely that a prince consents to the diminution of his
power, and has the wisdom to concede what he will ultimately be forced to sacrifice.
Yet Louis XVI would have done so, if instead of being ruled by those around him, he
had obeyed the impulses of his own mind. But utter anarchy prevailed in the royal
councils. At the meeting of the States-general, no measures had been adopted, nothing
previously settled, to prevent future disputes. Louis wavered irresolute, between his
ministry, directed by Necker, and his court, governed by the queen and several princes
of his family.

The minister, satisfied with having carried the double representation of the commons,
dreaded the king’s indecision and the discontent of the court. Insufficiently alive to
the magnitude of a crisis which he regarded as financial rather than political, instead
of anticipating he waited for the result, and flattered himself that he could guide the
course of events which he had done nothing to prepare. He felt that the ancient
organization of the states could no longer be maintained, and that the existence of
three estates, with each a veto on the other two, was a hindrance to the
accomplishment of reforms and to the conduct of administration. He hoped, after the
effects of this threefold opposition should be proved by experience, to reduce the
number of the orders, and obtain the adoption of the British form of government,
including the nobles and clergy in one chamber, and the commons in another. He did
not perceive that when once the struggle had begun, his interference would be vain,
and half-measures be satisfactory to nobody, that the weaker party from obstinacy,
and the stronger from the force of circumstances, would refuse their assent to this
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system of conciliation. A compromise can only be satisfactory, while the victory is
undecided.

The court, far from wishing to give regularity to the States-general, desired to annul
them. It preferred the occasional resistance of the great public corporations to a
division of authority with a permanent assembly. The separation of the orders
favoured its designs: by fomenting their disunion, it sought to prevent them from
acting. From the vice of their organization, former States-general had effected
nothing, and it the more confidently anticipated a similar result now, as the first two
estates seemed less than ever inclined to acquiesce in the reforms demanded by the
third. The clergy desired to retain their wealth and privileges, and foresaw that they
would have more sacrifices to make than advantages to gain. The nobles were
conscious that even in resuming their long-lost political independence, they would
have more to concede to the people on the one hand, than to obtain from the monarch
on the other. The approaching revolution was about to take place almost exclusively
in favour of the commons, and the first two estates were led to coalesce with the court
against the commons, as they had previously coalesced with the commons against the
court. Interest was the sole motive of this change of side; and they allied themselves
to the monarch with no attachment to him, as they had defended the people with no
view to the public good.

No means were spared to keep the nobles and clergy in this disposition. Courtship and
seducements were lavished upon their leaders. A committee, partly composed of the
most illustrious personages, was held at the house of the Comtesse de Polignac, and
the principal members of the two orders were admitted to it. It was there that two of
the most ardent defenders of liberty in the parliament, and before the convocation of
the States-general, d’Epréménil and d’Entragues, were won over, and became its most
inveterate enemies. There were regulated the costumes of the three orders,@ and
etiquette first, intrigue next, and lastly force, were applied to disunite them. The court
was led away by the recollection of the old States-general: and imagined it possible to
manage the present like the past; to keep down Paris by the army, and the deputies of
the commons by those of the nobles; to control the States, by disuniting the orders,
and to disunite the orders by reviving the old usages which elevated the nobility and
humiliated the commons. It was thus that after the first sitting of the Essembly, they
imagined that they had prevented every thing by conceding nothing._

Of the rapidity and dramatic interest of his narrative, the following passage is an
example. He has just been relating the early acts of the Constituent Assembly.

The attempt to prevent the formation of the assembly having failed, nothing remained
to the court but to become a party to its proceedings, in order to get the direction of
them into its own hands. By prudence and good faith it might yet have repaired its
errors and effaced the memory of its hostilities. There are times when we can
originate sacrifices; there are others when we can do no more than take the merit of
accepting them. At the opening of the States-general the monarch might have made
the constitution. It was now only time to receive it from the assembly; if he had
accommodated himself to this situation, his situation would infallibly have been
improved. But the counsellors of Louis, recovered from the first emotion of surprise
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at their defeat, resolved to have recourse to the bayonet, having had recourse to
authority in vain. They intimated to him that the contempt of his commands, the
safety of his throne, the maintenance of the laws of the kingdom, and even the
happiness of his people, demanded that he should recal the assembly to submission;
that the assembly, sitting at Versailles, in the immediate neighbourhood of Paris, and
supported by both places, required to be subdued by force; that it must either be
removed or dissolved; that this design required immediate execution, to arrest the
progress of the assembly, and that to carry it into effect it was necessary to call in the
troops without delay, to intimidate the assembly, and keep down Paris and Versailles.

While these schemes were in preparation, the deputies of the nation were
commencing their legislatorial labours, and preparing that constitution so impatiently
waited for, and which they thought it no longer fitting to delay. Addresses poured in
from Paris and the great towns, applauding their wisdom, and encouraging them to
carry forward the work of the regeneration of France. In this posture of affairs the
troops arrived in great numbers; Versailles assumed the appearance of a camp; the
hall of the states was surrounded by guards, and entrance interdicted to the public;
Paris was environed by several bodies of troops, which seemed posted to undertake,
as need might be, a blockade or a siege. These immense military preparations, the
arrival of trains of artillery from the frontiers, the presence of foreign regiments,
whose obedience was without limits, every thing gave indication of sinister designs.
The people were in agitation; the assembly wished to undeceive the king, and request
the removal of the troops. On the motion of Mirabeau, it presented to the king a firm
and respectful address, but in Vain.[*_] Louis declared that he was sole judge of the
necessity of calling in or of withdrawing the troops, which he assured them were no
more than an army of precaution, to prevent disturbances, and protect the assembly;
he likewise offered to remove the assembly to Noyon or Soissons, in other words, to
place it between two armies, and deprive it of the support of the people.m

Paris was in the most violent fermentation; that immense city was unanimous in its
devotion to the assembly: its own danger, that of the national representatives, and the
scarcity of subsistence, predisposed it to insurrection. The capitalists, from interest
and the fear of a national bankruptcy, enlightened men and all the middle class from
patriotism, the populace, oppressed by want, imputing its sufferings to the court and
the privileged orders, desirous of agitation and of novelty, had ardently embraced the
cause of the revolution. It is difficult to figure to one’s self the internal commotion
which agitated the capital of France. Awakened from the repose and silence of
servitude, it was still, as it were, astonished at the novelty of its situation, and
intoxicated with liberty and enthusiasm. The press blew up the flame; the newspapers
gave circulation to the deliberations of the assembly, and seemed to make their
readers actually present at its meetings: and the questions which were there agitated,
were again discussed in the open air, in the public places. It was in the Palais Royal
especially that the deliberative assembly of the capital was held. It was thronged by a
multitude, which seemed permanent, but which was perpetually changing. A table
was the rostra, the first comer was the orator; they harangued on the dangers of the
country, and exhorted to resistance. Already, on a motion made at the Palais Royal,
the prisons of the Abbaye had been forced, and some grenadiers of the French guards
carried off in triumph, who had been confined there for refusing to fire upon the
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people. This commotion had led to no result; a deputation had solicited, in favour of
the liberated prisoners, the good offices of the assembly, who had appealed to the
clemency of the king in their behalf: they had returned to their confinement, and had
received their pardon. But this regiment, one of the bravest and fullest in its numbers,
had become favourable to the popular cause.@

We give the sequel of this passage in the original, despairing to preserve its spirit in a
translation.

Telles étaient les dispositions de Paris lorsque Necker fut renvoyé du ministere. La
cour, apres avoir établi des troupes a Versailles, a Seévres, au Champ-de-Mars, a Saint-
Denis, crut pouvoir exécuter son plan. Elle commenga par 1’exil de Necker et le
renouvellement complet du ministere. Le maréchal de Broglie, Lagallissonniére, le
duc de la Vauguyon, le baron de Breteuil et I’intendant Foulon, furent désignés
comme remplacants de Puiségur, de Montmorin, de la Luzerne, de Saint-Priest et de
Necker. Celui-ci recgut le samedi, 11 juillet, pendant son diner, un billet du roi qui lui
enjoignait de quitter le royaume sur le champ. Il dina tranquillement sans faire part de
I’ordre qu’il avait regu, monta ensuite en voiture avec madame Necker, comme pour
aller a Saint-Ouen, et prit la route de Bruxelles.

Le lendemain dimanche, 12 juillet, on apprit a Paris, vers les quatre heures du soir, la
disgrace de Necker et son départ pour I’exil. Cette mesure y fut considérée comme
I’exécution du complot dont on avait apergu les préparatifs. Dans peu d’instants la
ville fut dans la plus grande agitation; des rassemblements se formerent de toutes
parts, plus de dix mille personnes se rendirent au Palais-Royal, émues par cette
nouvelle, disposées a tout, mais ne sachant quelle mesure prendre. Un jeune homme
plus hardi que les autres, et I’'un des harangueurs habituels de la foule, Camille
Desmoulins, monte sur une table, un pistolet a la main, et il s’écrie. “Citoyens, il n’y a
pas un moment a perdre; le renvoi de M. Necker est le tocsin d’une Saint-Barthélemy
de patriotes! ce soir méme tous les bataillons suisses et allemands sortiront du
Champ-de-Mars pour nous égorger! il ne nous reste qu’une ressource, c¢’est de courir
aux armes.” On approuve par de bruyantes acclamations. Il propose de prendre des
cocardes pour se reconnaitre et pour se défendre.—“Voulez-vous, dit-il, le vert,
couleur de I’espérance, ou le rouge, couleur de ’ordre libre de Cincinnatus?”—*“Le
vert, le vert, répond la multitude.” L’orateur descend de la table, attache une feuille
d’arbre a son chapeau, tout le monde I’imite, les marronniers du Palais sont presque
dépouillés de leurs feuilles, et cette troupe se rend en tumulte chez le sculpteur
Curtius.

On prend les bustes de Necker et du duc d’Orléans, car le bruit que ce dernier devait
étre exil€, s’¢était aussi répandu; on les entoure d’un crépe et on les porte en triomphe.
Ce cortége traverse les rues Saint-Martin, Saint-Denis, Saint-Honoré¢, et se grossit a
chaque pas. Le peuple fait mettre chapeau bas a tous ceux qu’il rencontre. Le guet a
cheval se trouve sur sa route, il le prend pour escorte; le cortége s’avance ainsi jusqu’a
la place Venddme, ou I’on promene les deux bustes autour de la statue de Louis XIV.
Un détachement de royal allemand arrive, veut disperser le cortége, est mis en fuite a
coups de pierres, et la multitude continuant sa route, parvient jusqu’a la place Louis
XV. Mais 1a, elle est assaillie par les dragons du prince de Lambesc; elle résiste
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quelques moments, est enfoncée, le porteur d’un des bustes et un soldat des gardes-
francaises sont tués, le peuple se disperse, une partie fuit vers les quais, une autre se
replie en arriére sur les boulevards, le reste se précipite dans les Tuileries par le pont
tournant. Le prince de Lambesc les poursuit dans le jardin, le sabre nu, a la téte de ses
cavaliers; il charge une multitude sans armes qui n’était point du cortége et qui se
promenait paisiblement. Dans cette charge, un vieillard est blessé d’un coup de sabre;
on se défend avec des chaises, on monte sur les terrasses, 1’indignation devient
générale, et le cri aux armes retentit bientot partout, aux Tuileries, au Palais-Royal,
dans la ville et dans les faubourgs.

Le régiment des gardes-frangaises était, comme nous 1’avons déja dit, bien disposé
pour le peuple; aussi I’avait-on consigné dans ses casernes. Le prince de Lambesc,
craignant malgré cela qu’il ne prit parti, donna ordre a soixante dragons d’aller se
poster en face de son dépot, situé dans la Chaussée-d’ Antin. Les soldats des gardes,
déja mécontents d’€tre retenus comme prisonniers, s’indignerent a la vue de ces
étrangers, avec lesquels ils avaient eu une rixe peu de jours auparavant. Ils voulaient
courir aux armes, et leurs officiers eurent beaucoup de peine a les retenir en
employant, tour-a-tour, les menaces et les priéres. Mais ils ne voulurent plus rien
entendre, lorsque quelques-uns des leurs vinrent annoncer la charge faite aux Tuileries
et la mort d’un de leurs camarades. Ils saisirent leurs armes, briserent les grilles, se
rangerent en bataille, a I’entrée de la caserne, en face des dragons, et leur crierent: Qui
vive?—Royal Allemand.—Etes-vous pour le tiers-état?—Nous sommes pour ceux qui
nous donnent des ordres.—Alors les gardes-francaises firent sur eux une décharge qui
leur tua deux hommes, leur en blessa trois et les mit en fuite. Elles s’avancerent
ensuite au pas de charge et la baionnette en avant jusqu’a la place Louis XV, se
placérent entre les Tuileries et les Champs-Elysées, le peuple et les troupes, et
gardérent ce poste pendant toute la nuit. Les soldats du Champ-de-Mars regurent
aussitot ’ordre de s’avancer. Lorsqu’ils furent arrivés dans les Champs-Elysées, les
gardes-francaises les recurent a coups de fusil. On voulut les faire battre, mais ils
refuserent: les Petits-Suisses furent les premiers a donner cet exemple que les autres
régiments suivirent. Les officiers désespérés ordonnerent la retraite, les troupes
rétrograderent jusqu’a la grille de Chaillot, d’ou elles se rendirent bient6t dans le
Champ-de-Mars. La défection des gardes-francaises, et le refus que manifesterent les
troupes, méme étrangeres, de marcher sur la capitale, firent échouer les projets de la
cour.

Pendant cette soirée le peuple s’¢était transporté a 1’Hotel-de-Ville, et avait demandé
qu’on sonnat le tocsin, que les districts fussent réunis et les citoyens armés. Quelques
¢lecteurs s’assemblerent a I’Hotel-de-Ville, et ils prirent 1’autorité en main. Ils
rendirent pendant ces jours d’insurrection les plus grands services a leurs concitoyens
et a la cause de la liberté par leur courage, leur prudence et leur activité; mais dans la
premicre confusion du soulévement, il ne leur fut guere possible d’étre écoutés. Le
tumulte était a son comble; chacun ne recevait d’ordre que de sa passion. A coté des
citoyens bien intentionnés étaient des hommes suspects qui ne cherchaient dans
I’insurrection qu’un moyen de désordre et de pillage. Des troupes d’ouvriers,
employés par le gouvernement a des travaux publics, la plupart sans domicile, sans
aveu, briilérent les barrieres, infestérent les rues, pillerent quelques maisons; ce furent
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eux qu’oﬂp appela les brigands. La nuit du 12 au 13 se passa dans le tumulte et dans les
alarmes._

After every allowance is made (and much ought to be made) for the deep interest of
the events themselves, great praise is still due to the powers both of narration and
description, which the above passage displays.

M. Mignet generally subjoins to each chapter a résumé of the progress of events
during the period which it embraces. The same sort and degree of talent is manifested
in these résumés which is conspicuous in the body of the work. We quote the
following, though one of the longest, not because it is the best, but because it contains
a summary view of the early history of the Revolution:

If one were to describe a nation which had just passed through a great crisis, and to
say, There was in this country a despotic government whose authority has been
limited, two privileged orders whose supremacy has been abolished, an immense
population already enfranchised by the growth of civilization and intelligence, but
destitute of political rights, and which, when they were refused to its entreaties, has
been compelled to assume them by force; if to this it were added that the government,
after resisting for a time, had at length yielded to the revolution, but that the
privileged orders stedfastly persevered in their resistance, the following are the
conclusions which might be drawn from these data:

The government will feel regret, the people will show distrust, the privileged orders,
each in its own way, will make war on the new order of things. The nobles, too feeble
at home to make any effectual opposition, will emigrate and stir up foreign powers,
who will make preparations for an attack; the clergy, who abroad would be deprived
of their means of action, will remain in the interior, and there endeavour to raise up
enemies to the revolution. The people, threatened from without, endangered from
within, irritated against the emigrants for exciting foreigners to hostilities, against
foreigners for attacking its independence, and against the clergy for stirring up
insurrections at home, will treat the emigrants, the foreigners, and the clergy as
enemies. It will first demand that the refractory priests be placed under surveillance,
next that they be banished, that the revenues of the emigrants be confiscated, and
finally, that war be made upon confederated Europe, to prevent the disadvantage of
having to sustain the attack. The original authors of the revolution will condemn those
of its measures which are inconsistent with the law; the continuators of the revolution
will see in them, on the contrary, the salvation of their country. A discord will break
out between those who prefer the constitution to the state, and those who prefer the
state to the constitution, the prince, impelled by his interests as king, his affections,
and his conscience, to reject this policy, will pass for an accomplice in the counter-
revolutionary conspiracy, because he will appear to protect it. The revolutionists will
then attempt, by intimidation, to draw the king to their side, and, failing of success,
they will subvert his power.

Such was the history of the Legislative Assembly. The internal tumults led to the

decree against the priests; the menaces of foreigners to that against the emigrants; the
confederacy of foreign powers, to the war against Europe; the first defeat of our
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armies, to the formation of the camp of twenty thousand. The suspicions of the
Girondists were directed towards Louis, by the refusal of his assent to most of these
decrees.@ The division between that party and the constitutional monarchists, the
latter wishing to appear legislators, as in time of peace, the former, enemies, as in
time of war, disunited the partisans of the revolution. In the minds of the Girondists,
liberty depended upon victory, and victory upon these decrees. The 20th of June was
an attempt to compel the acceptance of the decrees; on its failure, they deemed it
necessary to renounce the revolution or the throne, and they made the 10th of August.
Thus but for the emigration which produced the war, and the schism in the church
which produced the tumults, the king would probably have been reconcile*d to the
revolution, and the revolutionists would never have thought of a republic._

We have given this and other extracts in a translation with reluctance. Our only
remaining specimen shall be in the original language.

The following is a brief but interesting résumé of the decline and fall of the virtuous
and unfortunate Gironde:

Ainsi succomba le parti de la Gironde, parti illustre par de grands talents et de grands
courages, parti qui honora la république naissante par 1’horreur du sang, la haine du
crime, le dégott de I’anarchie, ’amour de I’ordre, de la justice et de la liberté; parti
mal placé entre la classe moyenne, dont il avait combattu la révolution, et la multitude
dont il repoussait le gouvernement. Condamné a ne pas agir, ce parti ne put
qu’illustrer une défaite certaine, par une lutte courageuse et par une belle mort. A
cette époque, on pouvait avec certitude prévoir sa fin: il avait été chassé de poste en
poste: des Jacobins, par I’envahissement des Montagnards; de la commune, par la
sortie de Pétion; du ministere, par la retraite de Roland et de ses collégues; de I’armée,
par la défection de Dumouriez. Il ne lui restait plus que la convention; c’est 1a qu’il se
retrancha, qu’il combattit, et qu’il succomba. Ses ennemis essayerent tour-a-tour,
contre lui, et des complots et des insurrections. Les complots firent créer la
commission des douze,@ qui parut donner un avantage momentané a la Gironde,
mais qui n’en excita que plus violemment ses adversaires. Ceux-ci mirent le peuple en
mouvement, et ils enlevérent aux Girondins, d’abord leur autorité en détruisant les
douze, ensuite leur existence politique en proscrivant leurs chefs.

Les suites de ce désastreux éveénement ne furent selon la prévoyance de personne. Les
Dantonistes crurent que les dissensions des partis seraient terminées, et la guerre
civile éclata. Les modérés du comité de salut public crurent que la convention
reprendrait toute la puissance, et elle fut asservie.m La commune crut que le 31 mai
lui vaudrait la domination, qui échut a Robespierre, et a quelques hommes dévoués a
sa fortune ou a ’extréme démocratie. Enfin, il y eut un parti de plus a ajouter aux
partis vaincus, et dés-lors aux partis ennemis; et comme on avait fait, apres le 10 aott,
la république contre les constitutionnels, on fit, aprés le 31 mai, la terreur contre les
modérés de la républiquei

Did space permit, we would gladly quote M. Mignet’s characters of the leading

members of the Constituent Assembly. In general it appears to us that the characters
of eminent men, which we read in historians, are very little to be depended upon. It is
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no easy matter to draw a character at once correct and complete, even of one who is
personally known to us, if there be any thing about him more than common; but from
hearsay, or from his public acts, it may be pronounced impossible. The troubled
period, however, of the French revolution exhibited many of its actors in such varied
situations, several of them very trying ones, that the data it affords for judging of their
characters, though far from adequate, are less scanty than ordinary. M. Mignet has
turned these data to the best account. His portraits seem accurate, and they are, at any
rate, animated.

Our preliminary observations will have prepared the reader to find that we cannot
speak altogether so favourably of M. Mignet’s reflections as of his narrative. The
prevailing vice of French writers, since Montesquieu, is that of straining at point, at
sententiousness, at being striking—we want a word—at producing an effect by mere
smartness of expression; and from this vice M. Mignet’s work, though one of the best
of its kind, is not wholly free. The sort of writers in whom this defect is conspicuous,
and of whom, in recent times, Madame de Staél is one of the most favourable
specimens, can never communicate a fact without edging in, to account for it, some
axiom or principle, wide in its extent and epigrammatic in its form. Generalization in
history is so far from being blamable, that history would be of no use without it, but
general propositions intended to be of any use, concerning the course of events in
matters where large bodies of men are concerned, cannot be compressed into
epigrams; for there is not one of them that is true without exception, and an epigram
admits not of exceptions. What do these generalizations amount to? Commonly to
this: that something which has happened once or twice will happen always.

M. Mignet’s generalizations are, in most cases, the generalizations of an acute mind;
but in his anxiety to be sententious, he almost always overdoes the generalization; he
affirms that to be true in all cases which is only true in some, or enunciates without
qualification a proposition which must be qualified to be defensible. He generalizes
upon first impressions; and as first impressions are sometimes right, he often, by
generalizing on the first impression of a remarkable fact, stumbles upon a valuable
and even a recondite truth—a truth which, if it did not stand single among so many
faux brillans, might be supposed to have emanated from a mind profoundly versed in
human nature. When this happens, the point of the expression adds great force to the
sentiment, and imprints it in the imagination. Here, however, M. Mignet is far
excelled by Madame de Sta€l, whose chief merit, in our opinion, is the unrivalled
felicity with which she has given expression to many important truths suggested to
her forcibly by the circumstances of the times in which she lived, which will be
remembered long after the brilliant paradoxes and pompous inanities, which she threw
out in such abundance along with them, shall be forgotten.

M. Mignet has been occasionally betrayed into dressing up a truism in epigrammatic
guise, and bringing it out with the air of an oracle, as a piece of consummate wisdom.
The following maxims—*“C’est toujours sur le passé qu’on regle sa conduite et ses
espérances” (p. 458). “Tout ce qui existe s étend” (p. 166), to account for the rapid
growth of the Jacobin club. “Il ne suffit pas d’étre grand homme, il faut venir a
propos” (p. 107). “Des qu’il y a des partis déplacés dans un état, il y a lutte de leur
part,” &c. (p. 204), and several others, are examples.
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The following are obvious cases of incorrect generalization: “Tous les partis sont les
mémes, et se conduisent par les mémes maximes, ou si I’on veut par les mémes
nécessités” (p. 518), merely because the Girondists and the Montagnards died with
equal courage.

“Quand on sait ce qu’on veut, et qu’on le veut vite et bien, on I’emporte toujours” (p.
357). Had he said souvent, the proposition would have been true: as it stands, it is
extravagant.

“En révolution les hommes sont miis par deux penchans, ’amour de leurs idées et le
golt du commandement” (p. 442). Two very powerful forces, it is true; but that they
are far from being the only ones which act upon man, “en temps de révolution,” is
evident enough. The other principles of human nature are not suspended, during that
period, or any other.

“En révolution les hommes sont facilement oubli€s, parce que les peuples en voient
beaucoup et vivent vite. Si I’on ne veut pas qu’ils soient ingrats, il ne faut pas cesser
un instant de les servir a leur maniere” (pp. 160-1). A general proposition grounded
on one or two instances, and only on the surface of those.

The next two are examples of important truths, or rather of approximations to
important truths, spoiled by their epigrammatic form: “On est bient6t, en révolution,
ce qu’on est cru étre” (p. 311). “Le plus grand tort des partis, apres celui d’étre
injustes, est celui de ne vouloir pas le paraitre” (p. 317).

To have expressed accurately what there is of truth in these maxims, in such manner
as to be intelligible, would have spoiled all the point of the phrase.

The following remark, with a slight qualification, contains the expression of an
important fact: “Des qu’on est en révolte, le parti dont I’opinion est la plus extréme et
le but le plus précis, I’emporte sur ses associés” (p. 388). The party which has the
most definite purpose commonly prevails; and this (as it happens) is generally the
party which goes to the greatest lengths in matter of opinion. The men who have no
fixed set of opinions follow the march of events: those who have, lead it.

The following is a profound remark, happily expressed: “Barrére, qui, comme tous les
esprits justes et les caractéres faibles, fut pour la modération, tant que la peur ne fit
pas de lui un instrument de cruauté et de tyrannie” (p. 363). It is most true, as is hinted
in this passage, that the great incentive to cruelty is fear.

The last observation which we shall quote, relates to the formation of a judicial
establishment; and, though somewhat loosely expressed, indicates an acute perception
of an important principle of legislation: “Ce redoutable pouvoir, lorsqu’il releve du
trone, doit étre inamovible pour étre indépendant; mais il peut étre temporaire
lorsqu’il reléve du peuple, parce qu’en dépendant de tous, il ne dépend de personne”

(p. 153).

We shall now take our leave of M. Mignet’s work, by recommending the perusal of it
to all who desire either to be amused by a most entertaining and well told story, or to
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learn, by a few hours reading, what intelligent Frenchmen think and say on the subject
of the French Revolution.
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MODERN FRENCH HISTORICAL WORKS

1826

EDITOR’S NOTE

Westminster Review, VI (July, 1826), 62-103. Headed: “Art. [IV.—Histoire Physique,
Civile, et Morale de Paris, depuis les premiers temps historiques jusqu’a nos jours:
contenant par ordre chronologique, la description des accroissemens successifs de
cette ville et de ses monumens anciens et modernes; la notice de toutes ses
institutions, tant civiles que religieuses; et, a chaque période, le tableau des moeurs,
des usages, et des progres de la civilisation. Ornée de gravures représentant divers
plans de Paris, ses monumens et ses édifices principaux [1821-25], Par J[acques]
A[ntoine] Dulaure, de la Société Royale des Antiquaires de France. Seconde édition,
considérablement augmentée en texte et en planches. 10 vols. 8vo. Paris [ Guillaume],
1823. / Histoire des Frangais. Par J[ean] C[harles] L[éonard] Simonde de Sismondi
Les neuf premiers volumes. [Ultimately 31 vols.] 8vo. Paris [. Treuttel and Wiirtz],
1821, 1823, 1826.” Running titles. “Modern French Historical Works— / Age of
Chivalry.” Unsigned Not republished Identified in Mill’s bibliography as “A review
of Dulaure’s History of Paris and Sismondi’s History of France. In the 11th number of
the Westminster Review” (MacMinn, 7). There is no separate copy of this essay in
Mill’s library, Somerville College.

For comment on the article, see xxxiii-xxxvii and xcv above.

Modern French Historical Works

though we have not, like so many of our contemporaries, made it our grand
occupation, to impress our countrymen with a deep sense of their own wisdom and
virtue, and to teach them how proud they ought to be of every thing English, more
especially of every thing that is English and bad; we are far from being unconscious
how much they have really to be proud of, and in how many respects they might be
taken as models by all the nations of the world. If we saw them in any danger of
forgetting their own merits, we too might preach them a sermon on that hacknied text.
But it is not their failing to underrate themselves, or to overrate other nations. They
are more in need of monitors than of adulators; and we cannot but think that it may be
of some use to them to know, that if there are some points in which they are superior
to their neighbours, there are others in which they are inferior; that they may learn
something from other nations, as well as other nations from them.

While the Quarterly Review is labouring to convince us that we are a century and a
half in advance of our nearest continental neighbours,@ it is impossible to shut our
eyes to the fact, that those neighbours are at present making a much greater figure in
the world of literature than ourselves. This is something quite new in the history of the
two countries; it certainly was not the case before the French revolution; but it
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undoubtedly is the case now. While our /ittérateurs, with the usual fate of those who
aim at nothing but the merely ornamental, fail of attaining even that; an entirely new
class of writers has arisen in France, altogether free from that frivolousness which
characterized French literature under the ancien régime, and which characterizes the
literature of every country where there is an aristocracy. They write as if they were
conscious that the reader expects something more valuable from them than mere
amusement. Though many of them are highly gifted with the beauties of style, they
never seem desirous of shewing off their own eloquence; they seem to write because
they have something to say, and not because they desire to say something. In
philosophy, they do not sacrifice truth to rhetoric; in history they do not sacrifice truth
to romance. This change in the character of French literature is most of all remarkable
in their historical compositions. The historians of ci-devant France were justly
charged with despising facts, and considering, not what was true, but what would give
scenic interest to their narrative; the French historians of the present day are
distinguished by almost German research, and by a scrupulousness in producing
vouchers for their minutest details, which forbids the idea of their having any thing in
view but truth.

In the last five years France has produced many historical works of great importance;
more than were ever produced by one nation within the same space of time. Some of
these have been already mentioned in this journal;[*_] others we may perhaps take a
future opportunity of making known to our readers. At the present moment, two of the
most important lie before us; and we have derived so much instruction as well as
gratification from their perusal, that we purpose giving in the present article some
account of their contents.

M. Dulaure has named his work a history of Paris: the title is less attractive than the
book. It is a history of Paris, even in the ordinary sense; but if it had been no more, we
should have left it to antiquaries, and to the amateurs of steeples, columns, and old
tomb-stones. M. Dulaure’s work, as a topographical history, is admirable; but it has
other and far greater merits. Our histories of London are histories of buildings,@ but
his subject is men. His history of Paris is a chapter of the history of mankind. After
describing the city of Paris as it existed at each period of its history, he does what is
not often done by antiquaries, he condescends to bestow some attention upon the
inhabitants. This part of his book, which, we are happy to observe, has been detached
from the rest, and printed as a separate work in two octavo volumes, is not so much a
history of Paris, as a history of civilization in France; which is, to a great degree, the
history of civilization in Europe. In it we may read how men were governed, and how
they lived and behaved, in the good old times; subjects on which little is said in the
vulgar histories, and that little is but little to be relied upon. M. Dulaure has one merit,
which is not a common one with historians: he pays great regard to facts, and little to
assertions. He has not been satisfied with taking upon trust from one author, what /e
had already taken upon trust from another. His work is not a mere register of the
opinions of his predecessors, predecessors who did but register the opinions of their
contemporaries. His ideas, such as they are, are his own.

M. de Sismondi is already known to the public as a historian. His History of France,
though it has not done every thing which a history of France might have done, may be
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pronounced worthy of his reputation; and, when completed, will supply an important
desideratum in literature. Indeed, when it is considered in what spirit, and with what
objects, all former histories of France had been written, it is matter of congratulation
that they were as dull in manner as they were dishonest in their purpose, and
deceptious in their tendency; and that the sphere of their mischievousness was
considerably narrowed, by the happy impossibility of reading them. We have in our
own history a standing example how deep a root party lies may take in the public
mind, when a writer, in whom the arts of the most consummate advocate are
combined with all the graces of style, employs his skill in giving them the colour of
truth.[*_] It is most fortunate, therefore, that the first readable history of France should
be the production of a writer who is of no party, except that of human nature; who has
no purpose to serve except that of truth, and whose only bias is towards the happiness
of mankind. The chief defect of M. de Sismondi’s work, considered as a popular
history, is the prolixity of the three first volumes; a space which, we should think,
might have been better occupied than in relating how one dull, uninteresting battle or
murder was succeeded by another exactly similar, in the reigns of the rois fainéans, or
of the grandsons of Louis the Debonair. M. de Sismondi, perhaps, may urge in his
defence, that his object was, to give a practical feeling of the state of society which he
was describing: that, dull as these incidents are, their incessant recurrence was the
sole characteristic of the period; a period the most distracted and miserable which is
recorded in history: that to have merely related a battle and a murder or two, as a
specimen of the rest, would have made but a feeble impression; and that it was
necessary to convince the reader by tedious experience, that the history of the times
consisted of nothing else. How far this apology might avail M. de Sismondi with
ordinary readers, we do not consider ourselves perfectly qualified to judge: for
ourselves, we think that our incredulity would have yielded to a less ponderous
argument than three mortal volumes. It is but just to state, that these volumes do give,
in a high degree, that practical feeling of the times, which they are apparently
designed to convey, and that the reader who will have patience to go through them
(for without reading them he will not fully understand the history of the subsequent
period), will be amply repaid by the never-flagging interest which is kept up
throughout the other six volumes.

All that is published of M. de Sismondi’s work, and the more novel and interesting
part of M. Dulaure’s, relate to the middle ages; and to that period we shall, in the
present article, confine our remarks; reserving the privilege of making ample use, on
future occasions, of the important information which M. Dulaure has furnished
relative to the later period of the French monarchy. Our purpose at present is, to do
something towards forming, if possible, a correct estimate of what is called the age of
chivalry. Hitherto, in this country especially, we have judged of that age from two or
three of the facts, and no more: and even of those we have looked only at one side.
The works before us are almost the first, in which any pains have really been taken to
discover the fruth with regard to the age of chivalry. In these, however, an ample
stock of facts has been collected, and the subject is now ripe for a deliberate
examination. All these facts lead but to one conclusion; and that conclusion is so
directly at variance with the conceptions ordinarily entertained respecting the age of
chivalry, that the very enunciation of it will be startling to the majority of readers; and
it will not be embraced upon any evidence not absolutely irresistible. We are
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persuaded, however, that the more narrowly the records of the period are looked into,
and the more accurately its real history becomes known, the more strictly
conformable this conclusion will appear to historical truth.

The conclusion is, that the compound of noble qualities, called the spirit of chivalry (a
rare combination in all ages) was almost unknown in the age of chivalry; that the age
so called was equally distinguished by moral depravity and by physical wretchedness;
that there is no class of society at this day in any civilized country, which has not a
greater share of what are called the knightly virtues, than the knights themselves; that,
far from civilizing and refining the rest of the world, it was not till very late, and with
great difficulty, that the rest of the world could succeed in civilizing them.

If this conclusion be true, it must be obvious that there is not in all history a truth of
greater importance. There 1s scarcely any portion of history the misapprehension of
which has done more to rivet the most mischievous errors in the public mind. The age
of chivalry was the age of aristocracy, in its most gigantic strength and wide-
extending sway; and the illusions of chivalry are to this hour the great stronghold of
aristocratic prejudices. All that is aristocratic in European institutions comes to us
from those times. In those times lived our ancestors, whose wisdom and virtue are
found so eminently serviceable in bearing down any attempt to improve the condition
of their descendants. All those whose great grandfathers had names, and who think it
more honourable (as it certainly is less troublesome) to have had brave and virtuous
ancestors, than to be brave and virtuous themselves; all those who, loving darkness
better than light, would have it thought that men have declined in morality in
proportion as they have advanced in intelligence; all, in short, whose interest or taste
leads them to side with the few in opposition to the many, are interested in upholding
the character of the age of chivalry. “On nous a dit,” says M. de Sismondi,

que la plus basse superstition, que 1’ignorance et la brutalit¢ des maniéres, que
I’asservissement des basses classes, que I’anéantissement de toute justice, de tout
frein salutaire pour les plus hautes, n’avaient point empéché cet héroisme universel
que nous avons nomme¢ la chevalerie, et qui n’exista jamais que dans des fictions
brillantes. Plutot que de perdre cette douce illusion, et de détruire ce monde poétique,
ferons-nous violence a I’histoire, et nous refuserons-nous a voir qu’un semblable état
social n’a Qamais produit que I’intolérable souffrance et I’avilissement de la
féodalité?_

Before we proceed to indicate, for we can but indicate, the evidence of the important
proposition which is the grand result both of M. Dulaure’s and of M. de Sismondi’s
work, we think it proper to exhibit a specimen of what may be termed a mild, candid,
and well-bred mode of dealing with unwelcome assertions; for we are not, as yet,
entitled to call them truths. It always gives us pleasure to meet with these virtues in a
controversialist; and the serviles in France, to do them justice, seem nowise inferior to
their English brethren in these points. No sooner did M. Dulaure’s work make its
appearance than the hue and cry was raised against it. The sort of arguments, with
which the book and its author were assailed, are nearly decisive of the great merit of
both. Invective in general, and imputation of enmity to religion, royalty, and his
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country, in particular, these, together with defamation of his private character, are the
reply which has been made to M. Dulaure’s work.!

We own that we are in general predisposed in favour of a man whom we hear accused
by a certain class of politicians of being an enemy to his country. We at once
conclude, that he has either actually rendered, or shown himself disposed to render,
some signal service to his country. We conclude, either that he has had discernment to
see, and courage to point out, something in his own that stands in need of amendment,
or something in another country which it would be for the advantage of his own to
imitate; or that he has loved his country well enough to wish it free from that greatest
of misfortunes, the misfortune of being successful in an unjust cause; or (which is the
particular crime of M. Dulaure), that he has given his countrymen to know, that they
once had vices or follies which they have since corrected, or (what is worse still),
which they have yet to correct. Whoever is guilty of any one of these crimes in this
country, is a fortunate man if he escapes being accused of un-English feelings. This is
the epithet which we observe to be appropriated to those, whose wish is that their
country should deserve to be thought well of. The man of English feelings is the man
whose wish is, that his country should be thought well of; and, above all, should think
well of itself, particularly in those points wherein it deserves the least. The modern
English version of the maxim Spartam nactus es, hanc exorna,@ may be given
thus—England is your country, be sure to praise it lustily. This sort of patriotism is, it
would appear, no less in request with certain persons in France, than with the
corresponding description of persons in England. Accordingly, M. Dulaure’s bold
exposure of the vices and follies of his countrymen in the olden time, has been
thought by many persons extremely un-French. But he shall speak for himself.

L’histoire, quoique treés-instructive, lorsqu’elle est écrite avec une sévere fidélité, a
des parties qui peuvent paraitre désolantes aux lecteurs peu familiarisés avec ses
tableaux austeres; aux lecteurs habitués au régime des panégyriques et des
complimens; aux lecteurs pénétrés d’un aveugle respect pour les temps passés et pour
les personnes revétues de la puissance; aux lecteurs trompés par des historiens qui,
dans la crainte des persécutions, ou dans 1’espoir des récompenses, ont altéré les traits
les plus caractéristiques des personnages historiques.

Si I’on présente a ces lecteurs mal disposés des vérités qui leur sont inconnues, des
vérités contraires a leurs préventions, a leurs idées regues, ils s’irritent contr’elles, ne
pouvant les vérifier, ils les révoquent en doute, ou accusent I’auteur d’étre inexact,
méme infidele. C’est ce qu’ils ont fait pour mon Histoire de Paris.

On m’a, en conséquence de ces préventions, adressé plusieurs reproches, et surtout
celui d’avoir écrit en ennemi de la France. Je n’ai écrit qu’en ennemi de la barbarie,
qu’en ennemi des erreurs et des crimes qui I’accompagnent. J’aime beaucoup mon
pays, mais j’aime autant la vérité. [And wherefore should he love truth, but for the
sake of his country?]

On m’a encore accusé d’avoir de préférence cité les crimes, et passé sous silence les

actes de vertu. Ignore-t-on que, dans les temps malheureux dont j’ai décrit les moeurs,
les vices étaient la régle générale, et les actes de vertu les exceptions.
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Je devais abondamment décrire le mal, puisque le mal abondait; mais je n’ai pas
négligé le peu de bien que les monumens historiques m’ont fourni. . . . Qu’on me cite
une action, justement célebre, justement louable, et non étrangere a mon sujet, que je
n’aie mentionnée honorablement?

On s’est permis de dire que la publication de mon Histoire de Paris était un scandale
sans exemple. Ce reproche, qui doit s’adresser plutot aux personnages historiques
qu’a I’historien, prouve que celui qui me I’adresse n’a lu ni Tacite, ni Suétone, ni les
monumens de notre histoire, ni Grégoire de Tours, ni nos annales, ni nos chroniques,
ni les écrits de I’abbé Suger, ni des milliers de pieces ou les actions scandaleuses se
reproduisent a chaque page. Il n’a pas lu non plus les Homélies du pape saint
Grégoire-le-Grand, qui dit. Si du récit d'un fait véritable il résulte du scandale, il vaut
mieux laisser naitre le scandale que de renoncer a la vérité.@

Je pourrais ramener les lecteurs de bonne foi; le ne réussirais jamais a persuader ceux
qui ont pris le parti de se refuser a 1I’évidence._

The countryman who, being present at a dispute in Latin, discovered which of the
disputants was in the wrong, by taking notice which of them it was who lost his
temper, would have had little difficulty in deciding between M. Dulaure and his ultra
antagonists.

The tone of fearless honesty in the above passage, and the beautiful simplicity of its
style, are maintained throughout the work, and may serve, once for all, as a specimen
of its general character. Our whole remaining space will be far from sufficient to do
justice to the more important subject of this article.

We premise, that whatever we may say against the age of chivalry, is or is not to be
applied to chivalry itself, according to the ideas which the reader may attach to the
term. If by chivalry be meant the feelings, habits or actions of an ordinary chevalier,
we shall easily shew it to have been not admirable, but detestable. But if by chivalry
be meant those virtues, which formed part of the ideal character of a perfect knight, it
would be absurd to deny its beneficial tendency, or to doubt that the estimation in
which those virtues were held contributed to render them more prevalent than they
otherwise would have been, and by that means to elevate the moral condition of man.
We propose only to inquire, to what extent any such virtues really were prevalent
during the age of chivalry.

A few introductory observations on the feudal system (and on so hacknied a subject
we promise that they shall be few) are an indispensable introduction to a view of that
state of society of which the feudal system formed so important a feature.

It is now acknowledged, and therefore needs not here be proved, that the feudal
system was not the work of contrivance, of skill devising means for the attainment of
an end, but arose gradually, and, as it were, spontaneously, out of the pre-existing
circumstances of society; and that the notion of its having been introduced into the
countries of western Europe by their Gothic and Teutonic conquerors is wholly
erroneous. It is now known that those barbarians were very like any other barbarians;
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and that without any refined notions of feudal or any other sort of polity, they spread
themselves over the land and appropriated it. Their kings, like all other kings, had
exactly as much power as they could get; that is to say, in a rude nation, more or less
according to circumstances. Originally they enjoyed, during good behaviour, a
considerable share of voluntary obedience, but had little power of enforcing any
obedience which was not voluntary. They became powerful sovereigns, however,
when the followers of a single chief, scattered in small parties over a large country,
acquired the habit of looking to the king and not to their countrymen in a body, for
protection in case of need.

The vigorous monarchs of the second race, from Pépin d’Héristal to Charlemagne, at
first under the title of Maires du Palais, afterwards under that of kings, extended the
Frankish empire over Germany, Italy, and a great part of Spain, as well as over
Belgium and France. The military talents of these sovereigns, and the accession of
power which they derived from their vast territorial acquisitions, put a finishing hand
to the change which had been going on from the time of Clovis downwards, and the
government of Charlemagne may be considered a despotic monarchy. As such, it
shared the fate of other despotisms. After a few generations, the sceptre fell into the
hands of princes entirely destitute of spirit and ability; the reins of government
became relaxed; the power of the state became unequal to the protection of its
subjects; disorder at first insensibly crept in, but soon advanced with gigantic strides;
and the empire, which had spread itself from one end of Europe to the other, became
incapable of opposing effectual resistance to the most contemptible aggressor.

In the despotic governments of Asia, this series of events has always been, from the
beginning of history, of periodical recurrence. A Pepin founds a great empire, a
Charlemagne consolidates it, which it then becomes the occupation of a series of
Lothaires to lose. By the time it has reached the condition of Germany and France in
the third and fourth generations of the descendants of Charlemagne, internal revolt or
foreign invasion subverts the old dynasty, and establishes a new one; which, after a
time, degenerates, and is in its turn displaced. Events took another turn among the
conquerors of Europe. They had as yet no standing armies; the nurseries of that class
of military adventurers who have always so much abounded in Asia, the materials and
instruments of revolutions. Nor was a Genghis or a Timour found among the pirates
of the north. The enemies whom Europe had to dread were a race who sought, not
conquest, but plunder. The Danes or Normans, repelled from our own country by the
vigour of Alfred, fell with redoubled fury upon France, and reduced its northern
provinces almost to the condition of a desert. The government, which had, by this
time, fallen into the last stage of decrepitude, could still less protect its subjects
against these invaders, than it could protect them against one another.

A state of anarchy has this advantage over a despotism, that it invariably works its
own cure. When the monarch could no longer protect his subjects, they were forced to
protect themselves. Protect themselves they could not, except by combination: and
they therefore combined. Where all were left to their own resources, it of course
happened, that some had resources, and some had not. Those who had, were able to
command assistance, and could therefore protect themselves: those who had not, were
reduced to seek protection from others. The monarch, to whom they had been
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accustomed to look for protection, being no longer capable of affording it, their next
recourse was to their strongest neighbour. Land was at that time the only source of
wealth; the great landholder alone had the means of fortifying a castle, and
maintaining a sufficient number of warriors to defend it. To him, therefore, all his
neighbours, and among the rest the smaller landholders, had recourse. To induce the
superior to extend his protection over their land and its produce, they had no return to
offer except their aid in defending his. Here we see the principle of the feudal system.
The forms of that system arose gradually; we have not room to show how.

The combination, which to its weaker members had been intended only as a means of
defence, gave to its stronger head an accession of strength for purposes of attack. The
weaker communities or principalities had often to sustain aggressions from the
stronger; which they sometimes found themselves able to resist, and sometimes not.
In the latter case, the same motives which had induced individuals to place themselves
under the protection of a combination, induced the head of that combination, when in
his turn attacked, to place himself under the protection of the head of a stronger
combination than his own. And thus arose by degrees the great feudal principalities
which we hear of for the first time during the decline of the Carlovingian race, and
some of which were large and powerful kingdoms, when the authority of the feeble
descendant of Charlemagne did not extend beyond the city of Laon and its vicinity.

In England, during the reign of Edward the Confessor, the formation of the feudal
system had already proceeded thus far. Godwin Earl of Wessex, Leofric Earl of
Mercia, Siward Earl of Northumberland, and others, were virtually independent
princes, any one of them capable of coping single-handed with the acknowledged
monarch of their common country. It has been supposed that the feudal system was
introduced into England at the Conquest. But this is only so far true, that the great
lords had not, until that epoch, become the vassals of the crown. In France and
Germany, this last step in the formation of the feudal system was taken at a much
earlier date; but in what manner, and when, is left, like every thing that is valuable in
the history of that remote period, to inference and conjecture. It appears probable that
the chiefs who, under the name of dukes and counts, had already exercised, by the
king’s appointment, a delegated authority in the municipal towns, and who, in the
decline of the royal power, had gradually withdrawn themselves from subjection,
became the heads of all the greater combinations: or perhaps that the heads of those
combinations found it convenient to obtain, from the petty prince who was still called
king of France, a nominal delegation of his nominal authority, to facilitate the
establishment of their ascendancy over the fortified towns; for an expiring authority
always lingers in the towns for some time after it has lost all footing in the country.
The transition was easy (when feudal ideas gained vigour) from this relation to the
scarcely less nominal one of lord and vassal; for the paramountcy of the king was for
many years almost a nominal privilege.

Thus arose the feudal system: of the workings of which we shall now attempt a rapid
sketch. Our examples and proofs will be drawn chiefly from France. This, to an
English reader, requires explanation. Our reasons for not selecting our own country as
the theatre on which to exhibit feudality and its train of effects, are these:—1In the first
place, no one has yet been found to perform for England the service which has been
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performed by M. Dulaure for his own country; the toilsome and thankless service of
dragging into light the vices and crimes of former days: and, secondly, the feudal
system never existed in its original purity, in England. The kings of England enjoyed,
from the Conquest downwards, a degree of power which the kings of continental
Europe did not acquire till many generations later. There were no Godwins and
Leofrics after the Conquest. The lands having come into the possession of the
followers of the Conqueror at different times, as they were successively forfeited by
their Saxon proprietors, all the various territorial acquisitions of a great baron were
rarely situated in one part of the island, he was never strong enough in any one of his
fiefs to establish his independence in that one, while the attempt, even if successful,
would have involved the forfeiture of the rest. The king, therefore, was always
stronger than any one, or any two or three, of his vassals. They could resist him only
when combined. It is difficult to say how much of our present liberty we may not owe
to this fortunate vigour of the royal authority, which compelled the barons to have
recourse to parliaments, as the single means of effectual opposition to the
encroachments of the king. This comparative strength of the general government of
the country mitigated many of the worst evils of the feudal system. Great crimes
could not be committed with the same impunity in England as in France. Private wars
never prevailed to the same extent: it being the interest of the king to make himself
the arbiter of all disputes, and his power being in general sufficient to enforce
obedience. It was only in times of acknowledged civil war, such as the calamitous
period which followed the usurpation of Stephen, that England was subject to those
evils from which France never was free.

In Germany, on the other hand, the principal feudatories not only made themselves
independent, but remained so. It is in France that we must contemplate the feudal
system, if we wish to observe it in both its stages; the feudal aristocracy and the
feudal monarchy; the period in which the great vassals were independent princes, and
the period in which they were subjects. Each of these periods had its peculiar
characteristics: we will begin with the first.

In the year 987, Hugh Capet, one of the chiefs who at that time shared France among
them, usurped the throne. We have already stated the narrow limits, within which the
possessions of the descendant of Charlemagne were at that time confined. Hugh Capet
therefore acquired, as king of France, little territory beyond what he had previously
held as count of Paris; a domain greatly inferior to that of the dukes of Burgundy or
Normandy, or the counts of Flanders or Poitiers. It extended, in length, from Laon to
Orleans, in breadth from Montereau to Pontoise. He and his immediate successors,
being princes of no talent, instead of enlarging their territory or extending their
influence, allowed what power they had to slip out of their hands; and, in the reign of
Philip, third in descent from Hugh Capet, we find their authority bounded by the walls
of five towns, Paris, Orleans, Etampes, Melun, and Compiegne.

The combinations which gave birth to the feudal system had, to a certain extent,
answered their end. They afforded considerable protection against foreign, and some
degree of protection against internal, assailants. The seed was put into the ground with
some chance that he who sowed would be enabled to reap: and, from this time,
progression in wealth and civilization recommenced. But, though some security to
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person and property is absolutely necessary to enable wealth to accumulate at all, the
feudal system is a decisive experiment how small a portion of security will suffice.

Three classes composed, at this early period, the population of a feudal kingdom: the
serfs who produced food, the nobles, or military caste, who consumed it, and a class
of freemen who were neither nobles nor serfs: but this class, among the laity at least,
soon terminated its short-lived existence. A class of freemen it can scarcely be called.
Their freedom, the sort of freedom which they enjoyed, excluded them from
protection, without exempting them from tyranny. The slave was at least secure from
the oppressions of all masters but his own; the freeman was, like uninclosed land, the
common property of all. We learn from the capitularies, or ordinances, of the
Carlovingian race, that the ingenui, or free-born, were frequently forced to perform
menial offices in the houses of the seigneurs: if poor, they were compelled to follow
the nobleg to the wars; if rich, they were amerced in an amount exceeding their
property._ They were thus driven to seek subsistence and comparative security by
becoming the slaves of their oppressors. As for the serfs, they were, literally, in the
condition of domestic cattle; their master considered them as such, and treated them in
the same manner, or rather, much more cruelly, because he feared them more. They
were liable, at his will, to the infliction of any amount of stripes; to the loss of their
ears, eyes, nose, feet, or hands, and, finally, of their lives. Power absolutely
unchecked, in the hands of such men as the feudal chieftains, men utterly
unaccustomed to control any impulse of passion, had its customary effect. We are
informed thgt a hundred and fifty lashes were a frequent punishment for the most
trivial fault._

In order to form some further conception of this state of society, we have to imagine a
perpetual civil war: war, not between two great divisions of the nation, which might
rage in one district, leaving the others in tranquillity, but between every landed
proprietor and his next neighbour.

That the knights of old were very easily affronted, is acknowledged by their
panegyrists themselves. Even in these days, when that salutary instrument of moral
discipline, the gallows, renders the consequences of an affront offered to an irascible
neighbour somewhat less serious than formerly, we are not wont to regard irascible
characters with much veneration or esteem. But we invest the irascible characters of
former days with all the courage of a captain of dragoons, and so delighted are we
with our own romantic conceptions, that we are ready to fall down and worship their
imaginary original. When a knight was insulted, or thought fit to consider himself so,
our notion is, that with scrupulous regard to all the niceties of modern honour, he sent
his squire with a defiance to his enemy, challenging him to single combat. Possibly
some knights might have been found who were thus punctilious; but the generality of
them had a much less refined notion of the point of honour. Assassination, indeed,
though horribly frequent, was but the exception, not the rule; or society must have
ceased to exist. It was the labourers, and other cattle, on the offender’s estate, who in
general paid the penalty of their master’s offence. The insulted party sallied out of his
castle, and without any previous notice, proceeded to devastate the lands of his
enemy; destroying the crops, burning the habitations, and carrying away both the
species of live stock above spoken of. This done, he made haste to seek shelter in his
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castle, before his enemy had time to call together his vassals and pursue him. The
other party, if he did not succeed in overtaking the plunderers, retaliated by entering
upon the domain of the aggressor, and doing all the mischief he could. If they met, a
battle took place; and woe to the vanquished! If unfortunate enough to be taken
prisoner, he was subjected to the most excruciating torments, until forced to comply
with whatever demands the victor’s rapacity might dictate. Catasta was the name of
the most usual instrument of torture. The prisoner, being placed on an iron cage, or
chained down upon an iron bed, was exposed, in that situation, to fire. One of M.
Dulaure’s anecdotes will serve for illustration. Theobald V, Count of Chartres and
Blois, a contemporary of our Henry II, and one of the most powerful feudatories north
of the Loire, was engaged in hostilities with Sulpice, Seigneur of Amboise. His enemy
fell into his hands, was put in irons, and exposed every day to the catasta. In vain did
he offer large sums by way of ransom; the rapacity of the conqueror would be
satisfied with nothing less than the possession of the town and castle of Chaumont.
The required concession was at length extorted from the agonized captive: but his
vassals still held the plgce, and refused to surrender it. His life speedily fell a sacrifice
to this horrible torture._

The celebrated anecdote of King John and the Jew’s teeth,@ as it has, besides the
cruelty, something whimsical in it, fixes itself in the memory; and is perpetually
quoted as an extraordinary instance of the cruel treatment to which the Jews were
subject in that reign. Yet what is this, compared to what we here see practised by one
seigneur upon another? Judge what must have been the treatment of the mere knight,
and still more that of the burgess and the slave.

The fortresses, in which the terrified cultivators took refuge, were generally strong
enough to defy any means of attack which the art of war at that time afforded. But the
strongest castle might be taken by treachery or surprise, and, on these occasions, men,
women and children were cut to pieces. This, indeed, was in a manner the law of war.
On the storming of a place, it was the ordinary course of events. We hear much of the
horrible butcheries which were practised in the wars of religion, on the storming of a
town. We imagine, few are aware that these butcheries were neither new nor
extraordinary; that they were no more than what the barons practised in their most
ordinary wars, both foreign and domestic, when they had not even the imaginary
dictates of their horrible superstition to plead in excuse.

It was an easy transition from these exploits to highway robbery. This practice, we are
accordingly informed, was universal among the poorer nobility. Any honest
employment would have been disgraceful: they wanted money, if they had cities to
pillage, it was well; if not, they pillaged travellers. An Indian Brahmin, when his
profession fails him, is at liberty to engage in the occupations of that caste which is
next in rank to his own: on a similar principle, the greatest chieftains of France,
princes of the blood, and even kings themselves, when they could no longer support
themselves by their respective vocations of governing and fighting, betook themselves
to the profession of a highwayman as the next in dignity. Eudes I, Duke of Burgundy;
another Eudes, brother to King Henry I; Philip, a son of King Philip I, and that
monarch himself, are numbered among the high-born predecessors of Cartouche and
Turpin. What was to them only an occasional resource, was to an inferior class of
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nobles their daily bread. Sometimes they sallied out, and waylaid pedlars on the
highway, or pilgrims journeying with valuables to some sacred place: at other times
they seized the peasants in the public market, stripped them of what they had, and
detained them prisoners, or put them to the torture, to extort the disclosure of hidden
treasure.

When Louis VI, surnamed le Gros, the fourth descendant of Hugh Capet who filled
the throne, and the first who was worthy of it, arrived at the age of manhood, the royal
authority was at the lowest ebb. For many years of his life, he found full occupation in
reducing his immediate subjects, the petty landholders of the royal domain, to a
moderate degree of obedience. A description of the state in which he found that
portion of France, may serve as a specimen of what must have been the condition of
the remainder.

The rural counts, viscounts, and barons, who held immediately of the king, in the
duchy of France, had availed themselves of Philip’s weakness to shake off his
authority altogether, in the castles in which they had fortified themselves. From these
castles they sallied forth and fell upon the travellers and traders (marchands) who
passed within reach of their retreat, unless the latter consented to redeem themselves
with a high ransom, they equally abused their strength against the monasteries, and
against all the ecclesiastical lords. Sometimes they went and lodged with them,
together with their squires, their soldiers, their horses, and their dogs, and required
that the religious establishment whose forced hospitality they were enjoying, should
defray the expense of their maintenance for months; sometimes they levied
contributions in money or in kind, upon the peasants of the bishops or monks, as a
compensation for the protection which these warriors promised to extend towards
them. The barons, in particular, who were vassals of any ecclesiastical body, seemed
to think th*at their vassalage itself gave them a title to the spoil of their clerical
superiors._

Louis, who was not only king of France, but the immediate feudal superior of these
freebooters, found himself not only no match for their united strength, but scarcely
able to cope with the lord of a castle single-handed. He prudently limited his first
undertakings to the protection of the monasteries against the extortions of the nobility.
By this means he obtained the sanction of the church, and the co-operation of the
abbey troops, by whose aid he repressed the disorders of the principal Chatelains, and
brought most of them into comparative subjection to his authority.

The names and designations of some of these worthies have been preserved to us.
Hugh de Pompone, Seigneur of Crécy, and Chatelain of Gournay, infested with his
depredations, not only the highway, but the river Marne, stopping passengers by land
and water, and levying contributions. When attacked by Louis, this bandit was
defended by his father, Guy, Count of Rochefort, and by Theobald, Count of
Champagne. The fortress of Montlhéri, the patrimony and residence of a branch of the
Montmorency family, was the retreat of a band of robbers, who desolated the whole
country from Corbeil to Chateaufort, and interrupted all communication between
Paris and Orleans. Hugh, Seigneur of Puiset, a place situated not far from the road
which connects Chartres with Orleans, plundered travellers to the very gates of
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Chartres. Louis reduced his castle, and retained him for some time in confinement;
but on his succeeding, by the death of an uncle, to the county of Corbeil, the
relinquishment of this inheritance in favour of Louis was the price of his release. This
lesson produced no change in his habits of life. No sooner was Louis occupied in
another quarter, than he rebuilt, in violation of an express engagement, the
fortifications of Puiset, seized the king’s peasants in the public market-place, and
extorted sums of money by way of ransom.

But these were vulgar trespasses, hardly worthy of mention. It was reserved for
Thomas de Marne, a baron of Picardy, to exemplify in its perfection the true greatness
of villainy. “This seigneur,” says the abbot of Nogent.! quoted by M. de Sismondi,

had, from his earliest youth, continually augmented his riches by the pillage of
travellers and pilgrims, and extended his domain by incestuous marriages with rich
heiresses, his relations. His cruelty was so unheard-of, that even butchers, who
nevertheless pass for unfeeling, are more sparing of the sufferings of the cattle which
they are slaying, than he was of the sufferings of men for he was not contented with
punishing them by the sword, for determinate faults, as people are accustomed to do,
he racked them by the most horrible tortures. When he wished to extort a ransom from
his captives, he hung them up by some delicate part of the body; or laid them upon the
ground, and, covering them with stones, walked over them; beating them at th*e same
time, until they promised all that he required, or perished under the operation._

It was not until the twenty-second year of his reign, that Louis could subjugate this
demon in human form. For eighteen years at least of this long interval, he continued
his execrable mode of life; and might have continued it longer, had he not, when
besieged in his castle of Coucy, been mortally wounded and taken prisoner in a sortie.
“The king,” says M. de Sismondi, “tried to induce him, in his last moments, to release
the traders whom he had kidnapped on the highway; whom he kept in prison to extort
a ransom, or tortured for his amusement: but even in the agonies of death Coucy
refused all mercy, and seemed to re%ret the loss of dominion over his prisoners, much
more than the termination of life.”[l Thus perished Thomas de Marne. But his eldest
son Enguerrand de Coucy trod faithfully in his steps; and succeeded in making head
against the whole power of the king. After being vainly besieged in the castle of la
Fere, he was taken into favour, and received in marriage a princess of the blood royal.

In 1109, says M. Dulaure, one of those horrible occurrences, so frequent in the annals
of feudality, took place at the castle of la Roche-Guyon on the Seine. The lord of this
castle, Guy de la Roche-Guyon, is praised by contemporary writers for renouncing the
practices of his father and grandfather: “Il était enclin a se conduire en homme probe
et honnéte, et s’abstenait de pillage et de vol: ‘Peut-étre,” adds one author, ‘se serait-il
laissé aller aux habitudes de ses peres, s’il elt plus longuement vécu.’ ”f This chief,
whom the chronicler supposes to have died just in time to save his virtue, was
assassinated by Guillaume his brother-in-law, who, with the aid of several knights,
laid an ambuscade in the chapel of the castle, and murdered Guy, his wife and
children, and every other human being in the place. Had this been all, he might have
retained the castle to the end of his natural life: but he was suspected by the
neighbouring barons of being in an understanding with the English. They resolved to
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dislodge him. Being besieged in the castle, he opened the gates, stipulating for his life
and liberty. It seems that some of the besiegers were not parties to the capitulation.
Guillaume was massacred, together with the rest of the besieged: we are not told
whether by those who had not engaged for his safety, or by those who had.

In this state was the royal domain, under the fifth of the Capets. But enough of causes;
it is time to look at effects. Of the seventy-three years which composed the reigns of
Hugh Capet, his son, and grandson, forty-eight were years of famine; being two out of
three. Of these feimines, pestilence was almost a uniform, cannibalism a frequent,
accompaniment._ So much for the feudal system, and the perpetual civil war which
was its consequence. In the long reign of Charlemagne we hear only of two famines;
and even under the feeble Louis le Débonnaire, whose reign was disgraced by so
many rebellions, there is only mention of one.! So much more destructive of security
was feudal order, than what elsewhere goes by the name of civil war; and so
endurable a thing is even despotism, compared with “liberty,” when all the liberty is
for a few barons, and the mass of the people are slaves.

In this country, it has been the interest of the powerful, that the abominations of the
clergy in the middle ages should be known; and accordingly they are known. But it
has not been the interest of the powerful in this country, that the abominations of the
barons should be known; and consequently they are not simply unknown, but their
authors are believed to have been patterns of the noblest virtues. The clergy were, in
reality, by many degrees the less wicked of the two. They at all times administered
better justice to their vassals, than the military chiefs; they at all times discouraged
depredations and private wars. True it is, that in their eyes these were secondary
offences; it was not for such crimes that interdicts and excommunications were sent
forth: these were reserved for the man who married his fourth cousin, or who
presumed to summon an ecclesiastic before a secular court. Robbery and murder were
not, it is true, sins of so black a dye as the foregoing; they were sins, however, and, as
such, were condemned. To the exertions of the clergy was owing the truce of God,
one of the most curious traits in the character of the times. In a council composed of
laymen and ecclesiastics, held in the diocese of Perpignan, it was resolved that three
days and two nights in each week should be allowed to the nobles, to fight, burn, and
plunder, under certain restrictions; by which concession it was hoped to induce them
to suspend those recreations during the remainder of the week. This attempt to
compromise with the vices of the times, was not, we are told, at first, altogether
unsuccessful. But the compact was not adopted in all the districts of France, nor even
in the royal domain; and as there existed no means of enforcing its observance, it fell
every where into desuetude. It being thought that the time allowed for pillage was
possibly not quite long enough, it was enlarged to four days and three nights, and at
length to nearly six days and five nights; but ‘ihe shortest intermission of mutual
devastation was more than could be endured._

During the succeeding reigns, the power of the crown was gradually on the increase,
and that of the great feudatories on the wane. Many of the most powerful fiefs
became, by marriage or otherwise, integral parts of the English or French monarchies.
The expulsion of the English from the north of France, by Philip Augustus, added
their possessions to the royal domain; and the enfranchisement of the large towns,
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which uniformly allied themselves with the king against their old masters, enabled
him to break the power of the feudal aristocracy. While this great change in the frame
of society was going on, no improvement took place in the moral habits of the
nobility. They continued to rob on the highway, and to quarrel and fight with one
another, as before. Nor was it till long after the reign of Saint Louis, that the
chatelains of France universally abandoned the profession of a highwayman. “Tels,”
says M. Dulaure,

¢taient les chevaliers du douziéme et treizieme siécle, dont la loyauté tant exaltée dans
les romans, dans les compositions poétiques, et sur notre scéne moderne, se trouve
constamment démentie par I’histoire. Ces hommes auxquels on attribue tant
d’exploits glorieux, tant d’actions généreuses et honorables, n’¢taient que des
brigands impitoyables, des misérables dignes de figurer dans les bagnes ou les cachots
de Bicétre. Je révele ici une des nombreuses impostures de nos écrivains.f

It is not asserted, that there were no exceptions to this general depravity. All which is
contended for is, that the virtuous characters of those days were as much less virtuous
than those of our own, as the wicked characters were more wicked, and that they were
proportionally much more rare. Such is not the impression conveyed by the romances
of chivalry; and it is the misfortune of modern writers, that they have mistaken the
romances of chivalry for the history of chivalry. We shall be told, that romances are
good evidence of manners. We answer with M. Roederer:% of manners, yes: of the
characters of their heroes, not at all. The romances of chivalry did not even profess to
represent the knights as they were, but as they ought to be. What would be thought of
a writer who should seriously infer, that in the time of Richardson the character of an
English gentleman resembled that of Sir Charles Grandison‘?@

Even Mr. Hallam does not believe in the reality of knights-errant; of persons who
travelled about, liberating captives, and redressing wrongs.[_ But a romance must
have a hero, and a hero must be a character to be admired. There never was a state of
society (howsoever depraved) in which the character of a redresser of wrongs was not
admired; on the contrary, it is admired in the direct ratio of the frequency of grievous
wrongs. The romances of the east abound with good viziers: when the hero is a vizier,
we may be sure he is always a good one: and how often does a good vizier arise?
About as often as a good king: once in two hundred years.

One would expect to find the most admirable models of chivalrous virtue among
those whose names arﬂ}d actions history has celebrated, and who were most admired by
their contemporaries._ In these respects no chevalier ever exceeded Richard Coeur de
Lion. A few anecdotes, therefore, of his life, will go far to illustrate, not only the
practical morality of the age, but moreover its theoretical standard of moral
approbation. This mirror of chivalry is first introduced to our notice in the character of
a rebellious and treacherous son, intrusted by his father with the government of a
province, and exciting that province to rebel. As Duke of Aquitaine, we find him
carrying off the wives and daughters of his principal vassals; and, after keeping tilem
until he was weary of possession, giving them away in presents to his followers._
When reconciled to his father, he turns round upon his former partizans, invades their
territories, captures their towns, and loads them with exactions.i Again and again
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received into favour, again and again did he rebel. At length his father died, and he
succeeded to the throne. His first act, in this new situation, was to place his father’s
treasurer, Stephen of Tours, seneschal of Anjou, in irons: nor did he release him until
(says Roger de Hgveden) he had delivered up all the late king’s money, and his own,
to the last penny.*

He appears to no greater advantage as a champion of the cross. It is related of him,
that, when walking in the streets of Messina, he heard the cry of a hawk proceeding
from the house of a peasant. A hawk, in England, was to plebeians a prohibited bird.
Richard, forgetting that he was no longer in England, but in a country where the
peasants had knives, and knew how to use them, entered the house, and took
possession of the bird; but an assembled crowd speedily put him to flight. The same
imperious temper and despotic habits soon after led him to commit a still greater
outrage. A monastery, situated on the strait of Messina, appeared to him a convenient
place for lodging his magazines: with him, to desire and to seize were one; he turned
out the monks, and put a party of soldiers into their place. Disgusted at these and other
acts of oppression, the inhabitants of Messina shut the gates upon Richard and his
troops; a conflict ensued, and he forced his way into the placeé Another anecdote,
which is related of him while at Messina, is strikingly characteristic of his jealous and
vindictive disposition. In the crusading army he had no rival in warlike exercises,
except a French knight, named Guillaume des Barres. On one occasion, while the
knights were exercising without the walls, an ass passed by loaded with reeds, which
then, as now, were used in that country as vine props. They seized the reeds, and
commenced a mock fight. Richard and Guillaume des Barres were opposed to one
another. Their reeds were shivered at the first shock, but the reed of Guillaume tore
Richard’s cloak. This insignificant mischance provoked Richard to such a degree of
fury, that he rushed upon his adversary, and strove violently to unhorse him. In this
endeavour he was defeated, which inflamed his passion still more; he swore that he
would be for ever the enemy of Guillaume des Barres, and was mean enough to
require that the king of France should withdraw his protection from that knight, and
banish him from Messina. Nor was it till long after, that, by the entreaties of Philip,
aided by those of all the barons and prelates in the army, who placed themselves on
their knees before him, he was prevailed upon to restrain his resentment during such
time as he and Guillaume should both wear the badge of the crusade._

The conduct of Coeur de Lion, after the surrender of Acre, was even in that age
remarkable for its ferocity. The garrison and inhabitants were to remain prisoners for
forty days, at the expiration of which term, if not previously ransomed, they were to
be at the mercy of the con(%ueror. Not being ransomed, they were, by Richard’s order,
put to death in cold blood.!

On his return to England, having laid siege to Nottingham, he erected a gibbet within
sight of the walls, and hanged several men-at-arms whom he had taken prisoners, to
strike terror into the besiegedE

At a later period, we find him raising the wind in a manner truly royal, by turning off

his chancellor,@ and declaring all the acts of that functionary null and void; obliging
those whose titles were thus invalidated, to purchase valid ones, or forfeit their right.
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We soon after find him swearing a truce with the king of France, and violating it
immediatelyé Nor was this his last breach of faith. After resigning, by solemn treaty,
the paramountcy of Auvergne to his rival the king of France, and even undertaking to
aid him in enforcing the right against the unwilling Auvergnats, he broke the treaty,
and made an alliance with the Auvergnats against their new liege lord. He very soon
broke his faith with them too, and concluding a separate truce, looked on quietly, and
saw them subdued. The truce expired, and hostilities renewed between the two kings.
Richard had the assurance to renew his correspondence with the Auvergnats, claim
their performance of the engagement which he himself had violated, and exhort them
to renew the war. They were too prudent to be again deceived; and the royal
troubadour consoled himself by composing satirical verses upon what he termed their
breach of faith.|

But the reader has probably had enough of the “glory of chivalry.”@ To be the glory
of chivalry, indeed, nothing was necessary but the reputation of military prowess: a
reputation founded upon achievements in war, and superiority in jousts and
tournaments. The pomp and pageantry which adorned these exhibitions have
captivated the imaginations, not only of contemporaries but of posterity; and when the
imagination is gained, the reason, as experience shows, very seldom fails to follow.
That the characteristics of a knight were undaunted courage and the most ardent
desire of glory, is a proposition which has hitherto been taken for granted by the
admirers, and hardly denied by the impugners of chivalry; and when we wish to say of
any one that he is a pattern of all the military virtues, our expression is, that he 1s
worthy of the age of chivalry. Now this proceeds, as it appears to us, upon a complete
misapprehension. That courage and the love of glory were not uncommon among the
knights, it would be absurd to doubt; since these are qualities which are never
wanting, where there are dangers, and a public opinion. But that either quality was
universal among them is the dream of a romancer; and we will venture to affirm, that
there is more real courage in a single regiment of the British or French army in the
year 1826, than there was in the whole chivalry of France or England five centuries
ago.

We must not be misled by the great estimation in which military prowess was held.
This 1s no proof of its universality, but the reverse. When particular examples of any
virtue are extravagantly praised, it is a certain sign that the virtue is rare. It is
pertinently remarked (we believe, by M. Dulaure), that there are at this day hundredi
in the French army who possess all the heroic qualities which immortalized Bayard,_
but who are utterly unknown, precisely because there are so many. Thus it is that we
continue to talk of the continence of Scipio; yet, what mighty matter did this
continence amount to? He did not ravish a beautiful woman, whom the fortune of war
had thrown into his hands.m Now, if this be greatness, what subaltern officer, we
were going to say, common soldier, in the British army, is not as great a man as
Scipio? As a proof of Scipio’s continence, the story is ridiculous; but, as a proof of the
lawless and brutal incontinence of his contemporaries, this one anecdote, though it be
but an anecdote, is worth a thousand volumes.

The ardour of the knights for military enterprises was indeed universal. But this
ardour was no proof of exalted courage. Their military enterprises exposed them to
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hardly any danger. Cased in impenetrable armour, they could in general defy all
attempts on life or limb; and the battles of chivalry, how destructive soever to the
almost unarmed infantry, were rarely fatal to the men-at-arms. It might be, that a few
knights were trampled on by horses, or crushed, in falling, by the weight of their
armour. But if unhorsed, and at the victor’s mercy, their lives were scarcely ever in
any danger, except from private vengeance; it was neither esteemed dishonourable to
give, nor to accept, a ransom; it was the law of war. To compare the courage of an
average knight, with that of a modern private soldier, would be like drawing a
comparison, for endurance of *cold, between a man wrapped up in furs, and a
barefooted and naked savage._

Trifling, however, as was the danger of their warlike enterprises, they always courted
in preference the least hazardous even of these. In their hostilities with one another,
we have already mentioned that it was their great endeavour, after devastating the
country, to escape to their strongholds without the risk of an engagement. They
always preferred to encounter the inhabitants of the towns, who were destitute of
defensive armour, and of whom they might hope to cut down thousands without the
loss of a man. If, indeed, we look for real courage in the feudal times, we must seek it
among those brave citizens, who did not fear, under such tremendous disadvantages,
to face these terrible opponents in the field, in defence of all that they held dear.
Among the few pages of the feudal annals which it gives pleasure to read, is that
which records the glorious struggle which the burgesses of Flanders, forsaken and
sold by their ally Edward I of England, maintained against Philippe le Bel and the
whole chivalry of France. Thousands and thousands of them were cut to pieces; but
they triumphed!

The taste of the chevaliers for tournaments, and other warlike exercises, may be as
easily explained as their love of military adventure. M. de Sismondi treats both
merely as the resources of désoeuvré savages to expel ennui. They sought excitement
in the lists and in the field, as our German ancestors sought it by staking their liberty
on the throw of a die. “Un esprit inquiet, un vague désir d’aventures, le besoin
d’émotions, et I’espoir d’améliorer sa condition par la violence pl}kls que par
I’industrie, formaient alors le caractere de la noblesse Frangaise.”_ The following
passage characterizes chivalry with equal vigour and accuracy. We give it in the
original, because it is at the same time a specimen of the style of M. de Sismondi’s
work:

Les paysans, les bourgeois, tous ceux qui travaillaient pour gagner leur misérable vie,
qui se trouvaient sans cesse vexés, opprimes, insultés par leurs supérieurs, ne
demandaient que le repos, et une stireté¢ que 1’ordre public était loin de leur garantir,
mais les nobles étaient, au contraire, dévorés par I’ennui, et souvent aussi aiguillonnés
par la cupidité, leur esprit, qui n’avait regu aucune culture, qui ne soupgonnait pas
méme les avantages de 1’instruction, ne trouvait aucune ressource dans la solitude ou
la vie domestique: toute occupation laborieuse ou lucrative leur était interdite, elle
dérogeait a la noblesse, elle les assimilait a ces vilains qu’ils faisaient travailler
comme des bétes de somme et qu’ils maltraitaient comme des ennemis. Les cours
plénicres, les tournois, les pas d’armes se présentent a notre imagination comme les
divertissemens de cette noblesse brillante. Nous y voyons les riches récompenses
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décernées a la valeur, et nous oublions que méme pour ceux qui pouvaient en jouir,
huit jours de féte étaient achetés par une année de langueur et de solitude. Mais tandis
que les serfs de chaque baron lui fournissaient le pain, la viande, peut-&tre la laine et
le lin dont il avait besoin pour sa consommation habituelle, il fallait qu’il achetat les
armes, les équipages, les habits somptueux avec lesquels il voulait paraitre aux fétes
chevaleresques, et lui qui ne produisait rien, qui ne vendait rien, il n’avait jamais de
I’argent, il ne pouvait s’en procurer que par la rapine et par la guerre: la cupidité avait
donc bien plus de part que I’amour du danger a cet empressement avec lequel il
courait partout ou il entendait le bruit des armes La cupidité et [’ennui étaient les deux
mobiles de la noblesse, 1a vanité concourait avec I’ennui pour entretenir cette passion
pour les tournois que les excommunications de 1’église ne pouvaient modérer; car
Grégoire IX avait de nouveau, le 27 Février 1228, frappé d’anatheme ceux qui
combattaient dans les jeux de lance (hastiludia) et soumis leurs terres a I’interdit. La
cupidité et I’ennui conduisaient les gentilshommes Frangais partout ou la vue du sang
ruisselant réveillait I’ame engourdie, et ou le pillage livrait au guerrier cet or
qu’aucune honnéte industrie ne pouvait lui procurer.

M. de Sismondi’s two great stimuli, cupidity and ennui, were quite capable of leading
them into danger, but it required another sort of qualities to bring them successfully
out of it. As often as the demand for excitement and the demand for plunder brought a
large number of them together in one enterprise, the same passions invariably hurried
them into irregularities which put to hazard, if they did not frustrate, the success of the
expedition. Their impatience of subordination made them regardless of discipline, and
uncontrollable by the authority of their commander; their habitual thoughtlessness
rendered them incapable of directing their own conduct, and they would not suffer it
to be directed by any one else. Let the admirer of chivalry read the history of any
enterprise of real danger in which they were ever engaged; of any of the crusades for
example, more especially of the two last; let him mark, not only the rapine and
cruelty, but the stupidity, the supineness, the headlong confidence, the incapacity of
foreseeing and providing against the most obvious difficulties, which rendered their
whole career one series of blunders and misfortunes. If he weighs all this, and
moreover bethinks himself of the peculiar character of their warfare, by which even
personal prowess was made to depend*almost entirely on the steeds, the armour, and
the bodily strength of the combatants,_ he must acknowledge that the far-famed
knights of the middle ages were nearly as destitute even of the military virtues, in any
extended sense of the term, as they were of all other virtues whatsoever.

So much for the “clieap defence of nations.” Now for the “nurse of manly sentiment
and heroic Virtue.”!

The characteristic virtues of chivalry, according to Mr. Hallam, were loyalty,
courtesy, and muniﬁcence.@ Its claim to these qualities has in general been allowed;
and it has, on this foundation, been without further question admitted to have been the
great refiner of manners, and purifier of morals. Is this notion well grounded, or not?
Let us inquire.

If by muqriﬁcence be meant, according to Mr. Hallam’s definition, “disdain of
money,”E meaning disdain of wealth, not only this quality did not characterize the
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age of chivalry, but the diametrically opposite qualities did. In no age was the thirst
for plunder a more all-engrossing passion, nor the source of more numerous or greater
crimes. But if it be only meant, that the wealth which was lightly got was lightly
squandered; that the feudal chief was profuse in bestowing upon the instruments of
his strength, or the ministers of his vanity or his amusement, gifts which cost him
nothing but the groans of his bondmen, or the blood of those of his neighbour; the
little value set upon wealth thus obtained, is only a proof how lightly the crimes by
which it was purchased weighed upon the conscience of the offender. When all that
had been got by one crime had been expended, what could be more obvious than, by
another crime, to get more?

Loyalty is defined by Mr. Hallam to mean, fidelity to engagements. By courtesy, was
meant, not only ceremonious politeness, but good feeling and good conduct towards
each other, and particularly towards prisoners.@ Of both these qualities there were
shining examples towards the conclusion of the age of chivalry. There was but little of
either in the earlier period; and at no time were these virtues very commonly
practised. While the feudal nobility retained their turbulent independence, no perfidy
was thought too odious in order to gain an end, nor any abuse of power too flagrant
when practised upon the defenceless. The treacherous devices which they employed
to entrap one another, the horrid cruelties which they practised upon one another
when entrapped, the assassinations which they sometimes perpetrated, sometimes
(though more rarely) suborned, and of which the altar was not unfrequently the scene,
are topics which we have already in some measure illustrated, and have not room to
exhibit further. When one baron took a fancy to the wife of another, it appears, from
several instances related by M. de Sismondi, that he made no scruple of carrying off
the object of his passion, and marryingk her; so much for the loyalty, the courtesy, and
we will add, the religion, of the times._

But when the greater barons ceased to be independent sovereigns, and the smaller
barons and knights to be subjects and retainers of those sovereigns; when their
exploits came to be performed in national armies, and their virtues and vices to be
exhibited on a great theatre, exposed to the view of whole nations; they then became,
for the first time, amenable to a sort of public opinion. 1t is when individuals come
under the influence of public opinion, that they begin to exhibit some glimmerings of
virtue. But what kind of virtue? This will depend upon the kind of public to whose
opinion they are amenable. The only public to which the knights of chivalry were
amenable, was a public composed of one another. The opinion which other classes
might form concerning their conduct, was a matter of too little importance to them to
be at all regarded.

The consequences of this situation well deserve to be traced. Though it is not true of
every individual that his interest makes his morality, it is strictly true of every class of
men. When a set of persons are so situated as to be compelled to pay regard to the
opinion of one another, but not compelled to pay any regard to the opinion of the rest
of the world, they invariably proceed to fabricate two rules of action; one rule for their
behaviour to one another, another rule for their behaviour to all persons except
themselves. This was literally, strictly, what the chevaliers did. A chevalier was bound
by the opinion of the chevaliers to keep his word with another chevalier, and to treat
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him, when a prisoner, with gentleness and respect. His own interest would prompt
him to do so, if a man of common prudence; since he could not know how soon he
might be a prisoner, and might have occasion to be released upon parole, or promise
of ransom. But we are not to suppose that it was necessary for a knight to fulfil his
engagements with any one except a knight. Exactly as the profligate man of fashion of
the present day will pay a gaming debt to the last farthing, though it leave him
pennyless, while he internally resolves never to pay his tradesmen at all: so would a
baron keep his word with another baron, and break his word, and his oath too, with a
low-born bourgeois.

History, though conversant only with events upon a great scale, affords abundant
evidence to bear out this assertion. Notwithstanding the rapacity and avarice of the
barons, their profusion rendered them in general needy. The towns, which at first were
part of their domain, amenable to their jurisdiction and subject to their arbitrary
exactions, took advantage of their wants to purchase, among other privileges, that of
having an adminstration of justice and a municipal government of their own. This was
a concession which nothing but the most pressing necessities could ever have extorted
from those haughty superiors, and which they never afterwards thought of without
resentment. No opportunity was missed of resuming the concession, and re-
establishing their former supremacy over the town; retaining, however, the purchase-
money of freedom. The pages of M. de Sismondi exhibit such numerous examples of
this kind of perfidy, that it is impossible to suppose that it could have been considered
at all disgraceful. Every privilege, in fact, which a town could succeed in wringing
from the penury of its lord, was the commencement of a long struggle between the
town and the seigneur, the seigneur struggling to get back his power, the townsmen to
prevent him. If the lord succeeded, any new attempt to throw off his authority was
called rebellion, and treated accordingly; for this also see Sismondi, passim.

King John of France, who was taken prisoner at Poitiers, is related to have said, that if
truth and good faith had disappeared from the earth, they ought to be found on the lips
and in the hearts of monarchs. This John, who was surnamed the Good, and who, if
the anecdote be authentic, could talk in such magnifient terms about justice and good
faith, had solicited and obtained from the pope, a few years before, for himself and his
successors, a curious sort of privilege: it was that of violating all vows made and to be
made, all oaths taken and to be taken, which they could not convenientl}kl keep, quae
servare commode non possetis, commuting them for other pious works._

This John, who was a contemporary of the Black Prince and of Bertrand du Guesclin,
and who lived, therefore, in the halcyon days of chivalrous virtue, had, it seems, but
an indifferent opinion of the knights of his day. He accused the French knights of
having become insensible to honour and fame: Honoris et famae, proh dolor!
neglectd pulchritudine.] The same prince, on hearing the song of Roland, observed, 1/
vy a long-temps qu’on ne voit plus de Roland en France. An old captain, who was
present, did not deny the fact, but threw all the blame of it upon the monarch himself:
On en verrait encore s ’ils avaient un Charlemagne a leur téteE Deceived, like
ourselves, by romances, even the chevaliers of that day looked back, it seems, with
admiration, to the imaginary heroism of their forefathers. Yet this was the most
shining period of the age of chivalry. It was also the last. A few years after, chivalry
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silently expired. The use of fire-arms became general. Cuirasses, as it turned out, were
not bullet-proof. The chevaliers tried hard to render them so, by making them thicker
and thicker, heavier and heavier, till at last (says Lanoue) I/ n’y avait homme de trente
ans qui n’en fiit estropiéé Finding that all this would not save them from gunpowder,
the cowards forsook the field, and abandoned the defence of their country and their
liege-lord to hired soldiers—to plebeians.

Such was the age of chivalry. But to all our denunciations of the vices of that age, one
glorious exception must be made. Either the whole testimony of history is false, or
Saint Louis never violated his word, nor swerved from what he thought the dictates of
his conscience. Historians have not done justice to Saint Louis. He has been pictured
as a virtuous man, but a slave to priestcraft. Nothing can be more unfounded. His
mind was strongly tinctured with the superstitions of the age; he conceived the deity
not as an indulgent father, but as an irritable and jealous master; all this is true: but it
is not true that he was priest-ridden; for he several times resisted not only his clergy,
but the pope himself._ He followed the dictates of his own mind. His ideas of
religious duty were his own; and every action of his life was governed by them. He
thought it his duty to persecute, and he did persecute; he thought it his duty to be an
ascetic, and he was an ascetic; but he also thought it his duty to keep his word, and he
kept it inviolably; he thought it a sin even to retain what his predecessors had unjustly
acquired, and he made restitution with the most scrupulous exactness. He was a
perfect specimen of a mind governed by conviction; a mind which has imperfect and
wrong ideas of morality, but which adheres to them with a constancy and firmness of
principle, in its highest degree perhaps the rarest of all human qualities.

When we contemplate one who in so barbarous an age, and under all the temptations
of power, although misled by a bad religion, did not make that religion a substitute for
morality, but devoted himself to the fulfilment of his real duties, with the same
earnestness as his imaginary ones, we admire even the power over himself which his
austerities display; we lament the erroneousness of his opinions, but we venerate the
man. Very differently are we affected by the religion which characterized the times.
The knights and nobles of the day were as pious, many of them, as Saint Louis
himself; but how different a piety! All his intolerance was theirs, without a spark of
his virtue. When we read of their crusades, their pilgrimages, and their persecutions,
we are apt, by a natural mistake, to speak of their fanaticism. But fanaticism is far too
respectable a name. Fanaticism supposes principle: the notion of fulfilling a duty.
Their fires were kindled not to fulfil a duty, but to escape from its fulfilment. They
thought to strike a bargain with Omnipotence; to compound for one crime by
practising another. It was not from principle, but from mere selfishness, that they
burned heretics, slaughtered Saracens, and plundered Jews. They imagined that he
who sacrificed hecatombs of unbelievers to the God of mercy, was freed from every
moral obligation towards his fellow-men. Never did their religion for a moment stand
in the way of their passions. In sacking a town, neither priests, nor nuns, nor crosses,
nor relics, were sacred to them.f In their private wars, the church lands, being an
easier prey, were even less respected than those of one another; nor were their
devastations restrained by that excommunication which encroachments upon that
species of property invariably entailed. But they had been taught that by giving way to
their darling passions, their avarice and cruelty, against the miscreants who denied the
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faith, they atoned for the indulgence of the same passions against the true believers.
The publication of a crusade, especially against the emperor or the Albigenses, was
commonly accompanied by an offer to the champions of the cross, of—what?
Remission of all sins, past and future, in the other world, together with permission to
rob their creditors in this. They were exempted, during the crusade, from the payment
of interest on their debts. The cunning priests, who added this earthly recompense to
the heavenly one, knew well the sort of persons with whom they had to deal. That
some of the crusading knights were mainly influenced by motives of religion, is as
true, as that some were influenced by the desire of military glory; but the great bulk
were influenced by nothing but M. de Sismondi’s “deux mobiles de la noblesse,”
cupidity and ennui.

There is one feature in the chivalrous character which has yet to be noticed; we mean,
its gallantry. And this we shall think it necessary to examine the more fully, because
we are persuaded that nine-tenths of the admiration of chivalry are grounded upon it.
We own it is hard to speak ill of men who could make vows to their lady-love that
they would wear a scarf over one eye till they should have signalized her charms by
some exploit, or who could leave the ranks and challenge one another to single
combat, to settle which man of them adored the most beautiful mistress. We trust,
however, that without treason to the fair sex, of which we profess ourselves devoted
admirers, it may be permitted to doubt whether these fopperies contributed much to
the substantial happiness of women, or indicated any real solicitude for their welfare.
To us it seems very clear, that such demonstrations of eagerness, not to make a
woman happy, but to make the whole world acknowledge the pre-eminence of her
charms, had their source in mere vanity, and the love of distinction; and that the
knight who fought a duel concerning the beauty of his mistress, because she was his
mistress, would have done the same thing for his falcon, if it had been the fashion.

If it could be proved that women, in the middle ages, were well treated, it would be so
decisive a proof of an advanced stage of civilization, as it would require much
evidence to rebut. That they were so treated, however, is not to be believed without
proof. That a knight prided himself upon the beauty of his mistress, and deemed his
honour concerned in maintaining it at the sword’s point, is no proof. In the Asiatic
kingdoms, in which, above all countries in the world, women are not only practically
ill-treated, but theoretically despised, the whole honour of a family is considered to be
bound up in its women. If their seclusion is intruded upon; if the foot of a stranger
profanes the zenana, the disgrace is indelible. This is one species of foppery: the
gallantry of the middle ages was another: and, like the ceremonious politeness which
distingished alike the chevaliers and the orientals, they characterize that period in the
progress of society, which may be termed the age of false refinement, and which is
situated half way between savage and civilized life.

Good treatment of women, we have already observed, is one of the surest marks of
high civilization. But it seems to be very little considered, in what good treatment of
women consists. It does not consist in treating them as idols to be worshipped, or as
trinkets to be worn for display; any more than in shutting them up like jewels in a
case, removed from the light of the sun and the sight of men. In both cases, this
treatment is a proof that they are valued; else why are so much pains taken about
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them? But in both cases they are valued exactly like beautiful trinkets; the value set
upon them is quite compatible with perfect indifference to their happiness or misery.

Professor Millar, perhaps the greatest of philosophical inquirers into the civilization of
past ages, has observed, with truth, that during the savage state, when the attention of
men is wholly engrossed by the pursuit of the necessaries of life, the pleasures of sex
are little regarded, and little valued; but as soon as the satisfaction of their more
pressing wants gives leisure to cultivate the other enjoyments within their reach, these
pleasures are among the first which engage their attention. If the savage state is, of all
others, that in which the sexual passion is weakest, the half-savage state, or the state
immediately bordering on barbarism, is that in which it is strongest.@ This remark
explains the treatment of women in feudal Europe, as well as in Asia, different as
their condition in these two states of society may appear. In Asia, where food could
always be obtained with comparatively trifling labour, and where very little clothing
and lodging were necessary either to existence or to comfort, the savage or hunting
state seems never to have existed; the pleasures of sex were probably cultivated from
the beginning, and, man abusing his natural superiority, the women were made slaves.
In Europe, on the contrary, as among the North American Indians, women were not
valued as sources of pleasure, and were not valuable for the labour of hunting, in that
state of society the only kind of hard labour. No motives, therefore, existed for
reducing them to bondage; and when these barbarians over-spread the Roman empire,
and, possessing themselves of the land, began to lead an idle life instead of a
laborious one, this new state of society found the women free. From this circumstance
arose the different situation of women in Asia and in feudal Europe. In the latter,
where they were free, to obtain the woman who was the object of desire became often
a matter of extreme difficulty, and generally could not be effected without her own
consent: in the former, where they were slaves, to obtain any number of women
independently of their consent, became, to a rich man, a matter of no difficulty at all;
and his solicitude was transferred to the means of keeping them.

We thus see that the seclusion of women in Asia, and the idolatry of them in Europe,
were both marks of the same low state of civilization. The latter, no doubt, gave to
some women for a time more power. But we must not overrate the value of this power
to their happiness. The question is not, how much power a knight would give his
mistress leave to fancy she exercised over him, in order that she might consent to his
obtaining power over her; but in what manner #e employed his power over her when
obtained. Of the domestic lives of the knights, we have hardly any direct information;
and in the absence of any, we may proceed upon the general presumption, that men
who were brutal towards one another, would not be less brutal towards their wives.
Allowing that a woman who had been an object of desire, and who was still a source
of vanity from her personal charms, might command tolerable treatment on account of
those charms, while they lasted, and on account of her children at a later period; we
profess ourselves not to be of the number of those who sympathize exclusively with
beautiful women. Although the heroines of romances were somehow always
beautiful, it may yet be inferred, from the inherent probabilility of the thing, that there
were ugly women in those days as well as in our own; though we are left to conjecture
what sort of treatment may peradventure have been undergone by such ill-fated
females, if any such there were. A knight who had to maintain at the point of the
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sword, that his lady was the most beautiful lady in the whole world, would, in
common prudence, attach himself to some fair one, whose pretensions to that
character might be maintained without subjecting him to any extraordinary degree of
ridicule. We know, in point of fact, that a small number of beautiful women engrossed
all the admiration and all the vows of all the knights, and that the large and
unattractive majority were altogether neglected. It is the treatment of them, however,
and not that of their more attractive sisters, which is the test of civilization.

There is positive evidence, how little regard was paid by a warrior of the age of
chivalry, to the feelings even of the object of his passion, when he had the power of
gratifying that passion independently of her consent. If a baron happened to be
smitten by the charms of the daughter of one of his vassals, he demanded 0£ her
father, as a matter of course, that she should be yielded up to his embraces._ The
frequency of rapes and abductions, even in the case of women of elevated rank, is
another important proof how little connection the foppish gallantry of that age had
with the real happiness of the sex affected to be adored. We have mentioned in a
former page the chivalrous treatment of the Gascon ladies by Coeur de Lion. Matilda,
daughter of Malcolm III, King of Scotland, while residing in England previously to
her marriage with our Henry I, is well known to have taken the habit of a nun, “not,”
says Hume, “with a view of entering into a religious life, but merely in consequence
of a custom, familiar to the English ladies, who protected their chastity from the brutal
violence of the Normans, by taking shelter under that hgbit, which, amidst the horrible
licentiousness of the times, was yet generally revered.”_

We reject the giants of romance; why should we continue to believe in the reality of
the knights-errant, their antagonists? Yet if both are the representatives of really
existing personages, let us remember that the knights who liberated imprisoned
damsels were few, while the giants who held these damsels in durance were many;
and that the prototypes of the giants were knights and noblemen, though they were not
knights-errant.

Though it is almost unnecessary to add, that whatever portion of power or good
treatment the women enjoyed, was confined entirely to the women of rank, and that
all other women were, like their husbands, slaves; we will, however, conclude our
observations on this subject, by a very sensible passage from M. Roederer’s work,
already alluded to, in which this as well as some other very pertinent observations are
forcibly put. The age of chivalry, he says,

Fut pour les femmes, ainsi que les hommes, une période d’abjection et de malheur. Ne
regardant pas le bonheur des seigneurs qui opprimaient la nation comme partie du
bonheur de la nation, ou comme une compensation de son malheur, je ne compte pas
non plus la gloire des chdtelaines dans le bilan des femmes Francaises du méme
temps. Celles-ci vivaient dans 1’oppression comme leurs péres, leurs maris, leurs
enfans. On pourrait méme contester a ces dames de chateau, qui brillaient de tant
d’éclat sur les amphithéatres d’un tournoi, qui €taient pour la confrérie des chevaliers
I’objet d’un culte religieux et d’une adoration solennelle; on pourrait leur contester un
bonheur correspondant a de si belles apparences, et demander si cette idolatrie qui
leur était vouée, n’¢€tait pas une des pompes de la grandeur de ces temps-la,
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’ostentation intéressée d’une courtoisie profitable, ou I’exagération d’une servilité
réelle sous des apparences passionnées; et si, dans I’intérieur de la société domestique,
les grandes dames n’étaient pas exposées comme les autres a toute la rudesse d’une
domination sans frein?

(Louis XII et Frangois ler, Vol. 1, pp. 297-8.)

We have dwelt so long upon the period of the feudal aristocracy, that we have not
time to give a detailed character of the feudal monarchy; and perhaps it will be better,
before attempting the task, to wait for the additional materials which we may expect
to find in the next portion of M. de Sismondi’s history. We shall content ourselves
with mentioning a few facts, merely to show that the aristocracy did not change its
character during the two or three centuries which followed its subjugation by the
crown.

Enguerrand de Coucy, having seized two young noblemen, who, with their preceptor,
had trespassed on his forests in pursuit of rabbits, hanged them all three. In the reign
of any other prince than Saint Louis, he might possibly have come off with impunity.
Saint Louis at first intended to put him to death, but at the intercession of all the great
barons, he contented himself with imposing a heavy fine, and three years exile in
Palestine, with the forfeiture of the siignorial rights of haute justice, and garenne. of
keeping rabbits, and of judging men._

Guy de Montfort assassinated Henry, son of Richard, Duke of Cornwall, before the
altar, at Viterboi

Saint Louis besieged the castle of La Roche de Gluy upon the Rhone, to punish its
lord for practising robbery on the highway: having made himself master of the castle,
he restored it to its owner, first stipulating for the discontinuance of his depredations.f

The next person of whom we shall make mention is Amalric, Viscount of Narbonne,
who, having the droit de justice, violated the laws, and, what was of more
consequence, offended the monarch, by putting to death two of his own vassals,
notwithstanding their appeal to the royal court. Amalric’s sovereign was far from
being a Saint Louis; he imprisoned the rebellious vassal for a time, then took him
from prison and put him at the head of an army.?

Jourdain de ’Isle, sire (seigneur) of Casaubon, after receiving the royal pardon
eighteen times for different offences, was hanged the nineteenth for rape, rapine, and
murder. This happened under Charles IV, in 1323.

Hannot and Pierre de Léans were hanged in 1332, for assassinating la demoiselle
Péronne d’Estreville in the church.

Mathieu de Houssaie was condemned to a gibbet in 1333; Jourdan Ferron, a

damoiseau or page, in the same year. In the following year eleven nobles were
executed (suppliciés) for the assassination of Emeri Béranger.
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Adam de Hordain, another knight, was hanged in 1348, and so on.'_H It was not till the
climax of the power of Louis XIV, that the nobles were reduced into perfect
obedience to the laws.

As the king’s government, however, increased in strength, assassination became too
dangerous to be openly practised, and a safer mode of taking vengeance upon an
enemy now came into vogue. Accusations of poisoning became frequent, and gained
general credit. The imperfection of the courts of justice, and the peculiar nature of this
crime, generally prevented the fact from being judicially proved; but the generality of
the suspicion is a sufficient proof of the spirit of the times. Another mode of getting
rid of an enemy was suggested by the superstitions of the day. The practice of
enchantments, for the destruction of particular persons, became very frequent. The
efficacy of these operations was imaginary, but the intention was real. Waxen images,
says M. Dulaure, play a very conspicuous part in French history. A waxen image was
constructed, as nearly as possible resembling the person intended to be destroyed; a
priest was employed to baptise the image by the name of the intended victim, and it
was then tortured, mutilated, or pierced through and through, with the proper forms of
incantation. The effect of the operation thus performed upon the image, was supposed
to be felt by its human namesake in his own person.

The gradual disuse of trial by battle, which was abolished by Saint Louis in his own
domains, and discouraged every where, both by him and his successors; the
substitution of technical procedure in the king’s court, and the gradual supercession of
the seignorial jurisdictions by the royal ones, gave rise and encouragement to another
sort of crime, judicial perjury. This, which is perhaps the most pernicious of offences,
because it destroys the efficacy of the remedy against all others, and the frequency of
which is, for that and other reasons, one of the most decisive tests of the moral
depravity of a nation, became, if we may credit historians}IZ horribly frequent.
Corruption in the judges also became a common offence._

When the nobles no longer enjoyed any power of their own, except over their serfs
and domestics, they had no chance for importance but by resorting to the court, and
rivalling with one another in 