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Letter 405, to Macvey Napier, from MS in the British Museum
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229. TO JOHN ROBERTSON!

Saturday
[Jan. (?), 1838]

DEAR ROBERTSON

I am going to have to fight a duel on your account. I have had a half
hostile, half expostulatory letter from Hayward? on the subject of that
passage, in the Martineau article,® in reply to which I have owned the
proprietorship, disowned authorship & editorship, admitted having seen the
article before it was printed off, & said that I did not conmsider the terms
“blackguardising” & “lying” as applied to any one individually but to a
class to which it was made matter of complaint against certain superior
men that they allowed themselves to be assimilated. I of course did not
tell him either who wrote the article or who edited it, and I told him that
I had ordered any letter he might send to be forwarded to me. I have not
yet received his answer & perhaps shall not till I leave town which will be
today, so hold yourself prepared in case he should write a letter to you.

N.B. I told him that the writer had no malice against him, & I believed
had never seen him.

€Ver yours
J.S.M1LL

If you have anything to write, direct Post Office Southampton.*

1. MS at King’s.

2. Abraham Hayward.

3. A review of Miss Martineau’s Retrospect of Western Travel, LWR, XXVIII
(Jan., 1838), 470-502. The offending passage (pp. 477-78) excoriated not only
Hayward but also, among others, Lockhart, Wilson, Barnes, D’Israeli, and Theodore
Hook for deserting their class to do “the base work of the aristocracy, fighting for
them, writing for them, joking for them, blackguardizing for them, and . . . lying for
them. . . .” The review was signed HW.

A note was subsequently appended to Vol. XXIX of the LWR with reference to
Hayward, stating “that neither against him nor against any of the other persons named
was any distinct and personal charge made, because we were not in possession of
proofs on which our charges could have been made distinct and personal.”

4. This postscript is written at the top of the first page.
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230. TO JOHN HILL BURTON!

India House
239 January
1837 [sic, recte 1838]

MY DEAR SIR,

Pray excuse my not having sooner answered your letter, as my whole
spare time and thoughts were occupied with poor Canada, about which
what I have to say will be published in the L. & W. review on Saturday
next.

With regard to the note or rather the passage which I propose should
be appended to my preface,® on reperusal I should wish that after the
words “accordant with the spirit of the work itself” you would be so kind
as to add “and, in Mr. Bentham, admissible” and then proceed “than what
would be decorous” &c. as before. Otherwise I shall have the appearance of
censuring the tone of the work, which I am very far indeed from intending.
I still wish to suppress any direct mention of my name, not to prevent it
from being known to the reader if he chuses to enquire about it which I
know cannot be done, but because its suppression is as it were, an act of
disavowal as to any appropriateness in the notes and additions to my
present frame of mind, and because I do not like to perk in the face of the
world in general that the person known by my name has written things
which he is ashamed of, when my name has never in any instance been
put to writings I am not ashamed of.

I should think Sir John Campbell’s Law Reform Acts, the orders of the
15 Judges promulgated a few years ago reforming the system of Pleading,
and the Reports of the various Law Commissions, were the best authorities
for the recent alterations in the law. Not being acquainted with many law
books I cannot direct you to any other sources.

My notions of Mr. Bentham’s intentions with respect to the “Introduction
to the Rationale” (though I confess it is but an indistinct notion) has
always been that he intended to put it forth as a kind of feeler, at a time
when he did not contemplate finishing the work itself for publication at an
early period. My opinion is entirely adverse to publishing the Introduction
at all; & if that is decided upon, the later in the collection it comes the
better. I would much rather it followed, than preceded, the Rationale.

1. Addressed: J. H. Burton Esq. / 9 Warriston Crescent / Edinburgh. Postmarks:
LS / 23JA23 / 1838, and JAN / C 25+ / 1838. Original in possession of Professor
John Burton Cleland, of Adelaide, South Australia; copy supplied by Professor J. A.
La Nauze, Dept. of History, University of Melbourne.

2. See Letter 226, n. 2.
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Mr. Smith’s® proposal appears to me prepos[terous]* & from all you
mention I should not suppose him to be a man to whose judgment any
more deference should be paid in constructing the Edition than is indis-
pensable. I know nothing of Mr Smith whatever except that I think I
remember hearing that a gentleman of that name had been the editor of
the Rationale of Reward.
Believe me Dear Sir
Yours truly

J.S. M1LL

231. TO ALBANY FONBLANQUE!

India House
30th Jan” 1838

My DEAR FONBLANQUE—I have not said or written one word to you in
complaint of the extraordinary unfairness which you appear to me to have
practised for some time against those radicals who oppose the present
ministry—I know you never intend to be unfair, but you remember I
always thought unfairness towards opponents to be one of your qualities
even when you & I were on the same side in politics. It is especially in these
late Canada discussions that I have thought your unfairness went beyond
the bounds which in some degree confined it before. However I do not
quarrel with you for this nor for your putting the last seal to your
ministerialism by espousing the enmities of the ministry, & displaying
personal hostility to old friends whom your new friends wish to hunt down.
Perhaps if we chose to retaliate, we are not altogether without the power,
but I at least never will, under whatever provocation, speak of you to the
public in terms of disrespect, or even, if I can help it, of complaint. I will
only, when the things you say touch me personally, point out to yourself
the injustice of them, & my object in writing to you now is to do so in
regard to what you say in your last number on the London Review.? You
have entirely misstated facts. The London Review never bestowed the name

3. Richard Smith, identified only as “of the Stamps and Taxes Office.” He had
transiated from the French and edited The Rationale of Reward (1825) and The
Rationale of Punishment (1830). For a list of his contributions to the collected edition

of Bentham’s Works, see vol. X, p. 548.

4. MS torn.

* % % %

1. Addressed: Albany Fonblanque Esq. / 5 Pine Apple Place / Kilburn Road;
readdressed in another hand: N 4 Up, Seymor St. West. Postmarks: 4 EB 4 / JA 30 /
1838, and 12 NN 12 / JA 31 / 1838. MS at LSE. Excerpt published in Life and
Labours of Albany Fonblanque, ed. E. B. de Fonblanque (London, 1874), p. 32.

2. “Mr E. Bulwer and Mr Grote,” Examiner, Jan. 28, 1838, p. 50: “The name of
‘philosophical Radicals’ was bestowed by themselves by the gentlemen whose opinions



370 To Albany Fonblanque Letter 231

philosophical radicals upon its own writers or upon the people whom
Bulwer called so in his speech.? You knew at the time perfectly that it gave
that name to the thinking radicals generally, to distinguish them from the
demagogic radicals, such as Wakley,* & from the historical radicals of the
Cartwright® school, & from the division of property radicals if there be any.
You knew that if the London Review wished to be the review of this large
body, we always considered the Examiner as the newspaper of it. You also
knew that because this designation too often repeated gave a coterie air
which it was felt to be objectionable, the phrase was varied, & phrases
adopted to express merely those Reformers who were not professedly,
Reformers only within the limits of the existing Constitution—such were
the phrases thorough reformers, & so on—& yet for this very change of
designation you blame the review & its writers just as the Chronicle
yesterday® after founding a long attack solely upon identifying me with
Roebuck or with Grote, concluded by reproaching me for differing from
them.

I expected no better from the Chronicle but what is the meaning of your
insisting upon identifying me with Grote or Roebuck or the rest? Do you in
your conscience think that my opinions are at all like theirs? Have you
forgotten, what I am sure you once knew, that my opinion of their
philosophy is & has for years been more unfavourable by far than your
own? & that my radicalism is of a school the most remote from theirs, at
all points, which exists? They knew this as long ago as 1829, since which
time the variance has been growing wider & wider. I never consented to
have anything to do with the London Review but for the sake of getting
together a body of writers who would represent radicalism more worthily
than they did: you never could be induced to help me in this & until I could

are represented by the London Review. . . . To us it appeared better . . . that the
world should find out that they were philosophical, than that they should proclaim it
of themselves. But this is a matter of taste, and they are fond of calling themselves
by good names, and, like ladies, seem glad to change them; so they have been
‘philosophical Reformers,” and ‘thorough Reformers,” and ‘earnest Reformers,” and
better still, ‘entire Reformers.’ ”

3. In the House of Commons on Jan. 23, 1838.

4, Thomas Wakley.

5. Major John Cartwright (1740-1824), “the father of Parliamentary Reform.”

6. An attack on JSM’s article “Lord Durham and the Canadians” (LWR, XXVIII
[Jan., 1838], 502-33): “It is by the writer of the political manifesto of the preceding
number [“Parties and the Ministry,” VI (Oct., 1837), 1-26] and is characterized by
the same ability, the same absence of shrewd discernment in the adaptation of means
to ends, and in the estimate taken of individuals, and the same tone of infallibility
which were displayed in that production. The writer being thoroughly persuaded of
the impossibility of himself and his friends being ever in the wrong, might take for
his device ‘nul n’a raison que nous et nos amis’, and possesses not a few of those
qualities which in the days of the Inquisition would have made a good member of
that tribunal.” (Morning Chronicle, Jan. 29, 1838, p- 3)
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find persons who would, I could do little—but in proportion as I did find
such persons I have been divesting the review of its sectarian character &
have even gone this length that when Molesworth ceased to feel that the
review represented his opinions I took it off his hands & am now myself
the proprietor of it. In the face of this it is rather hard to be accused of
ascribing all wisdom & infallibility to a set from whose opinions I differ
more than from the Tories. But I cannot, because I differ from them, join
like you in crying them down for sacrificing their own popularity in main-
taining my opinions about Canada, & while I myself seek the radical party
where it is, not where it is not, & endeavour to rest upon the general body
of radical opinion in the country, I will not throw overboard the most honest
men in public life for standing nobly in the breach on a great occasion.
I will rather risk myself there with them even at the hazard of being accused
by you of being exactly what it is my special object, my principle & also
my interest to shew that I am not. And I should think much higher of your
magnanimity if you did the same. Of your intentions & talents I have the
same high opinion which I always had.
ever yours

J.S. ML

232. TO JOHN ROBERTSON!

I.H. Tuesday
[Jan. 30 or early Feb., 1838]
DEAR ROBERTSON,

It seems to me that in any future communication we have with Bulwer,
the points which it is our interest to make him feel, with the least possible
appearance of intending to do so, are these: First, that we have the power,
from our néxt number inclusive, either to begin preparing the radicals to
support & even to call for their ministry, or to begin impressing them with
the uselessness of their looking to any ministry for a long time to come:
that we shall certainly take one line or the other; & it will depend upon the
opinion we form of them, which: and Secondly, that our support of them
will depend not only upon their embracing the policy which we think
suitable to rally the body of moderate radicals round them, who are to be
our party whoever is minister—but also upon our confidence in their
personnel. That Ellice? & Stanley® (& we need not add, himself, but he will

1. Published by Towers, pp. 68-69. MS at LSE. Dated by Mrs. Towers as of “1837
during the Canada coercion and rebellion”; the last paragraph, however, apparently
refers to the preceding letter, to Fonblanque.

2. Edward Ellice (1781-1863), Whig leader.

3. Edward John Stanley (1802-1869), then chief government whip and Secretary
of the Treasury, who had been a disciple of Lord Durham.
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see that we see through him, which always vastly increases such a man’s
respect for one) will make it their object to render the ministry a ministry
of intrigans. That we need only call it that, and treat it as that, to damage
it exceedingly, and that we will treat it as that if it is that. That we have no
earthly objection to act with intrigans, but that we do not chuse to act
under intrigans: that therefore if their ministry is made up of loose fish, &
does not contain a due proportion of men who have a high character for
private integrity and political earnestness, we will, even if we support their
measures, attack & ridicule their persons, & then beware Messrs. Bulwer,
Ellice, & even Lord Durham himself. The ways and times proper for
insinuating such of these things as are to be insinuated & for stating such
of them as are to be stated will present themselves to you as occasion arises.

I have written to Fonblanque* as I wrote to Black,® informing him of the
same facts, telling him I think him excessively unfair towards us, but that
no provocation shall induce me to attack him, & appealing to his love of
truth not to mix us up with Roebuck, etc.

Ever yours,

JSM.

233, TO ALBANY FONBLANQUE!

India House
34 Feb. 1838

My DEAR FONBLANQUE—If my letter? gave you concern you have returned
good for evil, since yours has given me great pleasure. The kind feelings
you express to me personally are & have always been & I am as certain as
I am about any such thing, always will be, completely reciprocated on my
part. With regard to imputations which you say I have cast upon you in the
eagerness of advocacy, I give you my word that I never intended to cast
any: one single sentence in my political article of October last,® though it
conveyed no imputation upon anybody, & did not allude to you in particular
(while in that very article the Examiner was twice mentioned in an approv-
ing tone) was I admit, written under the provocation of an article of yours,
one of those you wrote against the Spectator,* & which as it appeared to me

4. The preceding letter.

5. No such letter to John Black, editor of the Morning Chronicle, appears to be
extant.

* % * *

1. Addressed: Albany Fonblanque Esq. / 48 Connaught Square. MS at LSE.

2. Letter 231.

3. See Letter 217, n. 7.

4. See especially “Tory Radical Consistency,” Examiner, Sept. 3, 1837, p. 563, and
“The Spectator and Ourselves,” ibid., Sept. 17, 1837, p. 595.
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at the time did attempt to fasten imputations on an article in that paper on
evidence which I thought altogether insufficient. I remember thinking at
the time that if I had been personally unacquainted with you, I should have
thought that article (what I am in general much slower to think of any one
than people generally are) intentionally uncandid. As it was, the effect on
me was to make me think that your alienation from those whom I will call
the extreme radicals, had now reached the point, at which with the most
complete intention on your part to be fair towards them, they could no
longer expect justice from you. And this impression has been made upon
me often since. If it has been made upon me, who have fought your battles
so long & to say nothing of our long friendship, had to vindicate the
correctness of my own judgment in thinking so highly of you as I do, it
cannot be but that the same impression must have been made much more
strongly upon all those, holding the opinions you attack, who are differently
situated from me. This is a result which you cannot yourself wish for, & I
have seen it with great pain.

In my article in the present number of the review® there is only one
passage in which you might perhaps suppose you were pointed to, that in
which “radical writers” are spoken of—but in this instance I not only did
not refer to you, but if I had mentioned you, it would have been to except
you from the imputations conveyed—& if anybody should suppose that you
were among the persons meant, I shall owe you a reparation which I shall
not be slow to make.

I did not complain of you for calling me philosophical in a spirit of
sarcasm, but for imputing to Grote, Warburton &c the assumption of a
name which as far as I know, they never used, though I did; & after fixing
the name on them, then applying it to the London Review as being identified
with them. I am so far from being that, that I am most anxious to distinguish
myself from them—but I do not think the radical cause so strong as to
sustain no injury from lowering the character of such men as those I have
named—<& I thought this time peculiarly one at which they had entitled
themselves to be upheld. I felt much disappointed at your not taking this
view along with me—but I hope I need not repeat that I am quite con-
vinced that in this as in all other parts of your conduct you act with the
most perfect persuasion of your being in the right.

The difference between us is, I suspect, as you suppose, partly in our
estimation of men—& I should like very much to know better in what
instances you think I err in my estimation of them. I should like this
because I have been accustomed to the same charge from various people &
from nobody so much as from those whom you probably think that I
overestimate, & I have generally thought that the ground of this judgment

5. “Lord Durham and the Canadians,” LWR, XXVIII (Jan., 1838), 502-33.
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of me from most of those who formed it, was, that I saw much to be valued
& admired in persons whom they disliked. If I err egregiously in my
judgment of men I am not at present in a way to correct my error, for
hitherto my experience has generally confirmed the judgments of men,
which I had formed for myself, while it has often weakened those 1 had
formed wholly or partially on the authority of others. But I should like to
compare notes with you on men, & to see who are those respecting whom
we differ.

As the state of opinion in the electoral body, I do not think you would
find me so unacquainted with it as you suppose. I do not think the electoral
body are favourable to my views on the points on which we differ; but
rather the reverse. But I think they would by this time have been so, if the
principal radicals & especially yourself had taken the tone which I think
ought to have been taken. There is a great deal of passive radicalism in the
electoral body, but very little active, & the grounds of my present practical
views, whether right or wrong, are, that if this passive radicalism is not very
soon transmitted into active, it will become impossible to do so, & that if
the present ministry continue, with their present line of conduct, until the
Tories turn them out without aid from their own supporters, Peel &
[Well]ington® will come in without the Orangemen & will be supported by
O’Connell & 150 of the 200 ballot men in the House. The only alternative
is in my opinion, a Durham ministry within a year (or thereabouts)-—or
else the strongest Conservative Ministry we have had since Lord Liver-
pool’s,” and the longer we wait for this last, the less chance there will be
of making a strong Opposition We are letting the cards slip out of our
mngggry I may be wrong, but my object is to rest upon the whole body of
radical opinion in the country & I grieve to find one part of it eating up
another.

ever yours faithfully

J.S. ML

234, TO ALBANY FONBLANQUE!

India House
6% Feb” 1838

My DEAR FONBLANQUE—I was a little inclined to reproach myself for
having written to you (as I have since thought) rather unkindly—but you

6. Part covered by seal. 7. From 1812 to 1827.
* % * %

1. Addressed: Albany Fonblanque Esq. / 48 Connaught Square. Postmark: 2 AN 2 /
FE 6 / 1838. MS at LSE.
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are more than quits with me by your article last Sunday.? Of that article
I do not very well know what to say, because it is a new position to me, to
find any assertion which I make about myself & my concerns, treated exactly
as if it had never been made. Could I expect after what I said in my letter
to you, or even before it, that I should have been treated through three long
columns, by one who has the friendly feelings to me that you profess, as
being in the most complete manner identified with some half dozen men
whom I have nothing to do with, & to whose opinions you are far more
nearly allied than I am. You take me moreover at a very ungenerous
disadvantage, because you know that I cannot chuse the time when people
whom I respect are under a cloud, to proclaim to the world anything
disparaging that I may happen to think of them: I cannot cry out on the
housetops, like a mean truckling coward, “do not confound me’ with these
men, I am not of them”: nor is it my way at any time to do so: it is my
conduct which must shew wherein I differ from them. You are moreover
quite as unjust in making them accountable for the review as the review for
them, since they do not recognise it as in any way their organ, & about that
particular article not one of them was consulted, & I have no reason to
believe that any one of them would approve of the course recommended in
it. I shall remonstrate no further with you on the subject: if you continue
henceforth to identify the review with them, you do it with your eyes open:
but when I have made you, as I shall do, ashamed to go on any longer doing
so, do not say you are glad to see I am changed: 1 shall not have changed;
I shall only have spoken somewhat more of my mind than that very small
portion of it which can be spoken on so small a subject as Lord John
Russell, or so special a one as Canada.

You may believe me when I say that I do not in the least complain of
your expressing yourself so strongly as you do on the subject of my article:
that is all fair; & as, from considerations which you are not bound to share,
I do not chuse to answer you publicly, I do privately. I only want however
to mark two things, especially as I have not your article by me at present.
One is, to shew you what I mean by saying that you are habitually unfair
to opponents. You exemplify this in the very first sentence, when you
describe me as proposing to turn out ministry after ministry till I get one
satisfactory to some five or six members of parliament & to myselfl—& in
this strain you continue always speaking of us as wanting to bring ourselves

2. The leading article in the Examiner for Feb. 4, 1838, p. 65, “Look Before You
Leap,” was a slashing attack on JSM’s LWR article for Jan., “Lord Durham and the
Canadians,” in which, said Fonblanque, “is propounded the Bobadil [sic] plan for
overthrowing Ministry after Ministry till a Government can be formed satisfactory to
the extreme section of Reformers commonly called the Ultras, but whom we . . .
should rather designate as the Detrimentals or Wrongheads. . . .” [The “Bobadil” plan

for carrying a fortress—“twenty more, kill them too; twenty more, kill them too.” See
Ben Jonson, Every Man in his Humour, Act IV, sc. 5.]
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in. Now would not any one suppose from this, that what I was dreaming of
attaining was an extreme radical ministry? would any one suppose that I
could have said that the mere exclusion from the present ministry of all who
were pledged against the ballot, was all that should be aimed at? You must
think me very easily satisfied if you describe the present ministry minus
Lord John Russell as a ministry satisfactory to me. You may think this a
small thing; but it amounts to no less than fastening on an opponent what
he thinks would be presumptuous & ridiculous instead of what only you
think so: & it appears to me that all the ridiculousness you attribute to my
suggestion, entirely arises from putting this colour upon it.

The other thing I want to shew you is, how very little calm consideration
you have given to my suggestion before pronouncing such a sentence of
absurdity & self conceit upon it. You assume that after the proposed vote
of want of confidence, the Whigs are to resign, & sit still till a Tory ministry
is formed. They are not such fools. They would not resign, but would, the
very next day, move, in some parliamentary form, that the House would
have no confidence in any Tory ministry. There would be ways enough of
wording it. Of course I am supposing that the Court is with them, & would
not seek an excuse to turn them out. Nay, I have not the least doubt that
the mere fact that forty or fifty radicals were known to be ready to vote for
want of confidence, would effect the desired object without an actual vote,
& without their losing ten of their supporters. By “the desired object” I
mean, a modification of the personnel of the ministry; not even a Durham
ministry, but a Whig ministry unfettered on the finality of the reform bill.

I have nothing further to say, except that for a person who complains of
“imputations” you are very profuse of them.

ever yours truly

J.S. M1LL

235. TO ALBANY FONBLANQUE!

LH.
Wednesday
[Feb. 7, 1838]
MY DEAR FONBLANQUE
I am glad you are not angry & I am not conscious of being so—& it is
some evidence of my not being angry, that I can bear to be called so, for
I have generally observed that when any one is just hovering on the verge
of anger, calling him angry invariably makes him so.
You are of course not to blame if you really think, & have thought all the
1. Addressed: Albany Fonblanque Esq. / 48 Connaught Square. Postmark: ??1? /

FE 7 / 1838. MS at LSE. One excerpt published in Life and Labours of Albany
Fonblanque, ed. E. B. de Fonblanque, p. 31.
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years you have known me, that I agree in my opinions with Grote or with
any of those whom you allude to. I thought you had known me better: but
if you did not, I certainly did not expect that your tone towards me would
be altered merely by my writing to you a letter. What I will make you
ashamed of is, having forgotten, or mistaken my opinions & feelings so long.

I cannot however admit your doctrine that one ought to treat any person
or thing which one is opposed to, as it appears to the public, without regard
to anything one may personally know, which places it in a different light.
If I dealt in that way with you, I am sure you would have reason to com-
plain of very gross injustice.

With regard to “the Grote conclave” there may be such a conclave, but
I know nothing of it, for I have never been within the doors of Grote’s
house in Eccleston Street> & have been for the last few years completely
estranged from that household. Surely there mever was so surprising a
proposition gravely advanced as that my saying that Roebuck (who was
known to be the author of the former articles) was not privy to this, implied
“that they were privy to it.” If those are your rules of evidence I am not
surprised at any false judgment you make.

Hou can you say the Review “countenances & agrees with” those people
with the single exception of the suspension of the Canadian constitution,
when it has been attacking them for inefficiency & for being unequal to their
position for years, & most notably in the very last number? I tell them the
same things to their faces whenever I see them. Immediately after Lord
J.R.s declaration® I tried to rouse them, & went to a meeting of most of
the leading parliamentary radicals at Molesworth’s* from which I went
away they thinking me, I fancy, almost mad, & 7 thinking them craven. I
do not except Grote, or Warburton, or Hume, all of whom were there. I
except none but Molesworth & Leader, two raw boys. I assure you, when I
told them in the review what I thought would be done by men of spirit &
real practicalness of character I had perfect ground for feeling well assured
that they would not do it. You have therefore no earthly reason for con-
sidering me “dangerous.”

I am certain that in the concluding part of your article which you say
refers “exclusively to the Grote conclave” there is no human creature who
would not suppose that you were pointedly & determinedly & whether 1
would or not, including me—i.e. the review in general, & the writer of that
article in particular.

ever yours truly
J.S. ML

2. No. 3 Eccleston Street, to which Mr. and Mrs. Grote had moved in Oct., 1836.
See Mrs. Grote, The Personal Life of George Grote (London, 1873), p. 108.

3. Lord John Russell’s declaration of Nov. 20, 1837, as to the finality of the
Reform Act of 1832. See Letter 225, n. 4.

4. See Letter 228.
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236. TO THE SECRETARY OF UNIVERSITY COLLEGE!

India House.
13t Feb?
1838

MY DEAR SIR

I do not know whether the appointment to the professorships of languages
at the University College is referred by the Council to the consideration of
the Professors, but if it is I hope you will excuse my saying a word to you
in favour of a candidate for the Italian Professorship, Count Pepoli,? a
member of the Provisional Government of Bologna. I know nothing of him
personally, but I can vouch for his high literary reputation & acquirements
on the authority of one of the most competent witnesses living, though not
a very producible one perhaps, Mazzini,® the celebrated President of La
Jeune Italie who appears to me one of the most accomplished & every way
superior men among all the foreigners I have known, & profoundly versed
in his country’s literature. As you probably have not Mazzini’s testimony
before you, I have thought it but right to tell you what I have learned from
him. I should consider his testimony sufficient by itself to warrant any such
appointment.

Ever yours truly

J.S.M1LL

237. TO GUSTAVE D’EICHTHAL!

27 February 1838
MY DEAR GUSTAVE

The presents constitution of our sinking fund is this: there is no fixed
appropriation of annual revenue to it, but the surplus revenue, whatever it
happens to be, is always paid over to the Commissioners of the Sinking

1. MS at UCL. Published in M. C. W. Wicks, The Italian Exiles in London, 1816—
1846 (Manchester, 1937), p. 288. Dr. Wicks reports (p. 176) that JSM’s and other
testimonials “were first sent to Carlyle and in his absence forwarded to the Secretary
by Erasmus Darwin.”

2. Count Carlo Pepoli (1796-1881), formerly professor of philosophy at the
University of Bologna, at this time in exile in England. Pepoli received the appoint-
ment at University College and held it until 1847.

3. Giuseppe Mazzini (1805-1872), Italian patriot and revolutionary, was in exile in
England from 1837 to 1848. He became a close friend of the Carlyles and contributed
to the LWR as well as other English periodicals.

* * * X

1. Addressed: Monsicur / M. Gustave d'Eichthal /14 Rue Lepelletier /3 Paris.
MS at Arsenal.
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Fund (at the end of every quarter I belive) so 2 the amount continually
varies— last quarter (1837) is the first in payment at all
was ? re happened to be n that quarter, Besides u
deemed debt continues till mption of more. This ng fund was
establish—— ministry, not long after into office: in 1831 or 1832
amount of redeemed d I do not know, but if you wish for the
exact figures, I will procure them for you. The unredeemed debt on the
5t January 1831 was £757,486,997, besides exchequer bills £27,278,-
400. At present the debt is rather greater, on account of the 20 millions
compensation to the slave owners, which exceeds the amount of debt since
redeemed. In 1816, when the debt was at its highest, the unredeemed
debt, independently of exchequer bills, was £816,311 . so that there
must have b——re in the meanwhile, is there were redu: me
£90,538,701, to s, per contra, in 13,759 by funding [?]
& by different operatio—— of conversion, reducing the interest but aug-
menting the capital

If these facts are not sufficient for your purpose, write to me im-
mediately & I will get a complete & accurate statement. You may rely upon
the correctness of all I have now stated.

If I were not so extremely busy I would write you a

letter: T was

very glad from you again & w that you wi 3
ever yours fai——
JSM—
238. TO EDWARD LYTTON BULWER!
India House
34 March

1838

My DEAR Sik—I have read the Monthly Chronicle with deep interest & 1
hasten to make my acknowledgments to you for the feeling which prompted
the very complimentary expressions with which you have accompanied
your strictures on my article in the L. & W. R.2

2. Page torn. The double dashes throughout the remainder of the letter indicate
missing portions.
3. What remains of the last line is crossed through, and illegible.

* *x * %

1. Addressed: Edward Lytton Bulwer Esq. MP./8 Charles Street / Berkeley
Square, Postmark: 6E6/MR3/1838. MS in the possession of Lady Hermione
Cobbold. Collated by Dr. Eileen Curran. Published in Elliot, I, 107-9.

2. Bulwer’s leading article, “The Position and Prospects of the Government,”
Monthly Chronicle, 1 (March, 1838), 1-15, discusses JSM's “Lord Durham and the
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I agree entirely in the greater part of the views set forth in the first
article of the Monthly Chronicle, & especially in the general character
you have given of the policy suited to the middle class. On the points in
which I differ from you, or perhaps I should rather say, on which I would
add to or qualify what you say, there would be much to be discussed be-
tween us at a suitable time & place. But I am much more desirous at
present to express my great delight at the complete recognition which I
find in that article, of its being advisable for the moderate radicals to form
themselves openly & avowedly into a distinct body from the whigs—to
shake off the character of a fail—& to act together as an independent body.
My only quarrel with the parliamentary radicals has hitherto been, that
they have not done this, nor seemed to see any advantage in doing it. But
whenever I see any moderate radical who recognizes this as his principle
of action, any differences which there can be between me & him cannot
be fundamental, or permanent. We may differ as to our views of the
conduct which would be most expedient at some particular crisis, but in
the main principles of our political conduct we agree.

I have never had any other notion of practical policy, since the radicals |
were numerous enough to form a party, than that of resting on the whole ™
body of radical opinion, from the whig-radicals at one extreme, to the more
reasonable & practical of the working classes, & the Benthamites, on the
other. I have been trying ever since the reform bill to stimulate, so far as
I had an opportunity, all sections of the parliamentary radicals to organize
such a union, & such a system of policy: not saying to them, Adopt my
views, do as I bid you—but, Adopt some views, do something. Had I found
them acting on any system, aiming at any particular end, I should not have
stood upon any peculiar views of my own as to the best way of attaining
the common object. The best course for promoting radicalism is the course
which is pursued with most ability, energy, & concert, even if not the most
politic, abstractedly considered, and for my own guidance individually, my
rule is—whatever power I can bring in aid of the popular cause, to carry
it where I see strength—that is, where I see, along with adequate ability &
numbers, a definite purpose consistently pursued. Therefore if I find all
that among you—& if I do not, I am quite aware that I shall find it
nowhere else—you will find me quite ready to cooperate with you, if you

Canadians.” “In the last number of the London and Westminster Review, we find
the following advice: Turn out the Whigs, to bring in the Tories: turn out the
Tories, in order to bring in the Radicals. With all due respect to the distinguished
propounder of this doctrine [JSM], we must say that his device seems to have been
pre-allegorized by Pope, in the Apologue to Sir Balaam:—

‘Asleep and naked as an Indian lay,
An honest factor stole a gem away;
He pledged it to the knight—the knight had wit,
So kept the diamond—and the rogue was bit.”
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think my cooperation worth having. I am no “Impracticable,” & perhaps
the number of such is smaller than you think. As one of many, I am ready
to merge my own views, whatever they may be, in the average views of
any body of persons whom I may chuse to ally myself with: but not unless
I have full opportunity of bringing my own views before the body, & giving
to those views any degree of influence which their own intrinsic character
may obtain for them, over its collective deliberations. You cannot wonder
that having always been obliged to act alone, I act in my own way. As long
as that is the case, I must struggle on, making mistakes & correcting them,
doing the best I can under all the disadvantages of a person who has to
shift for himself—& raising up allies to myself, where & how I can, as I
have already done & am doing with a success that shows that I cannot
be altogether in a wrong way. You have seen, in Robertson, no bad
specimen, I think, of my practicalness in finding men suitable to my
purpose. But enough of this.

Robertson requests me to put you in mind of his request to you, in
which I most heartily join, on the subject of an article for our next
number (a propos of Knighton,® the “Diary,” &c.) on the social influence
&c. of the Court. Such an article from you, would be a great treasure to us,
& specially valuable in our next number as it is the best time of the year
for such a subject.

Ever yours truly

J.S. MiLL.

239. TO EDWARD LYTTON BULWER!

India House
5t March
1838

MY DEAR SIR

In answer to your question as to what I would be ready to do if my
friends, as you call them, will not consent to what I think reasonable,—if
a party can be formed, for the Durham policy, including such men as
yourself & those whom you mention, & pursuing its objects by means which
I think likely to be effectual, even though not exactly those I should myself

3. Memoirs of Sir William Knighton, ed. Dorothea Lady Knighton (2 vols.,
London, 1838). Knighton (1776-1836) was physician, private secretary, and keeper
of the Privy Purse to George IV as Regent and King. Bulwer's review, “Courts of
British Queens,” appeared in the Aug. number of LWR, XXIX, 281-308.

* % Xx x

1. Addressed: Edward Lytton Bulwer Esq. M.P./8 Charles Street / Berkeley
Square, Postmark illegible. MS in the possession of Lady Hermione Cobbold. Collated
by Dr. Eileen Curran. Published in Elliot, I, 110-12.
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have preferred—I am ready to give such a party all the aid I can, & as
a necessary consequence, to throw off, so far as is implied in that, all who
persevere in conduct either hostile to the party, or calculated to diminish
its strength. But I do not think that any liberal party, out of office, can
be strong enough to beat the Tories, without a degree of popular enthusiasm
in its favour, which could not be had without the support of some of the
men who, in the same proportion as they are thought impracticable, are
thought honest. I have a personal knowledge of the men, far exceeding
any which I believe you have, & from that knowledge I have no doubt that
such a party as I am supposing could carry with it all of those men who are
worth having, if in the first place real evidence is afforded them that
popular objects, to the extent of those to which Lord Durham is pledged
to are sincerely pursued, & if, secondly, their amour propre is not irritated
by personal attacks—such for instance as that in the Chronicle? of this
morning, or some recent ones in the Examiner. I think such attacks good
policy in the Whigs, but in'the moderate radicals as bad tactics almost as
Thompson’s insane conduct in Marylebone,® though I admit there are con-
siderable palliations both for the one & the other. Both on public & private
grounds I am not only precluded from joining in such attacks, but must
defend them against any such, & I must do so all the more, in proportion
as I separate myself from them in my political course. The October number
of the review was the first in which I systematically advocated a moderate
policy,* and it was consequently the first in which 1 personally compli-

mented the extreme politicians. The Canada question then in an evil hour '

crossed the path of radicalism, & my difference of opinion from you on the
course of conduct required by Lord John Russell’s declarations made me
again apparently one of them; which I regretted at the time, but could not
help. But I have never swerved from my intention of detaching the review,
and myself, from all coterie or sectarian connexion; & making the public
see that the review has ceased to be Benthamite; & throwing myself upon
the mass of radical opinion in the country. All this I determined to do
when I had no hope of a radical party in parliament—& if such a party
be formed I would of course prefer to ally myself with, rather than run a
race against it for the moderate radicals. I could only enter into such a
party as a representative, in it, of opinions more advanced in radicalism
than the average opinions of the party—but, in my idea of the principles
on which such a party ought to be constituted, it cannot do without the

2. A leading article attacking Molesworth, Leader, and the extreme Radicals,
Morning Chronicle, March 5, 1838, p. 3. See also “The Position and Prospects of the
Government,” presumably by Bulwer, in his Monthly Chronicle, 1 (March, 1838),
1-17.

3. Col. T. Perronet Thompson on March 2 was badly defeated by the Tory Lord
Teignmouth. For Thompson’s behaviour, see Spectator, March 3, 1838, pp. 200-201.

4. In his article “Parties and the Ministry.” See Letter 217, n. 7.

B
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support of persons considered ultra in opinion, provided they are not
impracticable in conduct.

With regard to Molesworth’s motion,® we shall so soon know what comes
of it, that there is little use in speculating about its probable effects, for the
next two days I shall only say, that I neither counselled it nor knew of it
till the notice was given; and when I first heard of it, disapproved of it.
The position I have since taken about it is a sort of neutral one. I feel quite
unable to foresee whether in the end its consequences will be good or bad.
But one of those consequences, the division of the radical body, I feel all
the evil of, & I regret much that such a union as we are discussing, earlier
adopted, did not prevent such a division from arising. In the present state
of matters, were I to urge Molesworth to turn back, I should only com-
promise my influence wi[th] him, without attaining the object. The division
thus brought to a [cri]sis, some new state of things will arise, which we
must work [to] the best ends we can.®

Thanks for your kind expressions about the Westminster. I need hardly
say how much I value your assistance as a contributor & I shall be much
disappointed if an article which would be of peculiar value to the review at
present,” should, from the engagements you mention, be unavoidably lost
to it.

I shall set about my political article for the next number® the moment I
have made up my mind what the relations of the review are likely to be®
to parties in parliament.

ever yours faithfully

J.S.MILL.

240. TO LEIGH HUNT!

India House
11% May
1838
MY DEAR SIR

Mr. Robertson, who goes out of town today for a few days, requests me
to remind you of the proposition he made to you concerning an article on

5. On Feb. 20 Sir William Molesworth had fixed March 6 for his motion for an
address to the Crown expressing no confidence in the Secretary of State for the
Colonies, Lord Glenelg. Molesworth’s speech on March 6 was a sharp attack on
the government’s colonial policy: his motion was defeated.

6. Brackets in this sentence indicate where page is torn.

7. See preceding letter, n. 3.

8. No political article appeared in the next (the April) number of LWR.

9. JSM originally wrote, “what my relations are likely to be,” and then amended
it as shown.

* % % %

1. MS at LSE.
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the Tower of London®>—which I hope it will not be inconsistent with your
engagements to undertake. The subject is attractive, & treated by you,
would be excellent for the light readers & would add to the sort of reputa-
tion we most want & are only beginning to acquire.

Robertson tells me you have a copy of Mr. Milnes’ volume® of poems:
if you are not needing it for a day or two, would it be too much to beg
the favour of a sight of it? Something relating to the next number of the
Review may depend upon the opinion we form of it—if left at Hooper’s
or sent by omnibus or parcel company to the L.H. I should receive it.

Ever yours truly
J.S. ML

241. TO JOSEPH BLANCO WHITE!

India House
17® May 1838

MY DEAR SIR

I have been extremely concerned to hear from your friend Mr Thom?
the form which your complaints have assumed & the increase of your
infirmities. It grieves me to think that living alone as you do & at such
a distance from most of your friends, they cannot know how you are
attended, & have it little in their power to do anything that might promote
your comfort. I do hope you will consider me as one of those whom it
would most gratify to be of any use to you or to shew in any way my
deep respect & regard for you. Pray do not hesitate a moment in letting
me know of anything you need, & I should consider it a great favour if
Mr Thom or some other friend would now & then write me word to tell
me how you are.

It was hardly needful to ask permission of the review for the publication
of the article which you were so kind as to write for us—we cannot of

2. Hunt contributed the article to the Aug., 1838, LWR, XXIX, 433-61.

3. Richard Monckton Milnes, Poems of Many Years, privately printed, 1838, re-
viewed by JSM in LWR, XXIX, 308-20.

* % * %

1. MS in Liverpool University Library. Excerpts published in J. H. Thom,
“Archbishop Whately and the Life of Blanco White,” Theological Review, IV (Jan.,
1867), 112.

2. John Hamilton Thom (1808-1894), Unitarian minister, editor of the Christian
Teacher, and editor of the life of White.
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course derive anything but pleasure from seeing it in print & in the hands
of every one who can be induced to read it, & I regret much that we could
not with safety to the circulation of our review, make it the vehicle for
sentiments so much bolder than any large class of readers can yet bear.

I have not yet thanked you for your notes on the Oxford Theology &
on Sewell’s article.? We have not yet been able to take up the subject, but
we hope to do so in our October number,* & both those notes & those on
Oxford itself will be of great assistance to us in treating those subjects which
are of a kind that is more & more superseding in importance politics &
everything else.

I assure you it is only my multiplied & multiplying occupations & cares
that prevent me from being a much less infrequent correspondent of yours—
they prevent me indeed from writing almost any letter without some special
object—but to be of any use to you is an object for which I should easily
find time.

Ever faithfully yours

J.S. MiLL

242. TO JOHN ROBERTSON!

[June or July, 1838(?)]

DEAR ROBERTSON,

I cannot bestow upon Bulwer’s article? any milder name than despicable,
& nothing could reconcile me to inserting it in any shape but the absolute
impossibility of finding any substitute for it in time. I have drawn my pen
through some of the stupidest & most conceited things, and sent the rest
to press—and God grant that nobody may read it, or that whoever does,
will instantaneously forget every word of it.
Ever yours

J.S. MILL.

3. Probably the article “Memorials of Oxford,” QR, LXI (Jan. 1838), 203-38,
which has been identified as by the Rev. William Sewell (1804-1874), who was
later to break with the Tractarians because of the Romanizing tendencies of their
movement.

4. No such article appeared.
* % * %

1. Published by Towers, p. 65. MS at LSE.

2. Probably Bulwer’s “Courts of British Queens,” LWR, XXIX (Aug., 1838),
281-308.
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243. TO JOHN ROBERTSON!
[July (?), 1838]
DEAR R.,—

I shall not be in town this evening, but will meet you at Hooper’s
to-morrow. I wish you would verify two queries of mine in the second
sheet of Montaigne.? You will see them in a corrected proof which I have
returned to Reynell’s,® and from which, when that is done, it may be printed
off. S[terling] has overlooked some bad mistakes.

I send the Arctic* with my corrections. They relate solely to small
matters, but I do not think you are aware how often your sentences are not
only unscholarlike, but absolutely unintelligible, from inattention to
ambiguities of small words and of collocation. This article is a splendid
instance of it.

Simpson® has made all his corrections in such a manner that the printers
are sure not to attend to them, but I have left this to you to remedy when
you have determined how far to adopt them.

J.S. MiLL.

If we are much above our fourteen sheets, I think H.M.® ought to wait
till October. It will do as well then, if not better, and I am very anxious to
save expense of that kind.

244. TO HENRY COLE!
Kensington
Friday evg.
[July (?7), 1838]
DEAR COLE,

It was provoking that they did not get the revise? ready for you, nor did
I get mine till about six o’clock & I have been obliged to return it finally
corrected for the press.

1. Published by Towers, p. 62. MS not located. Dated by Mrs. Towers as “Probably
September, 1837,” but the letter concerns the Aug., 1838, number of the Review.

2. John Sterling’s “Montaigne and his Writings,” LWR, XXIX (Aug., 1838),
321-52.

3. The printing office at 16 Little Pulteney St., Westminster, of Charles Reynell,
printer of both the LWR and the Examiner.

4. “The Arctic Discoveries,” signed S.R., LWR, XXIX (Aug., 1838), 373-92.

5. Sir George Simpson (1792-1860), administrator of the Hudson’s Bay Com-
pany’s territory. He had evidently been asked to check the accuracy of Robertson’s
article.

6. Harriet Martineau. Her article, “Domestic Service,” did appear in the Aug.
number, pp. 405-32.

* ok kX X

1. From copy supplied by Professor J. M. McCrimmon, University of Illinois, of
the MS in his possession.
2. Cole’s “Modern Wood Engraving,” LWR, XXIX (Aug., 1838), 265-80.
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We have said all that Jackson®? wanted, in his note which I return
herewith. We have also put in Branston’s* name beside Vizetelly’s® & have
adopted several of your minor suggestions. I did not on consideration think
it worth while to say anything more about [handbills?], when there was
nothing to talk of but initial letters—nor to give a statement of the publica-
tions for which Orrin Smith® inquires, when our illustrations & the list
annexed to them already do it sufficiently. Jackson’s case was different, as
he was passed rather slightly over. But Smith I am sure has nothing to
complain of now.

I have put X (by itself) as the signature at the end.

Ever yours,
J.S.MILL.

245. TO AN UNIDENTIFIED CORRESPONDENT!

13 Pall Mall East
12t Sept* 1838
MY DEAR SIR

According to Sterling’s directions I send the proof of his very interesting
article? to you—having first made two or three alterations which he desired
me to make.? There is one further alteration which I asked him to consent
to, but my letter did not reach Hastings till he had left it—& as he gave you
full power to make alterations I venture to submit the expediency of doing
so in this instance, to your judgment. The questionable point is, the intima-
tion that Simonides may possibly have had some supernatural monition at
the feast of Scopas.* I know all that may be said in favour of such a sup-
position—I know that D* Johnson believed in ghosts, & Wesley said he could
not positively refuse his belief to the convulsionnaire miracles at Paris. But
these reasons do not at all convince me, & if it be necessary to stand up
against the almost unanimous opinion both of the believing & unbelieving
world, (who would agree in considering it impossible that a miracle should
have been wrought in the name of false gods) I should like it to be on
some occasion which required it & on which my own convictions went
with it.

3. Jobn Jackson (1801-1848), wood engraver.

4. Allen Robert Branston (1778-1827), wood engraver.

5. James Henry Vizetelly (d. 1838), publisher, father of Henry Vizetelly (1820-

1894), pioneer of the illustrated press.
6. John Orrin Smith (1799-1843), wood engraver.

* * % %
1. MS at LSE. 2. “Simonides,” LWR, XXXII (Dec., 1838), 99-136.
3. In a letter of Sept. 4, as yet unpublished; MS at King's.
4. See Sterling’s article (cited in n. 2 above), p. 112.
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I do not feel that I am at liberty to make any alteration myself, but you
are, & to your discretion I refer it.

1 shall be out of town for the next four weeks, during which time please
direct to John Robertson Esq 13 Pall Mall East instead of me——& believe
me

Most truly yours

J.S. ML

246. TO SIR WILLIAM MOLESWORTH!
October, 1838.

[In a later letter from John Mill to Sir William, October 1838, there is a
passage about a sum of £17 which Mill said was on “every account”
Molesworth’s and he adds: ] If you get it, let Woolcombe? know that he may
include it in the statement of your disbursements for the Review, which
I am sorry to say it goes but a little way to liquidate.

247. TO JOHN ROBERTSON1!
Axminster
24 October 1838
MY DEAR ROBERTSON

I duly received your letter, but I had so little to say in answer to it that
I delayed from day to day until now in conscience I cannot delay any
longer writing to tell you not to address any more letters to Torquay. I
hope the one I received is the only one you have sent there, but as I left
that neighbourhood two days ago I may perhaps have missed one. I am now
going to Weymouth where I expect to stay about a week and shall be in
town about the 15th as I intended.

I have been thinking very little about the review but a good deal about’

<

my Logic, of which I have, since I left town, completely planned the '

concluding portion & written a large piece of it which I hope 1 shall add
to during my stay at Weymouth. I have also read the third (newly pub-

1. Excerpt published by Fawcett, p. 65. MS not located. The portion in brackets
is Mrs. Fawcett’s summary.

2. Thomas Woollcombe, Sir William’s solicitor and friend. Molesworth, not wholly
in agreement with JSM’s political views and wearied of the financial burden of the
Review, had yielded the proprietorship to JSM. See Letter 231.

% % * *

1. Addressed: John Robertson Esq. / 13 Pall Mall East / London. Postmarks:
B/ 4 OC 4 / 1838, and Axminster / 150. Published, with omissions, by Towers, pp.
66-67. MS at LSE.
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lished) volume? of Comte’s book, which is almost if not quite equal to the
two former. This is much pleasanter work than planning the next number of
the review—for which I have not a single idea beyond what we had when
we last talked on the subject. Our not coming out in October is of no
consequence at all,® for people will hardly say after our last brilliant
number and our second edition,* that the review is dropped.

I have seen scarcely any newspapers, and none which contain reports
of the Palace Yard meeting.® Those particulars about the arming are very
ominous of important results at no long distance, but I cannot see in the
menacing attitude of the working classes anything to prevent a Tory ministry
. and the middle classes are still very far indeed from the time when they
will cry Concede—they will be much more likely to cry Resist!

Your idea about Mazzini’s article seems to me good.® If Carlyle cannot
take to either of the subjects we had in view for him we must be thankful
for anything he can take to. I am sorry James Martineau has given up the
Catholic subject. What answer have you given to Lucas?” As for the
American Slavery article I think it a good subject for making the number
interesting and saleable & as more likely to be well treated by H.M.® than
[any] subject on which she has yet written for us, [but] it must be a
condition that she shall not be sentimental, which she has more tendency
to than any other writer we have.® You do not think of it for this number
I believe. I cannot judge of the other two subjects you mention & as I said
before I have not a single idea of my own—& am too glad at not having to
think on the subject for a fortnight yet to come.

I am sorry you have been unwell—I have not been quite well myself, but
am getting better. It was only a cold.

Ever yours,

J.S. MiLL.

P.S. I think we are bound to give some answer to the Globe man,'
driveler or not. I have no doubt he is a driveler or in the hands of drivelers
on that subject.!!

2. La Philosophie chimique et la philosophie biologique (Paris, 1838), Vol. III of
his Cours de Philosophie positive.

3. The next number of the LWR is dated Dec., 1838.

4. The publication of a second edition of the Aug. number had permitted JSM to
add his timely article, “Lord Durham and his Assailants,” XXIX, 507-12.

5. A Chartist meeting on Sept. 17, 1838, addressed by, among others, William
Lovett, Henry Hetherington, Ebenezer Elliott, and Feargus O’Connor.

6. Mazzini’s article, “Prince Napoleon Louis Bonaparte,” appeared in the Dec.
LWR (XXXII, 85-98).

7. Probably Samuel Lucas (1811-1865), journalist and politician.

8. The leading article of the Dec. number was Harriet Martineau’s “The Martyr
Age of the United States.”

9. Brackets in this sentence indicate where page is torn, but printed in Towers.

10. Not identified.

11. The postscript is written at the top of the first page.
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248. TO SIR WILLIAM MOLESWORTH!
[Oct. 19, 1838]

The present turn in Canada affairs brings Lord Durham home, incensed
to the utmost (as Buller writes to me)? with both Whigs and Tories—Whigs
especially, and in the best possible mood for setting up for himself; and if
so, the formation of an efficient party of moderate Radicals, of which our
Review will be the organ, is certain—the Whigs will be kicked out never
more to rise, and Lord D. will be head of the Liberal Party, and ultimately
Prime Minister.

I am delighted with Buller; his letters to his father and mother and to me
show him in a nobler character than he ever appeared in before, and he
and Wakefield® appear to be acting completely as one man, speaking to
Lord D. with the utmost plainness, giving him the most courageous and
judicious advice, which he receives both generously and wisely. He is the
man for us, and we shall have him and make a man-of him yet. . . . There
is a great game for you to play in the next session of Parliament. Buller has
the best cards in the House of Commons, and I think he will play them well,
but yours are the next best. As for me, this has awakened me out of a
period of torpor about politics during which my Logic has been advancing
rapidly. This winter, I think, will see me through the whole of it except the
rewriting.

—Yours most truly,
J.S. MiLL

249. TO SIR WILLIAM MOLESWORTH!

India House,
Nov. 14, 1838.

DEAR MOLESWORTH,—What think you of all this rumpus in Canada?
I find all the Whigs and Moderates here blame Lord Durham for the
Proclamation,? and he has already the greater part of the real Radicals

1. Published by Fawcett, pp. 203—4. MS not located.
2. Charles Buller had served as Chief Secretary to Lord Durham in Canada.
3. Edwin Gibbon Wakefield accompanied Durham to Canada as an unofficial
adviser; he and Buller were responsible for much of Durham’s famous Report.
* % X %

1. Published by Fawcett, p. 204. MS not located.

2. On learning that the government had disallowed his ordinance banishing to
Bermuda some of the leaders of the Canadian revolt, Durham on Oct. 9 issued a
proclamation of the act of indemnity passed by Parliament and of the disallowance
of his ordinance. He further made the proclamation a defence of his policy in Canada.



Letter 250 To John Robertson 391

against him for the Ordinance. But I think the Liberal party in the country
generally is with him. I mean to stand by him, as my letters from Buller®
and Rintoul’s from Wakefield convince me that he was quite right in
resigning, and that he comes home fully prepared (if the damned pseudo-
Radicals do not get round him and talk him over) to set up for himself.
For the purpose of acting at once upon him and upon the country in that
sens I have written an elaborate defence of him, which will be published in
the Review next week,* and will be in the newspapers before that. I hope
exceedingly that you will approve of it, for if this man really tries to put
himself at the head of the Liberals, your standing by him will do a world
of good]. . . .] Write to me sometimes to say how you are|. . . .] Ever yours,

J.S. MILL

250. TO JOHN ROBERTSON!

13, Pall Mall, East, Monday.
[Nov., 1838]

DEAR ROBERTSON,

The inclosed is from Bulwer, and is exactly what we would expect from
him. In the meantime Rintoul has shown me a letter from Wakefield,
enthusiastic about Lord Durham, and full of the predictions respecting him
which we most wish to see realized, though in general terms.

There is no concealing from ourselves that there is almost an equal
chance of Lord D. acting either way,? and that his doing the one or the
other will wholly depend upon whether Wakefield, we ourselves, and
probably Buller and his own resentment, or Bulwer, Fonblanque, Edward
Ellice, the herd of professing Liberals, and the indecision and cowardice
indigenous to English noblemen, have the greatest influence in his councils.

3. A letter of Buller’s to JSM, dated Quebec, Oct. 13, 1838, is published in the
Dominion of Canada’s Report of the Public Archives for the Year 1928 (Ottawa,
1929), App. F, pp. 74-77. The MS of another, dated Oct. 19, is at LSE.

4. The LWR for Dec., containing JSM’s “Lord Durham’s Return” (XXXII,
241-60), was published Nov. 26, 1838.

* % &% %

1. Published by Towers, p. 68. MS not located. Dated by Mrs. Towers as of
“1837 during the Canada coercion and rebellion,” but the reference to Wakefield’s
letter to Rintoul seems to establish approximately the same date as the preceding
letter to Molesworth.

2. Le., joining with the Radicals to form a new Liberal party or continuing with
what JSM in the preceding letter called the “pseudo-Radicals” of the Whig party.
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Give us access to him early and I will be &——d? if we do not make a

hard fight for it.
Ever yours,

J.S. MILL.

251. TO MRS. JAMES MILL1
Paris
28th Decr 1838
DEAR MAMMY

Please send the first page of this scrawl to Robertson?—it saves double
postage.

I am about as well, I think, as when I left London. I had a wretched
passage—for want of water the boat could not get into Boulogne till half
past two in the morning—it set off at % past eight & spent the whole 18
hours in going as slowly as it could. My already disordered stomach stood
the sickness very ill & I arrived very uncomfortable & was forced to start
for Paris a very few hours afterwards. The first day I was uncomfortable
enough, but as the effect of the sea went off I got better & arrived at Paris
after 30 hours of the diligence much less unwell than I thought I possibly
could. Unless I could have got to Marseilles by the 30th it was of no use
getting there before the 9th so I do not start till Sunday morning & shall not
travel any more at night, but post to Chalons (expensive as it is) & then
go down the Saone & Rhone to Avignon. Letters put in the post on the 2nd
directed to M. J.S. Mill Poste Restante & Marseille France, will be sure
to reach me in time. After that direct Poste Restante a Pise, Italie.—I
cannot tell if I shall have time to write to you from Marseille but I will
endeavour. The weather has not got very cold yet & I dare say I shall get
into the mild climate first.

They call England’s a bad climate but the north and east of France have
certainly a worse. What I most dread is the sea passage from Marseille to
Leghorn—seasickness is so bad with me now. Love to all—

yours affectionately

J.S.MiLL

3. It is improbable that JSM wrote the word thus.

* k k%

1. MS at LSE. Addressed: Mrs. Mill / 18 Kensington Square / Kensington / Lon-
don / Angleterre. Postmarks: PARIS / 29 / DEC / 1838, and LONDON / 31 / DEC
/ 1838. Published, with minor variations, in Hayek, p. 106.

JSM had again been directed by his physician to take a medical leave of absence
and go to the Continent for his health. Mrs. Taylor, who was also in poor health,
arrived in Paris shortly ahead of JSM, but subsequently accompanied him to Italy.
For an account of this period, see Packe, pp. 238-40.

2. See following letter.
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252. TO JOHN ROBERTSON!

[Paris,] 28th December, 1838.
DEAR ROBERTSON,

The steamboat by which I shall go from Marseilles? does not leave till
the tenth; therefore you may direct to me there as late as the 2d, or you
may risk even the 3d, if there be any reason for it.

Use Browning’s means of conveyance as much as you can, but if he sends
Sordello we must not let him suppose that we can promise a review of it
in the February number.?

I cannot, on looking forward to my movements, and the time it will take
before I feel settled enough to write, feel it at all likely, if even possible,
that I can do more than the organization in time to send you for publication
in February. When we asked him for Sordello, it was in hopes of finishing
it before I set out.

If it must be reviewed in the February number, somebody else must do
it; and perhaps that is best, at any rate, for I cannot honestly give much
praise either to Strafford or Paracelsus. Yet I do not know whom we could
get to do it.

Is the account 1 have seen copied from the English papers of Lord
D[urham]’s Canada plans authentic? They seem good mostly, but the
notion of a separate colonial office for North America seems rather foolish
in itself (as if, instead of curing the defects of the whole system, we were to
try to get one set of colonies excepted from it) and quite unpractical to
propose, because impossible to carry out, or even to make acceptable to
anybody.

The idea of adding British America to the Queen’s title is laughably
pedantic and absurd, and the notion of giving the colonies representatives in
the H. of C. cannot be entertained by anybody who has one grain of
statesmanship in his head.

I do hope the report will contain no such nonsense, and if you think
there is the slightest chance of it pray tell me, that I may write strongly to
Buller* against it.

1. Published by Towers, pp. 69-70. MS not located. Presumably the first page of
JSM’s preceding letter of same date and place to his mother, which he asks her to
detach and send to Robertson.

2. See preceding letter.

3. No review of Browning’s Sordello appeared. The next number of the LWR was
not published until April.

4. Charles Buller, as Lord Durham’s secretary, played an important (some say the
major) role in the composition of the famous Report, which was published early the
next year: Report on the Affairs of British North America from the Earl of Durham,

Her Majesty’s High Commissioner. Ordered, by the House of Commons, to be printed
(London, 1839).
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I have inquired yesterday morning and this morning for letters, but
found none. I doubt not I shall find some from you (if not from other
people) at Marseilles.

Yours ever truly,

J.S. MILL.

Write fully to me on the reception Lord D.’s plans meet with, if these be
his plans, and the sort of attacks made on them.

Write long letters and often,—you will have so much to write about.
Your letters will be a great pleasure to me, as I expect from them the |
particulars of a game well played in which I have a deep stake. '

J. S.MiLL.



...1839...

253. TO AN UNIDENTIFIED CORRESPONDENT!

[Rome, March 11, 1839]

I have returned here after passing about three weeks very pleasantly in
Naples, and the country about it. I did not for some time get any better,
but I think I am now, though very slowly, improving, ever since I left off
animal food, and took to living almost entirely on macaroni. I began this
experiment about a fortnight ago, and it seems to succeed better than any
of the other experiments I have tried. [The remainder of the letter describes
Naples and the neighbourhood—“Pompeii, Bai®, Pastum, &c.”]

254. TO AN UNIDENTIFIED CORRESPONDENT!

[March 21, 1839]

As for me I am going on well too—not that my health is at all better;
but I have gradually got quite reconciled to the idea of returning in much
the same state of health as when I left England; it is by care and regimen
that I must hope to get well, and if I can only avoid getting worse, I shall
have no great reason to complain, as hardly anybody continues after my
age (33)2 to have the same vigorous health they had in early youth. In the
meantime it is something to have so good an opportunity of seeing Italy.

1. Excerpt published by Bain, JSM, p. 45. MS not located. Bracketed portion is
Bain's summary.
® & % *

1. Excerpt published by Bain, JSM, p. 45. MS not located. Bain notes that the letter
was written ten days after the preceding one.
2. The parenthesis is probably by Bain.
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255. TO JOHN ROBERTSON1

[Italy, April (?), 1839]
DEAR ROBERTSON,

I have been very much annoyed by seeing announced in the advertise-
ment of the Review the article? which, in a letter that must have reached
you in time, I so very particularly requested you to omit; and my annoyance
has not been diminished by the manner in which the announcement is made,
which is fitter for the Satirist or the Age than for any periodical which lays
claim either to a literary character or a gentlemanly one.

I certainly never contemplated making any work in which I was
engaged a vehicle for either attacking or defending the reputation of women,
and in whatever way it has been done, it must make the Review consum-
mately ridiculous. However, it is of no use writing more about what is past
mending.

256. TO JOHN ROBERTSON!

Rome, 6th April, 1839.

I have, as you see, taken plenty of time to consider about the manner in
which what you told me about Lord Durham in your last letter affects the
position of the Review and the question of continuing or not to carry it on.

The result is to strengthen very greatly the inclination I had before to
get it off my hands. I shall form no sudden resolution, and above all shall
wait till I see Lord Durham myself before I make up my mind finally. But
if his purposes are such as he appears to have declared to you, I do not
feel myself particularly called upon to tender him any other aid than that
of my good wishes. He may be quite right, and there may be no better
course to be taken than the one he means to take, but it cannot lead to the ' ..
organization of a radical party, or the placing of the radicals at the head of |

1. Published by Towers, p. 67. MS not located.

2. The April number (XXXII, 459-75) contained an article by Robertson, “Criti-
cism on Women,” a defence of women in general but in particular of women writers
like Mrs. Norton, Lady Morgan, Miss Edgeworth, and Miss Martineau against the
satirical, critical assaults which Robertson labels “Crokerism.”

* &k % ¥

1. Published by Towers, p. 70. MS not located.
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" the movement,—it leaves them as they are already, a mere appendage of
' the Whigs; and if there is to be no radical party there need be no West-
minster Review, for there is no position for it to take, distinguishing it
from the Edinburgh.

" For my own part, I feel that if the time is come when a radical review
should support the Whigs, the time is come when I should withdraw from
politics. I can employ myself much better than in conducting a ministerial
review, and should think my time and money ill spent in doing only what
the Examiner and the Chronicle and all that class of publications can do
and are doing much more effectually. In short, it is one thing to support
Lord Durham in forming a party; another to follow him when he is only
joining one, and that one which I have so long been crying out against.

If he shows any desire to cultivate my acquaintance I shall respond to it,
shall give him my opinion freely whenever he asks it, and any help in a
private way which he may think that he needs and that I can give; but as
for the Review, even if he would bear the whole expense and leave me the
entire control, I doubt now whether I should accept it. On the other hand,
any chance of the Review’s paying its expenses without being considered
as his organ, or that of persons who are acting in concert with him, is still
farther off than before.

I am sorry that my political article should have been inserted in any
shape in a posture of affairs so unsuitable to it, and as I am sure it must
have been very much altered to be put in at all, I do hope you have not
put my signature to it.?

I do not feel clear about publishing even another number.® I have not
put pen to paper except to write letters since I left Pisa, and I do not intend
to do so: when I reach England I shall for some time be extremely busy;
and to work hard for a thing one has almost determined to give up seems
waste of labor. I shall be glad if you can avoid entering into any positive
engagements about articles for the July number till I return and can look
about me.

I have begun to improve in health (I think so, at least) since the weather
grew hot,—it is now complete summer here,—and I expect much more
benefit from the three months to come than I have derived from the three
that are past. When will you write again?

Ever yours,
J.S. MILL.
2. “Reorganization of the Reform Party,” LWR, XXX (April, 1839), 475-508,

bore JSM’s usual signature, A.
3. Another number did not appear until Oct.; it carried no article by JSM.
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257. TO MRS. JAMES MILL!

Venice
19th May 1839

My DEAR MOTHER—I have been some days in this strange & fine old place,
the most singular place in Italy—& I write to say that I am going to set
out almost immediately on my return. I shall go by the Tyrol, & through
Germany, slowly; if you write very soon, write to Mannheim; if not, to
Brussels. As to how far the object of my journey has been attained, that is
rather difficult to say, & I shall probably be able to say more about it after
I have been for some time returned & have resumed my regular occupations.
I certainly have not recovered my former health; at the same time I have no
very troublesome complaint & no symptoms at all alarming & I have no
doubt that by proper regimen & exercise I shall be able to have as good
health as people generally have, though perhaps never again so good a
digestion as formerly. In this however I shall be no worse off than three
fourths of all the people I know. I am not the least liable to catch cold—I
never was less so in my life, & all idea of the English climate being
dangerous for me may be entirely dismissed from all your minds. I shall in
time find out how to manage myself—indeed I think I have in a great
measure found it out already.—I have found no letters at Venice except
one old one from Robertson. I do not know if any have been written but
I shall leave word to send them after me to Munich where at any rate I hope
to find some. Will you shew this or tell the contents of it to Grant? & thank
him warmly from me for his unwearied obligingness & kindness—& will you
or the boys tell Mr. Robertson that his letter without date, but bearing I
think the postmark 1st April, & directed to Rome, did not for some reason
or other reach me there, but has followed me here, & is the last I have had
from him & I am hoping for another with fresher news about himself & all
other matters—also that I have not yet seen the review, for although they
take it at the reading room in Florence, they had not yet got the last number.
I have been unusually long without English news having neither had any
letters nor seen any newspapers but of very old date. But I shall make it
all up six weeks hence.—I have had a most pleasant stay in Italy & may
say that I have seen it pretty thoroughly—I have left nothing out except
Sicily, & a few stray things here & there. I have been last staying at the
baths of Abano in the Euganean hills, not far from Padua—most lovely
country, more of the English sort than Italy generally is—but the weather

1. MS at LSE. Addressed: Mrs Mill / 18 Kensington Square / Kensington / Lon-
don / Inghilterra. Postmarks: VEN / .. ../ and LONDON / 29 / MAY / 1839.
Published, with minor variations, in Hayek, pp. 108-9.

2. Horace Grant.
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for a month past has been as bad as a wet English summer except that it
has never been cold. Italy is a complete disappointment as to climate—not
comparable as to brightness & dryness to the South of France, though I can
easily believe that some parts of it are more beneficial to certain complaints.
Among other fruits of my journey I have botanized much, & come back
loaded with plants. By the bye among those I want Henry to dry for me,
I forgot to mention the common elder. Italy is no disappointment as to
beauty, it is the only country I have ever seen which is more beautiful than
England—& I have not seen a mile of it that is not beautiful. I expect to
enjoy the passage of the Alps exceedingly if the weather will let me, & there
seems to-day some chance of its clearing—it is the first day without rain
for a fortnight past.—Let me hear from some of you soon.

affectionately
J.S.MiLL

258. TO JOHN ROBERTSON!

Munich, 31st May, 1839.
DEAR ROBERTSON,

On arriving here I found your letter of the 13th of May from Edinburgh.

Another letter had followed me from Rome to Venice, though it must
have reached Rome in time to have been given to me there.

I hope by this time you see your way through your troubles and
annoyances, and are in better spirits and health.

About the state of politics and about the Review it is of no use writing
much when we shall see each other so soon. I have seen no English papers
since the turn-out and turn-in of the ministry,? and what I know of it is
chiefly from letters, the latest and most explicit of which is from Buller.? But
I expect no change whatever in the politics of the ministry as long as
Melbourne is at their head; and when a change does come it will be so
gradual and imperceptible that the Review will not profit much by it. I must
get rid of the Review not only on account of the expense, but the time and
exertion. I think myself, and still more everybody else, including the doctors
and the India House people, will think, that I must not undertake so much
work; especially when I first come back and have a long arrear of business
at the L.H. It will be quite impossible for me to write anything for the
Review, and the next number must certainly appear without anything of

1. Published by Towers, pp. 71-72. MS not located.

2. On May 7 the Melbourne ministry resigned but within forty-eight hours, after

Sir Robert Peel’s failure to form a government, was reinstated.
3. See Buller’s letter of May 21 to Robertson, published by Towers, p. 71.
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mine in it. I can better spare even money than time and labor for that
number.

And I see no prospect of Lord Durham or anybody else taking it off my
hands, as matters stand at present. I ought not to drop it without trying to
preserve an organ for radicalism by offering it to any radical who would ;-
carry it on, on radical lines. Do you think Dilke* would now be willing to
take it, and would you sound him on the subject? I have not yet seen the
last number, for though the reading-room at Florence takes it, everything is
so long in coming that they are always far behind. I shall probably see it at
Brussels. Will you thank Buller for his letter, and say I would answer it if I
were not likely to see him so soon?—but I am so little able to judge of the
present state of the public mind in England that I cannot judge whether
he or the ten radicals who voted against the ministry® were in the right.
I think it likely that I should have done as he did, because the ministerial
measure was probably right in itself, however absurdly defended; but if
Grote and Molesworth thought the measure bad, I think they were right in
voting against it. Buller's remarks on the general state of politics seem to me
sensible and right; whether his practical views are right or not will depend
very much on the conduct of the ministry, which I feel persuaded will
entirely disappoint both him and you. The radicals will not insist on any
conditions, and if they did the ministry would reject them.

I shall leave this place in a day or two for Mannheim and the Rhine, from
whence I shall go to Brussels, where I hope to find a letter from you. I shall
be in London at latest on the 30th of June. I am coming back not at all
cured, but cured of caring much about cure. I have no doubt I shall in time
get accustomed to dyspepsia, as Lafontaine hoped he should to the regions
below.

Ever yours,

J.S. MILL.

259. TO AN UNIDENTIFIED CORRESPONDENT!
[Munich, May 31, 1839]

I am not at all cured, but I cease to care much about it. I am as fit for
all my occupations as I was before, and as capable of bodily exertion as
I have been of late years—only I have not quite so good a stomach.

4. Charles Wentworth Dilke.
S. The desertion of ten Radical members from the Whigs on the Jamaica bill
division on May 6 led to the temporary dissolution of the Melbourne government.

* * *x ¥

1. Excerpt published by Bain, JSM, p. 45. MS not located.
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260. TO JOHN STERLING!

1LH.
24t July 1839

MY DEAR STERLING

I did not need the arrival of the second packet to know whether the
article? would suit me or not—& if I could have had any doubts, that
packet would have removed them—the contents of that same not being
liable to even the minor objections which I might have raised to the first.

There are, as you surmised, (but confined almost entirely to the intro-
ductory part) many opinions stated in which speculatively I do not agree;
but the time is long gone by when I considered such differences as those
are, matters of first rate moment; & if I have a fault to.find with your
Introduction—it is a fault only with respect to my readers—viz. that it
gives an account of the transcendental part (if I may so call it) of Carlyle’s
opinions in somewhat too transcendental a manner; & not interpreting his
views in language intelligible to persons of opposite schools, will scarcely
serve to recommend him to any (some of the religious excepted) who are
not already capable of appreciating him in his own writings. But “I speak
as to the wise—judge ye what I say.”

In the passage on Superstition, 1 think you hardly do justice to Carlyle’s
meaning. When he called Voltaire the destroyer of European superstition,?
I do not think he meant by superstition those fears & anxieties respecting
the invisible world, which I understand you to mean that nothing but re-
ligion can save a meditative & sensitive character from—1I think he meant
by superstition, all such dogmatic religious belief as is not well grounded,
& will not bear a close investigation, & especially, in his view, any religious
belief resting on logic, or external evidences. If this be his meaning, what
you say on the subject is scarcely in place—& the more commonplace
meaning which I suppose him to have had, is perhaps maintainable, viz.
that the first acute sceptic whose writings obtained European popularity,
was thereby the destroyer for ever in the European mind of the absurdities
which had entwined themselves with religion & the groundless arguments
which were currently used in its support.

1. Addressed: Rev. John Sterling / Manor House / Clifton Place / Clifton / near
Bristol. Postmark: LS / 24 JY 24 / 1839. MS at King’s. Published in Elliot, I, 112-13.
Sterling had moved his family from London to Clifton the preceding month.

2. Later note in JSM’s hand: “The article on Carlyle [‘Carlyle’s Works,” LWR,
XXX (Oct., 1839), 1-68], republished in Sterling’s collected writings.”

3. In his essay on Voltaire, first published in the Foreign Review, III (April,
1829), 419-75.
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I have not a word more to say in the way of criticism—I am delighted
with the article, & so I am persuaded will almost everybody be, whose good
opinion is desirable—

ever truly yours

J.S. M1LL.

261, TO EDWIN CHADWICK!

1LH.
Tuesday
[Aug. 6, 1839]
DEeAR CHADWICK

I have not yet been able to manage a visit to you—& I do not like a
flying visit, especially when it is also a first visit®>—shall you be able to
go down on Saturday? We all hope so very much.

Ever yours

J.S.M1LL

262. TO JOHN ROBERTSON!

13 Pall Mall, East, Friday.
[Sept., 1839]

DEAR ROBERTSON,

Though I cannot find fault with you for not coming to town this week,
it has happened unluckily, as I was waiting impatiently to talk with you
about Horne’s article and Mrs. Hall’s.

The former I send. You will hardly believe that the fellow has not even
mentioned any one of the plays he pretends to review. It is a mere dis-
sertation (though for him tolerably well done) on his dreadful ennuyeux
subject of the “precarious state of the drama,” which nobody on earth
cares for except playwriters by profession, and which he and a few others
have made so dreadfully vulgar by their raving about it that the very sight of
the words is disgusting to everybody of common good taste. Will you decide

1. Addressed: Edwin Chadwick Esq./ Poor Law Commission Office / Somerset
House. Postmarks: TP / Leadenhall St. and 2 AN2 / AU6 / 1839. MS at UCL.
2. “First visit,” ie., to the newly established home of Chadwick, who had
married Rachel Dawson Kennedy on July 23.
* x X *x
1. Published by Towers, pp. 65-66. MS not located. Not dated by Mrs. Towers,
but the reference to Mrs. Hall’s article seems to establish the approximate date.
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as to this article as you like, and write to Horne about it?> He has already
been at the printer’s, it secems.

As for Mrs. Hall’s,® I have not yet dared to touch it. It is beyond all
measure bad, and impossible to be made better. It has no one good point
but a few of the stories towards the end, and those are told cleverly and
with sprightliness, no doubt, but in the tone of a London shopkeeper’s
daughter.

If I have my way we shall reject it totally, but if you could possibly
suggest to me any means of making it endurable I should be happy to
try them.

One thing I am determined on: nothing shall go to Paris under my
sanction and responsibility showing such ignorance and such cockney
notions of France and French matters as this does.

J.S. M.

Leigh Hunt’s article* is with the printers, and with some leaving out it
does very well.

263. TO GUSTAVE D’EICHTHAL!

India House
14t September
1839

MY DEAR GUSTAVE

I am happy to hear from you again after so long an intermission of our
correspondence.
I have received your little pamphlet? and have read it with the interest

2. The decision was evidently in the negative, for no such article appeared. R. H.
Horne was apparently continuing on the theme of one of his earliest books, T he
Exposition of the False Medium and Barriers Excluding Men of Genius from the
Public (London, 1833).

3. Anna Maria Hall (1800-1881), editor and novelist, wife of Samuel Carter Hall
(1800-1889), editor and miscellaneous writer. Her one article published in LWR
seems to have been the one referred to here: “Heads of the People,” XXXHI (Oct,
1839), 162-81.

4. “New Translations of the Arabian Nights,” ibid., pp. 101-37.

* % ¥ *

1. Addressed: Monsieur / M. Gustave d’Eichthal / 14 Rue Lepelletier / & Paris.
Postmarks: LONDON / 14 7 SEP / 1839 / F.B.O., and ANGL / 16 / SEPT / 39 /
CALAIS. MS at Arsenal. Published in Cosmopolis, IX, 368-69, and in D’Eichthal
Corresp., pp. 171-73. .

2. Lettres sur la race noire et la race blanche (Paris, 1839), in collaboration with
Ismayl Urbain.
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with which I always read anything of yours. I find in it, as I did in Les
Deux Mondes,? a foundation of what seems to me important truth—I have
long been convinced that not only the East as compared with the West,
but the black race as compared with the European, is distinguished by
characteristics something like those which you assign to them; that the
improvement which may be looked for, from a more intimate & sympathetic
familiarity between the two, will not be solely on their side, but greatly
also on ours; that if our intelligence is more developed & our activity more
intense, they possess exactly what is most needful to us as a qualifying
counterpoise, in their love of repose & in the superior capacity of animal
enjoyment & consequently of sympathetic sensibility, which is characteristic
of the negro race.

I have even long thought that the same distinction holds, though in a
less prononcé manner, between the nations of the north & south of Europe;
that the north is destined to be the workshop, material & intellectual, of
Europe; the south, its “stately pleasure-house™—=& that neither will fulfil
its destination until it has made its peculiar function available for the
benefit of both—until our work is done for their benefit, & until we, in the
measure of our nature, are made susceptible of their luxury & sensuous
enjoyment.

Thus you see I am very well prepared to give a favorable reception to
your speculations & to join in your aspirations—& I am not less desirous
than at any former period to keep up that sort of intellectual communion
with you which I have already enjoyed. I do not find my enjoyment of
speculation at all abated though I see less & less prospect of drawing
together any body of persons to associate in the name & behalf of any
set of fixed principles. Still, no good seed is lost: it takes root & springs
up somewhere, & will help in time towards the general reconstruction of
the opinions of the civilized world, for which ours is only a period of
preparation, but towards which almost all the things & men of our time are
working; though the men, for the most part, almost as unconsciously as
the things. Therefore “cast ye your bread on the waters, & ye shall find it
after many days.”

I am much concerned to hear of your father’s late illness & Adolphe’s
indisposition—pray assure them both, Adolphe especially, of my affection-
ate regards & tell me when you next write, very particularly, how they are.

ever truly yours,
J.S. M.

3. See Letter 197, n. 2.
4. Cf. Tennyson, “I built my soul a lordly pleasure-house” (“The Palace of Art™).
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264. TO JOHN STERLING!

India House
28 September 1839

MY DEAR STERLING

I have done by the separate copies? according to your directions, except
that Carlyle having called on me the day I received your letter, I gave him
the copy destined for him. He expressed great interest about it—& seemed
to expect something much less favorable than he will probably find it.
Putting together my idea of the man & of the thing, I cannot think but that
he must be on the whole greatly pleased with it.

I would have written to you immediately after receiving your answer to
my last if it had occurred to me that there could be any doubt about the
satisfactoriness to me of that answer. I felt that you were quite right & 1
wrong about the way in which that part of the article would be taken by
the majority of English religious people*—I though your corrections as far
as they went diminished the force of my objections even in regard to the
non-religious—& though I continued to think that there would have been a
better way of stating Carlyle’s creed, I felt quite unable to state what that
better way would be, or to satisfy myself that it would be a better way from
your point of view. Taking the article altogether, & notwithstanding that
those of its thoughts to which I subscribe with a heartiness of assent &
sympathy that I seldom feel in reading any speculations ancient or modern,
are inseparably interwoven with views of the fundamentals of philosophy
which I am unable rather than unwilling to adopt—I yet think there has
been nothing published for many years so likely both to fix the attention
of the best spirits & to be a source of light & warmth to them—& instead
of thinking of it as you say you do with little pleasure, it will always be
one of the most agreeable facts in my connexion with the review that this
article appeared in it. I am even now not alone in thinking that it will be
received by many as the appearance of a not insignificant new element in
the present chaos of English opinion—& that many will look out eagerly
for the future manifestations of the same.

If I carry on the review to another number it will be partly in order to
publish in it an article on Coleridge* which I have always thought desirable
as a counter-pole to the one on Bentham. I shall write the article whether

1. Addressed: Rev. John Sterling / Manor House / Clifton Place / Clifton / near
Bristol. Postmark: LS /28 SP 28 / 1839. MS at King’s. Two paragraphs published in
Elliot, I, 113-14.

2. Of Sterling’s review of Carlyle in the Oct., 1839, LWR.

3. See Letter 260.

4. JSM did publish his article on Coleridge, in the last number of the LWR under
his proprietorship, March, 1840, XXXIII, 257-302.
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it appear in the review or elsewhere—& have begun a fresh study of
Coleridge’s writings for that purpose—but as there is so much of Coleridge
which is not to be found except by implications in his published works,
which are only one of the channels through which his influences have
reached the age, I am fearful of understating both his merit & his importance
—or rather of not producing sufficient detailed evidence to bear out my
general estimate. I should have much preferred to see the subject treated
by some one better versed in Coleridge, did it not seem essential to my
purpose that the likeness should be taken from the same point of view as
that of Bentham. It would be of most essential service to me to receive any
suggestions or warnings from you, which may occur to you as needful, &
especially such as would preserve me against overlooking any of the great
thoughts, (whether general philosophic conceptions or single truths leading
to important consequences) which he has contributed to the philosophy
either explicit or implicit of the age, or which he has powerfully aided in
deepening or diffusing. (I am ashamed of all this clumsy expression but
you will understand what I mean). One essential part of my notice of him
~will be an attempt to enumerate & appreciate the principal of those
* thoughts, & perhaps that will be the only valuable part of the article. I hope
therefore that I may be able to make it not absurdly incomplete.

I quite think with you that it is no part of my vocation to be a party
leader, but at most to give occasional good advice to such as are fitted
to be so. Whether I have any better vocation for being a philosopher, or
whether you will think so when you see what I am capable of performing
in that line, remains for the future to decide. I hope to give materials for
the decision before long, as I can hardly fail I think to finish my Logic in
the course of next year. I have endeavoured to keep clear so far as possible
of the controversy respecting the perception of the highest Realities by
direct intuition, confining Logic to the laws of the investigation of truth by
means of extrinsic evidence whether ratiocinative or inductive. Still, I could
not avoid conflict with some of the subordinate parts of the supersensual
philosophy, which for aught I know may be as necessary to it as what may
appear to me its fundamental principles & its only important results. I
doubt therefore whether I can expect anything but opposition from the only
school of metaphysical speculation which has any life or activity at present.
But nous verrons. 1 have at all events made many things much clearer to
- myself than they were before—& that is something, even if I am destined to
be my only disciple.

I am very far from agreeing, in all things, with the “Analysis,”® even on
its own ground—though perhaps, from your greater distance, the interval
between me & it may appear but trifling. But I can understand your need

5. James Mill's Analysis of the Phenomena of the Human Mind (1829).
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of something beyond it & deeper than it, & I have often bad moods in
which I would most gladly postulate like Kant a different ultimate founda-
tion “subjectiver bediirfnisses willen” if I could.

I have left till the last what I have now barely room for—I consider
myself your debtor not only in gratitude but pecuniarily for all that you
have written in the review except the article on Montaigne®—that I as
willingly accepted as you kindly offered. I hoped however that the profits
of the review might some time or other enable it to pay its debt to you for
that article too; but for the others you ought to be & must be paid now;
gratuitous assistance to such an extent ought neither to be received nor
given except where the giver is at least as well able to do without payment
as the receiver is able to pay: what I have lost by the review is not so much
as to be of importance to me, & this will not make any material addition
to it. When I asked you to write I fully contemplated payment & would
gladly have obtained cooperation like yours at any price I could afford. So
when you next write pray tell me where & to whom I shall pay what is your
due for this article & Simonides’—& now adieu—

Yours affectionately
J.S. ML

265. TO JOHN STERLING!

India House
24 October
1839

MY DEAR STERLING

I am very happy that you have put it in my power to acquit myself of a
small part at least of the obligation I owe you. I know where I can get a
copy of the Biographie Universelle at a very reasonable price—as well as
Guizot’s writings; & those you mention of my father’s of course. But all
these together are such a very small set off against two such articles as those,
that you must really tell me of some other books that would be useful or
pleasant to you, so that I might add them to the packet—& tell me where
they should be sent.

6. See Letter 243, n. 2. 7. See Letter 245, n. 2.
* % ¥ x
1. Addressed: Rev. John Sterling / Manor House / Clifton Place / Clifton / near
Bristol. Postmark: LS /2 OC 2 / 1839, MS at King’s. Published in part in Elliot, I,
114-15.
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I suppose you have got the review by this time—at least your father has,
whom I saw yesterday & with whom I had some talk about your article®—
he likes it very much but thinks you pass too lightly over Carlyle’s faults—
which as was to be expected, he exaggerates.—There is nothing of mine in
the review except a few words of note at the end of your article. There is
on the whole little in this number to interest you. The best thing is an
article on Oliver Cromwell® by the editor, Robertson, which I should like
you to read because I think it the first thing he has written which does
anything like justice to his sentiments & capacity. Your very kind offer
about reviewing Gladstone* I will think about. In reviewing Coleridge I
cannot help going over much of the same ground, as his “Church & State”
must of course be very prominent in any such view of him as I should take
—this however is partly a reason for, as well as partly against, the treatment
of the subject by you in the same number. I see no reason at all for your
depreciating comments on the article on Carlyle—not that there are not
things to be said against it, but I am convinced no competent judge except
yourself, will see those things in as strong a light as you do—one naturally
is a severe critic upon oneself. There is, no doubt, occasional looseness of
expression—but also, frequently, great aptness & even condensation of it;
& even something exceedingly like the stile of Coleridge himself, of whom
I have been reading sentences which I could easily have mistaken for yours.
I have come to this conclusion about your writing, that the more important
& universal the subject, the better you treat it.

I have read through with great interest the little volume lately published
by Pickering containing the Church & State & the Lay Sermons.® In the
former I see more & more to admire, though I think, there & elsewhere, he
runs riot with the great historical conception of a certain idea of the scope
& fitting attributes of some social elements working in the minds of people
from age to age without distinct consciousness on their part. This I am
aware is the natural result of his system of metaphysics, but I who do_not
believe in pre-existent ideas see in as much as is true of this doctrine (&
that much of it is true I contend as strongly as he) only the first confused
view, suggested by our various instincts, of the various wants of society &
of the mutual correlation of these.—On the particular doctrines of his
political philosophy—it seems to me that he stands almost alone in having
seen that the foundation of the philosophy of the subject is a perception
what are those great interests (comprehending all others) each of which

2. “Carlyle’s Works.” See previous letter, and Letter 260.

3. LWR, XXXIII (Oct., 1839), 181-256.

4. W. E. Gladstone’s The State in its Relations with the Church (London, 1838);
no review of it appeared in LWR. See Letter 267.

5. On the Constitution of Church and State [3rd ed.], and Lay Sermons [2nd ed.},
ed. H. N. Coleridge (London: William Pickering, 1839).
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must have somebody bound & induced to stand up for it in particular, &
between which a balance must be maintained—& I think with him that
those great interests are two, permanence & progression. But he seems to
me quite wrong in considering the land to be essentially identified with '
permanence & commercial wealth with progression. The land has something
to do with permanence, but the antithesis, I think is rather between the
contented classes & the aspiring—wealth & hopeful poverty—age & youth
—hereditary importance & personal endowments.—As I think the Church
& State the best, so the Lay Sermons seem to me the worst of Coleridge’s
writings yet known to me—though there are excellent passages in them.

I think exactly as you do about the doctrine which resolves the pleasure
of music into association. I seem to myself to perceive clearly two elements
in it, one dependent on association, the other not—& those elements com-
bine in very varying proportions, as e.g. the former predominating in
Gluck & Beethoven, the latter in Mozart.

I heard from M Sterling yesterday more than I liked to hear about the
state of your health, though I trust not enough to inspire any serious
apprehension. Do take care of yourself for you can ill be spared publicly
or privately & by few (out of your own family) so ill as by

yours affectionately
J.S. MiLL

As 1 finish this letter, behold a note from Carlyle.® He says “Sterling’s is
a splendid article: in spite of its enormous extravagance some will like it;
many are sure to talk of it & on the whole to be instructed by it. No man in
England has been better reviewed than I,—if also no one worse.”—So far
so good: & as for the “extravagance” I doubt not his modesty applies that
appellation mainly to the praise.

The Moral Philosophy Chair at Glasgow is vacant, & my friend Nichol
has written to me about finding some fit person to fill it—it is in the gift
of the Professors & any good man would be sure of all that Nichol &
Lushington” could do for him. Can you recommend any one? Alas that you
are not in a condition to take it yourself.

It is worth, Nichol tells me, about £ 700 a year, & gives employment only
for six months.®

6. In A. Carlyle, pp. 16970, but dated Monday night [Oct. 7, 1839]; a more likely
date for Carlyle’s letter is Sept. 30, 1839. See also Carlyle’s letter to Sterling, Sept. 29,
1839, in A. Carlyle, pp. 222-27.

7. Edmund L. Lushington (1811-1893), professor of Greek at Glasgow University;
later the brother-in-law of Alfred Tennyson.

8. The last two paragraphs of the postscript are written at the top of the first page.
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266. TO JOHN MITCHELL KEMBLE!

India House
14th October 1839

MY DEAR SIR,

There would be very great weight in the objections which you state to a
junction of the two reviews? if the L. & W. really represented the sentiments
of the great majority of those who buy it—but I do not believe this to be the
case—1 believe that the buyers of the L. & W. buy it only because it is the
radical review & because they are radicals, i.e. people who wish to carry
their changes beyond those which would be consented to by Whigs or
Tories, & in particular who would widen the basis of the representative
system. Provided these are the conclusions arrived at, I believe they will
allow the writer to chuse his own premises. Among the points of principle
which you enumerate, the Ballot is the only one which might threaten to set
the readers of the L. & W. at variance with you, but I think rather because
opposition to the ballot is interpreted as opposition to all radicalism. When
the repudiation of the ballot is construed with a large declaration in favour
of extension of the suffrage, yet on principles quite opposite to those of
Chartism I do not think it would be found a very serious obstacle. The
ballot though in my opinion necessary, & but little objectionable, is passing -
from a radical doctrine into a Whig one as will be seen the moment it is |
carried. It is essentially a juste milieu, middle class doctrine.

If T thought I could do better for my principles, different as they are in
some important respects from yours, than by placing my review under your
guidance, I would do so: but as in the present state of affairs in this country
I know of no disposal I could make of it, without having to get over
objections fully as strong and even stronger, I accept your offer of writing
to Mr. Beaumont? on the subject although I can hardly expect that your
unfavourable opinion, if it should continue, will not turn the scale against
me. I do not utterly despair of your ultimately taking a more favourable
view of the position, because I firmly believe that any set of writers pro-
mulgating extensive views of political & social improvement, freed from
party trammels & exhibiting an example of superiority to the littlenesses of

1. From copy supplied by Professor Ney MacMinn of MS in his possession.

John Mitcheil Kemble (1807-1857), philologist and historian; editor of the British
and Foreign Review, 1835-44.

2. The British and Foreign and the London and Westminster. The merger was not
effected.

3. Thomas Wentworth Beaumont (1792-1848), politician, and owner of the British
and Foreign Review.
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the age & of its notions of statesmanship, may obtain all the support which
it possessed or can be hoped for by the L. & W. as at present conducted.

Yours very truly
J.S.MiLL

267. TO JOHN STERLING!
India House
4t November
1839
MY DEAR STERLING

I am truly sorry that you have found it necessary to remounce your
project of reviewing Gladstone, but I cannot contest the reasons you assign
for giving it up. I wish most heartily that there were any other channel
through which you could conveniently do it, as I am sure it would do much
good & for myself I feel a special desire to have your view of the matter in
print. The British & Foreign Review has already had a tolerable article on
Gladstone & Maurice*—otherwise that might have been a less exceptionable
vehicle under the circumstances you mention, than, I feel, mine would be
likely to be.

I imagine your books must have reached Clifton by this time—they are
certainly on the way—at least they were all at Hooper’s some days ago.

I have set to work upon an article on Coleridge, partly in consequence of
the encouragement you gave me. It will not be a popular article; & perhaps
not one person who reads it will like it; probably few will derive much
benefit from it; but if I do what I have thoughts of doing, viz. to collect
the few things I have printed which are worth preserving & republish them

.in a volume,? I shall be glad to have this among them because some of the

others, without this, would give a false view of my general mode of thinking
'—<& besides I sometimes think that if there is anything which I am under a
~ special obligation to preach, it is the meaning & necessity of a catholic
spirit in philosophy, & I have a better opportunity of shewing what this is,
in writing about Coleridge, than I have ever had before.

Touching your question to me, whether I think that we know a sufficient
number of Laws of particular Phenomena to be able to mount up to the
Laws of the whole system of which they are a part—if you mean, to such
laws as that which Coleridge ascribes to Heraclitus & Giordano Bruno, the

1. Addressed: Rev. John Sterling / Clifton / near Bristol. Postmark: LS / 4 NO 4/
1839. Part published in Elliot, I, 116. MS at King’s.

2. “The State and the Church,” BFR, IX (Oct., 1839), 433-66.

3. This plan was eventually carried into execution with the publication of his
Dissertations and Discussions, vols. I and II, 1859; vol. III, 1867; vol. IV, 1875.
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essential polarity of all power*—I do not think that the time is come for
such wide generalizations, though I do not consider the attainment of them
hopeless at some future period. I am afraid that the only principles which
I should at present recognize as laws of all Phenomena, are some of those
which for that very reason are classed by Kant as laws of our perceptive
faculty only—subjective, not objective—as for instance the subjection of
all phenomena to the laws of Time & Space. But it would require a good
deal of explanation before we could make ourselves understood by each
other on this matter, & for my part I dare say I may have something to
learn on this subject from the German philosophers when I have time to
read them. You may think it presumptuous in a man to be finishing a
treatise on logic & not to have made up his mind finally on these great
matters. But mine professes to be a logic of experience only, & to throw no
further light upon the existence of truths not experimental, than is thrown
by shewing to what extent reasoning from experience will carry us. Above
all mine is a logic of the indicative mood alone—the logic of the imperative,
in which the major premiss says not is but ought—1I do not meddle with.

My notion, a vague one enough, about the reason of Charles’s consent
to Strafford’s death® is that he was frightened at the discovery of the
“army-plot” just at that time—I have no recent familiarity with the details
of the history, & Robertson is in the country.

ever yours faithfully

J.S. ML

268. TO GUSTAVE D’EICHTHAIL1!
India House
12t Nov. 1839

MY DEAR GUSTAVE

I can answer your two questions. Buxton,? a rich brewer, is the head of
the English Abolitionists—the principal supporter, & present successor, of
Wilberforce:® & like him, a leader in what is called the religious world. He
is, I believe, a very honest & well-meaning man. The object of the last
bill relating to the Portuguese slave trade* (the legality of which on prin-

4. S. T. Coleridge, The Friend (1818), 1, 155-56, footnote.
5. Sterling was working on his tragedy, Strafford, published in 1843.

* % % =

1. Addressed: Monsieur / Gustave d’Eichthal / 14 Rue Lepelletier / & Paris. Post-
mark: LONDON / 12 / Nov / 1839 / F.B.O. MS at Arsenal.

2. Sir Thomas Fowell Buxton (1786-1845), philanthropist.

3. William Wilberforce (1759-1833), the great Evangelical abolitionist.

4. A bill enacted Aug. 19, 1839, because of Portugal’s failure to abolish the slave
trade in accordance with treaties of 1810, 1815, and 1817. See Annual Register,
LXXXI (1839), 242 ff.
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ciples of international law is very doubtful) was to assume the right of
search, capture, & condemnation of Portuguese vessels in our own
Admiralty Courts, in all cases in which the same rights could be exercised
over English vessels; including cases in which the only proof of a ship’s
being destined for the slave trade, is the appearance & fitting-up of the
vessel itself. How far this bill will be executed time must shew. It goes much
beyond anything warranted by existing treaties, & is justified only by the
disregard which the Portuguese government has systematically shewn
towards those treaties.

There is no later edition of my father’s history® than the third, which I
believe was that of 1826; & it is not often I think, to be met with under the
full publishing price. But a bookseller, who has lately bought the copyright,
has announced a new edition,® with a continuation; & this, no doubt, will
bring down considerably the price of the old editions. Your friend therefore
will be likely to have a better bargain by delaying his purchase for some
months.

I have read with interest the two notices you sent me, of your little
tract,” & I will not lose any opportunity of getting it noticed here; but I am
not sanguine of doing any good by it. Our people are not ripe for any
generalizations of so wide & ambitious a kind—for which even you have
only been prepared by St Simonism. And you know very well that large
ideas must be made to look like small ones here, or people will turn away

.from them. This is not a place for speculative men, except (at most) within

the limits of ancient & traditional Christianity. The chief recent develop-
ment of scientific speculation here is one of reaction, similar to that of
De Maistre.® Have you heard of the new Oxford school?® If not, I shall
have much to tell you when I have time to write you a long letter.

To whom, at the Ambassador, here, shall I address the letters which are
to be under cover to M. Armand Lefebvre?

ever yours
J.S.MiLL

My kindest remembrances to your father & Adolphe.

5. The History of British India, first published in 1817,

6. The fourth edition, with notes and continuation by H. H. Wilson (9 vols., Lon-
don, 1840-48).

7. Probably D'Eichthal’s Lettres sur la race noire et la race blanche. See Letter 263,
n 2,

8. Joseph de Maistre (1754?-1821), leader of Neo-Catholic and anti-revolutionary
movement in France.

9. See Letter 270 for JSM’s description of the Oxford or Tractarian movement.

10. Armand E. Lefebvre (1800-1864), diplomatist and writer.
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269. TO THOMAS CARLYLE!
[Early Dec., 1839]

It is a glorious piece of work,? & will be a blessed gospel to many, if they
read it & lay it to heart.

I took a great piece of paper, to make notes upon, but found scarcely
any to make. When I had done reading, the scrap which accompanies this®
was all I had written. But I would strongly recommend the omission of
much of the quotation from Sauerteig,* not because it is not true & good &
beautiful in itself, but because much of it is not at all, or in a very inferior
degree, pertinent to the subject. The historical view of the “eras” serves,
1 think, merely to interrupt the flow of the thoughts & feelings, & to make
the conclusion comparatively flat. Yet what is said of the two tasks of
England, & especially the constitutional task, must stand in some shape or
other, though I think rather as your own than as Sauerteig’s.

I incline to think that the condition of the working classes has not
deteriorated; but all that you say on the matter, ought to be said by those
who think it, & the far greater part of it, I think too. And the tone in which
it is said, does not assume more certainty than the case admits of—while
all the practical conclusions hold equally, howsoever the fact stands in that
respect.

I should be very averse to disturb any other arrangement you may have
made, or may wish to make—but it would delight me much to let this be
the last dying speech of a Radical Review. I do not think a radical review
ought to die without saying all this—& no one else could say it half as well.
Any number of copies of it might be printed in pamphlet form from the
same types.®

JSM.

1. MS at NLS. Part published as note to Carlyle’s letter of Dec. 6, 1839, to ISM, in
A. Carlyle, pp. 171-72.

2. Carlyle’s Chartism, the MS of which he had sent JSM to read. Pencilled note on
MS: “Enclosed in an ms of T. Carlyle marked ‘Rejected fragments of Chartism.” (Ms.
taken out long ago. A.C.)”

3. A copy of this letter, also at NLS, includes the following scraps of criticism:

“page 9. Not just, I think, to the Poor Law. All this would be true of it if it only
proceeded by refusing relief. But it gives relief, on terms which would hardly ever be
refused, if ever, by the absolutely destitute. There cannot be more absolute destitution
in the country, than the workhouses show.

“31. The relation between the higher & lower orders in the feudal times requires
more developement and illustration.”

4. Like Professor Teufelsdrockh in Sartor Resartus, Sauerteig, another mythical
German professor. Carlyle disregarded JSM’s advice; chap. vmn, “New Eras,” of
Chartism consists almost wholly of quotations from Sauerteig’s supposed History of
the Teuton Kindred. Sauerteig also appears in Carlyle’s Past and Present (1843).

5. Carlyle rejected JSM’s offer; the pamphlet was published before the end of Dec.,
1839, by James Fraser. See also Carlyle’s contemptuous remarks on the subject of
JSM’s offer, in J. A. Froude, Thomas Carlyle: A History of His Life in London,
1834-1881 (2 vols., New York, 1884), I, 148,



Letter 270 To Gustave d’Eichthal 415

270. TO GUSTAVE D’EICHTHAL!

18 Kensington Square
27 December 1839

My DEAR GUSTAVE

I have been a long while without answering your last letter—which I
should not have been if I could have given you any information worth
sending on African affairs. I do not believe there has been any voyage on
the Niger since Laird & Oldfield:? if there has, I am sure you will find
references to it in Buxton’s book.® It is said that there is to be another
expedition soon to ascend the river in steamboats, but I do not know
whether it is to be fitted out by Government or by individuals. I am very
little conversant with the affairs of Western Africa or I could perhaps tell
you more.

The continuation of my father’s history* will come down to the last
renewal of the Company’s charter, in 1833. The whole, continuation & all,
will be contained in eight volumes, which will cost 10s. 6d. or 12 shillings
each, & will be published, it is hoped, monthly, beginning next February or
March, so as to be completed within the year. But I think it very doubtful
whether they will be able to complete it within so short a time.

You have not told me what information you wish for about Ireland, or
our Asiatic affairs. As for the Oxford School, it is a new Catholic school
without the Pope. It has revived & reasserted the old Anglican doctrine,
that the English Church is the Catholic Church—that the Church of Rome
since the Council of Trent is schismatic—& it claims in behalf of the
Church, a real Spiritual Power, similar & almost equal to that which was
exercised by the Catholic Church before the Reformation. The depositary
of this Spiritual Power is, according to them, the body of ordained Clergy,
that is, ordained by Bishops deriving their authority by apostolic succession
from Jesus Christ. The principal peculiarity of this school is hostility to
what they call ultra-Protestantism. They recognise tradition, & not the
scriptures merely, as one of the sources of Christianity. They dislike the
word Protestant altogether, as a word which denotes only negation and
disunion. And they urge all the arguments of the 19*" century against the
18, of the St Simonians against the école critique, all these they urge
against Protestantism of the common English kind. Some of them have even
revived prayers for the dead, keeping saint’s days, &c., & one of their

1. Addressed: Monsieur / Gustave d’Eichthal / Rue Lepelletier a4 Paris. Published,
with omissions, in Cosmopolis, IX, 369-71, and in D’Eichthal Corresp., pp. 174-77.
MS at Arsenal.

2. See Macgregor Laird and R. A. K. Oldfield, Narrative of an Expedition into the
Interior of Africa, by the River Niger . . . in 1832, 3, 4 (2 vols., London, 1837).

3. Sir Thomas F. Buxton, The African Slave Trade (London, 1839).
4. See Letter 268.
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leaders has published a book of Latin hymns,® including some to the
Virgin. They reprobate the “right of private judgment” & consider learning
rather than original thinking the proper attribut[ion]® of a divine. They
discourage the Methodistical view of religion which makes devotional
feeling a state of strong excitement, & inculcate rather a spirit of humility
& self-mortification. This is a very vague description of them but I have not
studied them sufficiently yet to give a better. It is one of the forms, & the
best form hitherto, of the reaction of Anglicanism against Methodism,
incredulity & rationalism. They hold many of the opinions of Laud” & the
semi-Catholic high-church divines of Charles the First’s times, & their
doctrine, which is spreading fast among the younger clergy, is giving great
offence to the evangelical part of the Church (you know the Calvinistic
part of it, who fraternize with the Dissenters, take that name) which had
previously been increasing very much in numbers & influence. They are
passive obedience men, & one of their chiefs preached a sermon on the 5th
of November in which he said that we ought to beg forgiveness of God for
the sin of our ancestors in turning out James the Second.® Among others of
their proselytes it is said that Gladstone, the only rising man among the
Tories, is one; the man who will probably succeed Peel as the Tory leader,
unless this prevents him. The principal chiefs are D* Pusey, an Oxford
Professor, & Mr. Newman.
ever yours faithfully

J.S.MiLL.

5. Probably Isaac Williams’ Hymns Translated from the Parisian Breviary (1839).

6. Page torn.

7. William Laud (1573-1645), Archbishop of Canterbury.

8. Presumably the sermon by Edward Bouverie Pusey (1800-1882), Regius Pro-
fessor of Hebrew at Oxford, Patience and Confidence the Strength of the Church. A
Sermon preached on the fifth of November before the University of Oxford, at
St. Mary’s . . . (Oxford, 1837). The sermon was reprinted several times. It was
attacked in ER, LXVI (Jan., 1838), 396—415. For a discussion of the sermon and the
subsequent controversy, see Henry P. Liddon, Life of Edward Bouverie Pusey (4 vols.,
London, 1893-97), HI, 16-20.
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271. TO LEIGH HUNT!

1LH.
Wed”
[Feb. 12, 1840]

MY DEAR SIR

Many thanks for the letter which is very interesting & does great honor
to the writer. As to the review however it will either cease or go out of my
hands after the forthcoming number which will be out in a few days.

It must be some namesake of mine who sent the congratulations, unless
it so happen that Robertson sent them in my name which he was well
warranted in doing. Ill health & family distresses have come in aid of other
causes which keep me away from the theatre but I read the announcement
of your brilliant success? with no ordinary pleasure & I trust it is the
commencement of a new era of prosperity for you. It is time that the world
began to pay off its long arrear of debt for your services to it.

ever faithfully yours
J.S. ML

272. TO CLARA MILL1

LH.
Saturday
[Feb. 15, 1840]

My DEAR CLARA
There is nothing new to tell you since my letter to Derry of yesterday.

1. Addressed: Leigh Hunt Esq. /4 Upper Cheyne Row / Chelsea. Postmark: FE
12/ 18...0 /. MS in Brit. Mus.

2. Hunt's verse drama, A Legend of Florence, was first performed at Covent
Garden on Feb. 7, 1840.

* * % %

1. MS at LSE. Addressed: Miss Mill / Post Office / Falmouth. Postmark: PAID /
15 FE 15 / 1842, .
Earlier this year it had become evident that JSM’s nineteen-year-old brother Henry
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I understand from Oliver Grant? that you will still have to buy bedding, or
at least mattresses & bolsters—he has undertaken to enquire whether they
provide sheets & blankets or not. Whatever money you require at Falmouth
Mess™ Fox?® will readily advance to you having been asked to do so in the
letter from Capt. St Croix.* One advantage of your going by the Florence
instead of the packet, will be, that as the Florence is not going any farther
than Madeira, there will be no hurry about your landing—& you had better
write from the vessel to Mr Innes,® that he may make the necessary
arrangements—since he will have expected you by the packet & finding you
not come by it, will not know when to expect you. We will probably have
to provide a palankeen for Derry as well as to take lodgings or rooms at a
hotel &c &c.

The Florence may be expected I presume at Falmouth by the end of the
week. I am heartily glad we have been able to make so good an
arrangement.

We have all written to James.® I hope some of you will write to give him
the latest news of Derry.

I do not wonder that you find Falmouth beautiful. I wish there were a
railroad that I might come down & see you for a day or so before you go.

I have been so busy I hardly knew which way to turn, & have not been
well, besides—but I think I am getting better again. I shall write often
while you remain at Falmouth.

Ever affectionately
JSM.

I have written to Sterling. As he was not to be at Madeira I am heartily
glad for the sake of all of you that he was at Falmouth.”

(“Derry”) was in an advanced stage of consumption. A family decision was reached

to try a warmer climate, and in the first week of Feb, Mrs. Mill, Clara, and Henry

went to Falmouth, hoping to catch a mail packet to Madeira. They arrived too late

for the packet, however, and at this point they were planning to go by the ship

Florence. See Pym, I, 102-3, and Wilson Harris, Caroline Fox (London, 1944),
. 64 n.

P . Unidentified.

G. C. Fox and Co., shipping agents.

. Unidentified.

. Unidentified.

. JSM’s younger brother James had been in India since 1836.

. Ever since 1836, when he first discovered that he had tuberculosis, Sterling had

been obliged to spend winters in warmer climates: in southern France (1836-37),

Madeira (1837-38), and Italy (1838-39). In the summer of 1839 he had moved his

family from London to Clifton, near Bristol, hoping that its milder climate would

permit him to remain in England, but by the end of the year he had to seek a still

milder climate. In Jan., 1840, he went to Falmouth to embark for Madeira, but

instead stayed on in Falmouth until spring.

IR RV NEREN)
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273. TO HENRY COLE!

LH.
Thursday
[Feb. (?), 1840]

DEAR COLE,

The review has been altogether so expensive an affair to me, & I am at
present drained so dry by that, by my own journey,? by this new call upon
me for Madeira,? etc., that I cannot incur the smallest extra expense on
account of the next number of the review, and, all things considered, I
would not recommend your doing so.

Unless the number sells more than 1,200, the article will do no good, as
that has been for a long time the ordinary number sold—though I believe
the last number sold rather fewer.

The conditional authority you mention I readily give—subject to the
chance of Beaumont’s* accepting.

Ever yours,

J.S.MI1LL

274. TO CLARA MILL!

LH.
Wednesday
[Feb., 1840]

DEAR CLARA

We received your yesterday’s letters. What may have been received at
Kensington today I do not know.

After full consideration Harriet? prefers fatigue to the probability of
seasickness & thinks that it will probably less unfit her for what she will
have to do when she arrives. Her place has therefore been taken by the
Falmouth mail for Thursday (tomorrow) & she anticipates being able to
go right through at once & arrive on Saturday morning. You of course will
know at what time the mail may be expected to come in & will do whatever
is advisable.

. MS in the possession of Professor J. M. McCrimmon, University of Illinois.
. On the Continent for six months the previous year.

. See preceding letter.

. See Letter 266.

W N -

* k %k *
1. MS at LSE. No address, postmark, or signature. Perhaps only a part of the letter.
2. JSM’s sister, who was to join their mother and their sister Clara in Falmouth to
help care for Henry. See Letter 272.
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I shall send money by her sufficient for a present supply.

I will write tomorrow either to you or to poor dear Derry—& Harriet will
of course know anything that I may have to say.

Arnott® has told both Harriet & me since you were at Falmouth that it
was not a case in which a medical man would have recommended going to
Madeira, & that the chief reason was that I so much wished it.t So far
therefore he is not in fault—=& he has shewn much real feeling through it all
—but why was he not sincere with me sooner, so as to enable ourselves to
judge? Why did he continue to do all he possibly could to persuade us that
his not getting rid of the cough was quite an ordinary & not an alarming
thing?

275. TO HENRY COLE!

Friday
[Feb. (), 1840]

My DEAR COLE,

~ Robertson tells me of a mode of carrying on the review with you and him
combined which he says you are willing to agree to>—on which however
it is quite impossible for me to decide unless I first see you. I waited till
rather late at Kensington this morning thinking you might possibly come—
& should then have gone to your house if 1 had thought I should find you
there. This misadventure makes it impossible to terminate matters imme-
diately, as I go out of town this afternoon & cannot return till Monday. But
I think you may proceed with your arrangements on either supposition. I
am more annoyed about Hickson,® who has reasons for wishing for a
speedier decision.
Ever yours,

J.S.M1LL

3. Neil Arnott (1788-1874), physician and philosopher; author of Elements of
Physics (London, 1827-29). Arnott had been a close friend of James Mill in his latter
years (see Bain, James Mill, pp. 338-39).

4. The proposed trip to Madeira for Henry Mill's health had had to be abandoned.

* % *x %

1. MS in the possession of Professor J. M. McCrimmon.

2. This was probably the proposal described in an unpublished letter (n.d., owned
by Professor McCrimmon) from Cole to JSM: “I had much talk with Hickson last
night about the Review. He is most decidedly averse to Robertson’s having the
Editorship. . . . R. asked me whether I was willing to become the sole proprietor—he
remaining the Editor under certain conditions to be agreed upon between us. . . .
R. proposes to me. . . . that I should have the unconditional control of the Manage-
ment or business part of the Review.”

3, William Edward Hickson (1803-1870), educational writer, editor of the West-
minster Review, 184052 (see Letter 278).
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276. TO HENRY COLE!

India House
Saturday
[Feb. or March (?), 1840]
My pEAR COLE,

I am afraid you will think me very changeable, but since I saw you last
I have thought a good deal more about the proposed arrangement concern-
ing the review, & have heard the opinion of one or two friends on the matter
(I had consulted nobody before) & I find their opinion to be exceedingly
strong that if the review goes on at all under the same name it will not be
possible for me to destroy the connexion in people’s minds between it and
myself—& that it is much more to my credit that it should cease entirely
than that it should be continued as anything else than the philosophical &
political organ it was designed to be. I am not sure that after what has
passed between us you have not a right to hold me to what was condi-
tionally agreed upon but I hope you will not think it necessary to do so. Of
course I hold myself responsible for the expense of the Postage article? &
will pay for any work that you have entered into engagements for, & I hope
that by laying all the blame, where alone it can justly fall, on me, you will
be able to terminate the thing without any unpleasantness.

Ever yours truly,
J.S. ML

277. TO HENRY COLE!

LH.
Thursday
[Feb. or March (?), 1840]

My DEAR COLE,

If you are willing to carry on the review under the name of Westminster,
& with some slight alteration in the cover, I am willing to make it over to
you, without requiring that it should be a new series or new numbering—
unless before the present number comes out I receive some communication,
at this eleventh hour, from Beaumont,? or from another quarter almost
as improbable.

1. MS in the possession of Professor J. M. McCrimmon.
2. Cole’s article, “The Postage Stamp,” LWR, XXXII (March, 1840), 491-505.

* % * %

1. MS in the possession of Professor J. M. McCrimmon.
2. See Letter 266.
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It will give me still greater satisfaction to deliver it over to you &
Hickson jointly, as he proposes, as it will both diminish your risk & aid
you very much in the management.

Ever yours,

J.S.MiLL

278. TO JOHN ROBERTSON1
[March (?7), 1840]

I am exceedingly grieved by the consciousness that I must appear to
you (what I never have been nor could be intentionally) unkind to you.
The thought of this matter has been, ever since it was first mentioned by
you in a letter last July, but especially of late, no small addition to the
burthens of various sorts that have lain upon me.

I feel, however, that I have meant rightly to you and to every other
interest concerned, and that I have acted to the best of my judgment; and
though I feel painfully the impossibility of my convincing you that I am
right, I am sure you will respect me more for acting upon my own con-
viction than for giving way, from feelings of friendship and confidence,
without being convinced.

Cole repeatedly expressed his wish not to stand in the way of any
arrangement more beneficial to you and independent of him; but we seemed
to have already exhausted the possibilities of such, and as it was impossible
to keep Hickson any longer without an answer, I have told Cole that I
considered the Review as made over to them, although the formal
transfer has not yet taken place.?

I am sure you have that in you which a disappointment in so poor a
hope as this cannot unnerve or permanently discourage.

Ever yours,
J.S. MiLL

279. TO JOHN ROBERTSON1
Kensington, Monday
[March, 18407]
DEAR ROBERTSON,
Some points in your letter positively require from me a few words
to set right a few matters in which you have quite misunderstood me,
1. Published by Towers, p. 72. MS not located. 2. See Letter 280.

* * % %

1. Published by Towers, pp. 72-73. MS not located.
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and in which it would be very unpleasant to me that you should continue
to do so.

First. I did not allude to that number of the Review for any purpose
of disparagement. Why should I? It has fully less of the defects to which
I alluded than I thought it would have. I referred to it bona fide, as 1
professed to do, namely, as evidence you could appeal to in contradiction
to my opinion if I was wrong.

Second. When I spoke of unconciliativeness to contributors, I never
meant that you were in the wrong in your disputes with them, but that
you gave them unnecessary offense by matters of mere manner, and did not
spare their vanity, which I am sure I have often said to you before; and
also that I think you, in that particular, extremely unpractical, since no one
can use others as instruments unless he makes them like his service.

Third. When I spoke of subserviency, I carefully explained that I was
not speaking of your intentions or feelings, but of their expectations.

Fourth. I never said that you would get a character like Fonblanque’s,
but that the Review would. I have distinctly said to you several times that
you personally would not suffer in any way, and I said it most distinctly
in the very same sentence by saying I should be glad to aid you in a
ministerial course by any other means than the Review.

Fifth. Finally, I do feel that I can and ought to support the ministry,
but not connect myself with them (unless I had a voice in their councils);
that is, I can neither take their money nor make over power which is in
my hands and put it into theirs, though any power in my own hands I
would, while I see as much cause as I now do, use in their support.

Having endeavored to put myself right in these points, I will now say
that your readiness to give up a project, in my objections to which you
do not at all concur, is a thing which, you may rely upon it, I shall not
forget.

Igethink your letter to Lord N[ormanby]? in perfectly good taste, as well
as right feeling towards him.

Ever yours,
J.S.MiLL.

2. Sir Constantine Henry Phipps, first Marquis of Normanby and second Earl
of Mulgrave, prominent Whig leader.

Mrs. Towers (p. 72) explains that Robertson had hoped to get into Parliament,
“and he would have used the Review, had he continued his editorship, to support
the Whigs. . . . Lord Normanby had had one interview, if not more, with Robertson
with reference to this subject.”
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280. TO HENRY COLE!

India House
12t March
1840

MY DEAR COLE,

I hereby make over to you & Mr William Hickson my whole interest
in the London & Westminster Review—the work hereafter to be called
the Westminster Review & the change of proprietorship to be announced
in the next number.

Yours very truly

J.S. ML

281. TO RICHARD MONCKTON MILNES!

India House
Saturday
[March, 1840]

MY DEAR SIrR

My course on Monday morning next will be not anti-solar but at right
angles to the sun’s course, as I shall be on my way from Sussex. & even on
other days I can seldom manage to stop on my way, as I do not like to
arrive here much after ten. We keep earlier hours here both in the morning
& in the afternoon, than the Government offices at the West End. There-
fore I am obliged to renounce the pleasure, which would have been a
great one, of breakfasting with you.

I cannot omit this opportunity of thanking you for the very interesting
& valuable article you have contributed to this number of the London &
Westminster,? & which I am very happy to have been the means of publish-
ing before the termination of my connexion with the review.

Every truly yours
J.S.MiLL

1. MS in the possession of Professor J. M. McCrimmon.
* & ® %

1. MS at Trinity College Library, Cambridge.

Richard Monckton Milnes, later first Baron Houghton (1809-1885), writer and
politician, author of The Life, Letters, and Literary Remains of John Keats (1848).

2. “American Philosophy.-——Emerson’s Works,” signed R.M.M.,, LWR, XXXIII
(March, 1840), pp. 345-72. This was the last number under JSM’s proprietorship
of the Review.
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282. TO ROBERT BARCLAY FOX1

India House
16th April
1840

My dear friend (if you will allow me to adopt this “friendly” mode of
address) your kind & sympathizing letter has given me great pleasure.
There is no use in my saying more than has been said already about him
who has gone before us where we must so soon follow—the thought of him
is here & will remain here, & seldom has the memory of one who died
so young, been such as to leave a deeper or a more beneficial impression
on the survivors. Among the many serious feelings which such an event
calls forth, there is always some one which impresses us most, some
moral which each person extracts from it for his own more especial
guidance—with me that moral is, “work while it is called today—the night
cometh in which no man can work.” One never seems to have adequately
felt the truth & meaning of all that is tritely said about the shortness &
precariousness of life till one loses some one whom one had hoped not
only to carry with one as a companion through life, but to leave as a
successor after it. Why he who had all his work to do has been taken, &
I left who had done part of mine and in some measure as Carlyle would
express it “delivered my message,” passes our wisdom to surmise. But if
there be a purpose in this, that purpose it would seem can only be fulfilled
in so far as the remainder of my life can be made even more useful than the
remainder of his would have been if it had been spared. At least we know
this that on the day when we shall be as he is, the whole of life will appear
but as a day, & the only question of any moment to us then will be, Has
that day been wasted. Wasted it has not been by those who have been,
for however short a time, a source of happiness & of moral good even to
the narrowest circle. But there is only onme plain rule of life etermally
binding, & independent of all variations in creeds & in the interpretations
of creeds & embracing equally the greatest moralities & the smallest—it is

1. Addressed: R. Barclay Fox Esq./ Neath Abbey / Glamorganshire. Postmark:
B/ 16 AP / 1840. Published in Pym, I, 173-79. MS in 1944 in the possession of Mr.
W. H. Browning, of Eltham, Surrey.

Robert Barclay Fox (1817-1855), son of the scientific writer Robert Were Fox
(1789-1877), and brother of Anna Maria Fox (1816-1897) and of Caroline Fox
(1819-1871), diarist.

JSM on March 16 had joined his mother and his sisters Clara and Harriet in
their attendance upon the last illness of Henry Mill (see Letters 272 and 274).
After Henry’s death on April 4, JSM had returned to London on April 10. During
their stay in Falmouth the Mills had become intimately acquainted with the Foxes,
a prominent Quaker family.
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this—try thyself unweariedly till thou findest the highest thing thou art
capable of doing, faculties & outward circumstances being both duly
considered—and then DO IT—

You are very kind to say what you have said about those reviews>—
the gift of unsold copies of an old periodical could under no circumstances
have called for so warm an expression of thanks, & would have deserved
an opposite feeling if I could not say, with the utmost sincerity, that I
do not expect you to read much of it, or any of it unless you feel thereunto
moved. My principal feeling in the matter was this—You are likely to
hear of some of the writers, & judging of your feelings by what my own
would be, I thought it might be sometimes agreeable to you to be able
to turn to something they had written & imagine what manner of persons
they might be. As far as my own articles were concerned there was also
a more selfish pleasure in thinking that sometimes, however rarely, I
might be conversing with my absent friends at 300 miles distance—We
scribblers are apt to put not only our best thoughts but our best feelings
into our writings, or at least if the things are in us they will not come out
of us so well or so clearly through any other medium—<& therefore when
one really wishes to be liked (it is only when one is very young that one
cares about being admired) it is often an advantage to us when our
writings are better known than ourselves.

As for these particular writings of mine, all in them that has any pre-
tension to permanent value will I hope during the time you are in London
be made into two little volumes® which I shall offer to no one with greater
pleasure than to you. The remainder is mostly politics—of little value
to any one now—in which, with considerable expenditure of head &
heart, an attempt was made to breathe a living soul into the Radical party—
but in vain—there was no making those dry bones live. Among a multitude
of failures I had only one instance of brilliant success—it is some satis-
faction to me to know that, as far as such things can ever be said, I saved
Lord Durham—as he himself, with much feeling, acknowledged to me,
saying that he knew not to what to ascribe the reception he met with on
his return from Canada, except to an article of mine* which came out
immediately before. If you were to read that article now you would wonder

2. Caroline Fox noted in her journal on April 5 (Pym, I, 158): “A great parcel
arrived in the evening with John Mill’s kind regards, containing all the London and
Westminster Reviews from their beginning, with notes in his own hand, and the
names of the writers attached to the articles—a most valuable and interesting gift.”
Efforts to trace this set of volumes have thus far proved unavailing.

3. Not until 1859 were these articles republished, in the first two volumes of
Dissertations. See Letter 267, n. 3.

4. “Lord Durham’s Return.” See Letter 249, n. 4.
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what there was in it to bear out such a statement—but the time at which
it appeared was everything—every one’s hand seemed to be against him,
no one dared speak a word for him, the very men who had been paying
court & offering incense to him for years before (I never had) slunk away,
or ventured only on a few tame & qualified phrases or excuse—not, I
verily believe, from cowardice so much as because, not being accustomed
to think about principles of politics, they were taken by surprise in a
contingency which they had not looked for, and feared committing them-
selves to something they could not maintain—& if this had gone on, opinion
would have decided against him so strongly that even that admirable Report
of his & Buller’s could hardly have turned the tide & unless some one who
‘could give evidence of thought & knowledge of the subject, had thrown
down the gauntlet at that critical moment, & determinedly claimed honour
& glory for him instead of mere acquittal, & by doing this made a diversion
in his favour & encouraged those who wished him well to speak out, & so
kept people’s minds suspended on the subject, he was in all probability
a lost man, & if I had not been the man to do this nobody else would.
And three or four months later the Report came out & then everybody
said I had been right, & now it is being acted upon.

This is one of only three things, among all I attempted in my reviewing
life, which I can be said to have succeeded in. The second was, to have
greatly accelerated the success of Carlyle’s French Revolution, a book
so strange & incomprehensible to the greater part of the public, that whether
it should 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.

My third success is that I have dinned into people’s ears that Guizot
is a great thinker & writer, till they are, though slowly, begining to read
him—which I do not believe they would be doing, even yet, in this country
but for me.

There, I think, is a full account of all the world has got by my editing
and reviews.

Will you pardon the egotism of this letter? I really do not think I have
talked so much about myself in the whole year previous as I have done
in the few weeks of my intercourse with your family—but it is not a fault
of mine generally, for I am considered reserved enough by most people—
& I have made a very solemn resolution when I see you again to be more

S. By his review, “The French Revolution.” See Letters 208, n. 5, and 209.



428 To John Sterling Letter 283

objective and less subjective in my conversation (as Calvert® says) than
when I saw you last.
Ever yours faithfully,

J.S.MiLL

It seems idle to send remembrances—they saw enough to know I am
not likely to forget them.

283. TO JOHN STERLING!

LH.
224 April
1840

MY DEAR STERLING

Your letter should have been answered when I first received it, which was
just before I left Falmouth. The bustle & turmoil of London when one
comes back to it, & the accumulation of different sorts of business which
I have had to dispose of, are very uncongenial to the mood in which such
a letter is read or in which it should be responded to.

I rejoice greatly that we met at Falmouth; independently of the good,
of many kinds, which your presence did, it is very much to me now, &
more than I thought it would be, that my last recollections of Henry are
shared with you. If he had lived he would certainly have been an additional
bond between us, & now that he is dead his memory will be so—& perhaps
as you say he is conscious of it. I do feel as you do that we have been
more to each other lately than ever before, & I think on one side this is
easily to be explained, for it is natural to you to feel more affectionately
in proportion as you have shewn more kindness—that is one of the ways
in which acts of love fructify & yield a large increase. On my own side less
explanation is needed, for it seems to me that you have at all times been
giving more & more to me—though there have been times when the con-
trary may have seemed to be the case—in consequence partly of consti-
tutional or habitual defect of quickness of sensibility, but much more of
the jarring elements both in my own character & in my outward circum-
stances which I have had to reconcile, as indeed is the case with most

6. John M. Calvert (1801-1842), physician. A fellow-victim of tuberculosis, Dr.
Calvert had first met Sterling in Madeira in 1838. They had become close friends,
and after giving up their plans to spend the winter again at Madeira they had stayed
on together at Falmouth. Caroline Fox’s journals recount numerous meetings with
Calvert and Sterling,.

* * X =%

1. MS at Leeds. Published in Elliot, 1, 11618,
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people, but I think both in an unusual degree and in an unusual manner
with me—& which have made me describe an orbit very different from the
direction of any one of the forces which urged me. And even now I am
very far from appearing to you as I am—for though there is nothing that
1 do not desire to shew, there is much that I never do shew, & much that
I think you cannot even guess.

My mother & sisters & George? have returned, & George is certainly
better, not worse, for his journey. I have much anxious thought about
him—to him the loss of Henry is a greater calamity than he can yet feel.

As for me, I have begun to get ready my reprint—but I find some
difficulty in finding enough for two volumes.® I have softened the asperity
of the article on Sedgwick,* & cut out whatever seemed to take an unfair
advantage against his opinions, of his deficiencies as an advocate of them.

ever affectionately
J. S. MILL.

284. TO MACVEY NAPIER!

India House
22¢ April
1840

MY DEAR SIR

It is just possible you may have heard—though it is most likely you
have not—that my connexion with the Westminster Review has terminated.
The review has gone into other hands, & although I wish well to the new
proprietors & think they will conduct it creditably & usefully, I do not feel
myself in such a manner bound to them that I should wish to exclude
myself from the power of addressing a larger auditory. This is also the
feeling of several of the best of my late coadjutors in the Westminster, to
whom, as well as to myself, it would be agreeable, if you give any en-
couragement to the proposition, to establish a connexion with the Edin-
burgh. I believe it is the feeling of nearly all Reformers that this is not

2. George Grote Mill (ca. 1825-1853), youngest of JSM’s brothers, had been
at Falmouth since April 2.

3. See Letter 267, n. 3.

4. “Professor Sedgwick's Discourse.—State of Philosophy in England,” London
Rev., T (April, 1835), 94-135, eventually reprinted in Dissertations as “Professor
Sedgwick’s Discourse on the Studies of the University of Cambridge.”

* s

1. MS in Brit. Mus. Published, except for last paragraph, in Napier Corresp.,
pp. 325-26.
Macvey Napier, editor of the Edinburgh Review, 1829-47.
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a time for keeping up a flag of disunion among them—& even 1 who have
been for some years attempting it must be owned with very little success,
to induce the Radicals to maintain an independent position, am compelled
to acknowledge that there is not room for a fourth political party in this .
country—reckoning the Conservatives, the Whig-Radicals, & the Chartists
as the other three. Of a clear view of this fact a natural consequence is, a
different notion of what my own course ought to be—if I can hope to do —
any good it can only be by merging in one of the existing great bodies of
opinion; by attempting to gain the ear of the liberal party generally, instead
of addressing a mere section of it. There seems no longer any reason why
my little rivulet should continue to flow separate, little as it can contribute
to decide the colour or composition of that great stream.

Among those contributors to the Westminster who would like to become
contributors of yours, those who I think would be of most use to you
(besides Charles Buller with whom I believe you are already in communi-
cation) are Robertson, the late editor, & writer of many articles and
George Fletcher,? the author of two very interesting papers, one in the
number for December, 1838, on Heloisa & Abelard,? the other (in the
last number) on Robin Hood.* If you have not seen these articles I am
sure it would give you pleasure to read them especially the former.

Of Robertson’s articles some were hastily got up under many dis-
advantages & he did himself scanty justice in them—but others I think
are sufficient proof that he can do something considerable especially those
on “Cromwell” “Caricatures” “Statistical Society” “Congregational Dis-
senters” & one or two others.

Ever yours truly

J.S.M1LL

285. TO MACVEY NAPIER!
India House
April 27, 1840
MY DEAR SIR,

Permit me in the first place to make my acknowledgments for the
extremely kind & flattering manner in which you have received my propo-

2. Otherwise identified only as the author of Studies in Shakespeare (London,
1847), which contains essays contributed originally to the Atheneum in 1843-44 and
to the Westminster Review in 1844-45. He also contributed to Fraser’s Magazine
in 1850.

3. LWR, XXXII, 146-219. 4. LWR, XXXIII (March, 1840), 424-91.

* % ¥ x

1. MS in Brit. Mus. Published, except for last paragraph, in Napier Corresp.,
PP- 326-27. (See preceding letter.)
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sition for becoming a contributor to the Edinburgh. You have done me
only justice in supposing that the idea of any compromise of the principles
of the E. Review never entered into my mind—it did not occur to me even
to disavow such a thought. Of course I did not expect to have the same
range of subjects as I had in a review under my own exclusive control, nor
to be allowed to commit the review to opinions which would be obnoxious
to its other writers & its supporters. I look for no other latitude than that
commonly allowed by periodical works to the individual modes of thinking
of their various contributors. There will be no difficulty in our understand-
ing one another, since the principles of the review are public property, &
what I have written in the last year or two, or what I may now write will
soon shew you what are the points if any, on which mine are irreconcileable
with them. I am myself under an impression that there is very little of what
I should now be inclined to say to the public in a review, which would be
at all in contradiction to the established character & purposes of the
Edinburgh.

As you conjecture, it is only occasionally that I should find time to write
for you, especially at present, as I am desirous of finishing a book I have
in hand. But the subject you suggest, my friend Tocqueville’s book, is so
very attractive to me that if the other arrangement you mention should
not take effect, I would make an effort to get an article ready on Tocqueville
for your October number.? With regard to other subjects, one thing which
I should like very much, & on which I should not interfere with any of
your existing contributors, would be 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. I mention these things only that you may know the course my
thoughts have taken in regard to future articles.

2. The review of Tocqueville’s Demaocracy in America appeared, as here projected,
in the Oct., 1840, number of ER, LXXII, 1-47; it was reprinted in Dissertations,
II, 79-161.

3. Jules Michelet (1798-1874). JSM’s review of the first five volumes of his
Histoire de France (Paris, 1833-42) eventually appeared in ER, LXXIX (Jan,
1844), 1-39. It was reprinted in Dissertations, I, 198-259.

4. Michelet, Histoire romaine: republiqgue (2nd ed., 3 vols., Paris, 1833). Thomas
Arnold, History of Rome (3 vols., London, 1838-43).

5. JSM’s review of “M. Guizot’s Essays and Lectures on History” appeared in
ER, LXXXI (Oct., 1845), 381—421; it was reprinted in Dissertations, II, 297-362.
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I will immediately make known to Robertson & Fletcher your answer in
respect to them & I have no doubt that you will find them valuable
auxiliaries.

Ever my dear Sir
Truly yours,

J.S.MiILL

286. TO GUSTAVE D'EICHTHAL1

India House
7 May
1840

MY DEAR GUSTAVE

I have been very long in answering your letters, having been absent from
London for some weeks attending the deathbed of a brother, who was
the pride & hope of our whole family & whose loss I shall have cause to
regret as long as I live. This absence occasioned my losing the opportunity
of seeing MM Stéphane Mony & Isaac Pereire,2 both well known to me
by their antécédents & the former personally. I have to thank you for a
letter I have received from M. Michelet accompanying two volumes of his
admirable history,® & which as I had not time to answer immediately I
shall now defer answering until I have read the new volume. I was already
intimately acquainted with the former volumes as well as with all his
other works, & I beg of you to tell him that I have long felt the warmest
admiration for them & have expressed it publicly on several occasions
before the one which attracted your notice. I had long meditated reviewing
his Roman history in the Westminster, & now that I am no longer con-
nected with that review it is probable that I shall have the satisfaction
of making both that, & his History of France still more widely known by
means of the Edinburgh review in which I have engaged to write some
articles on the new French historical school.* Would you oblige me with
M. Michelet’s address?®

1. Addressed: Monsieur / Gustave d’Eichthal. Published, with omissions, in
D’Eichthal Corresp., pp. 178-80. MS at Arsenal.

2. Isaac Péreire (1806-1880), French banker, earlier associated with the Saint-
Simonians.

3. His Histoire de France in 17 volumes was published at intervals between 1833
and 1867. His letter of April 7 to JSM is at LSE.

4. See preceding letter.

5. Eugéne d’Eichthal in D’Eichthal Corresp., p. 179, appends as a note this part
of a letter from Michelet to Gustave d’Eichthal:

“Fauraig voulu vous dire un mot de mon 5¢ volume qui va étre attaqué de deux
cOtés opposés. Fespére pour le défendre (ce volume si peu favorable aux Anglais),



Letter 287 To Alexis de Tocqueville 433

1 have no doubt that the two books which you mention, Lyon’s Voyage®
& Crawfurd’s History,” may be obtained here by watching an opportunity,
at a tolerably cheap rate, but it is impossible to say how cheap, as it
depends on accident. I would recommend to you for such commissions a
bookseller named Edward Rainford, 86 High Holborn, & if you will com-
municate with him the first time through me you will have no difficulty
with him afterwards. He is a most deserving person, & manages to get
books exceedingly cheap.

I have not yet seen M. Guizot,® though I have been very near seeing him
several times—& should have ventured to call on him if I were not so
circumstanced as to hours, that it is impossible for me to call at any time
of the day suitable to a civilized being.

Your opinion on the decisive character of the late triumph of parlia-
mentary government® (ostensibly) & of democracy really, in France, is
very interesting to me. It is a great event, & makes me recur to what I
have so often thought, les choses marchent vite en France (& in this age,
altogether one may add)

ever yours

J.S.M1LL

287. TO ALEXIS DE TOCQUEVILLE!

11th May, 1840
MY DEAR TOCQUEVILLE,

I shall have the greatest pleasure in owing to your friendship a copy of
the second part of your great work. I had already possessed myself of it

dans la haute impartialité d'un Anglais, de M. Mill, qui m'a écrit cette belle lettre
que nous avons admirée ensemble. Vous avez trouvé, je pense, son exemplaire joint
au votre?

. .. Si vous écrivez & M. Mill, veuillez lui faire considérer avec quelle méthode
sévére, dans Iaffaire de la Pucelle et dans bien d'autres jai écarté les chronigues
pour m’en tenir aux actes. . . . Si M. Mill me fait I'honneur de parler de mon livre dans
une revue anglaise, il m'obligera fort de faire remarquer combien cet historien qu'on
traite trop aisément comme un homme d’imagination, a ét dominé par la passion
de la vérité.”

6. Probably The Private Journal of Captain G. F. Lyon During the Voyage of
Discovery under Captain Parry (London, 1824).

7. Probably John Crawfurd’s History of the Indian Archipelago (London, 1820).

8. Guizot had been appointed ambassador to London the preceding February.
JSM would have met Guizot on March 17 at the Grotes’ had he not been detained
at Falmouth by his brother Henry's illness. See Pym, I, 134. But see Letter 291.

9. The return of Thiers to power in March, 1840, as Premier was regarded as
a triumph for the liberals.

* % % %

1. Published in Mayer, pp. 327-29. MS in Tocqueville archives.
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& have now finished one careful perusal of it: several more will be required
before I can master it, for although my own thoughts have been accustomed
(especially since I read your First Part) to run very much in the same
direction, you have so far outrun me that I am lost in the distance, & it
will require much thought & study to appropriate your ideas so com-
pletely as to be qualified to say what portion of them I shall at last feel
to be demonstrated & what, if any, may seem to require further confirma-
tion. In any case you have accomplished a great achievement: you have
changed the face of political philosophy, you have carried on the dis-
cussions respecting the tendencies of modern society, the causes of those
tendencies, & the influences of particular forms of polity & social order,
into a region both of height & of depth, which no one before you had
entered, & all previous argumentation and speculation in such matters
appears but child’s play now. I do not think that anything more important
than the publication of your book has happened even in this age of great
events—<& it is truly happy that it was produced in France & is therefore
sure of being read by every thinking person both irn France and out of it.
Even in this stupid island where Guizot’s Lectures® had scarcely penetrated
until Guizot himself came here as ambassador—& when hardly anybody
knows that there is a French philosophy subsequent to Voltaire—even
here your book, par exception, is read, because luckily Sir R. Peel praised
it,* & made the Tories fancy it was a Tory book: but I believe they have
found out their error. It could only have been written in France or in
England, & if written in England it would probably never have been known
beyond a small circle.

Among so many ideas which are more or less new to me I have found
(what I consider a very great compliment to the justness of my own views)
that one of your great general conclusions is exactly that which 1 have
been almost alone in standing up for here, and have not as far as I know
made a single disciple—namely that the real danger in democracy, the
real evil to be struggled against, and which all human resources employed
while it is not yet too late are not more than sufficient to fence off—is
not anarchy or love of change, but Chinese stagnation & immobility.
Finding this view of the matter to have presented itself with the same
strength of evidence to you, who are the highest living authority (& there-
fore the highest that has ever lived) on the subject, I shall henceforth
regard it as the truth scientifically established, and shall defend it envers
et contre tous with tenfold pertinacity.

2. The lectures printed in his Cours d’Histoire moderne (6 vols., Paris, 1829-32).

3. Peel had praised Tocqueville’s book in his inaugural speech as Lord Rector
of the University of Glasgow on Jan. 11, 1837, and again at the public dinner at
Glasgow on Jan. 13, 1837 (see A Correct Report of the Speeches by . . . Sir R. Peel
...onJanuary 11, 1837; and . . . January 13, 1837 (London, 1837).
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When I last wrote to you I lamented that from having terminated my
connection with the London & Westminster Review I should not have
the opportunity of reviewing your book there, but I have now the pleasure
of telling you that I am to have the reviewing of it in the Edinburgh Review
which as you know is much more read, and which has never had a review
of your First Part—I suppose none of the writers dared venture upon it,
and I cannot blame them, for that review is the most perfect representative
of the 18th century to be found in our day, & that is not the point of view
for judging of your book. But I & some others who are going to write in
the Ed. Review now, shall perhaps succeed in infusing some young blood
into it. They have given me till October for this article.*

I received a long & most acceptable letter from Beaumont,” when I was
300 miles off, attending a very dear brother in his last illness. I owe him
a long letter in return which shall be paid very shortly.

Though I am not a very regular correspondent you may believe me when
I say that there is no living man in Europe whom I esteem more highly
or of whose friendship I should be more proud than I am of yours.
Unfortunately I have only one means of shewing it, but that I have used
pretty freely, for your name somehow finds itself under my pen almost
whenever I write—.

Ever affectionately yours

J.S.MILL.
India House.

288. TO ROBERT BARCLAY FOX!

LH.
Friday [May 22, 1840]2

Pray do not think of Saturday for the Museum if you have any other
day disposable. My concern for your welfare bids me assure you that it
is much pleasanter to go to such places when there is no crowd: besides
which I have a secret reason which I do not mean to tell you, viz. that
Saturday week is the only possible day on which I could not be there to
welcome you, as I am inexorably bound to pass that Saturday and Sunday
more than thirty miles from town. Woe is me—but the case is such that
there is no help for it.

4. See Letter 285, n. 2. 5. Gustave Beaumont.
* * % *x

1. MS in the possession of Mr. W. H. Browning. .

2. The Fox family had come to London for a visit of several weeks, in part no
doubt to attend the Yearly Meeting of the Society of Friends. The visit to the
Museum at the India House, to which this and the following letter refer, took place
on Thursday, May 28, 1840. See Pym, I, 197.
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If however your ill fortune will have it that you are to see the Museum
and Dulwich without my agreeable society, various topics of consolation
suggest themselves, as for instance that it will be all the same thing a
hundred years hence, that what can’t be cured must be endured &c. &c.
These & similar reflections I hope will enable you to bear your affliction
with becoming fortitude & I will endeavour to support mine with antique
heroism, that is to say as the antique heroes always did, by trying all they
could to remove the cause of it. As a first step to which I send you an
admission for Mondays & Thursdays that you may have no excuse for going
on Saturday. Please to fill up the blank with some name or other before
you go.

I am glad you are going to Carlyle’s®—if your sisters can go you
should ask leave to bring them.

JSM.

289. TO ROBERT WERE FOX1
India House
Tuesday
[May 26, 1840]
MY DEAR SIR

I will not take so ungenerous an advantage as not to tell you that
Nichol?® is not coming today & that he is coming on Thursday. If this should
prevent you from coming this evening, the loss is ours—but at least I hope
it will not unless you can come on Thursday instead, either to dinner
or in the evening.

Mrs. Nichol & T hope Nichol also, will be of the party to the Museum
here; & to Dulwich afterwards if what we are hardly allowed to think
possible, should come to pass—but if it should not, & if Saturday is the
most convenient day to your party, being also as convenient for my
sisters as any other, I am not such a dog in the manger as not to protest
in the most earnest manner against any consideration being had of me
in the matter—especially as I am so much hampered as to hours.

Ever yours faithfully
J.S. MiLL

3. Caroline Fox records that on May 19 while attending Carlyle’s lecture on “The
Hero as Man of Letters” with some of her family they had been introduced to
Mrs. Carlyle by Harriet Mill, and had been invited to call. See ibid., p. 182. JSM
evidently did not know that Barclay Fox’s sisters had already been invited when
he wrote this letter. On June 3 both the Foxes and the Carlyles spent the evening
at the Mills’ home. ..

. *

1. Addressed: R. W. Fox Esq / London. MS at LSE. 2. John Pringle Nichol.
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290. TO ROBERT BARCLAY FOX1

LH.
Thursday
[June 4, 1840]

My DEAR FRIEND As you say you reached home “this morning” I per-
ceive you made no more haste than good speed—indeed to make the former
compatible with the latter seemed, under the aspect of affairs last night,
rather hopeless.? Let me congratulate you on the fact that the safe preser-
vation of all of you was, under these somewhat inauspicious circumstances,
achieved. As for us we have none of us experienced anything unpleasant
except the remembrance of the shortness of your visit, & the uncertainty
which as yet hangs over the next.

You might well doubt whether I had received your note, for such a
note surely merited some acknowledgment—however mot being able to
respond to it in the only suitable manner viz. in verse, I left it without
any response at all—feeling all the while a vast respect for you, for being
able to write such good verses. But the feelings towards myself which they
express require me to say once more how highly I value your friendship
& how unexpectedly gratifying it is that in me, seen as you have seen me,
you have found as much to like, as these verses seem to indicate. For you
have not, nor have even those of your family whom I have been so
fortunate as to sece more of, as yet seen me, as I really & naturally am,
but a me artificially made self-conscious, egotistical, & noisily demonstrative
by having much feeling to shew & very little time to shew it in. If I had
been looking forward to living peaceably within a stone’s throw or even
a few hours’ walk or ride of you, I should have been very different. As it
is, that poor little sentence of the poor Ashantee® really expresses the

1. Addressed: R. Barclay Fox Esq./S. Gurney Esq. / Ham House / West Ham.
Postmark: JU 4 1840. Published by Pym, II, 333-34, but dated “probably July 1842.”
MS in the possession of Mr. W. H. Browning.

2. This refers to an episode on the Foxes’' return from a party at the Mills’,
described by Caroline Fox in her journal (Pym, I, 204), under June 3, 1840: “At
last we were going, but our postillion was fast asleep on the coach-box. Barclay
gave him an intimation of our presence, to which he languidly replied, ‘All right,’
but in a voice that showed clearly that it was all wrong. We asked for a hackney
coach, but J. S. Mill was delightfully ignorant as to where such things grew, or
where a likely hotel was to be found; and as our culprit was now a little sobered
by fright and evening air, and passionately pleaded wife and children, we ventured
forward, Barclay and J. Mill walking for a long way beside us.”

3. Probably a reference to a remark of one of two young princes of Ashantee,
William Quantamissa and John Ansah, who with their tutor, the Rev. T. Pyne, visited
Falmouth in April, 1840 (see Pym, I, 168-72, and The Times, April 25,. 1840, p. 5).
In July the princes visited Wordsworth in the Lake Country (see Mrs. [Eliza] Fletcher,
Autobiography [Edinburgh, 1875], 247—48).
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spirit of all I have said & done with regard to any of your party, almost
from the beginning until now, when one is to be but a remembrance, it
is difficult to refrain from even awkward attempts to make the remembrance
last for more than a few days or weeks.

And now till I have the opportunity of doing it myself, will you express
for me, my warmest regards to your father & mother—& for your sisters
& yourself, remember that you have not only as many additional “blessings
in disguise” as there are sisters at Kensington, but also (unless it be
peculiarly a feminine designation) one more, namely, yours affectionately

J.S. MiLL

291. TO GUSTAVE D’EICHTHAL!

India House
17t June 1840

MY DEAR D’EICHTHAL

Your very interesting letter came in due course. As the prices of the
books seemed to me reasonable, & quite as low as it was likely Mr Rain-
ford? could procure them for without waiting, perhaps a considerable time,
for an opportunity, I sent your note at once to Mr Russell Smith.? On
receiving your subsequent note I called on Mr Smith who told me that
the books were sent to Paris, in a parcel along with other books, on the
7% of this month, & that as soon as they arrived, you would receive a letter
by the petite poste informing you where to send for them.

Since I received your letter I have written to M. Michelet. I addressed my
letter aux archives du royaume. If you have an opportunity perhaps you
would ask him whether it arrived properly. But it did not require nor did
I expect any answer.

I dined last Saturday with M. Guizot whose conversation quite corres-
ponds to the high idea I had formed of him from his writings. He was very
kind & gave me a general invitation to call upon him. His having come here
as ambassador is a real événement, for it makes our stupid incurious people
read his books. You would be astonished how few here, even yet, know that
there is such a thing as a philosophy of the 19t century in France, different
from the 18", We are certainly an ignorant nation, with all our self-conceit
—=& by reason of it. Still, we are improving—the best ideas of the age are

1. Addressed: Monsieur / Gustave d’Eichthal / 14 Rue Lepelletier / & Paris. Post-
marks: G /JU 17 / 1840 and LONDON / 17. Published in part in Cosmopolis, 1X,
p- 372, and in D’Eichthal Corresp., pp. 181-82. MS at Arsenal.

2. See Letter 286.

3. Probably R. Smith, bookseller at 25 Foley St., Portland Place, London.
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in some degree insinuating themselves into our minds, though we in general
are very little aware how or from whence they come to us.

You may measure the distance between France & England by that
between Guizot & Peel, each the leader of the Conservative party in their
respective countries. Happily though we are slow we are sure. We are the
ballast of Europe, France its sail.

ever yours truly

J.S. MiLL.

292. TO JOHN MITCHELL KEMBLE!

India House
26th June 1840
MY DEAR SIR

I know you will not consider it an intrusion on my part to ask you
whether among the many persons of mental cultivation & attainments with
whom you must necessarily be acquainted, who have the world still “before
them where to choose”? & perhaps nothing very promising as yet offered for
their choice, there be any one whom you could recommend as tutor to the
eldest son (about twelve years old) of a person of very high rank® & of
ideas & aspirations on the subject of education, considerably above what
are common in any rank? I am not yet at liberty to say who the party is—
it has only been told to me in confidence, because if it were to transpire
there would be a troublesome quantity of applications & a corresponding
number of disappointments. But there is, probably, no situation of the kind
in England in respect to which more important consequences may depend
on its being well filled.

Do you think your friend Mr. Edgeworth* would accept such a situation?
& do you think him qualified for it? I only mention him because his writings
prove him to be a man of considerable powers & accomplishments, & I think
I have understood that he is not in such circumstances as would prevent his
taking employment of this kind.

Ever truly yours
J.S. ML
1. Addressed: J. M. Kemble, Esq. MS in the possession of Professor Ney MacMinn,
Northwestern University.
2. Milton, Paradise Lost, Book XTI, 1. 646. 3. Unidentified.

4, Francis Beaufort Edgeworth (1809-1846), half-brother of the novelist Maria
Edgeworth; he had been a student with Kemble and Sterling at Cambridge and had
contributed to Kemble's British and Foreign Review. He had at one point set up a
school at Eltham (see Letters and Literary Remains of Edward Fitzgerald, ed. W. A.
Wright [London, 1889], I, 36). For a sketch of Edgeworth, see Thomas Carlyle, Life
of John Sterling (London, 1851), Part II, chap. 4.
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293. TO [JOHN MITCHELL KEMBLE?]1

LH.
Thursday
[July, 18407?]

MY DEAR SIR

It would seem that Mr Edgeworth? is still at Edgeworthstown, but I
know that he is, or was till lately, often in or near London. I wait for your
further instructions before authorizing any communication to him.

From the little I know or have heard of the Mr Thompson® whom you
speak of, I should think his recommendation a valuable one.

Ever yours truly
J.S. ML

294. TO ROBERT BARCLAY FOX1
Kensington 3d August 1840

MY DEAR FRIEND Your letter came & was most welcome, & the same may
be said of certain other missives* which I had the pleasure of despatching
to Guildford. It was very pleasant to be able to figure to oneself your mode
of existence at Penjerrick®—I often think one never knows one’s friends or
rather they are not properly one’s friends until one has seen them in their
home, & can figure to oneself some part at least of their daily existence.
I am sure we all feel much nearer to all of you by having become so familiar
with your local habitation or I may say habitations, & with so many of your
haunts on that lovely coast—how often I fancy myself looking through the
transparent spring air across the lovely blue bay to Pennance*—nor are
reminiscences of Penjerrick either unfrequent or faint.

1. MS at LSE. No indication of person addressed. Paper bears watermark, 1838.
2. See preceding letter. 3. Unidentified.

* * * %

1. Addressed: R. Barclay Fox Esq. / Falmouth, Postmark: AUG 4 1840. Partly
published by Pym, HI, 313—15. MS in the possession of Mr. W. H. Browning.

2. Probably letters by Caroline and Anna Maria Fox to JSM’s sisters, who were
evidently spending part of the summer at Guildford, as they did in 1841 (see Letter
324).

3. The summer home of the Foxes, several miles from Falmouth.

4. Sic. Possibly Penzance, but Caroline Fox refers several times to walks to
Pennance (see Pym, I, 109, 111, 119, 153).



Letter 294 To Robert Barclay Fox 441

It is curious that your letter about Tocqueville & Brown® found me also
occupied with both of them—reviewing the one,® & reading the other once
again after an interval of many years. I have not however yet got to his
theory of the moral feelings, & though I remember that I did not like it, &
took great pains, as I fancied quite successfully, to refute it, I cannot say I
remember what it is—& so many of my philosophical opinions have changed
since, that I can trust no judgment which dates from so far back in my
history. My renewed acquaintance with Brown shews me that I was not
mistaken in thinking he had made a number of oversights, but I also see
that he has even more than I formerly thought of these characteristic merits
which made me recommend him as the best one author in whom to study
that great subject. I think you have described his book by the right epithets,
& I would add to them that it seems to me the very book from which to
learn both in theory & by example the true method of philosophising—the
analysis in his early lectures of the true nature & amount of what we can
learn of the phenomena of the world, seems to me perfect, & his mode of
inquiry into the mind is strictly founded upon that analysis.

As for Tocqueville I do not wonder that you should find him difficult,
for in the first place the philosophical writers of the present day have made
almost a new French language, & in the next place he is really abstruse—
by being so abstract, & not sufficiently (especially in the 2d part) illustrating
his propositions. I find it tough work reviewing him, much tougher than I
expected, especially as I was prevented from beginning so soon as I ought.

So you are now all or nearly all reassembled & we again see or fancy the
family picture in its accustomed & original frame. That is much, although
not so much as it would have been if we had not seen you in the opposite
circumstances of London—I was going to say the uncongenial circum-
stances, but you are all so happily constituted that no circumstances are
uncongenial to you—still some are more congenial than others & I can
fancy for instance that if you were standing beside Sterling in one of
Raphael’s stanze in the Vatican you would find the situation very congenial
indeed.

I cease to regret Sterling’s sudden departure when I learnt that your
party had had so much more of him & he of them in consequence of it.”
What a pleasant winding up of their “mankind” tour.

5. Thomas Brown, author of Observations on the Nature and Tendency of the
Doctrine of Mr Hume concerning the relation of cause and effect (Edinburgh, 1805),
and Lectures on the Philosophy of the Human Mind (4 vols., Edinburgh, 1820).

6. See Letter 285, n. 2.

7. Sterling had returned to his family at Clifton, where the Foxes were visitors in
July. See Pym, I, 206-15.
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I return the old Michelet® with my prayer that your youngest sister whom
I have hardly yet forgiven for not taking it & who must by this time be
weary of the sight of it, will make haste to lay it up in some crypt of her
autograph-cabinet & let the world see no more of it. I trust she is satisfied,
for I have now kept it till another came—which proves to me by the
extravagance of its compliments upon the letter I wrote to him, that if one
gives a man exactly the sort of praise he wants to receive, one is sure of
getting into his good graces.

The knowledge that an autograph of Guizot has probably reached you or
will reach you from other quarters consoles me for not having one to offer—
for his invitations to dinner are printed forms. I have dined with him again
but one gets so little real conversation with any one who has to attend to
his guests. The last time it was a most successfully made up party, I mean
that fortune was most propitious to me in particular for of six guests three
were persons I always like to meet & two of the other three were the two
persons I most wished to meet—Thirlwall,’ with whom I renewed an
acquaintance of which the only event was a speech he made in reply to
one of mine when I was a youth of nineteen—(it has remained impressed
upon me ever since as the finest speech I ever heard)—& Gladstone whom
I had never seen at all—and with both these I hope I have laid the
foundation of a further knowledge especially as Thirlwall will now be in
town in parliament time. How delighted Sterling must be at finding him
a bishop—but hardly more so than I am.

Have you heard yet that Cunningham after all will only let us have one
likeness of the present deponent'®—so how my mother & Sterling are to
settle it I do not know, as Mammy resolutely declines the equitable method
of tossing up a halfpenny.

My sisters I dare say have written this very day. Pray tell us how your
Aunt at Clifton! goes on & when your mother returns.

Your message to Carlyle shall be delivered—ever faithfully

J.S.M1LL

8. Evidently an autograph of the French historian, JSM had contributed other
autographs to Caroline Fox’s collection.

9. Connop Thirlwall had recently been raised to the Bishopric of St. David’s. His
speech to the Co-operative Society in 1825 in reply to one of JSM’s is also referred
to in similar terms in the Autobiog., pp. 87-88.

10. JSM had his portrait painted while in Falmouth by a painter named Cunning-
ham. Caroline Fox describes the portrait as “very beautiful; quite an ideal head, so
expanded with patient thought, and a face of such exquisite refinement” (journal,
April 10, 1840, in Pym, I, 168). Efforts to trace this portrait have not been
successful.

11. Not identified.
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295. TO MACVEY NAPIER!

India House
5t September
1840
MY DEAR SIR

My article? has gone to Longman’s this day. Whether it will answer your
expectation I cannot venture to predict—but you will not find me, (as I
have generally found those who have themselves conducted periodicals) an
intractable contributor. If you were to bid me cancel the whole article &
begin again, it would be no more than I have done before now with other
articles of mine at the instigation of my own editor.

If the article suits you & it is not inconsistent with the practice of your
Review, I should like to have half a dozen or at most a dozen separate
copies chiefly to send abroad (of course I will readily pay the expense of
them )—& I should also like to reserve the power of reprinting my articles
& particularly this one, as I intend next spring to publish a collection of
the few things I have written which either I or any one else thinks worth
preserving, & I should like to include this in it as forming a sort of
completion & winding up of the view which the publication will exhibit of
- my present opinions & modes of thinking.

With regard to alterations I repeat that you will not find me troublesome,
but I should like, whenever time permits, to have the making of them
myself. I do not mean that I object to your making any alteration in the
first instance, since it often happens that the shortest & best way of making
the nature of an objection intelligible is to suggest the exact change which
would remove it.

Ever my dear Sir
Yours truly

J.S. MILL

296. TO MACVEY NAPIER!
India House
21t September
1840
MY DEAR SIR

Allow me to thank you for your kind compliance, & more than com-
pliance, with my wishes about the separate copies & the power of reprinting

1. MS in Brit. Mus. 2. On Tocqueville’s Democracy in America.
* *x * =

1. MS in Brit. Mus. Published, with one omission, in Napier Corresp., pp. 327-29.






