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Introduction

BRUCE L. KINZER

WERE IT NOT for his Westminster years (1865-68), there would be very little to do
in the way of editing or introducing John Stuart Mill’s post-London Debating
Society speeches. Mill had an impressive facility for putting thoughts into words,
written or spoken, but he recognized that he could usually accomplish much more
with his pen than with his tongue. He also understood that formal prose was the
only medium capable of doing complete justice to the ideas and arguments he
wished to convey to his audience. It can be assumed that Mill felt more
comfortable at his desk than on the platform or in the House of Commons. The
psychological security offered by his study, however, is not responsible for the
marked preference he showed for the written word. Mill’s sense of public duty was
such that there would have been a great deal more labour for the editors of these
volumes had he been persuaded that his goals could be better advanced through
speeches than through essays.

Mill delivered very few public speeches before 1865. Those that he did give
were of modest length and ambition; they did not attract much notice at the time
and they do not call for special analysis now. From his defeat at the 1868 general
election until his death in 1873, Mill was certainly a much more active and
prominent speech-maker than he had been prior to the 1865 Westminster
campaign. The content and context of that activity constitute a distinctive phase in
his life-long experience of political engagement. Even so, the intervening
parliamentary career, which established Mill as a highly visible figure in the
political world of mid-Victorian England, goes far towards explaining the
disparity in quantity and dimensions between the pre-1865 and post-1868 public
speeches. Of paramount concern are the origin, character, and significance of that
career.

THE AUTOBIOGRAPHY AND THE WESTMINSTER YEARS

THE TEMPTATION EXISTS to dismiss J.S. Mill’s three years in the House of
Commons as a relatively insignificant episode in a life distinguished by
extraordinarily influential writings on virtually every subject central to the
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intellectual discourse of his age. Whereas the Aurobiography has induced a
literature of impressive proportions on Mill’s education, his mental crisis, and his
association with Harriet Taylor, nothing like commensurate attention has been
paid to the section of this peculiar work that discusses his years in the House of
Commons. Such neglect is not the result of the brevity of the treatment he
provides. The account of the 1865 to 1868 period of his life, an account that
concentrates heavily on his experiences as a candidate and Member of Parliament,
constitutes over a tenth of the entire Autobiography (eighteen printed pages are
given to these four years—approximately two-thirds of the space allocated to the
preceding quarter-century).! It is not how much Mill says but what he says and
how he says it that has made scholars generally indifferent to Mill’s portrayal of his
parliamentary career. Although a conception of purpose with regard to his political
objectives imparts a focus and a measure of unity to the parliamentary paragraphs,
their content lacks the personal dimension so singularly displayed in the early
chapters. The cumulative effect of the self-satisfied detachment with which Mill
describes his support of parliamentary reform and purity of election, women’s
suffrage and personal representation, justice for Ireland and no less for Jamaica,
can produce mild irritation, unrelieved by anything twentieth-century readers are
disposed to find absorbing or provocative.

The formality and flatness of tone characteristic of Mill’s consideration of these
years cannot be attributed to temporal distance. Written less than two years after
his defeat at the November 1868 general election, the exposition of the
Westminster period drew upon eminently fresh recollections. The distance is
rather psychological and rhetorical, serving an argumentative function that is not
without paradox. The final portion of the Autobiography embraces an explanation
and justification of his political conduct between 1865 and 1868. If the need to
explain and justify is responsible for the disproportionate length of the account,
that need itself is a consequence of his failure to secure re-election in 1868. Mill
patiently builds up his case, making it abundantly clear, if only by implication, that
while he lost nothing of substance at the 1868 general election, the electors of
Westminster denied themselves the opportunity of being represented by one whose
integrity, intellectual weight, and moral authority did honour to his constituents
and his country.

An intellectual and moralist in politics? So much can be taken for granted. But
the real interest of his parliamentary career lies in its illumination of Mill as
politician. The ultimate objectives invariably involved a commitment to the
“improvement” or “regeneration” of mankind. His head might be in the air, but
Mill always saw himself as a man whose feet were firmly planted on the ground.
The successful moralist had to be an able tactician. Mill’s labours, whether in or

'Autobiography [A], in Autobiography and Literary Essays, ed. John M. Robson and Jack
Stillinger, Collected Works gf John Stuart Mill [CW), I (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1981),
229-90.
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out of the House of Commons, always assumed a form consistent with his
understanding of the obligation to marry theory and practice. His grasp of political
realities may have sometimes been deficient; his sense of politics as “the art of the
possible” remained a constant.

Whatever doubts Mill had respecting the advisability of his entering the House
of Commons, they did not spring from an apprehension of personal unfitness. A
passage in the Aufobiography remote from the parliamentary section makes
explicit Mill’s supreme confidence in his capacities as a practical man of business.
Evaluating the benefits he gained from his long service in the East India Company,
Mill observes:

as a Secretary conducting political correspondence, 1 could not issue an order or express an
opinion, without satisfying various persons very unlike myself, that the thing was fit to be
done. I was thus in a good position for finding out by practice the mode of putting a thought
which gives it easiest admittance into minds not prepared for it by habit; while I became
practically conversant with the difficulties of moving bodies of men, the necessities of
compromise, the art of sacrificing the non-essential to preserve the essential. I learnt how to
obtain the best I could, when I could not obtain everything; instead of being indignant or
dispirited because I could not have entirely my own way, to be pleased and encouraged
when I could have the smallest part of it; and when even that could not be, to bear with
complete equanimity the being overruled altogether. I have found, through life, these
acquisitions to be of the greatest possible importance for personal happiness, and they are
also a very necessary condition for enabling any one, either as theorist or as practical man,
to effect the greatest amount of good compatible with his opportunities.?

A disadvantage of his position at India House, however, was that it excluded him
“from Parliament, and public life,” an exclusion to which he “was not
indifferent.””

Mill never questioned his ability to function effectively in the House of
Commons. Although there are very good reasons for viewing the nineteenth-
century House as a unique institution with distinctive traditions, conventions, and
assumptions that had to be learned and understood before a member could fee] at
home there, Mill in 1865 never considered the possibility that his full acceptance
and recognition would require a period of apprenticeship. He not only entered the
House as an established public figure; he also, as his remarks indicate, had a

Ibid., 87.

3Ibid., 85. In 1842 Mill had written to Comte: “la question de participation au moins directe, au
mouvement politique, se trouve pour moi 2 peu prés décidée par ma position individuelle. Je remettrai &
un autre temps |'exposition de mes vues sur les circonstances politiques de mon pays, qui malgré la
force incontestable de vos objections, font encore 2 mes yeux de la tribune parlementaire la meillcure
chaire d’enseignement public pour un philosophe sociologiste convenablement placé, et qui
cherchernit peut étre & faire des ministéres ou & les diriger dans sons sens, mais en s’ abstenant d"en faire
partie, sinon probablement dans des moments critiques que je ne crois pas, chez nous, trés &loignés. ”
(Earlier Letters of John Stuart Mill [EL), ed. Francis E. Mineka, CW, X1II-X1II { Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 1963}, X111, 503.) In 1851 Mill declined an offer, made by Charles Gavan Duffy and
Frederick Lucas, to stand for an Irish county constituency. Mill writes in the Autobiography that “the
incompatibility of a seat in Parliament with the office I then held in the India House precluded even
consideration of the proposal” (A, 272).
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consciousness of himself as a mature and experienced politician. Servant of the
East India Company from 1823 until its demise as an agency of government in
1858; erstwhile active member of the London Debating Society; political
journalist and editor of the Westminster Review in the 1830s; political theorist
habitually aware of the need to comprehend contemporary developments and
relate them to his analytical objectives—the Mill of the mid-1860s thought he
possessed the credentials and qualities necessary to demonstrate what a member of
Parliament should be (as opposed to what most members generally were).

MILL’S 1865 CANDIDACY

IN MARCH of 1865 Mill received a request from James Beal, representing a
Committee organized to serve the Radical interest in Westminster, to allow his
name to be put forward as a possible candidate for the general election expected to
occur before the year was out.* Beal’s association with Mill was not personal. He
believed Mill’s name could carry Westminster and sought to use Mill’s presence in
the House to advertise the programme of the Metropolitan Municipal Reform
Association, founded by Beal in this same year.’ In Representative Government
Mill had criticized both the Corporation of the City of London (“that union of
modern jobbery and antiquated foppery”) and the Metropolitan Board of Works,5
the primary targets of Beal’s reform campaign. Assuming he could be elected,
Mill’s sponsorship of the Association’s proposals in the House would boost the
visibility of the issue and the organization that worked to publicize it.”

In response to Beal’s approach, Mill indicated that he would be willing to stand
should a majority of Liberal electors so wish. But he told Beal in no uncertain
terms that his would be no ordinary candidacy. Having implied that they were not
doing him a favour in offering him the prospect of a seat in Parliament—*All

“Beal led a group of “New Reformers™ in Westminster that wished to challenge the dominance of the
“Qld Reformers” who had virtually dictated the representation of the constituency since 1837. Captain
Grosvenor was the candidate of the “Old Reformers.” See Marc Bradley Baer, “The Politics of
London, 1852-1868: Parties, Voters and Representation,” Ph.D. diss., 2 vols., University of lowa,
1976, 1, 156-62.

3See David Owen, The Government of Victorian London, 1855-1889: The Metropolitan Board of
Works, the Vestries and the City Corporation (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1982),
196.

SEssays on Politics and Society, CW, XVIII-XIX (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1977),
XIX, 538-9.

TWhile in the House of Commeons Mill actively promoted Beal’s municipal reform programme. He
did s0 as a member of the Select Committee on Metropolitan Local Government (see App. B), and as a
metropolitan member of the House. For his initiatives on the question see Nos. 56, 82, 93, and 105. In
the Autobiography Mill refers to his attempt to obtain a Municipal Government for the Metropolis: *“on
that subject the indifference of the House of Commons was such that I found hardly any help or support
within its walls. On this subject, however, I was the organ of an active and intelligent body of persons
outside, with whom and not with me the scheme originated, who carried on all the agitation on the
subject and drew up the Bills.” (A, 276.)
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private considerations are against my accepting it”—Mill said that, if elected, he
would not undertake to look after the constituency’s “local business” in the House
of Commons. He went on to observe that a seat in the House interested him only as
a vehicle for the promotion of his opinions. The electors were entitled to know the
nature of those opinions but they should have no expectation that he would modify
them to conform with their own. At this time, however, Mill probably thought
more about the contribution he could make as a candidate than as an M. P. If he did
not win the opportunity to exemplify the correct modus operandi of a parliamentar-
ian, he might at least draw attention not onliy to his substantive views on major
questions but also to his prescriptive conception of the electoral process. Mill
intimated that because it was not quite right for an individual to “want” to be in
Parliament, he would do nothing to assist any committee formed to secure his
return.

It is the interest of the constituencies to be served by men who are not aiming at personal
objects, either pecuniary, official, or social, but consenting to undertake gratuitously an
onerous duty to the public. That such persons should be made to pay for permission to do
hard & difficult work for the general advantage, 1s neither worthy of a free people, nor is it
the way to induce the best men to come forward. In my own case, 1 must even decline to
offer myself to the electors in any manner; because, proud as I should be of their suffrages,
& though 1 would endeavour to fulfil to the best of my ability the duty to which they might
think fit to elect me, yet I have no wish to quit my present occupations for the H. of C. unless
called upon to do so by my fellow-citizens.®

Elections should involve the qualifications of the candidates—their principles,
opinions, and capabilities. They should not be decided by the longest purse.
Mill was deeply disturbed by what he perceived as the growing influence of
money at elections. He informed Beal of his conviction “that there can be no
Parliamentary Reform worthy of the name, so long as a seat in Parliament is only
attainable by rich men, or by those who have rich men at their back.” A man
whose Liberal credentials Mill held suspect,'® and whose financial resources were
considerable, had already entered the field in Westminster. Captain Robert
Wellesley Grosvenor, a nephew of the Marquess of Westminster, had declared his
intention of seeking to represent the constituency.!' An inexperienced Liberal
barely more than thirty years of age, Grosvenor had little to recommend him but
his name and flush connections (usually sufficient recommendations at mid-

®Letter to James Beal, Later Letters of John Stuart Mill [LL], ed. Francis E. Mineka and Dwight N.

Lil;dley, CW, XIV-XVII (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1972), XV1, 1005-6 (7 Mar., 1865).
Ibid.

1%n February of 1865 Kate Ambetley recorded in her journal: “Mill said they could not have one [a
candidate ] worse than Mr. Grosvenor, for at a meeting he had been at he had been as illiberal as possible
for a liberal to be” (The Amberley Papers, ed. Bertrand and Patricia Russell, 2 vols. [ London: Woolf,
1937), I, 369).

"0ne of the sitting Liberal members for Westminster, Sir George De Lacy Evans, had previously
announced his retirement. The other sitting Liberal, Sir John Shelley, would subsequently withdraw
from the field.



Xviii Introduction

Victorian elections). That Mill felt a special affinity for the Radical tradition of
Westminster'? can be accepted as a given; that Grosvenor would do less than
justice to that tradition few of advanced persuasion could doubt. If Westminster
wished to reclaim its status as the fuicrum of English Radicalism, Mill was
inclined to assist if asked.

By mid-April the decision had been made—Beal’s electoral Committee wanted
Mill to be their candidate. ' Even before the invitation was issued, Mill had sensed
the momentumn building in his favour. On 6 April he sanguinely reported to J.E.
Caimes on recent developments:

there is something very encouraging in the enthusiasm which has been excited, both in
Westminster and elsewhere, not simply for me, but for the opinion respecting the proper
position of a candidate, which I expressed in my letter [to Beal]. . . . The greatest pleasure
which public life could give me would be if it enabled me to shew that more can be
accomplished by supposing that there is reason and good feeling in the mass of mankind
than by proceeding on the ordinary assumption that they are fools and rogues. '*

Mill could scarcely have been in a more satisfactory position. He had no intention
of allowing the campaign to interfere with his Avignon spring. Beal’s Committee
had promoted his candidacy and they could now get on with the task of helping
Westminster electors prove themselves something other than “fools and rogues.”
As a matter of principle Mill would do nothing to help himself. He could best
instruct the voters of England in the value of purity of election by refusing to allow
the Westminster contest to distract him from his work in Avignon. !> He planned to
return to London in early July!® to await the judgment of the clectorate—a
judgment less on his qualifications as a candidate than on the wisdom of the
Committee that nominated him and the virtue of the electors to whom that
Committee made their appeal.'’

By the end of April there were three candidates in the field—Grosvenor, Mill,
and W.H. Smith. Smith, the son of Victorian England’s most innovative
bookseller and now the effective head of the firm, offered himself to the electors as
a “Liberal-Conservative.” Tories did not win seats in Westminster, and Smith,
while he hoped to win Tory votes, did not come forward as a follower of Lord
Derby. He claimed to be “unconnected with either of the great political parties”; he

12William Thomas, The Philosophic Radicals: Nine Studies in Theory and Practice, 1817-1841
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1979), 46-94; and E.P. Thompson, The Making of the English Working
Class (London: Gollancz, 1963), 451-71.

P3For Mill's response, see letter to James Beal, LL, CW, XVI, 1031-5 (17 Apr., 1865).

1bid., 1026-7.

13John M. Robson has noted that “more editions of Mill's works appeared in 1865 than in any other
year” (Textual Introduction, Essays on Politics and Society, CW, XVIII, Ixxxix).

1L etter to William Hickson, LL, CW, XVI, 1044-5 (3 May, 1865).

7In an 1868 article Edward Dicey observed that over £2000 was spent on behalf of Mill ‘s candidacy
in 1865. Mill might have considered that too much, but as Dicey points out, it was Mill's name that
made it possible to win on such a small investment (“The Candidates for Next Parliament,”
Macmillan's Magazine, XVIII [Sept. 1868], 445).
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desired to act “as an independent member at liberty to vote for measures rather than
for men”; he declared that he would “not be a party to any factious attempt to drive
Lord Palmerston from power.”!® Smith’s aim was to combine the votes of the
Conservative minority in Westminster with those of Palmerstonian moderates in
sufficient number to outdistance Mill. If the Tories had a candidate in this contest,
Smith was it.

What did Mill think of his chances as he passed the month of May in Avignon?
He does not seem to have taken Smith very seriously. On 11 May he wrote Edwin
Chadwick: “I do not think the Tories expect their man to come in, otherwise some
more considerable person would have started in that interest.”? Yet at the end of
the month he informed Max Kyliman that he thought “it hardly possible” his own
candidacy “should succeed,?® a view echoed by Helen Taylor two days later in a
letter to Kate Amberiey.2! With two seats open and only three candidates, one of
whom Mill two weeks earlier had lightly dismissed, it is not easy to see how such
pessimism could be justified.

A letter from Chadwick in late May could account for it. Chadwick reported that
Mill’s Committee wanted him to return to London to meet with them and the
electors. Inasmuch as Mill had given clear indication of his unwillingness to play
the part of candidate, the approach through Chadwick did not augur well. Mil,
nonetheless, held his ground.

If I were now to attend meetings and make speeches to the electors in the usual . . . manner,
it would seem as if there had been no truth in my declaration that I did not personally seek to
be in Parliament; as if I had merely been finessing to get myself elected without trouble and
expense, and having found more difficulty than I expected, had at last shewn myself in my
true colours.

Shortly thereafter Mill’s Committee became increasingly uneasy about the
charges of atheism being levelled against Mill by elements of the metropolitan
premmersy stemmed from a passage in the recently published
Examination of Sir William Hamilion’s Philosophy. Attacking H.L. Mansel’s
theology, Mill had stated that he could not worship a God whose goodness could
not be comprehended in relation to human morality: “I will call no being good,
who is not what I mean when I apply that epithet to my fellow-creatures; and if
such a being can sentence me to hell for not so calling him, to hell I will go. *2In

"%Quoted in Viscount Chilston, W.H. Smith (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1965), 50.
H.J. Hanham notes that Smith “was in some demand as a Liberal candidate” in the early sixties
(Elections and Party Management: Politics in the Time of Disraeli and Gladstone [London.
Longmans, 1959], 226).

1L, CW, XV1, 1050.

20Ibid., 1063 (30 May, 1865).

2\ Amberley Papers, 1, 434.

2 etter to Chadwick, LL, CW, XV1, 1059 (28 May, 1865).

BAn Examination of Sir William Hamilton's Philosophy, CW, IX (Toronto: University of Toronto
Press, 1979), 103.
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the late spring and early summer of 1865 perhaps no passage in print received more
attention.?* Charles Westerton, a prominent member of Mill’s Committee,

- suggested that he return to England to answer the allegations of irreligion being
+ hurled at him. On 21 June Mill told Westerton that a candidate’s private religious

opinions were no business of the electors. As for his published work, he would not
disavow anything he had written, but added that the refusal to worship any God
“but a good God” did not make him an atheist. He indignantly declined to dignify
the charges brought against him by the likes of the Record and Morning Advertiser
by issuing a response. 2’

Less than a week later, however, Mill agreed to return early to meet with his
Committee and to address the electors of Westminster.”® He explained to
Chadwick that an urgent letter had arrived from Westerton that left him little
choice: ““it is due to those who have taken so much trouble about me that I should
not give them the impression that for my own convenience 1 expose them to the
probable frustration of all their endeavours.”” Mill’s Committee had evidently
persuaded him that he could win, but not without helping himself. Smith’s
candidacy jeopardized Mill’s election because of the strained relations prevailing
between the Committees of Grosvenor and Mill.?® Few doubted that Grosvenor
would top the poll when the day was done, and Mill’s Committee feared that in the
absence of cooperation between the two Liberal candidates many Whiggish
Westminster electors would split their two votes between Grosvenor and Smith,
leaving Mill odd man out. The Committee therefore wanted Mill to take up the
fight against Smith, and to sanction negotiations with Grosvenor’s Committee.

On 30 June Mill, now back at Blackheath Park, told Westerton that he would not
meet with either Grosvenor or Grosvenor’s Committee. But if he would not
support cooperation between the two Committees, neither would he forbid it. He
insisted that the campaign was theirs, not his, and it was for them to decide how to
conduct it.?® Before the first week of July was out, an arrangement with

Z*For the press controversy on this passage, see the Spectator, 27 May, 585, and 10 June, 1865,
631-2; the Record, 2 June, 3; 14 June, 2; and 19 June, 1865, 2; Morning Advertiser, 3 June, 5; and
28 June, 1865, 2.

BLL, CW, XVI, 1069-70.

ZSee letter to Westerton, ibid., 1073 (26 June, 1865).

YIbid., 1072 (26 June, 1865).

28In May Mill had said of Lord Amberley: “It is really a fine thing in him to have withdrawn from
Grosvenor’s Committee and come over to me” (letter to Chadwick, ibid., 1050 [15 May, 1865]).

®Ibid., 1073-4. Helen Taylor wrote to Kate Amberley on 2 July, “Mr. Mill has undergone a sort of
persecution from his Committee to show himself and speak at meetings, which, in moderation,
however, he is willing to do; but others want him to combine with Captain Grosvenor which he thinks
quite out of the question. He has no objection to the Committee co-operating with Captain Grosvenor’s
comnmittee if they themselves think fit, since he leaves the conduct of the election in their hands, but any
personal combination between himself and a man who (as well as the Tory candidate) is employing all
the old corrupt practices would be an utter dereliction of the principle on which he declared himself
willing to stand.” (Amberley Papers, 1, 437.)
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Grosvenor’s Committee had been concluded. Mill tersely disclosed to Chadwick:
“there was nothing for me to do but acquiesce in it.”>°

Mill’s “acquiescence” in the deal that was cut by the Committees was the
product of the same forces that had moved him to become an “active” candidate.
His Committee believed that such a course of action was indispensable to the
success of their cause. And now that he was in the thick of it, Mill realized that he
too wanted that cause to succeed. He felt most comfortable on the high ground,
surveying the battle from an elevated vantage point. But a detachment born of
disinterest could not be effectively maintained once the struggle had reached a
decisive stage. The role of observer had to be abandoned for that of participant,
and Mill descended warily into the contested zone. Having done so, he would not
veto the negotiations considered necessary to ensure his return to the House of
Commons.

THE ELECTION SPEECHES OF 1865

THERE ARE several noteworthy features about Mill’s election speeches in July
1865. Not at all surprising is the element of defensiveness in his explanation to his
audience of why he had come among them after declaring emphatically that he
would not be a candidate in the usual sense. “I was told by those who had good
means of judging that many of you desired to know more of me than you have been
able to collect from what I have written. Such a statement as that left me no option,
for you have a right to know my opinions and to have an opportunity of judging for
yourself what man you are to select.” (21.) Mill would not admit to his listeners or
to himself that he harboured any ambition to sit in the House of Commons. There is
more self-deception than fine calculation or hypocrisy in the way he makes
bedfellows of disinterestedness and self-advertisement.

When 1 stated in my letter {to Beal] that for my own sake I should not desire to sit 1n
Parliament, I meant what I said. I have no personal objects to be promoted by it. It is a great
sacrifice of my personal tastes and pursuits, and of that liberty which I value the more
because I have only recently acquired it after a life spent in the restraints and confinements
of a public office; for, as you may not perhaps know it. and as many people think that a
writer of books, like myself, cannot possibly have any practical knowledge of business, it is
a fact that 1 have passed many hours of every day for thirty-five years in the actual business
of government. (19-20.)

Characteristically, the interpretation Mill offers of the contest at hand focuses
on issues of principle and morality, not personality. If Grosvenor figures in this
interpretation at all, it is only by implication. The arrangement made by their
respective Committees notwithstanding, Mill could not at this stage recommend

LL, CW, XV1, 1075 (6 July, 1865).
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Grosvenor to the electors of Westminster. After what had transpired, however,
neither could he condemn him. The best Mill could do was ignore Grosvenor and
behave as though the choice before the voters was between Smith and himself,
each representing diametrically opposed versions of what the electoral process was
about. If Westminster’s virtue was for sale, Mill suggested, Smith could meet the
price. Emphasizing the symbolic importance of the decision Westminster had to
make, Mill urged her electors in flattering terms to demonstrate that they could not
be bought, by supporting the candidate who preferred the public to the private
interest.

It is no exaggeration to say that all eyes are upon you. Every friend of freedom and purity of
election in the country is looking to you with anxious feelings. . . . If you elect me and 1
should turn out a failure . . . you would have nothing to be ashamed of. You would have
acted an honest part and done that which at the time seemed to be best for the public good.
Can the same thing be said if you return the candidate of a party against which for a century
past Westminster has in the most emphatic manner protested, for his money? If this great
constituency should so degrade itself it will not only be the deepest mortification to all who
put faith in popular institutions, but Westminster will have fallen from her glory, and she
can never hold her head as high as she has done, because the progress of popular
institutions, which cannot possibly be stopped, will have to go on in future without her.
(25-6.)

Mill repeatedly hammered away in his election speeches at the unwholesome
influence of money.in the British political system. His rhetoric was often quite
unlike that he adopted later in the House of Commons. Although he certainly did
not hesitate to express his views frankly and forcefully in parliamentary debates,
he for the most part phrased his thoughts with a judiciousness frequently absent
from his extra-parliamentary speeches. He may have sometimes misjudged his
audiences but he invariably sought to manifest a sensitivity to their character and
expectations. On 8 July Mill asked his hearers whether they thought it a good thing
that the House of Commons should be the preserve of the rich or (an oblique
reference to Grosvenor?) “men with rich connections?” Admitting that the rich
showed a paternalistic concern for the poor, Mill nonetheless insisted that their
fundamental sympathies lay with their own kind. In language that some would
probably have considered inflammatory, inciting bad feeling between the poor and
their betters, Mill revealed his capacity for platform oratory. The rich

had almost universally a kind of patronising and protective sympathy for the poor, such as
shepherds had for their flocks—only that was conditional upon the flock always behaving
like sheep. But if the sheep tried to have a voice in their own affairs, he was afraid that a
good many shepherds would be willing to call in the wolves. (32.)

That Mill had a certain relish for polemical combat had been evident long before
his candidature; but he had no time for polemic for the sake of polemic. Moral
purpose always informed his engagement in controversy. He might have
welcomed the opportunity to pitch his message at a level somewhat beneath that he
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thought suitable for the printed page or the House of Commons, but for all that, the
moral intent of the message was not blunted. Mill felt very strongly that purity of
election was essential to a healthy political order. Something nobler than money
should determine the outcome of elections. As he saw it, his candidacy was
undertaken to promote the integrity of the electoral process, and he would have
been derelict had he not drawn attention to this aspect of his campaign.

Mill did not eschew the philosophical in these election speeches, setting forth
with clarity and directness the method of his politics and offering his prospective
constituents a line of vision that looked beyond the pressures, constraints, and
opportunities of the moment. He would readily confess that good will and altruistic
motives in themselves did not make the ideal politician—a realistic grasp of
immediate difficulties, limitations, and contingencies was essential to working a
representative political system to progressive advantage. In effect Mill argued that
the best politician was one who used the possibilities inherent in a particular
political context to further ultimate objectives favourable to the public interest.

In the nature of things, however, many could not see what the future required of
the present. Even well-intentioned and liberal-minded politicians could all too
easily succumb to the demands, details, and routines of day-to-day political life,
and conclude that acting upon principle was a luxury they could ill afford. Progress
could not result from subordinating principle to practice, but from seeking the
maximum good in each specific set of circumstances. Mill laid out the essence of
his political method to the electors of Westminster on 5 July in St. James’s Hall.

Believing as I do that society and political institutions are, or ought to be, in a state of
progressive advance; that it is the very nature of progress to lead us to recognise as truths
met see to be truths; believing also that . . . it is possible to see a certain
distance before us, and to be able to distinguish beforehand some of these truths of the
future, and to assist others to see them—1I certainly think there are truths which the time has
now arrived for proclaiming, although the time may not yet have arrived for carrying them
mﬁ?ﬁ_’feﬁ_ That is what I mean by advanced Liberalism. But does it follow that, because a
man sees something of the future, he is incapable of judging of the past? . . . I venture to
reverse the proposition. The ongﬁwww
include to—moxgm_m,thg&deﬁ_er_atlggs We can see the direction in Which things are
tending, and which of those tendéncies we are to encourage and which to resist. . . . But
while I would refuse to suppress oné 1mﬁlmons 1 consider best, I confess I would
not object to accept any reasonable compromise which would give me even a little of that of
which I hope in time to obtain the whole. (23.)

One could compromise one’s principles or one could compromise in the interest of
one’s principles. While in the House of Commons Mill would strive to avoid the
former and pursue willingly the latter, which he deemed both honourable and
wise.

Of course the impact of Mill’s appearances on the results of the Westminster
contest cannot be known. It is safe to say they did him no harm. On polling day, 12
July, only nine votes separated Mill and Grosvenor (the latter headed the poll with



XXiv Introduction

4,534 votes), while Smith trailed by seven hundred. In his speech following the
declaration of the poll, Mill retroactively gave his imprimatur to the compact that
encouraged Liberal electors to support both Mill and Grosvenor rather than plump
for either or split their votes between Grosvenor and Smith.>' Mill approvingly
observed that the electors of Westminster had “shown that whatever differences of
opinion may exist amongst the several shades of Liberals, whatever severe
criticisms they may occasionally make on each other, they are ready to help and
co-operate with one another when the time of need arrives™ (45). Part of the
politician’s art is to make a virtue of necessity.

Yet it may be that cooperation with Grosvenor was not vital to Mill’s victory. It
had been some time since Westminster had had an opportunity to put its mark on a
general election. It did so in 1865 by electing Mill; it did so in 1868 by defeating
him. A month before polling day in the first election Lord Russell had written to
Amberley: “I expect Mill to come in for Westminster, & tho’ I am far from agreeing
with him, I think he is too distinguished a man to be rejected. ”*? Mill’s triumph did
not reflect any deep personal commitment to him among the mass of Westminster
electors. Bagehot remarked on Mill’s success in The English Constitution: “what
did the electors of Westminster know of Mr. Mill? What fraction of his mind could
be imagined by any percentage of their minds? They meant to do homage to mental
ability, but it was the worship of an unknown god—if ever there was such a thing
in the world.”?

MILL AND PARTY

THE MILL ELECTED by Westminster in 1865 represented no identifiable group,
interest, or party in England. He couid fairly be described as a Radical or advanced
Liberal, but he occupied an unequivocally independent and highly personal
position within the spectrum of left-wing liberalism. The weight of his established

31Grosvenor’s Committee offered more than advice to Liberal electors. Cabs, paid for by Grosvenor,
transported supporters of the Liberal candidates to the polls. See Leslie Stephen, “On the Choice of
Representatives by Popular Constituencies,” in Essays on Reform, ed. Leslie Stephen (London:
Macmillan, 1867), 111-12.

24 mberley Papers, 1, 394.

3The English Constitution, in Political Essays, ed. Norman St. John Stevas, Collected Works of
Walter Bagehot, V-VIII (London: The Economist, 1974), V, 302. In 1867 Leslie Stephen asserted that
“the efficient cause of Mr. Mill’s election was the enthusiasm which his name excited in a large number
of thinking and educated men; that the zeal with which they supported him induced the electors to
accept him upon their recommendation; and that, in short, whatever were the intermediate steps by
which Mr. Mill’s reputation was brought to bear upon the electors’ votes, that reputation really caused
his election” (“On the Choice of Representatives,” 112). In a similar vein, Henry Taylor wrote that
Mill “furnished the first example of a man sought out by a large constituency to represent them in the
House of Commons, without any proposal or desire of his own to do so, partly on account of his
political opinions no doubt, but chiefly on the ground of his eminence as a political philosopher”
(Autobiography, 2 vols. [London: Longmans, Green, 1885}, I, 80).
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intellectual and moral authority had been employed to promote certain principles
and propositions, not to further the political interests or ambitions of a particular
set of men who defined their aims in relation to institutional party objectives. Mill
did not lack the rudimentary elements of a theory of party,** nor was he opposed to
organized cooperation among men pursuing common goals (his chairmanship of
the Jamaica Committee and, later, of the Land Tenure Reform Association come
immediately to mind). Although he generally preferred Liberals to Tories, Mill
did not find much to choose between Palmerston and Derby,35 and the divisions
within Radical ranks were such as to render impossible an affiliation with any
specific segment of advanced opinion.

The peculiar character of Mill’s radicalism was highlighted by Bagehot in the
latter’s Economist article of 29 April, 1865. Mill’s letter of 17 April to Beal,
outlining his position on some of the major issues of the day, was intended for
publication (it appeared in the Daily News, Morning Advertiser, and The Times on
21 April). This letter served as Mill’s election address, which Bagehot considered
“one of the most remarkable . . . ever delivered by any candidate to any
constituency,—especially in respect to the qualities of honesty, simplicity, and
courage.” According to Bagehot, Mill’s radicalism, grounded in “a thorough
logical capacity, unflinching integrity of purpose, and a profound knowledge of
the facts and principles involved,” amounted to a shattering indictment of the
creed of the advanced wing of the Liberal party. Bagehot proceeded to cite the
opinions expressed by Mill in his letter to Beal and to contrast them with the views
of the “Radicals” on the subjects concerned. He observed that the Radicals want
the ballot whereas Mill does not; the Radicals want government revenues to be
drawn exclusively from direct taxation whereas Mill prefers a mixture of direct and
indirect taxes; the Radicals stand for a foreign policy based on the principle of
non-intervention whereas Mill asserts that there are circumstances in which
English intervention on behalf of freedom abroad may be jusuﬁed the Radicals
recommend drastic reductions in military expenditure whereas Mill favours only

34Gee Bruce L. Kinzer, “J.S. Mill and the Problem of Party,” Journal of British Studies, XXI
(1981), 106-22.

33Mill’s hostility to the party environment of the Palmerstoman ascendancy was profound. On the
change at the top from Derby to Palmerston in June of 1859 Mill wrote: 1 see no prospect of anything
but mischief from the change of ministry. . . . The new cabinet will never be able to agree on anything
but the well worn useless shibboleths of Whig mitigated democracy. . . . The Liberals, by refusing to
take the [Reform] bill of the late government as the foundation for theirs, have given redoubled force to
the mischievous custom almost universal in Parliament, that whatever one party brings forward, the
other is sure to oppose. . . . All parties seem to have joined in working the vices and weak points of
popular representation for their miserably low selfish ends, instead of uniting to free representative
institutions from the mischief and discredit of them. " (Letter to Thomas Hare, LL, CW, XV, 626-7 [17
June, 1859).) Of the parliamentary politics of the late 1850s Norman Gash has said: “Majorities in
divisions were composed to a large extent of men to whom the matter in dispute was less important than
the result. Factious votes were justified by disingenuous arguments in support of dishonest
resolutions.” (Aristocracy and People: Britain, 1815-1865 [Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1979], 266.)
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those economies that will in no respect weaken England’s capacity to defend her
national interests in the face of aggressive and potentially hostile European

_despotisms; the Radicals urge abolition of purchase in the army whereas Mill
cautions that thought must be given to ensure that the cure for the disease not be
more damaging than the disease itself; the Radicals call for the complete abolition
of flogging whereas Mill thinks it an appropriate punishment for certain crimes;
the Radicals strongly oppose whereas Mill ardently supports the representation of
minorities. *®

Bagehot is using Mill to slam the radicalism of Bright and the Manchester
School. In doing so he occasionally distorts the content of Mill’s letter. Mill’s
preference for a combination of direct and indirect taxation is qualified by his
assertion that taxes should not be placed on “the necessaries of life.”>” From
Bagehot’s discussion of Mill’s views on purchase in the army one would not infer
Mill’s confidence that a satisfactory means could be devised for terminating “the
monopoly by certain classes of the posts of emolument.” To flogging Mill is
“entirely opposed . . . except for crimes of brutality.”® Yet Mill would have no
wish to deny Bagehot’s basic contention: his radicalism was not Bright’s. Apart
from their differences on specific issues, there is evidence to show that Mill
regarded Bright as a demagogue>® who represented an inferior brand of radicalism
from which Mill desired to distance himself.

How can this depiction of Mill as an independent agent in 1865, a depiction that
in the Autobiography he by implication extends to his entire parliamentary
career,*’ be squared with John Vincent’s treatment of Mill as “a good party man in
Parliament”?*! By “a good party man” Vincent means an admirer and supporter of
Gladstone. When Mill took his seat in February of 1866 the House of Commons
was led not by Palmerston, who had died the previous autumn, but by Gladstone,
who together with Russell headed a Liberal government pledged to introduce a
reform bill. In Palmerston’s hand had lain the key to both the stability and sterility
of the politics of the early 1860s, and he held it firmly in his grasp to the very end,
knowing there was no one to whom he could safely pass it on.*? Gladstone and
Palmerston had been at odds before and after the former accepted the Chancellor-

36“Mr. Mill’s Address to the Electors of Westminster,” in Historical Essays, ed. Norman St. John
Stevas, Collected Works of Walter Bagehot, TI-1V (London: The Economist, 1968), ITI, 541-6.

3L etter to Beal, LL, CW, XVI, 1032 (17 Apr., 1865).

38/bid., 1034.

3L etter to Chadwick, ibid., XV, 654-5 (20 Dec., 1859).

404, 275-6.

“IJohn Vincent, The Formation of the Liberal Party, 1857-1868 (London: Constable, 1966),
158-61.

“’In June of 1865 Blackwood’s Magazine observed that Palmerston “has long arrived at the
conviction that after him will come chaos; and as far as his own party is concerned, we believe him to be
right. . . . [I]tis certain that to the future he looks forward with an alarm which he scarcely takes the
trouble to disguise, and that his great bugbear of all is the almost certain advance of democracy.” (G.R.
Gleig, “The Government and the Budget,” Blackwood's Magazine, CXVTI [June 1865), 754.)
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ship of the Exchequer in the Liberal administration formed in 1859.4° By
comparison with Palmerston, Gladstone, notwithstanding his Tory antecedents
and instincts, represented the politics of movement. Palmerston’s departure
dramatically transformed the political context within which Mill found himself.
Many whose liberalism was so moderate as to verge on the nominal had
comfortably foliowed Palmerston. These could not help but be uneasy at the
prospect of a government subject to the pre-eminent influence of a man thought by
more than a few to be constitutionally (in both senses of the word) unsound.* The
Conservatives, relegated to minority status since the split over the Corn Laws,
would now prepare to exploit the fissures opening in Liberal ranks. Their animus
against Gladstone was vehement. That Mill should be drawn to a politician of
Gladstone’s intellectual stature and great abilities with enemies such as these is no
great mystery. The vulnerability of the Russeil-Gladstone government led Mill to
limit his independence . For much of the eighteen months following the resignation
of Russell and Gladstone in June 1866, the latter’s leadership of the party was not
secure. On those issues Gladstone chose to stake his authority on, Mill
circumspectly avoided action that might weaken Gladstone’s position.

Vincent therefore is not wrong to see Mill as “a good party man,” but he may be
misieading. Mill could back Gladstone and yet retain a good deal of independence.
On a whole range of subjects upon which Mill felt strongly—Jamaica, women’s
suffrage, proportional representation, metropolitan government—he could not
look to Gladstone to take the lead. But because these were not “party” questions,
in striking an independent line on them Mill in no way jeopardized Gladstone’s
leadership. The character of the House of Commons and the party system of the
1860s gave Mill scope to exercise a marked degree of autonomy. The initiatives he
took, many of which had no chance of attracting Gladstone’s endorsement, were
often on subjects that fell outside the sphere of party questions as defined by the
political world Mill had entered in February of 1866.

Mill has various things to say about his mission in the House of Commons. In
the Autobiography he emphasizes an independent strategy based on the premise
that he should concentrate on doing what others would not or could not do so well.
He was less interested in parliamentary influence for himself than in gaining
exposure for views that would remain unexpressed were it not for his presence. An
element of isolation was inherent in his approach. He often found himself taking
up subjects “on which the bulk of the Liberal party, even the advanced portion of
it, either were of a different opinion from mine, or were comparatively
indifferent.™** Mill suggests that he chose a role that required more courage than

43Gee Richard Shannon, Gladstone, I, 1809-1865 (London: Hamish Hamilton, 1982), 336-7, 358,
359, and Chaps. vii and viii, passim.
4+T> make matters worse, Gladstone had recently descended from the rarefied atmosphere of Oxford
Un4i;'crsity, where he had been defeated in 1865, into South Lancashire, a pit of popular politics.
A, 275.
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most of his Radical colleagues could muster. His duty was “to come to the front in
defence of advanced Liberalism on occasions when the obloquy to be encountered
was such as most of the advanced Liberals in the House, preferred not to incur. ¢

Associated with this role was a larger ambition: the construction of an advanced

Liberal party, which, he told Theodor Gomperz, could not be done “except in the
House of Commons.”*” Mill had to use his opportunity to show Liberals in the
House and in the country that his brand of liberalism could practically contribute to
the formation of a Gladstone-led party built on a foundation of sound Radical
doctrine. In essence, Mill saw himself as a shaper of future public and and party
opinion. He explained to a correspondent, in language rather more grandiose than
he employed in the Autobiography: *1 look upon the House of Commons not as a
place where important practical improvements can be effected by anything I can do
there, but as an elevated Tribune or Chair from which to preach larger ideas than
can at present be realised.”*® Hence Mill’s objectives in the House were much like
those in his political writings. They were educative in nature, He had moved into a
new forum in the hope that he could reach more péople more effectively than he
had hitherto.

There is no reason to question the sincerity of Mill’s statements about purpose.
Yet they convey a conception of his part in the parliamentary history of these years
that is altogether too static and abstract. No politician in this Parliament functioned
within a fixed political context. The major players—Russell, Gladstone, Derby,
Disraeli, Bright—had a good deal to do with what Parliament would or would not
do, but even they could not control the ebb and flow of political currents that swept
through the House of Commons in 1866-67. On many important questions Mill
became enmeshed in a web not of his own making. He might be able to affect the
web’s configuration but he could not alter its constitution in any fundamental way.
He could exercise no influence whatsoever if he pretended that the web had
nothing to do with him. His handling of the overwhelmingly dominant issue of
parliamentary reform reveals him working those strands that seemed to him most
promising.

PARLIAMENTARY REFORM

MILL HAD AN AGENDA of reform but it was not his agenda that counted. He migh
want adult suffrage limited only by a literacy qualification, and a redistribution
modelled at least in part on Thomas Hare’s scheme of personal representation.*®

““Ibid., 276.

“TLL, CW, X V1, 1197 (22 Aug., 1866). Mill admitted to Gomperz doubts concerning the value “of
chipping off little bits of one’s thought, of a size to be swallowed by a set of diminutive practical
politicians incapable of digesting them” (ibid., 1196).

“SLetter to Arnold Ruge, ibid., 1234 (7 Feb., 1867).

“SLetter to Kyliman, ibid., 998 (15 Feb., 1865).
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But only a government bill could pass through Parliament and Mill would not be
one of its draughtsmen.

The 1866 Bill of record would be the work of Russell and Gladstone. Mill cared
much about the content of a reform measure but in 1866 he cared more about
supporting Gladstone. In February of 1865, five months before his triumph at
Westminster and eight months before Palmerston’s death, Mill told Max Kyliman,
“no Reform Bill which we are likely to see for some time to come, will be worth
moving hand or foot for.””° By the end of the year he had come to view the matter
rather differently, admitting to Chadwick,

The whole of our laws of election from top to bottom require to be reconstructed on new
principles: but to get those principles into people’s heads is work for many years, and they
will not wait that time for the next step in reform. . . . And perhaps some measure of reform
is as likely to promote as to delay other improvements in the representative system.>’

Mill had not changed his ideas concerning what should go into a reform bill. Nor
did he expect that any bill emerging from the deliberations of the Liberal
government would remotely resemble what he wanted. But Mill was now member
for Westminster; Palmerston was dead; Russell and Gladstone had left no doubt
that parliamentary reform would be the centrepiece of their 1866 legislative
programme. Where Gladstone led on this critical party question, Mill would
follow.

A comparison of a letter Mill wrote to Hare in January of 1866 with his response
to Gladstone’s Reform Bill shows the extent to which he had chained himself to
Gladstone’s slow-moving chariot. To Hare Mill expatiated on the dangers a bill
confined to franchise extension presented to their position. The proposal and
passage of such a bill, Mill argued, would exclude the subject of personal
representation from the sphere of parliamentary discussion. Once a reform bill had
been enacted “the whole subject of changes in the representation will be tabooed
for years to come.”>? (Chadwick, after receiving Mill’s letter of December 1865,
would presumably not have attributed such an opinion to his friend. ) Mill did not
expect the Liberal government to offer a measure that incorporated the views he
and Hare held, but he did hope the bill would be sufficiently broad in scope to
justify raising the issues that he wanted to air in the House of Commons.

The Bill Gladstone introduced on 12 March provided for a reduction in the
borough household qualification from £10 to £7 and for a county occupation
franchise of £14. It was a franchise bill and nothing more.>® Had it passed,

O1bid., 997 (15 Feb., 1865).

iIbid., 1129 (29 Dec., 1865).

3/bid., 1138-9 (11 Jan., 1866).

%3For the cabinet’s decision not to take up redistribution, see Maurice Cowling, 1867 Disraeli,
Gladstone and Revolution: The Passing of the Second Reform Bill (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1967), 99-100. After indicating in March that it would offer a Seats Bill only after the second
reading of the Franchise Bill, the government introduced the measure on 7 May. On 31 May Mill spoke
on this Bill and briefly argued the case for personal representation. He did not oppose Gladstone's
redistribution scheme.
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working-class voters would have constituted approximately a quarter of the total
electorate of England and Wales (a doubling of working-class electoral weight).
The Tories were not inclined to mount a frontal assault on the measure. They were
more than happy to let Robert Lowe and the band of Liberal renegades hostile to
parliamentary reform, whom Bright referred to as the “Adullamites,” make the
running. Although the bulk of Mill’s fine 13 April speech (No. 16) focused on the
need for working-class enfranchisement, the occasion for it was a motion tabled by
Lord Grosvenor (an Adullamite) and seconded by Lord Stanley (a Conservative
for whom Mill had considerable regard) that called for postponement of the Bill’s
second reading until a redistribution package had been presented. Mill, knowing
that the Adullamites and their Tory sympathizers wanted to wreck the Bill,
apprehended that from such a wreckage Gladstone would not emerge without
serious injury. That Mill must have agreed with the substance of Grosvenor’s
motion did not move him to support it. The preface to his elegant argument on
behalf of parliamentary reform was devoted to a defence of the ministry’s
exclusive concentration on the franchise. Mill insisted that the Bill, though “far
more moderate than is desired by the majority of reformers,” significantly
enlarged working-class electoral power and was therefore “not only a valuable part
of a scheme of Parliamentary Reform, but highly valuable even if nothing else
were to follow” (60-1).3¢

The government and its Bill survived for another two months. On 18 June Lord
Dunkellin’s amendment to substitute a rating for a rental franchise in the boroughs
was carried against the ministry by a vote of 315 to 304.5° A week later the
Russell-Gladstone government resigned. Throughout their difficulties over the
reform question, Mill had steadfastly adhered to the Gladstonian line.

Mill’s behaviour should not be attributed to servility. He knew what he was
doing and why he was doing it. He admired Gladstone and cast him as the future
leader of a radicalized Liberal party. That radicalization could occur only in
conjunction with a marked increase of working-class political power. Mill had
grave misgivings about class power of any sort and did not advocate working-class
political ascendancy.’ The enormous appeal Hare’s scheme had for Mill lay

3Gladstone's diary entry for 13 April includes: “Reform Debate. Mill admirable.” (Gladstone
Diaries, ed. H.C.G. Matthew, Vol. V1: 1861-1868 [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1978], 430.)

35A rating value of seven pounds was approximately equivalent to an eight-pound rental value. The
intent of the amendment was to restrict the extent of working-class enfranchisement. Mill’s prediction
that the Bill would be “carried by increasing instead of diminishing majorities” proved mistaken (57).

36Kate Amberley recorded in her journal on 23 June a conversation with Gladstone. “I told him that
Mill was so grieved at the Govt. going out, and said that . . . he had aever hoped to be under a leader
with whom he could feel so much sympathy and respect as he did for Gladstone, and Gladstone
answered ‘Poor fellow, he has all through been most kind and indulgent to me’” (Amberley Papers, 1,
516).

5To David Urquhart Mill wrote: “I doubt not that they would be corrupted like other classes by
becoming the predominant power in the country, though probably in a less degree because in a
multitude the general feelings of human nature are usually more powerful & class feeling less so than in
a small body. But I do not want to make them predominant.” (LL, CW, XVI, 1209 [26 Oct., 1866).)
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partly in its capacity to promote both democratic political participation and
meritocratic government.>® Aristocratic and middle-class prejudices retarded
social and political improvement. A sizeable injection of working-class influence
was required to achieve the accelerated rate of progress Mill wished to foster. He
sensed the growth of working-class activism, as manifested in the Reform League,
and put this together with Gladstonian leadership and franchise extension to come
up with a new and better political order. In January of 1866 he told H.S. Chapman,

English statesmanship will have to assume a new character, and to look 1n a more direct way
than before to the interests of posterity. We are now . . . standing on the very boundary line
between this new statesmanship and the old; and the next generation will be accustomed to a
very different set of political arguments and topics from those of the present and past.™

In 1866 and 1867 Mill was prepared to serve as a bridge between Gladstonian
parliamentary Liberalism and working-class political agitation. There were other
bridges (Bright was unquestionably the most important). But Mill’s conduct
inside and outside the House of Commons in relation to both Gladstone’s position
and the aspirations of the politically conscious members of the working classes
resonates with an acute sensitivity to new forces at work and their potential for
constructive political engagement.

The resignation of Russell and Gladstone was followed by the formation of a
minority Conservative government under Derby and Disraeli. The public agitation
for parliamentary reform, led by the Manchester based middle-class dominated
Reform Union and the metropolitan based artisan dominated Reform League,
heated up in response.®® The Reform League, eager to impress upon the new
government the earnestness of the working classes on the question of the franchise,
announced their sponsorship of a mass public demonstration to be held in Hyde
Park on 23 July. The right to hold public meetings had been one of the issues
galvanizing those reponsible for organizing the Reform League. The view of the
Derby ministry, one supported by Sir George Grey, Home Secretary in previous
Liberal administrations, was that Royal Parks were not appropriate locations for
public meetings, and that such gatherings were prohibited by law.%! The Tory
Home Secretary, Spencer Walpole, authorized Sir Richard Mayne, Metropolitan
Police Commissioner, to issue an order forbidding the meeting.52 At about 6 p.m.
on 23 July the Leaguers, led by their President, Edmond Beales, arrived at the

8For a discussion of Hare's scheme in relation to Mill’s preoccupations with participation and
competence, see Dennis F. Thompson, John Stuart Mill and Representative Governmen: (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1976), 102-12.

1L, CW, XV1, 1137 (6 Jan., 1866).

%%For the public agitation, see Cowling, 1867, 242-86; Frances Elma Gillespie, Labor and Politics in
England, 1850-1867 (Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press, 1927), 235-88; and Royden Harrison,
Before the Socialists: Studies in Labour and Politics, 1861-1881 (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul,
1965), 78-136. Both the Union and the League had endorsed Gladstone’s Reform Bill.

SiSee Grey’s speech of 19 July, 1866: Parliamentary Debates [PD], 3rd ser., Vol. 184, cols.
1074-5.

Ibid., 10734.
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locked gates of Hyde Park and were confronted by a police barricade. Beales did
not mind the government’s thinking he carried the match that could ignite an
agitation of truly dangerous proportions, but he had no intention of striking that
match. On being informed that the demonstrators would not be admitted to the
Park, Beales led his forces off to Trafalgar Square. The confusion arising from the
shift, aggravated by the turbulence of a crowd that apparently included more than a
few ruffians out for a bit of fun, resulted in the felling of the Park railings. Three
days of commotion in Hyde Park ensued. Damage to the grounds was fairly
extensive and some two hundred people were injured.5

In his speech of 24 July, given while the tumult was still in progress, Mill laid
responsibility at the government’s door. In attempting to enforce an exclusion for
which there could be no justification, the ministry had precipitated the disturbance
and heightened bad feeling between the governing classes and the masses. “Noble
Lords and right honourabie Gentlemen opposite may be congratulated on having
done a job of work last night which will require wiser men than they are, many
years to efface the consequences of” (100).

Under the circumstances, Mill’s speech, delivered in a House many of whose
members felt they had good cause to be alarmed at the recent turn of events, was
remarkably bold.%* Disraeli, cognizant that Mill’s opinions on this matter were
shared by few M.P.s on either side of the House, rose when Mill resumed his seat,
and opened with an observation designed to accentuate Mill’s isolation: “I take it
for granted . . . that the speech we have just heard is one of those intended to be
delivered in Hyde Park, and if  may judge from it as a sample, we can gather a very
good idea of the rhetoric which will prevail at those periodical meetings we are
promised.” In a masterful brief speech calculated to highlight the contrast between
the responsible conduct of ministers of the crown and the irresponsible language of
the member for Westminster, Disraeli rejected Mill’s imputations. He denied that
the government was opposed to working-class political meetings, but declared that
these should be held *at the proper time and place.” The 23rd of July at Hyde Park,
Disraeli implied, was neither, as the “riot, tumult, and disturbance” unleashed by
the League’s initiative unhappily demonstrated.%’

Mill devotes more than a page of the Autobiography to the curious and rather
enigmatic aftermath of the Hyde Park riots. A trace of bitterness enters into his
account of the part he played in dissuading the League from endeavouring to hold a
meeting in Hyde Park on 31 July in defiance of the government. Mill thought it

$3Henry Broadhurst, who was present, gives a useful account of the riots in his autobiography, The
Story of His Life from a Stonesmason’s Bench to the Treasury Bench (London: Hutchinson, 1901),
33-40; see also the full report in the Daily News, 24 July, 1866, 5.

“Matthew Amold’s linking of Mill and Jacobinism in Culture and Anarchy derived at least in part
from Arnold’s hostile response to the Hyde Park riots and Mill's defence of the Reform League. See
Culture and Anarchy with Friendship’s Garland and Some Literary Essays, ed. R.H. Super, Complete
Prose Works of Matthew Arold, V (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1965), 111, 132-3.

SSPD, 3nd ser., Vol. 184, cols. 1412-14.
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highly probable that serious violence would erupt from such a confrontation and
that nothing good could come of it. Having successfully made his case, he agreed
to address a League meeting at the Agricultural Hail on the 30th (No. 32). He
believed that he had been ““the means of preventing much mischief. ” His bitterness
was directed not against the League but against certain elements of the
metropolitan press that had accused him of being “intemperate and passionate.” “1
do not know,” he said, “what they expected from me; but they had reason to be
thankful to me if they knew from what I had in all probability preserved them. And
I do not believe it could have been done, at that particular juncture, by any one
else. "

The object of reviewing this well-known episode is not to assess the accuracy of
Mill’s claims. Evelyn L. Pugh, after a searching and sympathetic enquiry into
Mill’s connection with the Hyde Park affair, concedes that there is no evidence to
corroborate Mill's assessment of his effectiveness. What Mill reported no doubt
did occur, but his interpretation perhaps assigns too much weight to his
intervention.%” Whatever the practical import of Mill’s involvement with the
League in late July of 1866, the whole business usefully illuminates the purposeful
intent that fashioned his response to the reform crisis of 1866-67.

The political coin minted by Mill in answer to the franchise question had
Gladstone on one side and the working classes on the other. Through Gladstone the
working classes could be integrated into the political process. The mode of
achieving this objective could also contribute to a transformation of the Liberal
party into an effective instrument of social and political reform.®® But for
Gladstone to keep in the air a sufficient number of balls to secure his ascendancy
over other ambitious jugglers, he had to put a respectable distance between himself
and the radicalism of the Reform League. To some degree both Bright and Mill
consciously acted as Gladstone’s surrogates. %

Not too much should be made of Mill’s refusal to join the Reform League.
Considering the strong exception he took to its programme of manhood (rather
than adult) suffrage and the ballot, his identification with its struggle is
impressive. In declining the invitation to join the League, Mill observed that “the
general promotion of the Reform cause is the main point at present, and . . .
advanced reformers, without suppressing their opinions on the points on which

€A, 278-9.

S’EvelynL. Pugh, “1.S. Mill's Autobiography and the Hyde Park Riots,” Research Studies, L (Mar.
1982), 1-20. Pugh rightly emphasizes the central role Mill played in killing the 1867 govemment bill to
prohibit public meetings 1n Royal Parks.

%Mill wrote to Fawcett: “One of the most important consequences of giving a share in the
government to the working classes, is that there will then be some members of the House with whom it
will no longer be an axiom that human society exists for the sake of property in land—a grovelling
superstition which is still in full force among the higher classes” (LL, CW, XVI, 11301 Jan., 1866]).

%For a stimulating discussion of Bright, Mill, and the emergence of the Gladstonian Liberal party,
see Vincent, Formation of the Liberal Party, 149-211.
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they may still differ, should act together as one man in the common cause.””’® Not
only did Mill defend the League in the Commons on the Hyde Park question, but
he sent a £5 donation to assist those arrested by the police on 23 July.”! In February
of 1867 he participated in a deputation whose purpose was to persuade Walpole to
appoint a working man to the Royal Commission on Trades Unions.”* In the
summer of 1867 Mill subscribed to a Reform League fund established to organize
the newly enfranchised electors on behalf of advanced Liberalism.”® The League
also had cause to appreciate Mill’s role in the successful fight to stop the 1867
Parks Bill from getting through the House of Commons.

In late July of 1866, in urging caution on the League, Mill had drawn on some of
the moral and political capital he had invested in the working-class movement. He
had done what he could to prevent violence and to ease the war of nerves between
the authorities and the agitators. Mill asserted himself not merely for the sake of
peace. Indeed, he had no desire to moderate the conflict between the government
and the League; rather, he sought to enclose the League’s expression of that
conflict within bounds prescribed by the need to build and sustain an unofficial and
necessarily unacknowledged alliance between Gladstone and the working-class
reform movement.

The same concern prompted Mill to call upon the League to exercise
self-restraint in early 1867. At a League-organized conference of late February,
delegates representing the League and the trades unions passed a resolution
threatening that, in the event of governmental resistance to working-class
enfranchisement, it would “be necessary to consider the propriety of those classes
adopting a universal cessation from labour until their political rights are
conceded.””* The Morning Star reported that the speeches given at the meeting
were demagogic.”® On reading this report Mill wrote to William Randal Cremer, a
leading figure in trades union and radical political circles, protesting against the
extreme rhetoric employed on the occasion. Mill argued that any reform bill
acceptable to Parliament would in the nature of things have to be a compromise.
Violent language hinting at “revolutionary expedients™ should not be indulged in
by those leading the agitation. The conditions that might justify revolution, Mill
unequivocally stated, did not exist in England.”® He did not deny that League

L etter to [George Howell?], LL, CW, XVII, 2010-11 (22 July, 1865).

"ILetter to Edmond Beales, ibid., XVI, 1186 (26 July, 1866).

72See 133-4, and letter to George Jacob Holyoake, LL, CW, XVI1, 1242-3 (16 Feb., 1867).

3Letter to Beales, ibid., 1291-2 (22 July, 1867).

"*Quoted in Gillespie, Labor and Politics, 284.

"Morning Star, 28 Feb., 1867, 2.

7What conditions could justify revolution? “One is personal oppression & tyranny & consequent
personal suffering of such intensity that to put an immediate stop to them is worth almost any amount of
present evil & future danger. The other is when either the system of government does not permit the
redress of grievances to be sought by peaceable & legal means, or when those means have been
perseveringly exerted to the utmost for a long series of years, & their inefficacy has been demonstrated
by experiment.” (Letter to W.R. Cremer, LL, CW, XVI, 1248 [1 Mar., 1867].)
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members had been given “ample provocation and abundant excuse” for their
“feelings of irritation.” To allow such imitation to rob them of their sense of
proportion, however, was likely to harm the cause of reform. Especially arousing
Mill’s displeasure was the message carried in the speeches of “a determined
rejection beforehand of all compromise on the Reform question, even if proposed
by the public men in whose sincerity & zeal as reformers you have repeatedly
expressed the fullest confidence.””” Mill feared that the rather tenuous line joining
Gladstone to the working-class reform movement was beginning to fragment. The
course pursued by Derby and Disraeli in 1867 further jeopardized the enterprise to
which Mill had committed himself.

The parliamentary struggle over the details of the Conservative Reform Bill
centred on the borough householders and their payment of rates. Derby and
Disraeli offered borough household suffrage, subject to the stipulation that only
householders who paid their rates directly should be eligible for the franchise. In
171 boroughs the composition of rates, whereby the local authorities compounded
with the landlords for the payment of the occupier’s rates, had proved a highly
convenient mechanism.’® These compound householders, whose names did not
appear on the rating book, would be excluded from the vote under clause 3 of the
Tory Bill. Disraeli would show himself to be infinitely flexible in committee but he
rigidly maintained that on the principle of ratepaying the Bill would stand or fail.”®

Gladstone was appalled by what he took to be the dishonest and fraudulent
character of the Bill. Early in the debate on clause 3 he moved to eliminate for
electoral purposes the distinction between direct ratepayers and compounders.
Gladstone held no brief for household suffrage “pure and simple. " His humiliating
setback of the previous session doubtless very much with him, Gladstone was now
ready to put his strength to the test in opposition to the aspect of the Tory Bill that
he thought most unacceptable. The outcome he looked for was a defeat of the
government and settlement of the question on terms that satisfied his own
preferences. But his reach exceeded his grasp. In the division of 12 April
forty-seven Liberals, a number of Radicals among them, rejected Gladstone’s

T'Ibid., 1247-8.

"®There were approximately 486,000 compound householders in parliamentary boroughs. The
system spared the occupier the bother of putting aside money to meet his quarterly rating obligations.
What was 1 it for the landlord and local authority? “ A deduction of twenty or twenty-five per cent was
allowed when the rate was compounded, so that the owner of fifty or a hundred small houses derived no
small profit by calling on his tenants to pay the full rate in their rent, while he had a discount in paying it
over to the parish. Naturally it was convenient for the parish to be saved the trouble of collecting from
the small occupiers.” (Charles Seymour, Electoral Reform in England and Wales: The Development
and Operation of the Parliamentary Franchise, 1832-1885 [New Haven: Yale University Press,
19153, 149.)

79“The bill as it went into committee included no lodger franchise. . . . The Act enfranchised all £10
lodgers in parliamentary boroughs. The county occupation franchise in the bill began at £15 p.a. In the
Act it was lowered to £12 and supplemented by a £5 franchise for copyholders. The period of qualifying
residence was two years in the bill, one in the Act. The provision to allow voters to vote by voting
papers, which was included in the bill, was removed by the time it was passed.” (Cowling, 1867, 223.)
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leadership and the amendment went down by a vote of 310 to 289. Suspecting that,
although he would do no business with Gladstone, Disraeli would find it necessary
to do business with them, these Radicals put the survival of the Bill before a
parliamentary victory for Gladstone. In his diary Gladstone recorded: “A smash
perhaps without example. 7% Mill voted with the minority.®'

Mill’s sole major speech on the ratepaying issue was delivered in the debate that
saw Gladstone empty his barrels in a final attempt to wound the measure fatally.
On 6 May Disraeli informed the House that the government could not accept the
amendment of J.T. Hibbert, Radical M.P. for Oldham, that would allow
compounders who wished to opt out of composition to pay a reduced rate. Instead,
he indicated, the government would offer an amendment providing that the full
rate would have to be paid by those opting out of composition, but that amount
could be deducted from the rent received by their landlords. If defeated on the
amendment, Disraeli announced, the government would dissolve. Gladstone took
up the challenge and advised the House to reject Disraeli’s amendment. That
advice was not heeded by fifty-cight Liberals who voted with the government,
which sailed through the division with a majority of sixty-six.%?

A correct deciphering of Mill’s speech of 9 May hinges on an understanding of
what was at stake in this debate. The Tory Bill had sent tremors through Liberal
ranks, as Derby and Disraeli had intended that it should. Mill vehemently
criticized Disraeli for politicizing the ratepaying issue and sponsoring an
amendment calculated to increase electoral corruption. But Mill’s words were
directed less at the government than at the Radicals. “I hope that honourable
Gentlemen on this side of the House, who, loving household suffrage not wisely
but too well, have brought matters to this state, intend to come down handsomely
to the registration societies in their own neighbourhoods; for the registration
societies are destined henceforth to be one of the great institutions of the country”
(147). Shortly thereafter Mill warned those Radicals who had shown a tendency to
act on the supposition that more of what they wanted could be had from Disraeli
than from Gladstone that they would pay a heavy price at the polls (monetarily and
politically) for their determination “to outwit the Chancellor of the Exchequer, and
make his Bill bring forth pure and simple household suffrage, contrary to the
intentions of everybody except themselves who will vote for it” (147).

These sentiments did not originate in a conviction that household suffrage was a
bad idea. Mill wanted his free-wheeling Radical colleagues to realize they were
gambling on getting a form of household suffrage they could live with. More
importantly, he wanted them to understand that purchasing any bill of goods from
Disraeli at Gladstone’s political expense could severely damage the prospects for
the formation of an effective advanced Liberal party.

8Gladstone Diaries, VI, 513.
81For the division, see PD, 3rd ser., Vol. 186, cal. 1700 (12 Apr., 1867).
82Cowling, 1867, 269-71.
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Disraeli had managed to put Gladstone on the defensive. The stepped-up pace of
the agitation out of doors may for a time have had a similar effect. In 1866 the
leaders of the League might have thought a £7 franchise bill from Gladstone
preferable to anything the Tories were likely to offer. By April of 1867 they could
not be so sure. Frances Gillespie notes that in this month the League “utterly
denounced” Gladstone’s proposal of a £5 rating franchise.®> On 6 May the League
defied the government and held a demonstration in Hyde Park. Feelings were
running high inside and outside the House. Gladstone could make no overt move
towards the League. Mill had to take up ground distinct from that occupied by the
League while doing everything possible to convince its supporters that Gladstone
was the man to whom they must turn for leadership.

Gladstone made that task somewhat casier after the defeat of 9 May. His
“reaction to this second defeat,” Cowling observes, “was to abandon the £5 rating
line altogether . . . and to deliver a sarcastic address to the Reform Union on 11
May in which he attacked the Adullamite Whigs for the first time in public . . . and
went as near as a responsible politician could to committing himself as soon as he
returned to office to reject the personal payment principle. ”®*

On 17 May Disraeli made his stunning announcement to the House that the
government intended to accept the principle of Grosvenor Hodgkinson’s amend-
ment for the abolition of compounding. The amendment was not incompatible
with Disraeli’s insistence on retaining the ratepaying principle, but its acceptance
swept away the restrictive effects of the Bill 's distinction between direct ratepayers
and compounders. The fuss that ensued, in which Mill took part (see Nos. 54, 58,
59), focused on the procedure by which the abolition of compounding was to be
implemented. %

Disraeli’s bravura performance on 17 May obviated Radical obstruction and
ensured the passage of the Bill. Once again he had caught Gladstone off guard and
made it appear that the House could carry on very well without Gladstone’s
assistance. In his speech to a London meeting of the Reform Union on 25 May,
Mill tried to counteract this impression by emphasizing who had done what for
whom in 1866 and 1867. He complained of the government’s unfair treatment of
the compounder and suggested that Disraeli had been consistent only in his
unwillingness to play straight.

This is very like all that has been going on ever since the beginning of these reform
discussions. It has been a succession—I will not say of tricks, because I do not like to use
hard words, especially when I cannot prove them, but of what is called in the vernacular,
trying it on. The object is just to see what you will bear, and anything that you will bear you

83 abor and Politics, 278n.

841867, 272.

85I the end the 1867 Act abolished composition 1 parliamentary boroughs. The confusion and
inconvenience caused by the change, however, led to the passage in 1869 of a measure (32 & 33
Victoria, c. 41) that reinstated composition and also provided that compound occupiers have their
names recorded in the rate-book.
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shall have to bear, but if you show that you will not bear it, then perhaps it may not be
required of you. (169.)

No better could perhaps be expected of Disraeli; but Mill thought it vital that he not
be rewarded for a technique designed to conceal the identity of the real author of
reform. Reformers should have no patience for the leader of the House of
Commons

when he gibes at those to whom we really owe all this, when he . . . talks of their
“blundering hands,” and gives it to be understood that they have not been able to carry
reform and he can, and that it is not their measure. He is quite satisfied if he can say to Mr.
Gladstone, “ Youdid not do it.” But Mr. Gladstone did do it. He could not carry his measure
last year because Mr. Disraeli and his friends opposed it; Mr. Disraeli can carry his Reform
Bill because.Mr. Gladstone will not oppose anything but that which is not real reform, and
will support to the utmost that which is. I have no objection to thank everybody for their part
in it when once we have got it, but I will always thank most those to whom we really owe it.
The people of England know that but for the late government this government would have
gone one hundred miles out of their way before they would have brought in any Reform Bill
atall. And every good thing we have got in this bill, even that which seems to be more than
Mr. Gladstone was prepared to give, has only been given for the purpose of outbidding Mr.
Gladstone. (170-1.)

Ideas and ideals were central to Mill’s liberalism, but politics was an
indispensable medium for their having practical effect. The Liberal party was
important to Mill for what it could become. Its development in a direction
consonant with his objectives required, he believed, both a leadership dominated
by Gladstone and an active influential rank and file with a strong working-class
contingent. His response to the reform crisis of 1866-67 followed from this
conviction.

Mill, disappointed by the fortunes of radicalism at the 1868 general election,
gave scant indication in the Autobiography of the motives that governed his
general political disposition in 1867. There he writes not of party political
purposes but of independent advocacy of fundamental principles concerning
women’s suffrage and the representation of minorities. *In the general debates on
Mr. Disraeli’s Reform Bill, my participation was limited to the one speech [on 9
May] already mentioned; but I made the Bill an occasion for bringing the two
greatest improvements which remain to be made in representative government
formally before the House and the nation.”® Mill invariably stressed the
non-party character of these initiatives, but the “occasion” for bringing them
forward was coloured by party considerations. On 7 June 1866, he presented to the
House a women’s suffrage petition signed by 1521 women. He also gave notice of
a motion for a return of the number of women who met the existing property
qualifications but were barred from the vote by reason of their sex.®” Mill had no

84, 284.
57Mill put this motion on 17 July; see No. 25.
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intention of pressing the issue beyond this point in the 1866 session, explaining toa
fellow M.P. (C.D. Griffith) that “there is no chance that we can succeed in getting
a clause for admitting women to the suffrage introduced with the present Reform
Bill.” The object was “merely to open the subject this year, without taking up the
time of the House and increasing the accusation of obstructiveness by forcing on a
discussion which cannot lead to a practical result.”%® Had the Reform Bill of 1866
carried it is possible that Mill would never have proposed the enfranchisement of
women in the House of Commons (“perhaps the only really important public
service I performed in the capacity of a Member of Parliament”).%¥ Much the same
can be said of the personal representation amendment. In November of 1866 Mill
wrote to Hare:

There will, in all probability, be a Tory Reform Bill, and whatever may be its quality, no
moving of amendments or raising of new points will in the case of a Tory bill be regarded by
Liberals as obstructiveness, or as damaging to the cause. Then will be the very time to bring
forwggd and get discussed, everything which we think ought to be put into a good Reform
Bill.

JAMAICA AND IRELAND

NO ONE was obliged to treat seriously Mill’s views on women’s suffrage and
personal representation. Those who disliked such opinions could regard their
propagation as foolish but not as dangerous. For the trouble he took on these
matters he may have attracted the admiration of some, the derision of others. Few
politicians would care to have the measure of their power taken by reference to
either the esteem they inspire or the ridicule they provoke. Whatever political
power Mill commanded was inseparable intellectual and moral authority
he could bring to bear on issues that the governing classes could not easily shrug
off -¥atnaica and Ireland were such issues, and the high moral line Mill adopted on
both is well known.”! But his course of action on these questions too was not
unaffected by his sensitivity to party and personal struggles, and to their possible
implications for the future of Gladstone and the Liberal party.

On no subject that he addressed during his Westminster years did Mill feel more
strongly than that of the conduct of Governor Eyre and the Jamaican authorities in
October of 1865, following the uprising at Morant Bay.%? The intensity of Mill’s

8811, CW, XVI, 1175 (9 June, 1866).

894, 285.

L, CW, XV1, 1215 (18 Nov., 1866).

9See A, 280-2; Bernard Semmel, The Governor Eyre Controversy (London: Macgibbon and Lee,
1962), esp. Chap. iii; Lynn Zastoupil, “Moral Government: J.S. Mill on Ireland,” Historical Journal,
XXV1 (1983), 707-17.

92For a good general treatment of the Jamaican background, see W.P. Morrell, British Colonial
Policy in the Mid-Victorian Age: South Africa, New Zealand, and the West Indies (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1969), 399-432.
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reaction to the reports from Jamaica and his assumption that consideration of
Eyre’s behaviour did not lie beyond the parliamentary pale were evident as early as
December, when he wrote to a correspondent: “There seems likely to be enough
doing in Parliament, this session, to occupy all one’s thoughts. There is no part of
it all, not even the Reform Bill, more important than the duty of dealing justly with
the abominations committed in Jamaica.”%?

When Mill took his seat in February the Royal Commission appointed to
investigate the Jamaica troubles had not completed its work. The ministry,
preoccupied with the Reform Bill, hoped that all parties, including the anti-Eyre
Jamaica Committee, of which Mill was a prominent member, would hold their fire
until the Commission had reported.® It is perhaps not surprising that Mill kept
himself in, check while the Commission took evidence and deliberated, even
though he seems to have already made up his mind that Eyre was responsible for
the terrible things that had been done and that the rule of law demanded he be
punished accordingly. When the Report reached London on 30 April, its content
did nothing to soften Mill’s view of Eyre. His self-imposed silence on the subject
for nearly three months after the Report became public was probably dictated by
his resolution that Gladstone’s friends should refrain from aggravating in any way
their leader’s formidable difficulties in the House of Commons.”®

With the defeat of the Reform Bill and the fall of Russell and Gladstone, Mill’s
role in the anti-Eyre movement was transformed. At the end of June Charles
Buxton resigned as Chairman of the Jamaica Committee, having vainly argued
that the Committee should not attempt to prosecute Eyre for murder. The burden of
Buxton’s case was that conviction was highly improbable and, if obtained, would
be followed by a royal pardon. While prosecution could produce but meagre
results, it would alienate public opinion, which would come to see Eyre as a dutiful
servant of the crown, hounded by a vindictive group who failed to appreciate the
heavy responsibility borne by the governor of an island whose predominantly
black population could present a grave threat to the life and property of the white
minority. The Jamaica Committee, Buxton urged, would best serve the interests of
the victims and the cause of justice by working to secure an official condemnation

9To William Fraser Rae, LL, CW, XVI, 1126 (14 Dec., 1865). Two weeks later he observed to
Henry Fawcett: “The two great topics of the year will be Jamaica and Reform, and there will be an
immensity to be said and done on both subjects” (ibid., 1131 [1 Jan., 1866}).

®For a valuable discussion of the governmental response to the Eyre difficulties, see B.A. Knox,
*“The British Government and the Governor Eyre Controversy, 1865-1875,” Historical Journal, XIX
(1976), 877-900.

®Among its other findings the Commission concluded that “the punishment of death was
unnecessarily frequent”; “the floggings were reckless, and at Bath positively barbarous; “the burning
of 1,000 houses was wanton and cruel.” For these findings, see “Report of the Jamaica Royal
Commission,” PP, 1866, XXX, 489-531.

®SIf Mill assumed that Gladstone was deeply disturbed by what had occurred in Jamaica he was right.
Knox has noted that “Gladstone leaned towards a stemner view of Eyre’s conduct than did his
colleagues” (“The British Government and the Govemor Eyre Controversy,” 880).
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of Eyre and those who had used the declaration and continuance of martial law to
inflict unwarrantable and cruel suffering on thousands of British subjects. That
condemnation could form the basis of a campaign to win financial compensation
for the victims and their families.®’

Mill and Bright (also a member of the executive committee ) held that the course
Buxton saw as impolitic offered the only means by which the principles of law,
morality, and justice could be vindicated. Eyre’s removal from the governorship
{he had been temporarily superseded in January of 1866 and his successor would
be commissioned in July) fell far short of what was required. Compensation for
victims should be sought, but such compensation could not restore the moral
authority of British imperial government. If the government refused to prosecute,
then the Committee must, as was explained to the public in a docume.f?t”i.s‘s'ﬁéa'ﬁy
the Committee not long after Buxton’s resignation as Chairman.

In undertaking to discharge this duty, so far as circumstances and the means at their disposal
may permit, the Committee are not . . . activated by vindictive feelings towards those whom
they believe to have violated the law. Their aim, besides upholding the obligation of justice
and humanity towards all races beneath the Queen’s sway, is to vindicate, by an appeal to
judicial authority, the great legal and constitutional principles which have been violated in
the late proceedings. and deserted by the Government.*®

Mill and Bright carried the executive with them on 26 June. On 9 July Mill was
elected to replace Buxton.%® Ten days later Mill put his Jamaica questions to the
government in the House of Commons.*® On 31 July he delivered his single major
speech (No. 33) on the subject in the debate occasioned by the introduction of four
resolutions by Buxton.!0!

Mill could hardly have acted as he did on the Jamaica question in July had the
fragile Russell-Gladstone government still been in office. Certainly the object in

pressing the issue was to rescue England’s ion, not to irritate the
Conservative ministty. 1he femains that however strongly Mill felt about the

matter, he abstained during the first half of the year from venting his feelings in the

%'Sec Semmel, Governor Eyre Controversy, 68-9.

%8«Jamaica Documents,” in Essays on Equality, Law, and Education, CW. XXI (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 1984), 423.

PFor a report of the meeting at which he was elected, see The Times, 10 July, 1866, 5.

100Disracli insisted that Mill state in full each of the questions, into which were built allegations the
justification of which Mill seemed to take for granted. Disraeli’s masterful response charged Mill with
having assumed guilt where none had yet been legally established. He also made it clear that the
government had no intention of taking any further action against Eyre. For Disraeli’s speech of 19 July,
1866, see PD, 3rd ser., Vol. 184, cols. 1064-9.

101The first of Buxton’s resolutions, which the government agreed to accept on the understanding
that he would withdraw the other three, deplored the excessive punishments inflicted in Jamaica. The
second asked that the conduct of military, naval, and colonial officers responsible for such excesses “be
inquired into with a view to their punishment. ” The third concerned compensation for victims or their
families, and the last the treatment of Jamaicans held in connection with the disturbances. For the
motion and the debate, see ibid., cols. 1763-1840. In the Autobiography Mill says that his Jamaica
speech “is that which I should probably select as the best of my speeches in Parliament™ (A, 281).
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House of Commons. Had a perfectly secure Liberal government been in office he
surely would not have held back. The spectacle of a vulnerable Gladstone harassed
by anti-reform forces persuaded Mill that the assertion of pnncnplcs dear to him
had to be subordinated, at least mbmémo “political exigencics.

~~"“The Eyre question never acquired a sigmficant parliamentary status. 2 Irish

subjects, especially the land question, had such a status and Mill came to think that
he had an important role to play in making England aware of the remedies
appropriate to Irish problems.

Very soon after first taking his seat in the House of Commons Mill spoke on the
suspension of habeas corpus in Ireland (February 1866). He did not offer remedies
on this occasion; instead he made very plain his belief that England had abysmally
failed to reconcile Ireland to British rule. Mill’s words did not sit well with the
House.!? His general condemnation of English government in Ireland, however,

1%2No government, Liberal or Tory, would have been prepared to act upon the recommendations of
the Jamaica Committee. No criminal convictions followed from the prosecutions launched by the
Committee. As Buxton had feared, the policy pushed by Mill aroused sympathy for Eyre, led to the
formation of the Eyre Defence Committee, and engendered a good deal of hostility towards members of
the Jamaica Committee, Mill included. He had no regrets, observing in the Awsobiography, *we had
given an emphatic warning to those who might be tempted to similar guilt hereafter, that though they
might escape the actual sentence of a criminal tribunal, they were not safe against being put to some
trouble and expense in order to avoid it. Colonial Governors and other persons in authority will have a
considerable motive to stop short of such extremities in future.” (Ibid., 282.)

103particular exception, it seems, was taken to the following: “Every foreigner, every continental
writer, would believe for many years to come that Ireland was a country constantly on the brink of
revolution, held down by an alien nationality, and kept in subjection by brute force” (53). Mill alludes
to the occasion in the Autobiography. “1did no more than the general opinion of England now admits to
have been just; but the anger against Fenianism was then in all its freshness; any attack on what Fenians
attacked was looked upon as an apology for them; and | was so unfavourably received by the House,
that more than one of my friends advised me (and my own judgment agreed with the advice) to wait,
before speaking again, for the favourable opportunity that would be given by the first great debate on
the Reform Bill” (A, 277). The third reading of the Habeas Corpus Suspension Bill passed the House of
Commons by a vote of 354 to 6. Mill abstained.

Among those urging Mill, after the habeas corpus debate, to hold his tongue until the second reading
of the Reform Bill was J.A. Roebuck. No longer the friend he had once been, Roebuck “did not
presume to address him directly, " but instead went through Chadwick. Roebuck, always ready to speak
his mind, plainly stated that the debate on the Reform Bill should have been the occasion for Mill's
“debut.” Whatever mistakes Mill might have made in February, the opportunity to establish himself as
a force in the House had not been conclusively lost. All would depend on his Reform Bill speech.
“Having determined what to say, he ought to plant himself steadily on his feet, give the right pitch &
tone of voice, then earnestly and with perfect simplicity, make his opening statement. The House will
be anxious to hear him—Let him shew, that he is no mere puppet, that he is no man’s follower—but
one possessed of strong opinions—well thought opinions—and really anxious to have those opinions
fairly & honestly laid before his country. . . . Let him give all the body he can to his voice. He should
above all things be manly, quiet [?], self-possessed & eamest. . . . ] know that he is able to teach the
House, but he must not appear to be a teacher. He ought to seem merely desirous of laying his whole
heart befare the House, honestly, fearlessly & in all sincerity. If he follows these badly expressed
counsels, he will succeed.” (9 Mar., 1866, Mill Collection, Yale University Library.)

That Roebuck felt such advice was called for suggests that Mill had gotten off to a shaky start. The
word going around in late February of 1866, according to William White, Door-Keeper of the House of
Commons, was “failure.” From this judgment White dissented. “To ascertain whether a man is a
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did not translate into a criticism of the particular Liberal ministry then in office.
That suspension of habeas corpus should be necessary pointed up the inadequacy
of what had hitherto been done for Ireland, but Mill did not question the necessity.
A notable feature of the speech is his separation of Russell and Gladstone from the
causes that had brought Ireland to the edge of rebellion.

He was not prepared to vote against granting to Her Majesty’s Government the powers
which, in the state to which Ireland had been brought, they declared to be absolutely
necessary. . . . They did not bring Ireland into its present state—they found it so, through
the misgovernment of centuries and the neglect of half a century. [Such words gave
Gladstone more cover than they did Russell.] He did not agree with his honourable Friend
the Member for Birmingham [Bright] in thinking that Her Majesty’s Ministers, if they
could not devise some remedy for the evils of Ireland, were bound to leave their seats on the
Treasury Bench and devote themselves to leamning statesmanship. From whom were they to
learn it? From the Gentlemen opposite, who would be their successors, and who, if they
were to propose anything which his honourable Friend or himself would consider as
remedies for Irish evils, would not allow them to pass it? (53.)

If Mill’s tolerance stretched so far as to accommodate Jamaica during the first half
of 1866, it would not snap over Ireland.

Mill’s solicitude for the beleaguered Russell-Gladstone ministry is evident in
his speech on the government’s 1866 Irish Land Bill. Introduced on 30 April by
Chichester Fortescue,'™ Irish Chief Secretary, this “extremely mild measure”'%
proposed to invest Irish temants with a legal claim to compensation for

failure we must ascertain what he aims at. Mr. Mill never thought to startle and dazzle the House by his
oratory, as Disraeli did when he first rose to speak. Mr. Mill has no oratoncal gifts, and he knows 1t.
Nor can he be called a rhetorician. He is a close reasoner, and addresses himself directly to our
reasoning powers; and though he has great command of language, as all his hearers know, he never
condescends to deck out his arguments in rhetorical finery to catch applause. His object 1s to convey his
thoughts directly to the hearer's mind, and to do this he uses the clearest medium—not coloured glass,
but the best polished plate, because through that objects may be best seen. . . . What Mr. Mill intended
to do was to reason calmly with his opponents, and this he succeeded in doing. . . . He has not a
powerful voice, but then it is highly pitched and very clear; and this class of voice goes much further
than one of lower tone—as the ear-piercing fife is heard at a greater distance than the blatant trombone.
The giant, then, is not a failure; no, except in the eyes of the pigmies.” (William White, The Inner Life
of the House of Commons, 2 vols. [ 1897 ] [Freeport, N.Y.: Books for Libraries Press, 1970], 11, 31-3.)

White and Roebuck agreed on the quality and impact of Mill's Reform Bill speech on 13 April. The
former confessed that it was not in his power to give “an adequate description of Mr. Mill’s great reform
speech.” He considered it “something entirely new in the debates of the House. Search Hansard from
the time that record first began, and you will find nothing like it for purity of style and closeness of
reasoning; and, secondly, as we venture to think, nothing like it for the effect it produced upon the
House. . . . When Mr. Mill sat down the House cleared. As the Liberal members passed the gangway,
not a few stepped out of their way to thank Mr. Mill.” (Ibid., 42-3.) Roebuck was no less impressed.
Writing to Chadwick on the day after Mill’s speech, he described it as “the outpouring of a great,
honest, yet modest mind; the vigorous expression of well-considered & accurate thought.” The speech,
“an epoch in parliamentary oratory,” had “settled for sure the position Mill is to hold in the House & I
believe lays open to him the highest offices in the administration of the country™ (14 Apr., 1866, Mill
Collection, Yale University Library).

104gee PD, 3rd ser., Vol. 183, cols. 214-22.

1054, 279.
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improvements in those cases where there existed no written contract between
landlord and tenant denying the latter’s right to such compensation.’® On the
second reading of the Bill Mill “delivered one of [his} most careful speeches . . . in
a manner calculated less to stimulate friends, than to conciliate and convince
opponents. !

Mill’s opponents could be forgiven for wondering what it was he was trying to
convince them of in this speech of 17 May. He began with an assertion that may
have inadvertently done Gladstone and Fortescue more harm than good. “I venture
to express the opinion that nothing which any Government has yet done, or which
any Government has yet attempted to do, for Ireland . . . has shown so true a
comprehension of Ireland’s real needs, or has aimed so straight at the very heart of
Ireland’s discontent and of Ireland’s misery” (75). Such an endorsement from Mill
of an Irish land scheme in a House of Commons that had its full complement of
landlords was something the Liberal government might have preferred to manage
without. Nonetheless, Mill meant to do well by the government and that intention
gave rise to a very curious speech on a Bill whose place in the history of the Irish
land question is deservedly obscure.

Two themes uneasily cohabit in Mill’s speech. The first concerns the need for
English legislators to think seriously about whether Ireland could be best governed
according to English principles. Mill argued that Irish conditions resembled those
on the Continent and that English assumptions concerning the ordering of
agricultural society were unorthodox. “Irish circumstances and Irish ideas as to
social and agricultural economy are the general ideas and circumstances of the
human race; it is English circumstances and English ideas that are peculiar” (76).
Continental experience had shown that where the tenant was also the cultivator of
the soil his welfare depended on his having “the protection of some sort of fixed
usage. The custom of the country has determined more or less precisely the rent
which he should pay, and guaranteed the permanence of his tenure as long as he
paid it.” (77.) But if Mill seemed to be saying that Irish tenants should be given
fixity of tenure, that is not what he proceeded to advocate. Instead, and here
emerges the second theme, Mill defended the ministerial measure on the premise
that it would contribute to achieving the aim supported by the English governing
class: the promotion of the English system of agriculture in Ireland. Such a goal,
whose wisdom Mill openly questioned, entailed making prosperous farmers of the
most capable of the Irish tenantry. Indispensable to this process was the provision

106The government hoped the Bill would encourage improvements and discourage evictions.

1974, 279. For the background to Mill’s involvement with the Irish land question, see T.A. Boylan
and T.P. Foley, “John Elliot Caimes, John Stuart Mill and Ireland: Some Problems for Political
Economy,” Hermathena, CXXXV (1983). 96-119; Bruce L. Kinzer, “J.S. Mill and Irish Land: A
Reassessment,” Historical Journal, XXVII (1984), 111-27; E.D. Steele, “J.S. Mill and the Irish
Question: The Principles of Political Economy, 1848-1865,” ibid., XII (1970), 216-36; and
Zastoupil, “Moral Government.”
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of compensation for improvements, without which tenants would lack the
incentive to act the part of Anglicized tenant farmers.

Mill knew the House of Commons would not sanction fixity of tenure and he had
to admit that he knew it. He could not remain silent when the opportunity arose to
tell the House that Ireland needed fixity of tenure. He would not, however, use the
occasion to criticize the government’s feeble proposal. On the contrary he would
bestow extravagant praise upon its authors. His admission that fixity of tenure
would not fly in the House served to justify a course of action consistent with an .
allegiance to political ends that could not be dissociated from the fate of °
Gladstone. 1%

Towards the end of 1867 Mill concluded that the time for pulling his punches

had passed. The Fenian outbursts in Ireland and England in 1867 convinced him
ngland could not and should not keep Ireland unless she could furnish a
satisfactory settlement of the land question. In his pamphlet England and Ireland,
published in early 1868, Mill eloquently and trenchantly pleaded the case for fixity
of tenure.!® Dr. Steele has documented the hostile reception given this pamphlet
and has argued that Mill, realizing that he had gone too far, retreated from his
exposed position on 12 March in his speech on the state of Ireland.'!°
Mill’s speech reads differently from his pamphlet but the difference does not
come from his having had second thoughts about fixity of tenure for Irish tenants.
Rather it arises from the distinct roles Mill assigned the pamphlet and the speech in
his campaign. The scheme he proposed in England and Ireland was deliberately
presented simply, boldly, directly. Mill wanted to get people’s attention—the

1%8The constraints affecting Mill at this time were evident in connection with another dimension of
the Irish question that deeply concerned him: Irish universities. Mill was anxious to see preserved the
non-denominational integrity of the Queen's Colleges in Ireland that together made up the Queen’s
University. Every encouragement should be given to bringing “youths of different religions to hive
together in colleges” (letter to Caimes, LL, CW, XVI, 1134 [6 Jan., 1866]). Just before leaving office
Russell’s government issued a supplemental charter to the Queen’s University, which was empowered
to set matriculation examinations independent of those held at the Queen’s Colleges and to award
degrees to suitably qualified candidates who had not studied in any of those Colleges. Mill’s
unhappiness at this development was pronounced. Wnting to Caimes on 3 July he declared: “We. who
were holding back on account of the Reform Bill, certainly were led to expect a further notice { before
the issuing of the supplemental charter }: otherwise we should have brought the matter before the House
at once, which would have been very disagreeable to the Govt.” (ibid., 1178). Sir Robert Peel, a
member of the Queen’s University Senate and son of the Prime Minister who had established the
Queen’s Colleges, was determined to fight the implementation of the supplemental charter. Mill was
ready to do what he could to support Peel’s effort but he did not want to be “the prominent person in a
move which is very likely to break up the alliance between the Irish Catholics and the English Liberals,
and perhaps keep the Tories in office for years” (ibid., 1184 [15 July. 1866]). See Bruce L. Kinzer,
“John Stuart Mill and the Irish University Question,” Victorian Studies, XXXI (1987), 59-77.

'%England and Ireland, in Essays on England, Ireland, and the Empire, CW, VI (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 1982), 505-32. For differing perspectives on the significance of England
and Ireland, see E.D. Steele, “J.S. Mill and the Irish Question: Reform and the Integrity of the
Empire, 1865-1870,” Historical Journal, XIII (1970), 419-50; and Kinzer, “J.S. Mill and Irish
Land,” 121-7.

1105teele, “Reform and the Integrity of the Empire,” 437-48.
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fleshing out of details belonged to a later stage. The primary function of the speech
was to answer the criticisms and misapprehensions the pamphlet had incited, and
to emphasize the flexible application to which its principle was subject. The
relation of the pamphlet to the speech was plainly laid out by Mill in a letter to
Caimnes, written only hours before the opening of the debate on Ireland. “The
object [of England and Ireland] was to strike hard, and compel people to listen to
the largest possible proposal. This has been accomplished, and now the time is
come for discussing in detail the manner in which the plan, if adopted, would
work.”!!! The generally conciliatory tone of the speech does not represent any
backtracking on Mill’s part. He did not hesitate to announce to the House that
“Great and obstinate evils require great remedies” (249), nor did he decline the
opportunity, to reiterate his defence of peasant proprietorship (259-61).

Before March of 1868 Gladstone’s political star, apparently on the descent
during the Reform Bill struggle, had begun to regain altitude in a climb that by
December would carry him to the premiership with a large majority at his back. At
Christmas 1867 Lord Russell resigned the leadership of the party, and Gladstone
succeeded to a position that conferred on him an authority he had hitherto been
denied. The dissension caused by the controversy over reform had largely
dissipated and the prospect of a general election provided ample incentive for the
party to put its house in order and unite behind a strong leader. Gladstone was
ready to provide that leadership. In February of 1868 he introduced his Bill for the
abolition of compulsory church rates, which would not long thereafter become
law. Four days after Mill spoke on Irish land, Gladstone committed himself in the
House to Irish Church disestablishment, which he made the subject of the
resolutions he proposed on 23 March. His grip on the party, so unsure in 1866 and
1867, had tightened noticeably. Mill no longer had to tread softly for Gladstone’s
sake. Indeed, Mill’s shift into high gear on the Irish land question reflected his
understanding that Gladstone’s growing strength had opened up a fast lane to the
leader’s left.

In the drive towards a Liberalism more programmatic than anything yet seen,

. Mill attempted to set a pace that he hoped would keep him within Gladstone’s sight
. while helping the latter gain acceptance for measures that would have horrified
‘Palmerston. Mill’s lunge on Irish land did something to make the question ripe for
. serious legislation and aiso enlarged the framework of debate. That Gladstone got
as much as he did on Irish land in 1870 (he did not get all that he wanted)!'? owed a
little (maybe more) to England and Ireland. Mill may have had less reason than
Gladstone to applaud the legislation of 1870, but he had known better than to
entertain expectations incapable of immediate fulfilment. As he told Cairnes in
March of 1868: “I do not share your hopes that anything much short of what I have

1, CW, XVI, 1373 (10 Mar., 1868).

112For the making of the 1870 Irish Land Act, see E.D. Stecle's excellent study, frish Land and
British Politics: Tenant-Right and Nationality, 1865-70 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1974).
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proposed, would give peace or prosperity to Ireland in union with England: but if
there is any intermediate course which would do so, its adoption is likely to be very
much promoted by frightening the Government and the landlords with something
more revolutionary.”!!3

CORRUPT PRACTICES

THE IRISH LAND QUESTION, however important to Mill in 1868, was overshadowed
by his immersion in the issue of corrupt electoral practices. Disraeli had promised
abill on the subject for 1868.'1* The depth of Mill’s detailed involvement with this
measure exceeded that of any other he encountered during his years in Parliament.
Believing that a number of advanced Liberals shared his interest, he was disposed
to assume responsibility for directing and coordinating their strategy and tactics. In
November of 1867 he wrote to Chadwick:

The great question of next session will be the promised bill against electoral corruption. The
advanced Liberals must have their rival bill, and I am anxious that all who have thought on
the subject . . . should put down, as heads of a bill, all that has occurred to them as desirable
on this subject. When all suggestions have been got together, the most feasible may be
selected, and the best radicals in and out of the House may be urged to combine in forcing
them on the government.''

Later that month Mill was in touch with W.D. Christie, whom he considered the
leading authority on the subject.!!® He asked Christie to draw up a measure that
could serve as an instrument of discussion for advanced Liberals, who might meet
on the reassembling of Parliament “and produce an outline of a Bill which might be
circulated among the Liberal party. It might be possible to prevail on Mr.
Gladstone to introduce it: but . . . the bill will only be a rallying point: the fight will

. . be . . . on the attempt to engraft its provisions on the bill of the Tory
Government. "7

In late December Mill, having heard from Christie, clearly felt the time had
come to talk about details. The major points Christie wished to press concerned the
inclusion of municipal elections within the bill’s purview and the desirability of
conducting a post-election enquiry into all contests regardless of whether or not a

w3y, CW, XVI, 1373 (10 Mar., 1868).

114The Conservative government had actually introduced a bill on the subject in 1867, which had
been referred to a select committee of the House. It was, however, withdrawn on 29 July, and on 16
August Disraeli informed the House of the government’s intention to deal with the matter early in the
following session. See PD, 3rd ser., Vol. 189, col. 1606.

USLL, CW, XVI1, 1325 (4 Nov., 1867).

116§ February of 1864 Christie had read a paper, “Suggestions for an Organization for the Restraint
of Corruption at Elections” before the Jurisprudence Department of the National Association for the
Promotion of Social Science. Less than two months later Mill attended a meetng of the Law
Amendment Society, at which Christie’s paper “Corruption at Elections” was discussed. For Mill’s
brief remarks on this occasion, see No. 3.

117 etter to William Dougal Christie, LL, CW, XVI, 1331 (20 Nov., 1867).
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complaint had been lodged. Mill agreed that corruption at parliamentary elections
often fed off the unsavoury techniques used at the municipal level and that any bill
that did not apply to both would be highly unsatisfactory. As for a uniform and
comprehensive enquiry process, Mill admitted the idea was new to him. “One can
at once see many reasons in its favour, but it will be a difficult thing to get carried,
owing to the habitual objection to ‘fishing’ enquiries, and to enquiries when there
is no complaint. It is, however, evident that the absence of complaint is, in such a
case, no evidence of the absence of mischief.” Mill also raised other questions
with Christie at this time: what punishment should be imposed on the convicted
briber? should all money spent by candidates and their agents at elections “pass
through a public officer, so that the mere fact of incurring expenditure in which he
is passed over should be legal proof of an unlawful purpose?”!!®

At the beginning of the new year Mill received and read Christie’s pamphlet
Election Corruption and Its Remedies (1867), whose recommendations he
considered “excellent.” Of these Mill deemed Christie’s proposal for the
appointment of an official in each constituency to supervise all aspects of the local
electoral process to be of central importance.!!* On 17 January Christie learned of
Mill’s preference for his plan “of an investigation after every election, parliamen-
tary or municipal, by a special officer, with the addition of an appeal from that
officer to one of the Judges.”?°

Disraeli, unlike Mill, did not look to Christie for instruction on this matter. The
key question addressed by the government’s Election Petitions and Corrupt
Practices at Elections Bill concerned jurisdiction over controverted elections. 2!
The measure proposed to transfer jurisdiction from Election Committees of the
House of Commons to a judicial tribunal.'?? What little opposition there was to
the principle of the Bill was not party motivated. Gladstone accepted the need for
such a change and did not take a leading part in the debates. Mill himself endorsed
the measure, declaring that “though it does in reality only one thing, that thing is a
¥igOrous one, and shows an adequate sense of the emergency” (262). Mill had no
wish to see the Bill defeated; rather, he sought to expand its its scope so that it could
be made into a powerful weapon in the ﬂght against the corrupt influence of money
at elections.

The campaign organized by Mill secured none of its objectives. 123 Nothing
could be done to establish the enquiry mechanism urged by Christie. The Act of

1181hid., 1337 (28 Dec., 1867).

"971bid., 1348 (8 Jan., 1868).

1201pid., 1353.

12iComelius O’Leary provides a good account of the Bill and its passage in The Elimination of
Corrupt Practices in British Elections, 1868-1911 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1962), 27-43.

122The Act provided that the judges of each of the three superior courts at Westminster annually
select one of their members to try election petitions.

123Mill’s correspondence during the first half of 1868 testifies to his vigilance on behalf of the cause.
See his letters to Christie: LL, CW, XV1, 1381-2 (31 Mar. ), 13834 (3 Apr.), 1397 (8 May), 1398 (11
May), 1399-1400 (20 May), 1403 (25 May), 1409 (6 June), and 1425 (27 July).
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1868 did not prohibit paid canvassers or limit each candidate to one paid agent,; it
did not apply to municipal elections; it did not transfer official election expenses
from the candidates to the rates, an alteration advocated by Mill in Thoughts on
Parliamentary Reform and in Representative Government.'**

The account of this episode in the Autobiography, no doubt coloured by Mill’s
experience of the general election of 1868, carries the full weight of his
disappointment. Referring to the “fight kept up by a body of advanced Liberals,”
he blames the Liberal party for the futility to which that fight was condemned.

The Liberal party in the House was greatly dishonoured by the conduct of many of its
members in giving no help whatever to this attempt to secure the necessary conditions of an
honest representation of the people. With their large majority in the House they could have
carried all the amendments, or better ones if they had better to propose. But it was late in the
Session; members were eager to set about their preparations for the impending General
Election: and while some . . . honourably remained at their post . . . a much greater number
placed their electioneering interests before their public duty. . . . From these causes our fight

. was wholly unsuccessful, and the practices which we sought to render more difficult,
previm;ed more widely than ever in the first General Election held under the new electoral
law.

Mill would do nothing to impugn during’ T868.

That Mill should seek to strike a blow for purity of election can surprise no one;
that he should identifythe-cause so exclusively with a group of advanced Liberals
reveals something of his underlyin hopes ’Q_I‘_POﬁlCal realignment. A less narrow
identificationcoutt-trave-beeti made. Radicals may have been the most aggressive
advocates of a systematic attack on corrupt practices but such advocacy was not
confined to them. Beresford-Hope, a Tory, proposed an amendment to forbid the
use of public houses as committee rooms. The Sarurday Review, not known to
sympathize with advanced Liberalism, expressed regret that the Bill did not go
further. ““The truth is that the Government Bill is only a half-measure. The whole
of our election system requires overhauling. It is better to do what is proposed than
to do nothing, but far more will yet have to be done before we have exhausted all
reasonable legal efforts to put down or to detect bribery.”'26 The Times, not one of
Mill’s favourite newspapers, could write that “the great increase in the number of
the moneyed class is as threatening a spring of danger as the adoption of Household
Suffrage.”'?” There could be an aristocratic as well as a democratic bias against
money at elections.

Mill’s was emphatically of the latter sort. In Considerations on Representative
Government he had written:

124CW, XIX, 320, 496. Henry Fawcett’s amendment for placing official election expenses on the
rates was actually carried in a small House by a vote of 84 to 76. On the third reading, however, the
government managed to reverse that decision, defeating Fawcett’s amendment 102 to 91.

1234, 2834,

126Quoted in O’Leary, Eiimination of Corrupt Practices, 39n-40n.

127Quoted ibid., 38.
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There has never yet been, among political men, any real and serious attempt to prevent
bribery, because there has been no real desire that elections should not be costly. Their
costliness is an advantage to those who can afford the expense, by excluding a multitude of
competitors; and anything, however noxious, is cherished as having a comservative
tendency, if it limits the access to Parliament to rich men. . . . They care comparatively little
whol ysotcs, as long as they feel assured that none but persons of their own class can be voted
for.

Mill’s objection to the Palmerstonian ascendancy was that it seemed impervious to
politics as he understood the term. Palmerston’s House of Commons was a club of
complacent comfortable gentlemen who felt strongly only about preserving an
order of things that they found highly congenial. The broad appeal of the
Palmerstonian Liberal party emanated from its standing for an ill-defined
“progress” in general and nothing very much in particular. Politics without
principle’s might serve nicely the interests of the rich but could not foster the social
and moral improvement that Mill prized.
The transformation of the Liberal party into a vehicle of radical reform was vital
{; to the creation of a politics of principle. The entry into the political arena of men of
\ intelligence wedded to ideas and ideals had to be encouraged. Working-class
participation in an advanced Liberal party purged of Palmerstonians was also
requisite. If these objectives could be secured, the Liberal party would become
something different from and far better than the loose combination of individuals
who had followed Palmerston. Indispensable to this achievement, however, was a
dramatic reduction in the cost of contesting elections, the end to which each of the
amendments put forward by Mill and his associates was directed. The substitution
of plutocracy for aristocracy could not make English government or English
society what it should be; indeed, Mill was inclined to think that plutocracy
aggravated the worst tendencies of aristocracy while introducing new ones to
which aristocracy was not normally prone. “They desired to diminish the number
of men in this House, who came in, not for the purpose of maintaining any political
opinions whatever, but solely for the purpose, by a lavish expenditure, of
acquiring the social position which attended a seat in this House, and which,
perhaps, was not otherwise to be attained by them” (280).

THE 1868 WESTMINSTER ELECTION

THE IMPACT (if not the existence) of corrupt practices in the Westminster election
of 1868 remains open to doubt. W.H. Smith’s great wealth contributed to his
success in 1868, but its failure to obtain the desired result in 1865 suggests that
other factors were at work in Mill’s second Westminster contest.

Parliament was prorogued on 31 July and formally dissolved on 11 November.
The prorogation accelerated an election campaign that had indeed already begun,

128cw, XIX, 497-8.
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and lasted over three months. Mill left London for Avignon at the beginning of
August and did not return to England until early November, two and a half weeks
before polling day. His absence handicapped his Committee, which had just cause
for irritation at Mill’s posture. His removal from the scene of action suggested an
aloofness from the proceedings that probably did his cause no good. It did not,
however, prevent him from making seemingly desultory thrysts into the electoral
tenmn——w:thout consulting those who were working to secure his re-election
—that his Committee understandably considered ill-advised.

In late August Mill sent a ten-pound contribution to Charles Bradlaugh’s
Northampton election fund.!?® Not only was Bradlaugh a notorious atheist,
Malthusian, and Radical, but his candidacy in a constituency already represented
by two well-established Liberals (Charles Gilpin and Lord Henley) would
inevitably provoke discord in local Liberal ranks. Prudence dictated that a
candidate standing in the Gladstonian interest should refrain from promoting
challenges to Liberal incumbents, especially when the challenger was Charles
Bradlaugh. Mill either failed to see the potentially destructive ramifications of his
identification with Bradlaugh or he was indifferent to the consequences. A
Bradlaugh victory could only be had at the expense of one of the sitting Liberals,

and Gilpin {a ‘member of the Jamaica Committee executive), an advanced Liberal
himself though certainly not in Bradlaugh’s league, respectfully expressed his
unease to Mill in a letter of 7 September. In response, Mill assured Gilpin that
Bradlaugh wanted Henley’s seat and assumed, along with Mill, that Gilpin’s
position at Northampton was unassailable. He went on to say that Bradlaugh was a
man of ability with distinctive opinions that should be heard in the House of
Commons, adding that though “it is most important to uphold honest &
honourable men, faithful supporters of our own party, like Lord Henley against
Tories & lukewarm Liberals, [he did] not think that their claims ought to be
allowed to prevail against the claims of exceptional men. ”*3°

By late September Mill had learned from his Committee that the subscription for
Bradlaugh had provoked considerable fuss in Westminster and created difficulties
for his supporters. Mill, “exceedingly sorry” that there should have been “trouble
or annoyance,” was not penitent. Had he not been a candidate he would have
assisted Bradlaugh and he could not allow his own candidacy at Westminster to
interfere with a course of action he thought right. It would be wrong for people to
infer, Mill maintained, that his sympathy for Bradlaugh had any connection with
the latter’s religious opinions. What Mill admired in Bradlaugh was his
thoughtfulness, his “ardour,” his independence of mind. He was a “strenuous
supporter of representation of minorities” and an “earnest” Malthusian. “If the
capability of taking & the courage of maintaining such views as these is not a

1291 etter to Austin Holyoake, LL, CW, XVI, 1433 (28 Aug., 1868).
13013,d., 1434-5 (12 Sept., 1868).
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recommendation, to impartial persons, of an extreme radical politician, what is?”
Admitting that the first priority should be the return of supporters of Gladstone,
Mill observed that opponents of Gladstone were not contesting Northampton and
that it was necessary to look beyond “the immediate struggle.” He expressed the
| hope that the House of Commons elected in 1868 would embark on “a general
; revision of our institutions” and begin to act “against the many remediable evils
which infest the existing state of society.”

Already the too exclusive attention to one great question [the Irish Church] has caused it to
be generally remarked, by friends & enemies, that there will be very little new blood in the
future Parlt, that the new H. of C. will be entirely composed of the same men, or the same
kind of men, as the old one. Now I do not hesitate to say that this is not what ought to
happen. We want, in the first place, representatives of the classes, now first admitted to the
representation. And in the next place we want men of understanding whose minds can admit

" ideas notincluded in the conventional creed of Liberals or of Radicals, & men also of ardent

zeal.'¥!

In a letter of 1 October Mill again turned to the need for a real representation of
working-class “opinions and feelings,” which he was not at all sure the result of
the 1868 general election would secure. It would be the responsibility of the new
House to pass legislation that would improve the quality of life for the masses.
“This cannot be expected unless the suffering as well as the prosperous classes are
represented. ”!32

That Bradlaugh, if elected, would do useful work in the House of Commons,
Miil did not doubt; Edwin Chadwick’s services there, Mill believed, would be
invaluable. Their longstanding friendship made him keenly conscious both of
Chadwick’s ambition to sit in the House and of England’s shabby treatment of a
man who had done much for the betterment of his society. Mill encouraged
Chadwick to stand for Kilmamock against E.P. Bouverie, an Adullamite, and
Mill’s intervention in this contest would give rise to nearly as much unfavourable
comment as did his support of Bradlaugh.!3?

Chadwick took with him to Kilmamock a glowing letter of recommendation
from Mill. On 16 and 22 October The Times published the exchange of
correspondence that ensued between Bouverie and Mill. In his letter of 25
September the former conveyed his surprise and chagrin that Mill should instigate
adivision among the Liberals at Kilmamock, who had supported Bouverie as their
member for more than two decades. Acknowledging that he and Mill had their
political differences, he observed that these had not prevented him, as an elector in
Westminster, from endorsing Mill’s candidacy. “Toleration for minor differ-

1311 etter to Thomas Beggs, ibid., 1449-50 (27 Sept., 1868).

133] etter to Samuel Warren Burton, ibid., 1452.

133See The Times, 21 Oct., 1868, 9. On 29 October Mill would admit to Caimnes that he was *more
attacked for helping Chadwick against Bouverie . . . than even for subscribing to Bradlaugh; though the
latter proceeding is the more likely of the two to alienate voters in Westminster” (LL, CW, XV1, 1465).
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ences, union for common public objects, such, at least, is the doctrine I entertain
with regard to party action, and without a practical adhesion to it, I believe the
Liberals will be powerless for good.”!>*

In his response of 4 October Mill did not say what he thought of Bouverie’s

notion of party. Instead he concentrated on Chadwick’s special claims as an

“exceptional man,” asserting that “I would very gladly put him in my place if  saw
a probability of success.” Chadwick’s qualities were such that considerations of
party were, in his case, of secondary importance. Mill implied, however, that he
could, if pressed, defend his intervention on party grounds. '3’

Bouverie did press him. On 13 October he accused Mill of setting himself up as
an authority competent to determine the best interests of the electors of
Kilmarnock. “If I were to act on your advice [ by withdrawing], the result would be
a substitution of your individual opinion for the free choice of the constituency.”
As the electors of Westminster, presumably, did not want Chadwick as their
representative, there might be good reason to suppose that he would be no more
acceptable to Kilmarnock. In effect, Bouverie verie charged Mill with an arrogant
presumption that threatened to harm the Liberal interest, affirming that “the best
hope“Gf‘GuTEémmon polmcal adversaries lies in the Liberal constituencies being
exposed to a contest among Liberals. !

Mill issued a very lengthy rejoinder on 19 October, in which he projected a
conception of the Liberal party from which he knew Bouverie must dissent. He
laid bare the mgmﬁcance he attached to the general election, placmg personal
considerations well into the background, and announcing that *“we are not now in
ordinary times.” There were new electors and “new questions to be decid
Parliament required men who understood “the wants of the country” and the
remedies for *“the most pressing existing evils.” The challenge to the Palmerston-
ians was unmistakable. T the “recognised candidates of the party” did not include
“a reasonable number of men of advanced opinions, or possessing the confidence
of the working classes,” then they should not be surprised to face compctmon from
unrecognized candidates. The Adullamites had wounded the Liberal party in the
preceding Parliament and “if a similar result should befall it in the next there will
be cause for bitter regret that the liberal party did not fight out its battles at the
polling booths rather than in the lobby of the H. of C.” Mill’s strident conclusion
stated as bluntly as could be stated under the circumstances his view that the
Liberal party could well afford to do without Bouverie and those who sympathized
with his politics.

We do not want men who cast reluctant looks back to the old order of things, nor men whose
liberalism consists chiefly in a warm adherence to all the liberal measures already passed,
but men whose heart & soul are in the cause of progress, & who are animated by that ardour

134The Times, 16 Oct., 1868, 10.
13511, CW, XVI, 1453-4; The Times, 16 Oct., 1868, 10.
13¢The Times, 16 Oct., 1868, 10.
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which in politics as in war kindles the commander to his highest achievements & makes the
army at his command worth twice its numbers; men whose, zeal will encourage their leader
to attempt what their fidelity will give him strength to do. It would be poor statesmanship to
gain a seeming victory at the poll by returning a majority numerically large but composed of
the same incompatible elements as the last.!¥’

Mill hoped that the general election would mmatc a Radncal take -over of the
Liberal party. e

He ‘may have felt fairly confident of his own success during the months in
Avignon. By late October, however, the concemn of Liberal organizers over the
effort being mounted by W.H. Smith led to Mill’s being summoned to London for
the final fortnight of the campaign.'*® Only upon his return did he comprehend the
seriousness of his predicament. The tone and content of his election speeches
suggest that leading figures on the Liberal Committee, believing that Mill had put
himself in a dangerously exposed position and desiring to undo some of the
damage that had been done, counselled moderation, restraint, and discretion. That
such advice should be proffered is entirely understandable; that Mill should have
. taken it to heart is perhaps a little baffling.

The most striking characteristic of Mill’s November election speeches is that
they are indistinguishable in message from what orthodox Liberal candidates were
saying up and down the country. They are highly conventiona)] partisan speeches.
Praise for Gladstone, cuts for the Tories, the obligatory reference to the Irish
Church, vague allusions to Irish land and social reform—these are the staple of
Mill’s election addresses. >® He had little to say about Jamaica. women’s suffrage,
personal representation, or the fadicalization of the Liberal party. Something
app"r’q’i‘_c'ﬁrmenswcness crept into both the speeches and the letters he wrote for
publication at this time. In reiterating his hostility to the ballot, Mill expressed
regret that he should find himself “conscientiously opposed to many of the Liberal
party, though not in principle, upon the ballot question.” (Mill stood on principle
in rejecting the ballot; where this left the multitude of Liberals who favoured secret
voting—from whom he pointedly declined to separate himself “in principle”—it
is not easy to know.) His audience, in any case, need not worry about his position
on the issue: “If he was wrong, he would be beaten in the end; so they could afford
to let him have his way” (344). More revealing yet is Mill’s letter of 9 November
on the Bradlaugh connection that appeared two days later in The Times, Daily
News, and Morning Star. Written in response to the fuss over the matter being

13711, CW, XVI, 1460-4; The Times, 22 Oct., 1868, 3.

1385 ee his letter to Cairnes, LL, CW, XV1, 1465 (29 Oct., 1868).

13 ory remarks on Gladstone were a commonplace in the election speeches of Liberal
candidates, and Mill certainly was not remiss in this respect. Bagehot observes: “Mr. Gladstone's
personal popularity was such as has not been seen since the time of Mr. Pitt, and such as may never be
seen again. . . . A bad speaker is said to have been asked how he got on as a candidate. ‘Oh," he
answered, ‘when I do not know what to say, | say “Gladstone,” and then they are sure to cheer, and |
have time to think’” (Introduction to 2nd ed. of The English Constitution, Works, V, 171).
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kicked up by the Tories, it says much for his state of mind a week before polling
day.

1suppose the persons who call me an Atheist are the same who are impudently asserting that
Mr. Gladstone is a Roman Catholic. . . . An attempt was made to raise the same cry against
me at my first election, & the defence which I did not choose to make for myself was made
for me by several eminent dignitaries of the C[hurch] of England. . . . If any one again tells
you that I am an atheist, I would advise you to ask him, how he knows and in what page of
my numerous writings he finds anything to bear out the assertion.'*

Helen Taylor, on discovering that Mill had penned such a letter for publication,
was not a little indignant. “I cannot tell you how ashamed I feel. . . . Do not
disgrace yourself as an open and truthful man; do not shut the door to all future
power of usefulness on religious liberty by such mean & wretched subterfuges as
this letter.”'*!

Helen Taylor did not walk in Mill’s shoes (though she may have tied them for
him). In early November Mill had become acutely aware of the difficulties that in
the preceding months had not penetrated his Avignon refuge. He held his cards
close to his chest in the fortnight before the election because he lacked faith in the
hand he had dealt himself. It was by no means a hand to be ashamed of —the
pursuit of Eyre, fixity of tenure for Irish tenants, the contribution to Bradlaugh’s
campaign, and the endorsement of Chadwick—and Mill was not ashamed of it. He
feared, however, that it might be a losing hand. Mill wanted to win in 1868 in order
to be part of a new Liberal dispensation to which he felt he had much to offer.

Neither Mill nor perhaps anyone else could have known in early November that
W.H. Smith was not beatable. In the interval between the 1865 and 1868 elections
Smith and his people had been assiduously nursing Westminster. His commitment
and money, the latter drawn from a purse so deep as to approximate bottomiess-
ness, generated the foundation of the London and Westminster Constitutional
Association and fuelled the high level of activity it sustained in the lead-up to and
during the 1868 election.'#? Excluding the money spent on this effort prior to the
summer of 1868 and the money spent by the London and Westminster
Constitutional Association on behalf of Smith’s candidacy while the election was
in progress, expenditure directly attributable to Smith at the contest came to
£9000, more than four times what the Liberal Committee spent for Grosvenor and
Mill. 143

140] etter to Frederick Bates, LL, CW, XVI, 1483.

141Helen Taylor to Mill, Mill-Taylor Collection, British Library of Political and Economic Science,
Vol. LIl (12 Nov., 1868).

142800 Hanham, Elections and Party Management, 107-8. The Hambleden Papers (W.H. Smith and
Son, London) for these years supply abundant evidence of the buildup of a formidable Tory machine in
Westminster under Smith’s leadership.

M3Mill's supporters filed a petition against Smith’s return, claiming that the Smith campaign had
bought votes. The petition was heard by Baron Martin, who ruled that aithough the bribing of voters
seemed to figure among the practices of the London and Westminster Constituttonal Association,

gt
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The Liberals got many more votes for their money than did Smith, but they were
not enough to carry Mill: Smith, 7648; Grosvenor, 6584; Mill, 6284. Smith’s
victory marked the beginning of a trend that would establish Westminster as a
virtually invincible Tory stronghold in the late nineteenth century. Two Tories
would be returned at the 1874 election, Smith on this occasion polling 9371 votes,
nearly 5000 more than the stronger of the two Liberal candidates. '** When viewed
from this perspective, a perspective unavailable in 1868 to Westminster Liberals
disappointed with their showing, it can be seen that Mill did not do at all badly.
Might he have won had he known that Grosvenor and not Smith was the man to
beat and acted accordingly?

Mill did not run against Grosvenor in 1868 nor could he have done so. In 1865
animosity between their respective Committees had been overcome shortly before
polling day in the interest of mutual assistance, from which Mill stood to benefit
more than Grosvenor. In 1868 there was a single Liberal Committee sponsoring
both candidates. It could not be said that Grosvenor had distinguished himself in
the House of Commons, but then no one had expected him to. Unlike his kinsman,
the future Duke of Westminster,'**> Captain Grosvenor had kept his distance from
the Adullamite camp and done nothing to give offence to either Gladstone or
advanced Liberals. In July of 1868 the leader of the Liberal party, aware that
Grosvenor intended to stand again, sent a letter to the Chairman of the Westminster
Liberal Committee recommending Grosvenor to the electors of the constituen-
cy.' A unilateral decision by Mill to take on Grosvenor would have created
havoc in Liberal ranks and probably harmed Mill more than Grosvenor, who might
have attracted more Tory votes than he did if Mill had gone after him. Most
Conservatives clearly plumped for Smith, but those who did not would be far more
likely to split their votes between Smith and Grosvenor than between Smith and
Mill. If Liberals of whatever stripe could find little to complain of in Grosvenor’s
conduct, he was inconsequential enough to generate much less hostility among
Tories than did his Liberal associate. Mill, in short, had almost no room for
manoeuvre in November of 1868; that he finished only three hundred votes behind

_ Grosvenor was in itself a triumph of sorts.

Although Mill was the most eminent of the Radicals denied admission to the
Gladstonian host elected in 1868, he had plenty of worthy company. Bradlaugh
and Chadwick were defeated. George Odger, in whose candidacy Mill had taken a

Smith could not be held responsible for the conduct of this “independent agency.” Smith's election
stood. See O’Leary, Elimination of Corrupt Practices, 50-1.

144See John Biddulph Martin, “The Elections of 1868 and 1874, Royal Statistical Society Journal,
XXXV (1874), 197. The combined total of votes for the two Liberal candidates at Westminster in
1874 was only 8184; the two Tories polled 18,052 between them.

1SHugh Lupus Grosvenor; see xxx above.

1464 Captain Grosvenor . . . has shewn himself to be an able and faithful representative, whom his
constituents might well have chosen from his personal merits and ability aione™ (Hanham, Elections
and Party Management, 80).
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special interest,!*’ retired from the field in Chelsea to prevent a Conservative
victory there. Edmond Beales, George Howell, and W.R. Cremer—Ileading
figures (as was Odger) in the political world of working-class activists—failed to
win their contests. The university Liberals—G.C. Brodrick, E.A. Freeman,
Auberon Herbert, George Young, Godfrey Lushington, Charles Roundell—were
also unsuccessful. 48 None of this was lost on Mill, who found little to celebrate in
the results. In a letter to Charles Eliot Norton, Mill remarked on “the defeat of the
radical party throughout the country.”%

A Liberal party, even one led by Gladstone, that did not include a substantial
battalion of Radicals in the House of Commons (working-class representatives
among them) was of limited use to Mill. The experience of 1868 compelled him to
recognize that Liberal constituency organizations, largely dominated by men of
means, would resist the changes in personnel and policy that he wished to
promote.!3® He also believed that such short-sightedness would ultimately
alienate the working-class electorate and enfeeble the Liberal party. In early
November he asserted to John Plummer that the “Liberal party will have cause to
repent of not having adopted the best leaders of the working men and helped them
to seats. 3! Mill urged working-class political organizations to use their influence
to insist on representation equal to that of the higher classes within the party.
“Where a place returns two members, one of these should be a candidate specially
acceptable to the working classes: where there is but one, he shd be selected in
concert by both sections of Liberals.”'? Mill’s loyalty to a Gladstonian Liberal °
party that refused to give the working classes their due did not extend very far. By
February of 1870 he was ready to sanction tactics that emphasized his complete
detachment from the Liberal establishment. Writing to George Odger, Mill
declared: ™It plain that the Whigs intend to monopolise political power as long as
they can without coalescing in any degree with the Radicals. The working men are
quite right in allowing Tories to get into the House to defeat this exclusive feeling
of the Whigs, and may do it without sacrificing any principle.”!3

When Mill came to write the concluding section of the Autobiography he had
been disabused of the notion that the 1867 Reform Act and a Gladstonian
ascendancy would usher in a new political era responsive to his sense of priorities.
He conceived of the years immediately following his defeat as the beginning of a

47See letter to W.R. Cremer, LL. CW, XVI, 1485 (10 Nov., 1868).

148For a valuable study of the university liberals, see Christopher Harvie, The Lights of Liberalism:
University Liberals and the Challenge of Democracy (London: Penguin, 1976).

911, CW, XVI, 1493 (28 Nov., 1868).

130The leading item on Mill’s list of policy changes would probably have been the land question,
Irish and English. For Mill's relation to this subject, see David Martin, John Stuart Mill and the Land
Question (Hull: University of Hull Publications, 1981).

1, CW, XV1, 1479 (5 Nov., 1868).

152 etter to R.C. Madge (Secretary of the Chelsea Working Men’s Parliamentary Electoral

Association), ibid., 1514 (7 Dec., 1868).
1531bid., XVII, 1697 (19 Feb., 1870).
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transitional period, the outcome of which could not be confidently predicted.'>*
Mill’s post-election uncertainty manifestly distorted the account he gave of his
parliamentary career by refracting it through a lens that elevated the independent
aspects of his conduct at the expense of the pattern of action moulded from his
interpretation of the ongoing party struggle and its possible implications. Such a
pattern did exist, and its source resided in Mill’s view of himself as a progressive
politician functioning within a system that seemed to offer unprecedented
opportunities for a fundamental reshaping of the Liberal party.

In retrospect it may appear that Mill should have known better than to think that
things could have turned out other than they did in 1868. His hopes and illusions, it
might be supposed, were those of an amateur lacking a sound grasp of the English
political world and the social forces that shaped it. Such condescension would be
misplaced. The mid-Victorian equilibrium and the reassurance it gave the
governing classes concerning the stability of English society made the granting of
borough household suffrage a conceivable option in 1867. But those who
conceded so much were by no means sure that nothing untoward would flow from
it. Mill’s perhaps unreasonable hopes were matched by equally unreasonable fears
on the part of some whose miscalculations could not be ascribed to political
naiveté. Lord Derby meant what he said when he spoke of “a leap in the dark.”
Mill was looking for a leap into the light, and from 1866 through 1868 he had done
what he thought best to help prepare the way for it.

THE LATE PUBLIC SPEECHES

RELEASED from parliamentary constraints and responsibilities, Mill redirected his
political activism in the last five years of his life to focus on several abiding
passions: women’s suffrage, education, and land reform.'>> As assessment of

1541 January of 1869 Mill wrote that he had “never felt more uncertainty about the immediate future
of politics™ (part of a passage deleted from a letter to W.T. Thomton, ibid., 1548 {16 Jan., 1869]). Two
months later he admitted to Fawcett that he had “considerable difficulty in judging . . . of any question
of political tactics, during the present transitional state of politics™ (ibid., 1579 [22 Mar., 1869]).

155Whereas Mill was central in initiating the organized movements for women's suffrage and land
reform, his taking up of the education question was prompted by the government’s 1870 Education
Bill. Although he spoke on education, he did not publish material on the subject during these years, as
he did on the other two. The Subjection of Women appeared in print in 1869. Relevant to his association
with the land question in this period are two essays written for the Fortnightly Review, “Professor
Leslie on the Land Question,” n.s., VII (1870), 641-54 (in Essays on Economics and Society, CW,
IV-V [Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1967}, V, 669-85); “Mr. Maine on Village
Communities,” n.s., IX (1871), 543-56; the 1871 Programme of the Land Tenure Reform
Association, with an Explanatory Statement by John Stuart Mill (in CW, V, 687-95); and three
contributions to the Examiner in 1873: “Advice to Land Reformers,” 4 Jan., 1-2; “Should Public
Bodies Be Required to Sell Their Lands?” 11 Jan., 29-30; “The Right of Property in Land,” 19 July,
725-8 (in Newspaper Writings, ed. Ann P. and John M. Robson, CW, XXII-XXV [Toronto: University
of Toronto Press, 1986], XXV, 1227-43).
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Mill’s parliamentary career shows in its abundant variety those elements that
defined its essential unity, so analysis of the late public speeches reveals features
common to the core of Mill’s radicalism. Hitherto, the fundamental question has
been: What do the Westminster years demonstrate about the character of Mill’s
political objectives in the second half of the 1860s and the means by which he
sought to give them effect? Emphasis has been placed on Mill’s conception of the
party struggle and its relation to his ultimate purposes. The claim is not that the
meaning of each and every speech he gave in the House of Commons can be
uncovered only through a penetration of the political layers within which the words
were often embedded, but that on those critical issues determining the rise and fall
of p ortunes Mill acted as a politician in pursuit of fairly precise political aims.
Even though the parliafiientary context is not especially germane to most of the late
public speeches, when viewed as a group they can be seen to encapsulate themes
basic to what Mill had been doing from 1865 through 1868.

The speeches on women’s suffrage, education, and land reform manifest Mill’s
commitment to a politics of inclusion. The exclusion of women from the franchise
“is a last remnant of the old bad state of society—the regimen of privileges and
disabilities” (407). Mill wants a sound elementary education made available to all
children. He stoutly rejects the claims of religious sectarianism to rate-money
designated for educational ends. The exclusionist tendencies of sectarianism were
anathema to Mill. The existing distribution of landed property in England,
buttressed by such artificial contrivances as primogeniture, entail, and strict
settlement, unjustly excluded the vast majority of people from what should be
accessible to all. Mill, speaking on behalf of the Land Tenure Reform Association,
denounced such contrivances. The Association’s programme, in the drawing up of
which Mill had been instrumental, also called for preservation of the commons,
government supervision of the waste lands in the interest of the public and the
agricultural labourers (to whom allotments on favourable terms should be
offered), and—most radical of ali—a tax on the uneamed increment of rent.!3¢
Landed property must no longer be treated “as if it existed for the power and
dignity of the proprietary class and not for the general good” (417).

Unquestionably, a strain of old anti-establishment radicalism lingered in Mill.
Prmleges monopohes exclusxveness—m hls mind, these were - Tinked inextica-

more interested in elucidating the advantages of progressive change than he was in
savaging what remained (quite a lot) of the establishment.

Mill’s politics of inclusion sprang from a_profoundly democratic civic
s nale 1Y AP0 v
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!%¢For a stimulating assessment of the general controversy over land reform and its political
significance, see Harold Perkin, “Land Reform and Class Conflict in Victonan Britain,” in hus The
Structured Crowd: Essays in English Social History (Brighton: Harvester Press, 1981), 100-35. For
Mill in particular, see Martin, John Stuart Mill and the Land Question, and Samuel Hollander, The
Economics of John Stuart Mill, 2 vols. (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1985), II, 833-55.
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consciousness. Participation was integral to political education. An educated
citizenry was vital to the creation and perpetuation of a healthy body politic. The
expansive ideal of citizenship inculcated by Mill put a premium on a widely
diffused energy, virtue, and intelligence. The achievement of a higher politics
required, among other things, opportunities for personal growth, which entailed
bringing more and better schooling, more civic participation, more material
benefits, and more beauty within the reach of more and more people. Thus Mill
ardently supported working-class enfranchisement and women’s suffrage; univer-
sal elementary education, which should be in no way inferior to the best primary
education bought by the rich; the election of women and working men to school
boards; generous allotments for agricultural labourers; public access to parks and
commons; and, indeed, a citizen army (“Henceforth our army should be our whole
people trairied and disciplined™) (413). Political development, personal growth,
and an increase in the total sum of human happiness were to advance together.
Mill appreciated that very practical considerations respecting political power
had to be attacked by a reformer with an agenda such as this. Abraham Hayward,
in his obituary on Mill for The Times, observed that “of late years Mill has not
come before the world with advantage. When he appeared in public it was to
advocate the fanciful rights of women, or to propound some impracticable reform
or revolutionary change in the laws relating to land. ' It should be borne in mind
that Hayward and The Times would have cheered the resurrection of Palmerston.
The picture of the later Mill as a crotchety philosopher promoting hare-brained
schemes comforted those who wanted no part of his radicalism. That radicalism
deliberately cultivated a hard-headedness that Hayward's shallow dismissal
cannot obscure. Mill persxstently grappled with issues of power: political,
intellectual, and economic. A-staté that withheld the franchise from women,
quality elementary education from the masses, and land reform from the
agricultural labourers of England and the tenant farmers of Ireland illegitimately
denied to these groups the power needed for self-protection. The liberal state
advocated by Mill would confer that power upon the disadvantaged and
dispossessed. Mill’s political speeches, no less than his political writings, evince a
feadiness to tackle the problem of power. “Safety does not lie in excluding some,
butin admlttmg all, that contrary errors and excesses may neutralise one another”
(390-1). With the suffrage, women “cannot long be denied any just right, or
excluded from any fair advantage: without it, their interests and feelings will
always be a secondary consideration, and it will be thought of little consequence
how much their sphere is circumscribed, or how many modes of using their
faculties are denied to them” (380). Mill is encouraged by signs of an awakening
agricultural labouring class, the “most neglected, and, as it has hitherto seemed,
most helpless portion of the labouring population.” They had at last “found a

157The Times, 10 May, 1873, 5.
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voice, which can, and which will, make itself heard by the makers of our laws”
(430). There is plenty of room for disagreement among commentators concerning
how successfully Mill assayed the problem of power; it cannot be persuasively
argued that he overlooked or evaded it.

The theoretical and practical tenability of a politics of inclusion partly hinged
upon its enlistment of a valid principle and process of authority.!>® The final
authority for public policy must reside in the will of the democracy. The exercise
of that will in the public interest, however, necessitated the acceptance by the
demos of a conspicuous role for individuals with superior abilities, knowledge,
and experience.

Different people had very different ideas of popular government; they thought that it meant
that public men should fling down all the great subjects among the people, let every one who
liked have his word about them, and trust that out of the chaos there would form itself
something called public opinion, which they would have nothing to do but to carry into
effect. That was not his idea of popular government, and he did not believe that popular
government thus understood and carried on would come to good. His idea of popular
government was, a government in which statesmen, and thinking and instructed people
generally pressed forward with their best thoughts.and plans,.and strove with all their might
to impress them on the public mind. What constituted the government a free and popular one
was, not that the initiative was left to the general mass, but that statesmen and thinkers were
obliged to carry the mind and will of the mass.along with them; they could not impose these
ideas by roMmpUIsion as despots could. (395.)

In Parliament and out, Mill strove with all his might.

158A]though a mww wrote, he never furnished an extensive
or systematic treatment of the issue. For a valuable exploration of the problem, see Richard B.
Friedman, “ An Introduction to Mill’s Theory of Authority.” in Mill: A Collection of Critical Essays,
ed. J.B. Schneewind (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1969), 379-425.






Textual Introduction

JOHN M. ROBSON

MOST OF MILL’S LATER SPEECHES have never been republished.! Those here
collected? are mainly from Parliamentary Debates and newspapers; one uniquely
exists in manuscript and one in typescript, and four others are also extant in
manuscript as well as in print; a handful appeared in pamphlets, and one was
reprinted in Dissertations and Discussions.

Our goal, to include all Mill’s speeches in the House of Commons and in
public,3 remains ideal, for several reasons. First, Mill kept no record of his
speeches, and we have had to follow many trails, some clear, others overgrown.
Locating the public, non-parliamentary speeches gave most difficulty. The
existence of a few is signalled in correspondence and other documents, some are
found in manuscript or in newspaper clippings in the Mill-Taylor Collection, and
others have been located through that indispensable but tormenting aid, Palmer’s
Index to The Times. The Times, however, did not report all Mill’s speeches, and
we have had to search through files of other London (and occasionally provincial)
papers. Under current and abiding conditions, such a search can never be final, and
we have asked for and received help from scholars and institutions. Our success
will be tested by time and the industry of others; our certain claim is only that we
have found many more than were previously known. Locating Mill’s speeches in
the House of Commons presents no comparable difficulty, the basic guide being
the index in Parliamentary Debates. Even here, however, a couple of minor items
appeared only after a search through St. Stephen’s Chronicle, a short-lived journal
of parliamentary affairs.

A second problem lies in definition. What is “a speech”? Surely some
interjections cannot qualify, and what of questions and replies, or series of short
comments? No logical fineness seems here necessary, and our short answer is that

"Headnotes to the individual items give details of publication and republication during Mill's
lifetime. In his unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, “The Collected Speeches of John Stuart Mill with
Introduction and Notes” (Wisconsin, 1955), John Ellery included a substantial but incomplete
collection of the speeches in raw form.

His other extant speeches, all from the 1820s, are in Journals and Debating Speeches,
Vols. XXVI-XXVII of the Collected Works.

3The only exception is the Inaugural Address at St. Andrews, which is included with Mill’s other
educational writings in Essays on Equality, Law, and Education, CW, Vol. XXI, on the grounds that it
was prepared for publicat