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SADLER’S LAW OF POPULATION. (Jury 1830.)

The Law of Population : o Treatise in Six Books, in Disproof
of the Superfecundity of Human Beings, and developing
the real Prinoiple of their Increase. By MIcHAEL THoMAs
SApLER, MLP. 2 vols. 8vo. London: 1830.

We did not expect a good book from Mr. Sadler: and it
is well that we did not; for he has given us a very bad
one. The matter of his treatise is extraordinary; the
manner more extraordinary still. His arrangement is con-
fused, his repetitions endless, his style everything which it
ought not to be. Instead of saying what he has to say
with the perspicuity, the precision, and the simplicity in
which consists the eloquence proper to scientific writing,
he indulges without measure in vague, bombastic decla-
mation, made up of those fine things which boys of fifteen
admire, and which everybody, who is not destined to be
a boy all his life, weeds vigorously out of his compositions
after five-and-twenty. That portion of his two thick
volumes which is not made up of statistical tabM®s, con-
sists principally of ejaculations, apostrophes, metaphors,
similes, —all the worst of their respective kinds. His
thoughts are dressed up in this shabby finery with so
much profusion and so little discrimination, that they re-
mind us of a company of wretched strolling players, who
have huddled on suits of ragged and faded tinsel, taken
from a common wardrobe, and fitting neither their per-
sons nor their parts; and who then exhibit themselves to
the laughing and pitying spectators, in a state of strutting,
B2



4 SADLER'S LAW OF POPULATION.

ranting, painted, gilded beggary. «Oh, rare Daniels!”
¢ Political economist, go and do thou likewise |” ¢ Hear,
ye political economists and anti-populationists !” ¢« Popu-
lation, if not proscribed and worried down by the Cer-
berean dogs of this wretched and cruel system, really
does press against the level of the means of subsistence,
and still elevating that level, it continues thus to urge
society through advancing stages, till at length the strong
and resistless hand of necessity presses the secret spring
of human prosperity, and the portals of Providence fly
open, and disclose to the enraptured gaze the promised
land of contented and rewarded labour.” These are
specimens, taken at random, of Mr. Sadler’s eloquence.
We could easily multiply them ; but our readers, we fear,
are already inclined {o cry for mercy.

Much blank verse and much rhyme is also scattered
through these volumes, sometimes rightly quoted, some-
times wrongly,—sometimes good, sometimes insufferable,
—sometimes taken from Shakspeare, and sometimes, for
aught we know, Mr. Sadler’s own. ¢ Let man,” cries the
philosopher, «take heed how he rashly violates his trust;”
and thereupon he breaks forth into singing as follows :

% What myriads wait in destiny’s dark womb,
Doubtful of life or an eternal tomb!
'Tis his to blot them from the book of fate,
Or, like a second Deity, create ;
To dry the stream of being in its source,

¢ Or bid it, widening, win its restless course ;
‘While, earth and heaven replenishing, the flood
Rolls to its Ocean fount, and rests in God.”

If these lines are not Mr. Sadler’s, we heartily beg his
pardon for our suspicion —a suspicion which, we ac-
knowledge, ought not to be lightly entertained of any
human being. We can only say that we never met with
them before, and that we do not much care how long it
may be before we meet with them, or with any others
like them, again.
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The spirit of this work is as bad as its style. We never
met with a book which so strongly indicated that the
writer was in a good humour. with himself, and in a bad
humour with everybody else ; which contained so much
of that kind of reproach which is vulgarly said to be no
slander, and of that kind of praise which is vulgarly said
to be no commendation. Mr. Malthus is attacked in
language which it would be scarcely decent to employ
repecting Titus Oates. * Atrocious,”  execrable,” «blas-
phemous,” and other epithets of the same kind, are
poured forth against that able, excellent, and honourable
man, with a profusion which in the early part of the
work excites indignation, but, after the first hundred
pages, produces mere weariness and nausea. In the pre-
face, Mr. Sadler excuses himself on the plea of haste.
Two-thirds of his book, he tells us, were written in a few
months. If any terms have escaped him which can be
construed into personal disrespect, he shall deeply regret
that he had not more time to revise them. We must in-
form him that the tone of his book required a very
different apology ; and that a quarter of a year, though
it is a short time for a man to be engaged in writing a
book, is a very long time for a man to be in a passion.

The imputation of being in a passion Mr. Sadler will not
disclaim. His is a theme, he tells us, on which it were
impious to be calm;” and he boasts that, “instead of
conforming to the candour of the present age, he has
imitated the honesty of preceding ones, in efpressing
himself with the utmost plainness and freedom through-
out.” If Mr. Sadler really wishes that the controversy
about his new principle of population should be carried
on with all the license of the seventeenth century, we can
have no personal objections. We are quite as little
afraid of a contest in which quarter shall be neither given
nor taken as hé can be. But we would advise him
seriously to consider, before he publishes the promised
continuation of his work, whether he be not one of that
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6 SADLER'S LAW OF POPULATION.

class of writers who stand peculiarly in need of the
candour which he insults, and who would have most to
fear from that unsparing severity which he practises and
recommends.

There is only one excuse for the extreme acrimony with
which this book is written; and that excuse is but a bad
one. Mr. Sadler imagines that the theory of Mr. Malthus
is inconsistent with Christianity, and even with the purer
forms of Deism. Now, even had this been the case, a
greater degree of mildness and self-command than Mr.
Sadler has shown would have been becoming in a writer
who had undertaken to defend the religion of charity.
But, in fact, the imputation which has been thrown on
Mr. Malthus and his followers is so absurd as scarcely to
deserve an answer. As it appears, however, in almost
every page of Mr. Sadler’s book, we will say a few words
respecting it.

Mr. Sadler describes Mr. Malthus’s principle in the
following words :—

« It pronounces that there exists an evil in the principle of
population ; an evil, not accidental, but inherent; not of occa-
sional occurrence, but in perpetual operation; not light, tran-
sient, or mitigated, but productive of miseries, compared with
which all those inflicted by human institutions, that is to say,
by the weakness and wickedness of man, however instigated, are
¢light:’ an evil, finally, for which there is no remedy save one,
which had been long overlooked, and which is now enunciated
in terms which evince anything rather than confidence. It is
a principle, moreover, pre-eminently bold, as well as ¢ clear.’
With a presumption, to call it by no fitter name, of which it
may be doubted whether literature, heathen or Christian, fur-
nishes a parallel, it professes to trace this supposed evil to its
source, ‘the laws of nature, which are those of God; thereby
implying, and indeed asserting, that the law by which the Deity
multiplies his offspring, and that by which he makes provision
for their sustentation, are different, and, indged, irreconcilable.”

« This theory,” he adds, “in the plain apprehension
of the many, lowers the character of the Deity in that
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attribute, which, as Rousseau has well observed, is the
most essential to him, his goodness; or otherwise, im-
pugns his wisdom.”

Now nothing is more certain than that there is physical
and moral evil in the world. Whoever, therefore, be-
lieves, as we do most firmly believe, in the goodness of
God must believe that there is no incompatibility between
the goodness of God and the existence. of physical and
moral evil. If, then, the goodness of God be not incom-
patible with the existence of physical and moral evil,
on what grounds does Mr. Sadler maintain that the good-
ness of God is incompatible with the law of population
laid down by Mr. Malthus ?

Is there any difference between the particular form of
evil which would be produced by over-population, and
other forms of evil which we know to exist in the world ?
It is, says Mr. Sadler, not a light or transient evil, but a
great and permanent evil. What then? The question
of the origin of evil is a question of ay or no,—not a
question of more or less. If any explanation can be
found by which the slightest inconvenience ever sustained
by any sentient being can be reconciled with the divine
attribute of benevolence, that explanation will equally
apply to the most dreadful and extensive calamities that
can ever afflict the human race. The difficulty arises
from an apparent contradiction in terms; and that diffi-
culty is as complete in the case of a headache which lasts
for an hour as in the case of a pestilence which un-
peoples an empire,—in the case of the gust which makes
us shiver for a moment as in the case of the hurricane
in which an Armada is cast away.

It is, according to Mr. Sadler, an instance of pre-
sumption unparalleled in literature, heathen or Christian,
to trace an evil to “ the laws of nature, which are those
of God,” as its source. Is not hydrophobia an evil?
And is it not a law of nature that hydrophobia should
be communicated by the bite of a mad dog? Is not

B 4



8 SADLER'S LAW OF POPULATION.

malaria an evil? And is it not a law of nature that in
particular situations the human frame should be liable to
malaria? We know that there is evil in the world. If
it is not to be traced to the laws of nature, how did it
come into the world? Is it supernatural? And, if we
suppose it to be supernatural, is not the difficulty of
reconciling it with the divine attributes as great as if we
suppose it to be-natural ?  Or, rather, what do the words
natural and supernatural mean when applied to the
operations of the Supreme Mind ?

Mr. Sadler has attempted, in another part of his work,
to meet these abvious arguments, by a distinction without
a difference.

 The scourges of human existence, as necessary regulators of
the numbers of mankind, it is also agreed by some, are not in-
consistent with the wisdom or benevolence of the Governor of
the universe; though such think that it is a mere after-concern
to ‘reconcile the undeniable state of the fact to the attributes
we assign to the Deity.” ¢The purpose of the earthquake, say
they, ¢the hurricane, the drought, or the famine, by which
thousands, and sometimes almost millions, of the human race,
are at once overwhelmed, or left the victims of lingering want,
is certainly inscrutable” How singular is it that a sophism like
this, so false, as a mere illustration, should pass for an argument,
as it has long done! The principle of population is declared to
be naturally productive of evils to mankind, and as having that
constant and manifest tendency to increase their numbers
beyond the means of their subsistence, which has produced the
unhappy® and disgusting consequences so often enumerated.
This is, then, its universal tendency or rule. But is there in
Nature the same constant tendency to these earthquakes, hurri-
canes, droughts, and famines, by which so many myriads, if not
millions, are overwhelmed or reduced at once to ruin? No;
these awful events are strange exceptions to the ordinary course
of things; their visitations are partial, and they oceur at distant
intervals of time. While Religion has assigned to them a very
solemn office, Philosophy readily refers them to those great and
benevolent principles of Nature by which the universe is regu-
lated. But were there a constantly operating tendency to these
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calamitous occurrences; did we feel the earth beneath us tremu~
lous, and giving ceaseless and certain tokens of the coming
catastrophe of nature; were the hurricane heard mustering its
devastating powers, and perpetually muttering around us; were
the skies ¢like brass, without a cloud to produce one genial
drop to refresh the thirsty earth, and famine, consequently,
visibly on the approach ; I say, would such a state of things, as
resulting from the constant laws of Nature, be € reconcilable with
the attributes we assign to the Deity,’ or with any attributes
which in these inventive days eould be assigned to him, so as to
represent him as anything but the tormentor, rather than the
kind benefactor, of his creatures? Life, in such a condition,
would be like the unceasingly threatened and miserable exist-
ence of Damocles at the table of Dionysius, and the tyrant
himself the worthy image of the Deity of the anti-popula-
tionists.”

Surely this is wretched trifling. Is it on the number
of bad harvests, or of volcanic eruptions, that this great
question depends? Mr. Sadler’s piety, it seems, would be
proof against one rainy summer, but would be overcome
by three or four in succession. On the coasts of the
Mediterranean, where earthquakes are rare, he would be
an optimist. South America would make him a sceptic,
and Java a decided Manichean. To say that religion
assigns a solemn office to these visitations is nothing to
the purpose. Why was man so constituted as to need
such warnings? It is equally unmeaning to say that
philosophy refers these events to benevolent general laws
of nature. In so far as the laws of nature proddce evil,
they are clearly not benevolent. They may produce
much good. But why is this good mixed with evil?
The most subtle and powerful intellects have been labour-
ing for centuries to solve these difficulties. The true
golution, we are inclined to think, is that which has been
rather suggested, than developed, by Paley and Butler.
But there is not one solution which will not apply quite
as well to the evils of over population as to any other
evil. Many excellent people think that it is presumptuous
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to meddle with such high questions at all, and that,
though there doubtless is an explanation, our faculties are
not sufficiently enlarged to comprehend that explanation.
This mode of getting rid of the difficulty, again, will
apply quite as well to the evils of over-population as
to any other evils. We are sure that those who humbly
confess their inability to expound the great enigma act
more rationally and more decorously thap Mr. Sadler,
who tells us, with the utmost confidence, which are the
means and which the ends,—which the exceptions and
which the rules, in the government of the universe ;—
who consents to bear a little evil without denying the
divine benevolence, but distinctly announces that a certain
quantity of dry weather or stormy weather would force
him to regard the Deity as the tyrant of his creatures.

The great discovery by which Mr. Sadler has, as he
conceives, vindicated the ways of Providence is enounced
with all the pomp of capital letters. We must particularly
beg that our readers will peruse it with attention.

“No one fact relative to the human species is more clearly
ascertained, whether by general observation or actual proof,
than that their fecundity varies in different communities and
countries. The principle which effects this variation, without
the necessity of those cruel and unnatural expedients so fre-
quently adverted to, constitutes what I presume to call THE
Law or PopuraTioN; and that law may be thus briefly enun-
ciated :—

% TrE PROLIFICNESS OF HUMAN BEINGS, OTHERWISE SIMILARLY
CIRCUMSFANCED, VARIES INVERSELY AS THEIR NUMBERS.

“The preceding definition may be thus amplified and ex-
plained. Premising, as & mere truism, that marriages under
precisely similar circumstances will, on the average, be equally
fruitful everywhere, I proceed to state, first, that the prolific-
ness of a given number of marriages will, all other circumstances
being the same, vary in proportion to the condensation of the
population, so that that prolificness shall be greatest where the
numbers on an equal space are the fewest, and, on the contrary,
the smallest where those numbers are the largest.”

Mr. Sadler, at setting out, abuses Mr. Malthus for
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enouncing his theory in terms taken from the exact
sciences. “ Applied to the mensuration of human fecun-
dity,” he tells us, “the most fallacieus of all things is
geometrical demonstration;” and he again informs us
that those “act an irrational and irreverent part who
affect to measure the mighty depth of God’s mercies by
their arithmetic, and to demonstrate, by their geometrical
ratios, that if is inadequate to receive and contain the
efflux of that fountain of life which is in Him.”

It appears, however, that it is not to the use of mathe-
matical words, but only to the use of those words in
their right senses that Mr. Sadler objects. The law of
inverse variation, or inverse proportion, is as much a part
of mathematical science as the law of geometric pro-
gressioh. The only difference in this respect between
Mr. Malthus and Mr. Sadler is, that Mr. Malthus knows
what is meant by geometric progression, and that
Mr. Sadler has not the faintest notion of what is meant
by inverse variation. Had he understood the proposition
which he has enounced with so much pomp, its ludicrous
absurdity must at once have flashed on his mind.

Let it be supposed that there is a tract in the back
settlements of America, or in New South Wales, equal in
size to London, with only a single couple, a man and his
wife, living upon it. The population of London, with
its immediate suburbs, is now probably about a million
and a half The average fecundity of a marriage in
London is, as Mr. Sadler tells us, 2:35. How many
children will the woman in the back settlements bear
according to Mr. Sadler’s theory? The solution of the
problem is easy. As the population in this tract in the
back settlements is to the population of London, so will be
the number of children born from a marriage in London
to the number of children born from the marriage of this
couple in the back settlements. That is to say—

2:1,500,000 : : 2-35 : 1,762,500.
The lady will have 1,762,500 children : a large “efflux
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of the fountain of life,” to Borrow Mr. Sadler’s sonorous
rhetoric, as the most philoprogenitive parent could pos-
sibly desire. R

But let us, instead of putting cases of our own, look
at some of those which Mr. Sadler has brought forward
in support of his theory. The following table, he tells
us, exhibits a striking proof of the truth of his main
position. It seems to us to prove only that Mr. Sadler
does not know what inverse proportion means.

Inhabitants on a Children
Countries. square mile, toa
about Marnage.
Cape of Good Hope . . 1 548
North America . . . . 4 522
Russia in Eu.rope e 23 404
Denmark . . . . . . 73 4-89
Prussia . . . . . . 100 470
France, . . . . . . 140 . 422
Englend . . . . . . 160 366

Is 1 to 160 as 366 to 5487 If Mr. Sadler’s principle
were just, the number of children produced by a marriage
at the Cape would be, not 5'48, but very near 600. Or
take America and France. Is 4 to 140 as 422 to 522 °?
The number of births to a marriage in North America
ought, according to this proportion, to be about 150.

Mr. Sadler states the law of population in England
thus :—

% Whére the inhabitants are found to be on the square mile,
From 50 to 100 (2 counties) the births to 100 marnages are 420

— 100 to 150 (9 counties) .. . . 396
— 150 to 200 (16 counties) . . . . . 390
— 200 to 250 (4 counties) . . . . . 388
— 250 to 300 (5 counties) . . . . . 378
— 300 to 350 (3 counties) . . . . . 353
— 500 to 600 (2 counties) . . . . . 331
— 4000 and upwards (1 county) . 246

“Now, I think it quite reasonable to conclude, tha.t were
there not another document in existence relative to this subject,
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the facts thus deduced from the census of England are fully
sufficient to demonstrate the position, that the fecundity of
human beings varies inversely as their numbers. How, I ask,
can it be evaded ?”

What, we ask, is there to evade? Is 246 to 420 as
50 to 40007 Is 331 to 396 as 100 to 500 ? If the law
propounded by Mr. Sadler were correct, the births to a
hundred marriages in the least populous part of England,

246 x 4000
would be ——5—
dred children to every mother. But we will not carry
on these calculations. The absurdity of Mr. Sadler’s
proposition is so palpable that it is unnecessary to select
particular instances. Let us see what are the extremes
of population and fecundity in well-known countries.
The space which Mr. Sadler generally takes is a square
mile. The population at the Cape of Good Hope is,
according to him, one to the square mile. That of London
is two hundred thousand to the square mile. The num-
ber of children at the Cape, Mr. Sadler informs us, is
548 to a marriage. In London, he states it at 2:35 to a
marriage. Now how can that of which all the variations
lie between 2-35 and 548 vary, either directly or inversely,
as that which admits of all the variations between one
and two hundred thousand? Mr. Sadler evidently does
not know the meaning of the word proportion. A million
is a larger quantity than ten. A hundred is a larger
quantity than five. Mr. Sadler thinks, therefove, that
there is no impropriety in saying that a hundred is to five
as a million is to ten, or in the inverse ratio of ten to a
million. He proposes to prove that the fecundity of
marriages varies in inverse proportion to the density of
the population. But all that he attempts to prove is that,
while the population increases from one to a hundred and
sixty on the square mile, the fecundity will diminish from
548 to 3'66 ; and that again, while the population in-
creases from one hundred and sixty to two hundred

that is 19,680,—nearly two hun-
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thousand on the square mile, the fecundity will diminish
from 366 to 2-35.

The proposition which Mr. Sadler enounces, without
understanding the words which he uses, would indeed, if
it could be proved, set us at ease as to the dangers of
over-population. But it is, as we have shown, a pro-
position so grossly absurd that it is difficult for any man
to keep his countenance while he repeats it. The utmost
that Mr. Sadler has ever attempted to prove is this,—that
the fecundity of the human race diminishes as population
becomes more condensed,—but that the diminution of
fecundity bears a very small ratio to the increase of

*population,—so that, while the population on a square
mile is multiplied two hundred-thousand-fold, the fe-
cundity decreases by little more than one-half.

Does this principle vindicate the honour of God?
Does it hold out any new hope or comfort to man? Not
at all. We pledge ourselves to show, with the utmost
strictness of reasoning, from Mr. Sadler’s own principles,
and from facts of the most notorious description, that
every consequence which follows from the law of geo-
metrical progression, laid down by Mr. Malthus, will
follow from the law, miscalled a law of inverse variation,
which has been laid down by Mr. Sadler.

London is the most thickly peopled spot of its size in
the known world. Therefore the fecundity of the popu-
lation of London must, according to Mr. Sadler, be less
than th& fecundity of human beings living on any other
spot of equal size. Mr. Sadler tell us, that “the ratios
of mortality are influenced by the different degrees in
which the population is condensated ; and that, other
circumstances being similar, the relative number of deaths
in a thinly-populated, or country district, is less than
that which takes place in towns, and in towns of a
moderate size less again than that which exists in large
and populous cities.” Therefore the mortality in London
must, according to him, be greater than in other places.
But, though, according to Mr. Sadler, the fecundity is less in
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London than elsewhere, and though the mortality is greater
there than elsewhere, we find that even in London the
number of births greatly exceeds the number of deaths.
During the ten years which ended with 1820, there were
fifty thousand more baptisms than burials within the bills
of mortality. It follows, therefore, that, even within
London itself, an increase of the population is taking
place by internal propagation.

Now, if the population of a place in which the fecun-
dity is less and the mortality greater than in other places
still goes on increasing by propagation, it follows that in
other places the population will increase, and increase
still faster. There is clearly nothing in Mr. Sadler’s
boasted law of fecundity which will keep the population
from multiplying till the whole earth is as thick with
human beings as St. Giles’s parish. If Mr, Sadler denies
this, he must hold that, in places less thickly peopled than
London, marriages may be less fruitful than in London,
which is directly contrary to his own principles ; or that
in places less thickly peopled than London, and similarly
situated, people will die faster thanin London, whichisagain
directly contrary to his own principles. Now, if it follows,
as it clearly does follow, from Mr. Sadler’s own doctrines,
that the human race might be stowed together by three
or four hundred to the acre, and might still, as far as the
principle of propagation is concerned, go on increasing,
what advantage, in a religious or moral point of view,
has his theory over that of Mr. Malthus? The psinciple
of Mr. Malthus, says Mr. Sadler, leads to consequences of
the most frightful description. Be it so. But do not all
these consequences spring equally from his own principle ?
Revealed religion condemns Mr. Malthus. Be it so.
But Mr. Sadler must share in the reproach of heresy.
The theory of Mr. Malthus represents the Deity as a
Dionysius hanging the sword over the heads of his
trembling slaves. Be it so. But under what rhetorical
figure are we to represent the Deity of Mr. Sadler?

A man who wishes to serve the cause of religion ought to
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hesitate long before he stakes the truth of religion on the
event of a controversy respecting facts in the physical
world. For a time he may succeed in making a theory
which he dislikes unpopular by persuading the public
that it contradicts the Seriptures and is inconsistent with
the attributes of the Deity. But, if at last an overwhelm-
ing force of evidence proves this maligned theory to be
true, what is the effect of the arguments by which the
objector has attempted to prove that it is irreconcilable
with natural and revealed religion ? Merely this, to make
men infidels. Like the Israelites, in their battle with the
Philistines, he has presumptuously and without warrant
brought down the ark of God into the camp as a means
of ensuring victory :—and the consequence of this pro-
fanation is that, when the battle is lost, the ark is taken.
In every age the Church has been cautioned against
this fatal and impious rashness by its.most illustrious
members,—by the fervid Augustin, by the subtle Aquinas,
by the all-accomplished Pascal. The warning has been
given in vain. That close alliance which, under the dis-
guise of the most deadly enmity, has always subsisted
between fanaticism and atheism is still unbroken. At
one time, the cry was,—“If you hold that the earth
moves round the sun, you deny the truth of the Bible.”
Popes, conclaves, and religious orders, rose up against the
Copernican heresy. But, as Pascal said, they could not
prevent the earth from moving, or themselves from
moving along with it. One thing, however, they could
do, and they did. They could teach numbers to consider
the Bible as a collection of old women’s stories which
the progress of civilisation and knowledge was refuting
one by one. They had attempted to show that the Ptole-
maic system was as much a part of Christianity as the
resurrection of the dead. Was it strange, then, that,
when the Ptolemaic system became an object of ridicule
to every man of education in Catholic countries, the
doctrine of the resurrection should be in peril? In the
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present generation, and in our own country, the prevail-
ing system of geology has been, with equal folly, attacked
on the ground that it is inconsistent with the Mosaic
dates. And here we have Mr. Sadler, out of his especial
zeal for religion, first proving that the doctrine of super-
fecundity is irreconcilable with the goodness of God, and
then laying down principles, and stating facts, from which
the doctrine of superfecundity necessarily follows. This
blundermg piety reminds us of the adventures of a certain
missionary who went to convert the inhabitants of Mada-
gascar. The good father had an audience of the king,
and began to instruct his majesty in the history of the
human race as given in the Scriptures. ¢ Thus, sir,” said
bhe, “was woman made out of the rib of man, and ever
since that time a woman has had one rib more than a
man.” ¢ Surely, father, you must be mistaken there,”
said the king. ¢ Mistaken!” said the missionary. “It
is an indisputable fact. My faith upon it! My life upon
it!” The good man had heard the fact asserted by his
nurse when he was a child,—had always considered it as
a strong confirmation of the Scriptures, and fully believed
it without having ever thought of verifying it. The
king ordered a man and woman, the leanest that could
be found, to be brought before him, and desired his
spiritual instructor to count their ribs. The father counted
over and over, upward and downward, and still found
the same number in both. He then cleared his thmafal
mered, stuttered, and began to assure the king that, ough
he had committed a little error in saying that a woman
had more ribs than a man, he was quite right in saying
that the first woman was made out of the rib of the first
man. “How can I tell that ?” said the king. “ You come
to me with a strange story, which you say is revealed to
you from heaven. I have already made you confess that
one half of it is a lie: and how can you have the face to
expect that I shall believe the other half?”

We have shown that Mr. Sadler’s theory, if it be true,
is as much a theory of superfecundlty as that of Mr.

VOL. II
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Malthus, But it is not true. And from Mr. Sadler's own
tables we will prove that it is not true.

The fecundity of the human race in England Mr.
Sadler rates as follows :—

“Where the inhabitants are found to be on the square mile—
From 50 to 100 (2 counties) the births to 100 marriages are 420

— 100 to 150 (9 counties) . . . . . 396
— 150 to 200 (16 counties) . . . . 390
— 200 to 250 (4 counties) . . . . . 388
— 250 to 300 (5 counties) . . . . . 378
— 300 to 350 (3 counties) . . . . . 353
= 500 to 600 (2 counties) . . . . . 331
— 4000 and upwards (1 county) . . . 246

Having given this table, he begins, as usual, to boast
and triumph. « Were there not another document on the
subject in existence,” says he, “the facts thus deduced
from the census of England are sufficient to demonstrate
the position, that the fecundity of human beings varies
inversely as their numbers.” In no case would these facts
demonstrate that the fecundity of human beings varies
inversely as their numbers in the right sense of the
words inverse variation. But certainly they would, «if
there-were no other document in existence,” appear to
indicate something like what Mr. Sadler means by inverse
variation. Unhappily for him, however, there are other
documents in existence; and he has himself furnished us
with them. We will extract another of his tables :—

¢ TABLE LXIV.

Showing the Operation of the Law of Population in the different Hundreds of
the County of Lancaster.

Population

ee ry @
: § .§ 1821, Marriages L%
S = exclusive of from Baptisms =2
Hundreds. 84, Towns of 1811 to rom EL
'a-g-g E separate 1821, 1811 to 1821, £3
El urisdiction. &
& & =3

Lonsdale . 96 | 441 42,486 3651 16,129 442
Almondness | 267 | 228 60,930 8670 15,228 4156
Leyland .| 354 126 44,683 2858 11,182 391
‘West Derby | 409 | 877 154,040 24,182 86,407 357
Blackburn . | 513 | 286 146,608 10,814 31,463 201
Salford . 869 | 878 | 822,592 | 40,143 | 114941 | 286
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Mr. Sadler rejoices much over this table. The results, he
says, have surprised himself; and, indeed, as we shall
show, they might well have done so.

The result of his inquiries with respect to France he
presents in the following table :—

“ The legitimate births are, in those departments where there
are to each inhabitant—
From 4 to 5 hects. (2 departs.) to every 1000 marriages . 5130

v v x e (U uUy . . . . . TUIL

2t03 .. (30do). . . . . . 4250
1to2 .. (44do). . . . . . 4234
06tol.. (5do) . . . . . . 4146
and ‘06 . . (1do.) . . . . . . 2557

Then comes the shout of exultation as regularly as the
Gloria Patri at the end of a Psalm. “Is there any possi-
bility of gainsaying the conclusions these facts force upon
us ; namely that the fecundity of marriages is regulated
by the density of the population, and inversely to it?”

Certainly these tables, taken separately, look well for
Mr. Sadler’s theory. He must be a bungling gamester who
cannot win when he is suffered to pack the cards his own
way. We must beg leave to shuffle them a little ; apd we
will venture to promise our readers that some curious re-
sults will follow from the operation. In nine counties of
England, says Mr. Sadler, in which the population is from
100 to 150 on the square mile, the births to 100 marriages
are 396. He afterwards expresses some doubt as to the ac-
curacy of the documents from which this estimate has been
formed, and rates the number of births as high as 414. Let
him take his choice. We will allow him every advantage.

In the table which we have quoted, numbered Ixiv.,
he tells us that in Almondness, where the population is
267 to the square mile, there are 415 births to 100 mar-
riages. The population of Almondness is twice as thick
as the population of the nine counties referred to in the
other table. Yet the number of births to a marriage is
greater in Almondness than in those counties.

Once more, he tells us that in three counties, in which

c2
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the population was from 300 to 350 on the square mile,
the births to 100 marriages were 353. He afterwards
rates them at 375. Again we say, let him take his choice.
But from his table of the population of Lancashire it ap-
pears that, in the hundred of Leyland, where the popula-
tion is 354 to the square mile, the number of births to 100
marriages is 391. Here again we have the marriages
becoming more fruitful as the population becomes denser.

Let us now shuffle the censuses of England and France
together. In two English counties which contain from
fifty to 100 inhabitants on the square mile, the births to
100 marriages are, according to Mr. Sadler, 420. But in
forty-four departments of France, in which there are
from one to two hecatares to cach inhabitant, that is to
say, in which the population is from 125 to 250, or
rather more, to the square mile, the number of births to
100 marriages is 423 and a fraction.

Again, in five departments of France in which there
is less than one hecatare to each inhabitant, that is to say,
in which the population is more than 250 to the square
mile, the number of births to 100 marriages is 414 and a
fractign. But,n the four counties of England in which the
population is from 200 to 250 on the square mile, the
number of births to 100 marriages is, according to one of
Mr. Sadler’s tables, only 388, and by his very highest
estimate no more than 402.

Mr. Sadler gives us a long table of all the towns of
Engl:m& and Ireland, which, he tells us, irrefragably de-
monstrates his principle. We assert, and will prove, that
these tables are alone sufficient to upset his whole theory.

It is very true that in the great towns the number of
births to a marriage appears to be smaller than in the less
populous towns. But we learn some other facts from
these tables which we should be glad to know how M.
Sadler will explain. We find that the fecundity in towns
of fewer than 3,000 inhabitants is actually much greater
than the average fecundity of the kingdom, and that the
fecundity in towns of between 3,000 and 4,000 inhabi-
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tants is at least as great as the average fecundity of the
kingdom. The average fecundity of a marriage i towns
of fewer than 8,000 inhabitants is about four ; in towns
of between 3,000 and 4,000 mhabitants it is 3:60. Now
the average fecundity of England, when it contained only
160 inhabitants to a square mile, and when, therefore,
according to the new law of population, the fecundity
must have been greater than it now is, was only, accord-
ing to Mr. Sadler, 3-66 to a marriage. To proceed,—the
fecundity of a marriage in the English towns of between
4,000 and 5,000 inhabitants is stated at 3:56. But, when
we turn to Mr. Sadler’s table of the counties, we find the
fecundity of a marriage in Warwickshire and Stafford-
shire rated at only 3-48, and in Lancashire and Surrey at
only 3-+41.

These facts disprove Mr. Sadler’s principle ; and the fact
on which he lays so much stress — that the fecundity is
less in the great towns than in the small towns — does not
tend in any degree to prove his principle. There is not
the least reason to believe that the population is more
dense, on @ given space, in London or Manchester than in
a town of 4000 inhabitants. But it is quite certain that
the population is more dense in a town of 4000 inhabitants
than in Warwickshire or Lancashire. That the fecundity
of Manchester is less than the fecundity of Sandwich or
Guildford is a circumstance which has nothing whatever
to do with Mr. Sadler’s theory. But that the fecundity of
Sandwich is greater than the average fecundity of Kent,
— that the fecundity of Guildford is greater than the
average fecundity of Surrey, — as from his own tables ap-
pears to be the case, — these are facts utterly inconsistent
with his theory.

We need not here examine why it is that the human
race is less fruitful in great cities than in small towns or in
the open country. The fact haslong been notorious. We
are inclined to attribute it to the same causes which tend
to abridge human life in great cities, — to general sickli-
ness and want of tone, produced by close air and sedentary

cs '
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employments. Thus far, and thus far only, we agree with
Mr. Sadler, that, when population is crowded together in
such masses that the general health and energy of the
frame are impaired by the tondensation, and by the habits
attending on the condensation, then the fecundity of the
race diminishes. But this is evidently a check of the same
class with war, pestilence, and famine. It is a check for
the operation of which Mr. Malthus has allowed.

That any coridensation which does not affect the general
health will affect fecundity, is not only not proved —it is
disproved — by Mr. Sadler’s own tables.

Mr. Sadler passes on to Prussia, and sums up his infor-
mation respecting that country as follows :—

Number | Birthsto | Birthsto | Births to
Inhabitants on a Square of 100 100

100
Mile, German. Marriages, | Marriages, | Matriages,
1754 1784

Provinces. Busching.
Under 1000 2 434 472 503
1000 to 2000 4 414 4565 454
2000 to 3000 6 384 424 426
8000 to 4000 2

865 408 894

After the table comes the boast as usual :

¢ Thus is the law of population deduced from the registers of
Prussia also; and were the argument to pause here, it is conclu-
sive. The results obtained from the registers of this and the
preceding countries exhibiting, as they do most clearly, the
principle of human increase, it is utterly impossible should have
been the work of chance; on the contrary, the regularity with
which the facts class themselves in conformity with that prin-
ciple, and the striking analogy which the whole of them bear to
each other, demonstrate equally the design of Nature, and the
certainty of its accomplishment.”

We are sorry to disturb Mr. Sadler’s complacency. But,
in our opinion, this table completely disproves his whole
principle. If weread the columns perpendicularly, indeed,
they seem to be in his favour. But how stands the case
if we read horizontally? Does Mr. Sadler believe that,
during the thirty years which elapsed between 1754 and
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1784, the population of Prussia had been diminishing ?
No fact in history is better ascertained than that, during
the long peace which followed the seven years’ war, it
increased with great rapidity. Indeed, if the fecundity
were what Mr. Sadler states it to have been, it must have
increased with great rapidity. Yet, the ratio of births to
marriages is greater in 1784 than in 1754, and that in
every province. It is, therefore, perfectly clear that the
fecundity does not diminish whenever the density of the
population increases.
We will try another of Mr. Sadler’s tables :

TABLE LXXXI.

Stowing the Estimated Prolificness of Marriages in England at the close of
the Seventeenth Century.

Number One An- | Number Children Total

Places. of nual Mar- of to one Number of

«/ Inhabitants. riage, to | Marnages. | Marnage Births
London . . . . 530,000 106 5000 4 20,000
Large Towns . . 870,000 128 6800 45 30,000

Small Towns and .
Country Places 4,100,000 | 141 | 29,200 | 48 140,160

5,500,000 134 | 41,000 465 | 190,760

Standing by itself, this table, like most of the others,
seems to support Mr. Sadler’s theory. But surely London,
at the close of the seventeenth century, was far more
thickly peopled than the kingdom of England now is.
Yet the fecundity in London at the close of the seventeenth
century was 4 ; and the average fecundity of the whole
kingdom now is not more, accordmg to Mr. Sadler, than 31.
Then, again, the large towns in 1700 were far more thickly
peopled than Westmorland and the North Riding of York-
shire now are. Yet the fecundity in those large towns
was then 4-5. And Mr. Sadler tells us that it is now only
42 in Westmorland and the North Riding.

It is scarcely necessary to say any thing about the

c4
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censuses of the Netherlands, as Mr. Sadler himself confesses
that there is some difficulty in reconciling them with his
theory, and helps out his awkward explanation by sup-
posing, quite gratuitously, as it seems to us, that the offi-
cial documents are inaccurate. The argument which he
has drawn from the United States will detain us but for a
very short time. He has not told us, — perhaps he had
not the means of telling us, — what proportion the num-
ber of births in the different parts of that country bears to
the number of marriages. He shows that in the thinly-
peopled states the number of children bears a greater pro-
portion to the number of grown-up people than in the old
states ; and this, he conceives, is a sufficient proof that the
condensation of the population is unfavourable to fecun-
dity. We deny the inference altogether. Nothing can be
more obvious than the explanation of the phenomenon.
The back settlements are for the most ‘part peopled by
emigration from the old states ; and emigrants are almost
always breeders. They are almost always vigorous people
in the prime of life. Mr. Sadler himself, in another part
of his book, in which he tries very unsuccessfully to show
that the rapid multiplication of the people of America is
principally owing to emigration from Europe, states this
fact in the plainest manner :

« Nothing is more certain, than that emigration is almost
universally supplied by ¢single persons in the beginning of
mature life;’ nor, secondly, that such persons, as Dr. Franklin
long agd®asserted, ¢ marry and raise families.’

<« Nor is this all. It is not more true, that emigrants, gene-
rally speaking, consist of individuals in the prime of life, than
that ¢they are the most active and vigorous’ of that age, as
Dr. Seybert describes them to be. They are, as it respects the
principle at issue, a select class, even compared with that of
their own age generally considered. Their very object in leaving
their native countries is to settle in life, a phrase that needs no
explanation ; and they do so. No equal number of human
beings, therefore, have ever given so large or rapid an increase
to a community as ¢ settlers’ have invariably done.”
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It is perfectly clear that children are more numerous in
the back settlements of America than in the maritime
states, not because unoccupied land makes people prolific,
but because the most prolific people go to the unoccupied
land.

Mr. Sadler having, as he conceives, fully established his
theory of population by statistical evidence, proceeds to
prove, “ that it is in unison, or rather required by the
principles of physiology.” The difference between himself
and his opponents he states as follows : —

«In pursuing this part of my subject, I must begin by re-
minding the reader of the difference between those who hold
the superfecundity of mankind and myself, in regard to those
principles which will form the basis of the present argument.
They contend, that production precedes population; I, on the
contrary, maintain that population precedes, and is indeed the
cause of, production. They teach that man breeds up to the
capital, or in proportion to the abundance of the food, he
possesses ; I assert, that he is comparatively sterile when he is
wealthy, and that he breeds in proportion to his poverty; not
meaning, however, by that poverty, a state of privation ap-
proaching to actual starvation, any more than, I suppose, they
would contend, that extreme and culpable excess is the grand
patron of population. In a word, they hold that a state of ease
and affluence is the great promoter of prolificness: I maintain
that a considerable degree of labour, and even privation, is a
more efficient cause of an increased degree of human fecundity.”

To prove this point he quotes Aristotle, Hippocrates,
Dr. Short, Dr. Gregory, Dr. Perceval, M. Villerndi, Lord
Bacon, and Rousseau. 'We will not dispute about it ; for
it seems quite clear to us that if he succeeds in establishing
it he overturns his own theory. If men breed in propor-
tion to their poverty, as he tells us here, — and at the
same time breed in inverse proportion to their numbers,
as he told us before,—it necessarily follows that the poverty
of men must be in inverse proportion to their numbers.
Inverse proportion, indeed, as we have shown, is not the
phrase which expresses Mr. Sadler’s meaning. To speak
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more correctly, it follows, from his own positions, that, if
one population be thinner than another, it will also be
poorer. Is this the fact? Mr. Sadler tells us, in one of
those tables which we have already quoted, that in the
United States the population is four to a square mile,
and the fecundity 5:22 to a marriage, and that in Russia
the population is twenty-three to a square mile, and the
fecundity 494 to a marriage. Is the North American
labourer poorer than the Russian boor? If not, what
becomes of Mr. Sadler’s argument ?

The most decisive proof of Mr. Sadler’s theory, accord-
ing to him, is that which he has kept for the last. It is
derived from the registers of the English Peerage. The
Peers, he says, and says truly, are the class with respect to
whom we possess the most accurate statistical information.

¢ Touching their nwmber, this has been accurately known
and recorded ever since the order has existed in the country.
For several centuries past, the addition to it of a single indi-
vidual has been a matter of public interest and notoriety : this
hereditary honour conferring not personal dignity merely, but
important privileges, and being almost always identified with
great wealth and influence. The records relating to it are kept
with the most scrupulous attention, not only by heirs and ex-
pectants, but they are appealed to by more distant connections,
as conferring distinction on all who can claim such affinity.
Hence there are few disputes concerning successions to this
rank, but such as go back to very remote periods. In later
times, the marriages, births, and deaths, of the nobility, have
not onl been registered by and known to those personally
interested, but have been published periodically, and, conse-
quently, subject to perpetual correction and revision; while
many of the most powerful motives which can influence the
human mind conspire to preserve these records from the slightest
falsification. Compared with these, therefore, all other registers,
or reports, whether of sworn searchers or others, are incorrect-
ness itself.”

Mr. Sadler goes on to tell us that the Peers are a marry-
ing class, and that their general longevity proves them to
be a healthy class. Still peerages often become extinct; —
and from this fact he infers that they are a sterile class.
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So far, says he, from increasing in geometrical progression,
they do not even keep up their numbers. “ Nature inter-
dicts their increase.”

“Thus,” says he, “in all ages of the world, and in every
nation of it, have the highest ranks of the community been the
most sterile, and the lowest the most prolific. As it respects
our own country, from the lowest grade of society, the Irish
peasant, to the highest, the British peer, this remains a con-
spicuous truth ; and the regulation of the degree of fecundity
conformably to this principle, through the intermediate grada-
tions of society, constitutes one of the features of the system
developed in these pages.”

We take the issue which Mr. Sadler has himself offered.
We agree with him, that the registers of the English Peer-
age are of far higher authority than any other statistical
documents. We are content that by those registers his
principle should be judged. And we meet him by posi-
tively denying his facts. We assert that the English nobles
are not only not a sterile, but an eminently prolific, part
of the community. Mr. Sadler coneludes that they are
sterile, merely because peerages often become extinct. Is
this the proper way of ascertaining the point? Is it thus
that he avails himself of those registers on the accuracy
and fulness of which he descants so largely? Surely his
right course would have been to count the marriages, and
the number of births in the Peerage. This he has not
done ; — but we have done it. And what is the result?

It appears from the last edition of Debrett’'s Peerage,
published in 1828, that there were at that time 287 peers
of the United Kingdom, who had been married once or
oftener. The whole number of marriages contracted by
these 287 peers was 333. The number of children by
these marriages was 1437, — more than five to a peer,—
more than 4'3 to a marriage, — more, that is to say, than
the average number in those counties of England in which,
according to Mr. Sadler’s own statement, the fecundity is
the greatest.

But this is not all. These marriages had not, in 1828,
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produced their full effect. Some of them had been very
lately contracted. In a very large proportion of them
there was every probability of additional issue. To allow
for this probability, we may safely add one to the average
which we have already ebtained, and rate the fecundity
of a noble marriage in England at 5-3 ; — higher than the
fecundity which Mr. Sadler assigns to the people of the
United States. Even if we do not make this allowance,
the average fecundity of the marriages of peers is higher
by onefifth than the average fecundity of marriages
throughout the kingdom. And this is the sterile clas§!
This is the class which “ nature has interdicted from in-
creasing ! ” The evidence to which Mr. Sadler has him-
self appealed proves that his principle is false, — utterly
false, — wildly and extravagantly false. It proves that a
class, living during half of every year in the most crowded
population in the world, breeds faster than those who live
in the country ; — that the class which enjoys the greatest
degree of luxury and ease breeds faster than the class
which undergoes labour and privation. To talk a little in
Mr. Sadler’s style, we must own that we are ourselves sur-
prised at the results which our examination of the peerage
has brought out. We certainly should have thought that
the habits of fashionable life, and long residence even in
the most airy parts of so great a city as London, would
have been more unfavourable to the fecundity of the
higher orders than they appear to be.

Peerfiges, it is true, often become extinct. But it is
quite clear, from what we have stated, that this is not
because peeresses are barren. There is no difficulty in
discovering what the causes really are. In the first place,
most of the titles of our nobles are limited to heirs male ;
so that, though the average fecundity of a noble marriage
is upwards of five, yet, for the purpose of keeping up a
peerage, it cannot be reckoned at much more than two
and a half Secondly, though the peers are, as Mr. Sadler
says, a marrying class, the younger sons of peers are de-
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cidedly not a marrying class; so that a peer, though he
has at least as great a chance of having a son as his neigh-
bours, has less chance than they of having a collateral
heir.

‘We have now disposed, we think, of Mr. Sadler’s prin-
ciple of population. Our readers must, by this time, be
pretty well satisfied as to his qualifications*for setting up
theories of his own. We will, therefore, present them
with a few instances of the skill and fairness which he
shows when he undertakes to pull down the theories of
other men. The doctrine of Mr. Malthus, that population,
if not checked by want, by vice, by excessive mortality,
or by the prudent self-denial of individuals, would increase
in a geometric progression, is, in Mr. Sadler’s opinion, at
once false and atrocious.

“It may at once be denied,” says he, “that human
increase proceeds. geometrically ; and for this simple but
decisive reason, that the existence of a geometrical ratio
of increase in the works of nature, is neither true nor pos-
sible. It would fling into utter confusion all order, time,
magnitude, and space.”

This is as curious a specimen of reasoning as any that
has been offered to the world since the days when theories
were founded on the principle that nature abhors a
vacuum. We proceed a few pages farther, however;
and we then find that geometric progression is unnatural
only in those cases in which Mr. Malthus conceives that it
exists ; and that, in all cases in which Mr. Malthus Yenies
the existence of a geometric ratio, nature changes sides,
and adopts that ratio as the rule of increase.

Mr. Malthus holds that subsistence will increase only in
an arithmetical ratio. “ As far as nature has to do with
the question,” says Mr. Sadler, “ men might, for instance,
plant twice the number of peas, and breed from a double
number of the same animals, with equal prospect of their
multiplication.” Now, if Mr. Sadler thinks that, as far as
nature is concerned, four sheep will double as fast as two,
and eight as fast as four, how can he deny that the geo-
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metrical ratio of increase does exist in the works of
nature? Or has he a definition of his own for geometri-
cal progression, as well as for inverse proportion ?

Mr. Malthus, and those who agree with him, have
generally referred to the United States, as a country in
which the human race increases in a geometrical ratio,
and have fixed*on twenty-five years as the term in which
the population of that country doubles itself. Mr. Sadler
contends that it is physically impossible for a people to
double in twenty-five years; nay, that thirty-five years is
far too short a period,—that the Americans do not double
by procreation in less than forty-seven years,—and that
the rapid increase of their numbers is produced by emigra-
tion from Europe.

Emigration has certainly had some effect in mcreasmg
the population of the United States. But so great has
the rate of that increase been that, after making full
allowance for the effect of emigration, there will be a re-
sidue, attributable to procreation alone, amply sufficient
to double the population in twenty-five years.

Mr. Sadler states the results of the four censuses as
follows :—

¢ There were, of white inhabitants, in the whole of the United
States in 1790, 3,093,111; in 1800, 4,309,656; in 1810,
5,862,093 ; and in 1820, 7,861,710. The increase, in the first
term, being 39 per cent; that in the second, 36 per cent; and
that in the third and last, 33 per cent. It is superfluous to say,
that iteis utterly impossible to deduce the geometric theory of
human increase, whatever be the period of duplication, from
such terms as these.”

Mr. Sadler is a bad arithmetician. The increase in the
last term is not, as he states it, 33 per cent, but more
than 34 per cent. Now, an increase of 32 per cent in ten
years, is more than sufficient to double the population in
twenty-five years. And there is, we think, very strong
reason to believe that the white population of the United
States does increase by 32 per cent every ten years,
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Our reason is this. There is in the United States a
class of persons whose numbers are not increased by
emigration,—the negro slaves. During the interval which
elapsed between the census of 1810 and the census of
1820, the change in their numbers must have been pro-
duced by procreation, and by procreation alone. Their
situation, though much happier than that of the wretched
beings who cultivate the sugar plantations of Trinidad
and Demerara, cannot be supposed to be more favourable
to health and fecundity than that of free labourers. In
1810, the slave trade had been but recently abolished ;
and there were in consequence many more male than
female slaves,—a circumstance, of course, very unfavour-
able to procreation. Slaves are perpetually passing into
the class of freemen ; but no freeman ever descends into
servitude ; so that the census will not exhibit the whole
effect of the procreation which really takes place.

We find, by the census of 1810, that the number of
glaves in the Union was then 1,191,000. In 1820, they
had increased to 1,538,000. That is to say, in ten years,
they had increased 29 per cent—within three per cent
of that rate of increase which would double their numbers
in twenty-five years. We may, we think, fairly calculate
that, if the female slaves had been as numerous as the
males, and if no manumissions had taken place, the
census of the slave population would have exhibited an
increase of 32 per cent in ten years.

If we are right in fixing on 32 per cent as the rate
at which the white population of America increases by
procreation in ten years, it will follow that, during the
last ten years of the eighteenth century, nearly one-sixth
of the increase was the effect of emigration ; from 1800
to 1810, about one-ninth ; and from 1810 to 1820, about
one-seventeenth. This is what we should have expected ;
for it is clear that, unless the number of emigrants be
constantly increasing, it must, as compared with the
resident population, be relatively decreasing. The num-
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ber of persons added to the population of the United
States by emigration, between 1810 and 1820, would be
nearly 120,000. From the data furnished by Mr. Sadler
himself, we should be inclined to think that this would
be a fair estimate.

 Dr. Seybert says, that the passengers to ten of the principal
ports of the United States, in the year 1817, amounted to
22,235 ; of whom 11,977 were from Great Britain and Ireland;
4164 from Germany and Holland; 1245 from France; 58 from
Italy ; 2901 from the British possessions in North America;
1569 from the West Indies; and from all other countries, 321.
These, however, we may conclude, with the editor of Styles’s
Register, were far short of the number that arrived.”

We have not the honour of knowing either Dr. Seybert
or the editor of Styles’s Register. We cannot, therefore,
decide on their respective claims to our confidence so
peremptorily as Mr. Sadler thinks fit to do. Nor can we
agree to what Mr. Sadler very gravely assigns as a
reason for disbelieving Dr. Seybert’s testimony. ¢ Such
accounts,” he says, “if not wilfully exaggerated, must
always fall short of the truth.” It would be a curious
question of casuistry to determine what a man ought to
do in a case in which he cannot tell the truth except by
being guilty of wilful exaggeration. We will, however,
suppose, with Mr. Sadler, that Dr. Seybert, finding him-
self compelled to choose between two sins, preferred
telling a falsehood to exaggerating; and that he has
consequently underrated the number of emigrants. We
will take it at double of the Doctor’s estimate, and suppose
that, in 1817, 45,000 Europeans crossed to the United
States. Now, it must be remembered that the year 1817
was a year of the severest and most general distress over
all Europe,—a year of scarcity everywhere, and of cruel
famine in some places. There can, therefore, be no doubt
that the emigration of 1817 was very far above the
average, probably more than three times that of an
ordinary year. Till the year 1815, the war rendered it
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almost impossible to emigrate to the United States either
from England or from the Continent. If we suppose the
average emigration of the remaining years to have been
16,000, we shall probably not be much mistaken, In
1818 and 1819, the number was certainly much beyond
that average; in 1815 and 1816, probably much below
it. But, even if we were to suppose that, in every year
from the peace to 1820, the number of emigrants had
been as high as we have supposed it to be in 1817, the
increase by procreation among the white inhabitants of
the United States would still appear to be about 30 per
cent. in ten years.

Mr. Sadler acknowledges that Cobbett exaggerates the
number of emigrants when he states it at 150,000 a year.
Yet even this estimate, absurdly great as it is, would not
be sufficient to explain the increase of the population of
the United States on Mr. Sadler’s principles. He is, he
tells us, “convinced that doubling in 35 years is a far
more rapid duplication than ever has taken place in that
country from procreation only.” An increase of 20 per
cent. in ten years, by procreation, would therefore be the
very utmost that he would allow to be possible. We
have already shown, by reference to the census of the
slave population, that this doctrine is quite absurd. And,
if we suppose it to be sound, we shall be driven to the
conclusion that above eight hundred thousand people
emigrated from Europe to the United States in a space
of little more than five years. The whole incfease of
the white population from 1810 to 1820 was within a
few hundreds of 2,000,000. If we are to attribute to
procreation only 20 per cent. on the number returned by
the census of 1810, we shall have about 830,000 persons
to account for in some other way ;—and to suppose that
the emigrants who went to America between the peace
of 1815 and the census of 1820, with the children who
were born to them there, would make up that number,
would be the height of absurdity.

VOL. IL D
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‘We could say much more; but we think it quite un-
necessary at present. 'We have shown that Mr. Sadler is
careless in the collection of facts,—that he is incapable of
reasoning on facts when he has collected them,—that he
does not understand the simplest terms of science,—that
he has enounced a proposition of which he does not know
the meaning,—that the proposition which he means to
enounce, and which he tries to prove, leads directly to all
those consequences which he represents as impious and
immoral,—and that, from the very documents to which
he has himself appealed, it may be demonstrated that his
theory is false. 'We may, perhaps, resume the subject
when his next volume appears. Meanwhile, we hope that
he will delay its publication until he has learned a little
arithmetic, and unlearned a great deal of elogquence.
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A Refutation of an Article in the Edinburgh Review (No.
CIL) entitled, < Sadler’s Law of Population, and Disproof
of Human Superfecundity ;” containing also Additional
Proofs of the Principle enunciated in that Treatise, founded
on the Censuses of different Countries recently published.
By MicuAEL THOMAS SADLER, M.P. 8vo. London: 1830.

¢ Before anything came out against my Essay, I was told I
must prepare myself for a storm coming against it, it
being resolved by some men that it was necessary that
book of mine should, as it is phrased, be run down.”—
JouN LoOCKE.

WE have, in violation of our usual practice, transcribed
Mr. Sadler’s title-page from top to bottom, motto and all.
The parallel implied between the Essay on the Human
Understanding and the Essay on Superfecundity is ex-
quisitely laughable. We can match it, however, with
mottoes as ludicrous. We remember to have heard of a
dramatic piece, entitled “News from Camperdown,”
written soon after Lord Duncan’s victory, by a man once
as much in his own good graces as Mr. Sadler is, and now
as much forgotten as Mr. Sadler will soon be, Robert
Heron. His piece was brought upon the stage, and
damned, “as it is phrased,” in the second act; but the
author, thinking that it had been unfairly and unjustly
“run down,” published it, in order to put his critics to
shame, with this motto from Swift: “ When a true
genius appears in the world, you may know him by this
mark—that the dunces are all in confederacy against
him” We remember another anecdote, which may
D2
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perhaps be acceptable to so zealous a churchman as Mr.
Sadler. A certain Antinomian preacher, the oracle of a barn,
in a county of which we do not think it proper to mention
the name, finding that divinity was not by itself a suffici-
ently lucrative profession, resolved to combine with it that
of dog-stealing. He was, by ill-fortune, detected in several
offences of this description, and was in consequence
brought before two justices, who, in virtue of the powers
given them by an act of parliament, sentenced him to a
whipping for each theft. The degradihg punishment in-
flicted on the pastor naturally thinned the flock ; and the
poor man was in danger of wanting bread. He accord-
ingly put forth a handbill, solemnly protesting his
innocence, describing his sufferings, and appealing to the
Christian charity of the public; and to his pathetic
address he prefixed this most appropriate text: “Thrice
was I beaten with rods.—St. Paul's Epistle to the Corin-
thians.” He did not perceive that, though St. Paul had
been scourged, no number of whippings, however severe,
will of themselves entitle a man to be considered as an
apostle. Mr. Sadler seems to us to have fallen into a
somewhat similar error. He should remember that,
though Locke may have been laughed at, so has Sir
Claudius Hunter ; and that it takes something more than
the laughter of all the world to make a Locke.

The body of this pamphlet by no means justifies the
paralle] so modestly insinuated on the title-page. Yet we
must own that, though Mr. Sadler has not risen to the
level of Locke, he has done what was almost as difficult,
if not as honourable—he has fallen below his own. He is
at best a bad writer. His arrangement is an elaborate
confusion. His style has been constructed, with great
care, in such a manner as to produce the least possible
effect by means of the greatest possible number of words.
Aspiring to the exalted character of a Christian philoso-
pher, he can never preserve through a single paragraph
either the calmness of a philosopher or the meekness of a
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Christian. His ill-nature would make a very little wit
formidable. But, happily, his efforts to wound resemble
those of a juggler’s snake. The bags of poison are full,
but the fang is wanting. In this foolish pamphlet, all the
unpleasant peculiarities of his style and temper are
brought out in the strongest manner. He is from the
beginning to the end in a paroxysm of rage, and would
certainly do us some mischief if he knew how. We will
give a single instance for the present. Others will present
themselves as we proceed. We laughed at some doggerel
verses which he cited, and which we, never having seen
them before, suspected to be his own. We are now sure
that, if the principle on which Solomon decided a famous
case of filiation were cerrect, there can be no doubt as to
the justice of our suspicion. Mr. Sadler, who, whatever
elements of the poetical character he may lack, possesses
the poetical irritability in an abundance which might have
sufficed for Homer himself, resolved to retaliate on the
person, who, as he supposed, had reviewed him. He has,
accordingly, ransacked some collection of college verses,
in the hope of finding, among the performances of his
supposed antagonist, something as bad as his own. And
we must in fairness admit that he has succeeded pretty
well. We must admit that the gentleman in question
sometimes put into his exercises, at seventeen, almost as
great nonsense as Mr. Sadler is in the habit of putting
into his books at sixty.

Mr. Sadler complains that we have devoted whole pages
to mere abuse of him. We deny the charge. We have,
indeed, characterised, in terms of just reprehension, that
spirit which shows itself in every part of his prolix work.
Those terms of reprehension we are by no means inclined
to retract; and we conceive that we might have used
much stronger expressions, without the least offence
either to truth or to decorum. There is a limit prescribed
to us by our sense of what is due to ourselves. But we
think that no indulgence is due to Mr., Sadler. A writer

p3
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who distinctly announces that he has not conformed to
the candour of the age — who makes it his boast that he
expresses himself throughout with the greatest plainness
and freedom — and whose constant practice proves that
by plainness and freedom he means coarseness and ran-
cour—has no right to expect that others shall remember
courtesies which he has forgotten, or shall respect one
who has ceased to respect himself.

Mr. Sadler declares that he has mnever vﬂlﬁed Mr.
Malthus personally, and has confined himself to attacking
the doctrines which that gentleman maintains. We
should wish to leave that point to the decision of all who
have read Mr. Sadler’s book, or any twenty pages of it.
To quote particular instances of a temper which pene-
trates and inspires the whole work, is to weaken our
charge. Yet, that we may not be suspected of flinching,
we will give two specimens, — the two first which occur
to our recollection. “ Whose minister is it that speaks
thus?” says Mr. Sadler, after misrepresenting in a most
extraordinary manner, though, we are willing to believe,
unintentionally, one of the positions of Mr. Malthus.
“ Whose minister is it that speaks thus? That of the
lover and avenger of little children?”  Again, Mr.
Malthus recommends, erroneously perhaps, but assuredly
from humane motives, that alms, when given, should be
given very sparingly. Mr. Sadler quotes the recommenda-
tion, and adds the following courteous comment :-—* The
tender cmercies of the wicked are cruel.” We cannot
think that a writer who indulges in these indecent and
unjust attacks on professional and personal character has
any right to complain of our sarcasms on his metaphors
and rhymes.

We will now proceed to examine the reply which Mr.
Sadler has thought fit to make to our arguments. He
begins by attacking our remarks on the origin of evil
They are, says he, too profound for common gpprehension ;
and he hopes that they are too profound for our own.
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That they seem profound to him we can well believe. Pro-
fundity, in its secondary as in its primary sense, is a re-
lative term. When Grildrig was nearly drowned in the
Brobdignagian cream-jug he doubtless thought it very
deep. But to common apprehension our reagoning would,
we are persuaded, appear perfectly simple.

The theory of Mr. Malthus, says Mr. Sadler, cannot be
true, because it asserts the existence of a great and ter-
rible evil, and is therefore inconsistent with the goodness
of God. We answer thus. We know that there arein
the world great and terrible evils. In spite of these evils,
we believe in the goodness of God. Why may we not
then continue to believe in his goodness, though another
evil should be added to the list?

How does Mr. Sadler answer this? Merely by telling
us that we are too wicked to be reasoned with. He
completely shrinks from the question; a question, be it
remembered, not raised by us—a question which we
should have felt strong objections to raising unnecessarily
—a question put forward by himself, as intimately con-
nected with the subject of his two ponderous volumes.
He attempts to carp at detached parts of our reasoning
on the subject. With what success he carries on this
guerilla war after declining a general action with the
main body of our argument our readers shall see.

“The reviewer sends me to Paley, who is, I confess, rather
more intelligible on the subject, and who, fortunately, has
decided the very point in dispute. I will first give the %ords of
the reviewer, who, when speaking of my general argument
regarding the magnitude of the evils, moral and physical,
implied in the theory I oppose, sums up his ideas thus: —¢ M,
Sadler says, that it is not a light or transient evil, but a great
and permanent evil. What then? The question of the origin
of evil is a question of ay or no, —mot & question of MORE or
1Ess’ But what says Paley? His express rule is this, that
‘when we cannot resolve all appearances into benevolence of
design, we make the ¥eEw give place to the MANY, the LITTLE to
the GrEAT ; that we take our judgment from a large and decided

D4
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preponderancy’ Now in weighing these two authorities,
directly at issue on this point, I think there will be little
trouble in determining which we shall make ‘to give placey
or, if we look to a large and déecided preponderancy’ of either
talent, learning, or benevolence, from whom we shall ¢take our
judgment.’ 'Bhe effrontery, or, to speak more charitably, the
ignorance of a reference to Paley on this subject, and in this
instance is really marvellous.”

Now, does not Mr. Sadler see that the very words
which he quotes from Paley contain in themselves a re-
futation of his whole argument? Paley says, indeed, as
every man in his senses would say, that in a certain case,
which he has specified, the more and the less come into
question. But in what case? “When we cannot re-
solve all appearances into the benevolence of design.” It
is better that there should be a little evil than a great deal
of evil This is self-evident. But it is also self-evident
that no evil is better than a little evil. Why, then, is
there any evil? It is a mystery which we cannot solve.
It is a mystery which Paley, by the very words which
Mr. Sadler has quoted, acknowledges himself unable to
solve ; and it is because he cannot solve that mystery that
he proceeds to take into consideration the more and the
less. Believing in the divine goodness, we must neces-
sarily believe that the evils which exist are necessary to
avert greater evils. But what those greater evils are we
do not know. How the happiness of any part- of the
sentient creation would be in any respect diminished if,
for example, children cut their teeth without pain, we
cannot understand. The case is exactly the same with
the principle of Mr. Malthus. If superfecundity exists,
it exists, no doubt, because it is a less evil than some
other evil which otherwise would exist. Can Mr. Sadler
prove that this is an impossibility ?

One single expression which Mr. Sadler employs on
this subject is sufficient to show how utterly incompetent
he is to discuss it. “On the Christian hypothesis,” says
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he, “no doubt exists as to the origin of evil” He does
not, we think, understand what is meant by the origin of
evil. The Christian Scriptures profess to give no solution
of that mystery. They relate facts; but they leave the
metaphysical question undetermined. They tell us that
man fell ; but why he was not so constituted as to be in-
capable of falling, or why the Supreme Being has not
mitigated the consequences of the Fall more than they
actually have been mitigated, the Scriptures did not tell
us, and, it may without presumption be said, could not
tell us, unless we had been creatures different from what
we are. There is something, either in the nature of our
faculties or in the nature of the machinery employed by
us for the purpose of reasoning, which condemns us, on
this and similar subjects, to hopeless ignorance. Man can
understand these high matters only by ceasing to be
man, just as a fly can understand a lemma of Newton only
by ceasing to be a fly. To make it an objection to the
Christian system that it gives us no solution of these
difficulties, is to make it an objection to the Christian
system that it is a system formed for human beings. Of
the puzzles of the Academy, there is not one which does
not apply as strongly to Deism as to Christianity, and to
Atheism as to Deism. There are difficulties in everything.
Yet we are sure that something must be true.

If revelation speaks on the subject of the origin of
evil it speaks only to discourage dogmatism and temerity.
In the most ancient, the most beautiful, and the mdst pro-
found of all works on the subject, the Book of Job, both .
the sufferer who complains of the divine government, and
the injudicious advisers who attempt to defend it on
wrong principles, are silenced by the voice of supreme
wisdom, and reminded that the question is beyond the
reach of the human intellect. St Paul silences the
supposed objector, who strives to force him into contro-
versy, in the same manner. The church has been, ever
since the apostolic times, agitated by this question, and
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by a question which is inseparable from it, the question of
fate and free-will. The greatest theologians and philoso-
phers have acknowledged that these things were too high
for them, and have contented themselves with hinting at
what seemed to be the most probable solution. What
says Johnson? “All our effort ends in belief that for
the evils of life there is some good reason, and in con-
fession that the reason cannot be found.” What says
Paley? «Of the origin of evil no universal solution has
been discovered. I mean no solution which reaches to
all cases of complaint.—The consideration of general
laws, although it may concern the question of the origin of
evil very nearly, which I think it does, rests in views dis-
proportionate to our faculties, and in a knowledge which
we do not possess. It serves rather to account for the
obscurity of the subject, than to supply us with distinct
answers to our difficulties.” What says presumptuous
ignorance? “No doubt whatever exists as to the origin
of evil” It is remarkable that Mr. Sadler does not tell
us what his solution is. The world, we suspect, will lose
little by his silence.

He falls on the reviewer again.

* Though I have shown,” says he, “and on authorities from
which none can lightly differ, not only the cruelty and im-
morality which this system necessarily involves, but its most
revolting feature, its gross partiality, he has wholly suppressed
this, the most important part of my argument ; as even the bare
notice of it would have instantly exposed the sophistry to which
he has had recourse. If, however, he would fairly meet the
whole question, let him show me that ¢hydrophobia,” which he
gives as an example of the laws of God and nature, is a calamity
to which the poor alone are liable; or that ¢malaria,” which,
with singular infelicity, he has chosen as an illustration of the
fancied qvils of population, is a respecter of persons”

We said nothing about this argument, as Mr. Sadler
calls it, merely because we did not think it worth while;
and we are half ashamed to say anything about it now.
But, since Mr. Sadler is so urgent for an answer, he shall
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have one. If there is evil, it must be either partial or
universal. Which is the better of the two? Hydropho-
bia, says this great philosopher, is no argument against
the divine goodness, because mad dogs bite rich and poor
alike ; but, if the rich were exempted, and only nine peo-
ple suffered for ten who suffer now, hydrophobia would
forthwith, simply because it would produce less evil than
at present, become an argument against the divine good-
ness! To state such a proposition, is to refute it, And
is not the malaria a respecter of persons? It infests
Rome. Does it infest London? There are complaints
peculiar to the tropical countries. There are others
which are found only in mountainous districts; others
which are confined to marshy regions; others again which
run in particular families. Is not this partiality? Why
is it more inconsistent with the divine goodness that poor
men should suffer.an evil from which rich men are exempt,
than that a particular portion of the community should
inherit gout, scrofula, insanity, and other maladies? And
are there no miseries under which, in fact, the poor alone
are suffering? Mr. Sadler himself acknowledges, in this
very paragraph, that there are such ; but he tells us that
these calamities are the effects of misgovernment, and that
this misgovernment is the effect of political economy. Be
it so. But does he not see that he is only removing the
difficulty one step farther ? Why does Providence suffer
men, whose minds are filled with false and pernicious no-
tions, to have power in the state? For good ends, we
doubt not, if the fact be so ; but for ends inscrutable to
us, who see only a small part of the vast scheme, and
who see that small part only for a short period. Does
Mr. Sadler doubt that the Supreme Being has power as
absolute over the revolutions of political as over the or-
ganisation of natural bodies? Surely not : and, if not, we
do not see that he vindicates the ways of Providence by
attributing the distresses, which the poor, as he confesses,
endure, to an error in legislation rather than to a law of
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physiology. Turn the question as we may, disguise it a3
we may, we shall find that it at last resolves itself into
the same great enigma,—the origin of physical and moral
evil: an enigma which the highest human intellects have
given up in despair, but which Mr. Sadler thinks himself
perfectly able to solve.

He next accuses us of having paused long on verbal
criticism. We certainly did object to his improper use
of the words, “inverse variation.” Mr. Sadler complains
of this with his usual bitterness.

“ Now what is the Reviewer’s quarrel with me on this occa~-
gion? That he does not understand the meaning of my terms?
No. He acknowledges the contrary. That I have not fully
explained the sense in which I have used them ? No. An ex-
planation, he knows, is immediately subjoined, though he has
carefully suppressed it. That I have varied the sense in which
I have applied them ? No. I challenge him to show it. But
he nevertheless goes on for many pages together in arguing
against what he knows, and, in fact, acknowledges, I did not
mean; and then turns round and argues again, though much
more feebly, indeed, against what he says I did mean! Now,
even had I been in error as to the use of a word, I appeal to the
reader whether such an unworthy and disingenuous course would
not, if generally pursued, make controversy on all subjects, how-
ever important, that into which, in such hands, it always de-
generates — a dispute about words.”

The best way to avoid controversies about words is to
use words in their proper senses. Mr. Sadler may think
our okjection captious; but how he can think it disin-
genuous we do not well understand. If we had repre-
sented him as meaning what we knew that he did not
mean, we should have acted in a disgraceful manner.
But we did not represent him, and he allows that we did
not represent him, as meaning what he did not mean.
We blamed him, and with perfect justice and propriety,
for saying what he did not mean. Every man has in one
sense a right to define his own terms; that is to say, if
he chooses to call one two, and two seven, it would be
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absurd to charge him with false arithmetic for saying
that seven is the double of one. But it would be per-
fectly fair to blame him for changing the established sense
of words. The words, “inverse variation,” in matters
not purely scientific, have often been used in the loose
way in which Mr. Sadler has used them. But we shall
be surprised if he can find a single instance of their
having been so used in a matter of pure arithmetic.

We will illustrate our meaning thus. Lord Thurlow,
in one of his speeches about Indian affairs, said that one
Hastings was worth twenty Macartneys. He might, with
equal propriety, have said ten Macartneys, or a hundred
Macartneys. Nor would there have been the least in-
consistency in his using all the three expressions in one
speech. But would this be an excuse for a financier who,
in a matter of account, should reason as if ten, twenty,
and a hundred were the same number ?

Mr. Sadler tells us that he purposely avoided the use
of the word proportion in stating his principle. He seems,
therefore, to allow that the word proportion would have
been improper. Yet he did in fact employ it in explain-
ing his principle, accompanied with an awkward explana-
tion intended to signify that, though he said proportion,
he meant something quite different from proportion.
We should not have said so much on this subject, either *
in our former article, or at present, but that there is in
all Mr. Sadler’s writings an air of scientific pedantry,
which renders his errors fair game. We will now*let the
matter rest; and, instead of assailing Mr. Sadler with our
verbal criticism, proceed to defend ourselves against his
literal criticism.

« The Reviewer promised his readers that some curious results
should follow from his shuffling. We will enable him to keep
his word.

«<In two English counties,’ says he, ¢ which contain from 50
ta 100 inhabitants on the square mile, the births to 100 mar-
riages are, according to Mr. Sadler, 420; but in 44 depart-
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ments of France, in which there are from one to two hecatares
[hectares] to each inhabitant, that is to say, in which the popu-
lation is from 125 to 250, or rather more, to the square mile,
the number of births to one hundred marriages is 423 and a
fraction.’

«The first curious result is, that our Reviewer isignorant, not
only of the name, but of the extent, of a French hectare ; other-
wise he is guilty of a practice which, even if transferred to the
gambling-table, would, I presume, prevent him from being
allowed ever to shuffle, even there, again. He was most ready
to pronounce upon a mistake of one per cent in a calculation of
mine, the difference in no wise affecting the argument in hand;
but here I must inform him, that his error, whether wilfully or
ignorantly put forth, involves his entire argument.

“The French hectare I had calculated to contain 10770887,
English square feet, or 247285 acres; Dr. Kelly takes it, on
authority which he gives, at 10764443923 English square

1000000
feet, or 2451182 acres. The last French Annuaires, however,
state it, I perceive, as being equal to 2473614 acres. The

difference ig very trifling, and will not in the slightest degree
cover our critics error. The first calculation gives about
258-83; hectares to an English square mile; the second,

258.1%; the last, or French calculation, 258.28. When,
therefore, the Reviewer calculates the population of the
departments of France thus: ¢from one to two hectares
to each inhabitant, that is to say, in which the population
ig from 125 to 250, or rather more, to the square mile; his
“that is to say’ is that which he ought not to have said—

no rare case with him, as we shall show throughout.”

We pust inform Mr. Sadler, in the first place, that we
inserted the vowel which amuses him so much, not from
ignorance or from carelessness, but advisedly, and in con-
formity with the practice of several respectable witers.
He will find the word hecatare in Rees’s Cyclopedia. He
will find it also in Dr. Young. We prefer the form which
we have employed, because it is etymologically correct.
Mr. Sadler seems not to know that a hecatare is so called,
because it contains & hundred ares.

We were perfectly acquainted with the extent as well
as with the name of a hecatare. Isit at all strange that
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we should use the words « 250, or rather more,” in speak-
ing of 258 and a fraction? Do not people constantly
employ round numbers with still greater looseness, in
translating foreign distances and foreign money? If
indeed, as Mr. Sadler says, the difference which he chooses
to call an error involved the entire argument, or any part
of the argument, we should have been guilty of gross
unfairness. But it is not so. The difference between
258 and 250, as even Mr. Sadler would see if he were
not blind with fury, was a difference to his advantage.
Our point was this. The fecundity of a dense popula-
tion in certain departments of France is greater than that
of a thinly scattered population in certain counties of
England, The more dense, therefore, the population in
those departments of France, the stronger was our case.
By putting 250, instead of 258, we understated our case.
Mr. Sadler’s corfection of our orthography leads us to
suspect that he knows very little of Greek; and his cor-
rection of our calculation quite satisfies us that he knows
very little of logic.

But, to come to the gist of the controversy. Our argu-
ment, drawn from Mr. Sadler’s own Tables, remains
absolutely untouched. He makes excuses indeed ; for an
excuse is the last thing that Mr. Sadler will ever want.
There is something half laughable and half provoking in
the facility with which he asserts and retracts, says and
unsays, exactly as suits his argument. Sometimes the
register of baptisms is imperfect, and sometimes the
register of burials. Then again these registers become
all at once exact almost to an unit. He brings forward a
census of Prussia in proof of his theory, We show
that it directly confutes his theory ; and it forthwith be-
comes “notoriously and grossly defective.” The census
of the Netherlands is not to be easily dealt with ; and the
census of the Netherlands is therefore pronounced inac-
curate, In his book on the Law of Population, he tells
us that “in the slave-holding States of America, the male



48 SADLER’S REFUTATION REFUTED.

slaves constitute a decided majority of that unfortunate
class.” This fact we turned against him ; and, forgetting
that he had himself stated it, he tells us that “it is as
erroneous as many other ideas which we entertain,” and
that “he will venture to assert that the female slaves
were, at the hubile age, as numerous as the males.” The
increase of the negroes in the United States puzzles him ;
and he creates a vast slave trade to solve it. He con-
founds together things perfectly different ; the slave-trade
carried on under the American flag, and the slave-trade
carried on for the supply of the American soil, — the
slave-trade with Africa, and the internal slave-trade
between the different States. He exaggerates a few oc-
casional acts of smuggling into an immense and regular
importation, and makes his escape as well as he can under
cover of this hubbub of words. Documents are authentic
and facts true precisely in proportion’ to the support
which they afford to his theory. This is one way,
undoubtedly, of making books: but we question much
whether it be the way to make discoveries.

As to the inconsistencies which we pointed out between
his theory and his own tables, he finds no difficulty in
explaining them away or facing them out. In one case
there would have been no contradiction if, instead of
taking one of his tables, we had multiplied the number
of three tables together, and taken the average. Another
would never have existed if there had not been a great
migration of people into Lancashire. Another is not to
be got over by any device. But then it is very small,
and of no consequence to the argument.

Here, indeed, he is perhaps right. The inconsistencies
which we noticed were, in themselves, of little moment.
We gave them as samples, — as mere hints, to caution
those of our readers who might also happen to be readers
of Mr. Sadler against being deceived by his packing.
He complains of the word packing. We repeat it ; and,
since he has defied us to the proof, we will go fully into
the question which, in our last article, we only glanced at,
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and prove, in such a manner as shall not leave even to
Mr. Sadler any shadow of excuse, that his theory owes
its speciousness to packing, and to packing alone.

That our readers may fully understand our reasoning,
we will again state what Mr. Sadler’s proposition is. He
asserts that, on a given space, the number of children to
a marriage becomes less and less as the population be-
comes more and more numerous.

We will begin with the censuses of France given by
Mr. Sadler. By joining the departments together in com-
binations which suit his purpose, he has contrived to
produce three tables, which he presents as decisive proofs
of his theory.

The first is as follows :—

% The legitimate births are, in those departments where there
are to each inhabitant—

From 4 to 5 hects. (2 departs.) to every 1000 marriages 5130

3to4 (3 do.) 4372
2t03 .. (30do) . 4250
1to2 (44 do.). 4234
*06 to 1 (5do.) . 4146
and+06 .  (1do.) . 2657

The two other computations he has given in one table.
We subjoin it.

Hect. to each Number of Legit. Births to Legit. Births to
Inhabitant. Departments. 100 Marriages. 100 Mar. (1826.)
4t 5 2 497 sor
8 to 4 3 439 889
2t 8 30 424 879
1t 2 4 420 876
under 1 b 4156 872
and ‘08 1 263 258

These tables, as we said in our former article, certainly
look well for Mr. Sadler’s theory. <« Do they?” says he.
« Assuredly they do ; and in admitting this, the Reviewer
has admitted the theory to be proved.” We cannot
absolutely agree to this. A theory is not proved, we

VOL. IL E
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must tell Mr. Sadler, merely because the evidence in its
favour looks well at first sight. There is an old proverb,
very homely in expression, but well deserving to be had
in constant remembrance by ull men, engaged either in
action or in speculation—* One story is good till another
is told!” :

We affirm, then, that the results which these tables
present, and which seem so favourable to Mr. Sadler’s
theory, are produced by packing, and by packing alone.

In the first place, if we look at the departments singly,
the whole is in disorder. About the department in which
Paris is situated there is no dispute: Mr. Malthus distinctly
admits that great cities prevent propagation. There re-
main eighty-four departments; and of these there is not,
we believe, a single one in the place which, according to
Mr. Badler’s principle, it ought to occupy.

That which ought to be highest in fecundity is tenth
in one table, fourteenth in another, and only thirty-first
according to the third. That which ought to be third
is twenty-second by the table, which places it highest.
That which ought to be fourth is fortieth by the table,
which places it highest. That which ought to be eighth
is fiftieth or sixtieth. That which ought to be tenth from
the top is at about the same distance from the bottom.
On the other hand, that which, according to Mr. Sadler’s
principle, ought to be last but two of all the eighty-four
is t.hlrd in two of the tables, and seventh in that which
places it lowest ; and that which ought to be last is, in
one of Mr. Sadler’s tables, above that which ought to be
first, in two of them, above that which ought to be third,
and, in all of them, above that which ought to be fourth.

By dividing the departments in a particular manner,
Mr. Sadler has produced results which he contemplates
with great satisfaction. But, if we draw the lines a little
higher up or a little lower down, we shall find that all his
calculations are thrown into utter confusion; and that
the phenomena, if they indicate any thing, mdlcate alaw
the very reverse of that which he has propounded.
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Let us take, for example, the thirty-two departments,
as they stand in Mr. Sadler’s table, from Lozére to Meuse
inclusive, and divide them into two sets of sixteen depart-
ments each. The set from Lozére and Loiret inclusive
consists of those departments in which the space to each
inhabitant is from 3-8 hecatares to 2:42. The set from
Cantal to Meuse inclusive consists of those departments in
which the space to each inhahitant is from 242 hecatares
to 2:07. That i to say, in the former set the inhabitants
are from 68 to 107 on the square mile, or thereabouts.
In the latter they are from 107 to 125. Therefore, on
Mr. Sadler’s principle, the fecundity ought to be smaller
in the latter set than in the former. It is, however,
greater, and that in every one of Mr. Sadler's three
tables.

Let us now go a little lower down, and take another
set of sixteen départments— those which lie together in
Mr. Sadler’s tables, from Hérault to Jura inclusive.
Here the population is still thicker than in the second of
those sets which we before compared. The fecundity,
therefore, ought, on Mr. Sadler’s principle, to be less than
in that set. But it is again greater, and that in all
Mpr. Sadler’s three tables. 'We have a regularly ascending
series, where, if his theory had any truth in it, we ought
to have a regularly descending series. We will give the
results of our calculation. .

The number of children to 1000 marriages is—,

First Table. Second Table, Third Table,

In the sixteen departments
where there are from 68

ile . .. .. L. 4188 4226 8780
In the sixteen departments

B inton demarimonts 4374 4332 3855
e sixteen departments
::hf&rgtherelm from 134
2 people on a square
mile , ", ., ., . sq . 4484 4416 8914

E 2
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We will give another instance, if possible still more
decisive. We will take the three departments of France
which ought, on Mr. Sadler’s principle, to be the lowest
in fecundity of all the eighty-five, saving only that in
which Paris stands ; and we will compare them with the
three departments in which the fecundity ought, according
to him, to be greater than in any other department of
France, two only excepted. We will compare Bas Rhin,
Rhone, and Nord, with Lozére, Landes,” and Indre. In
Lozére, Landes, and Indre, the population is from 68 to 84
on the square mile, or nearly so. In Bas Rhin, Rhone,
and Nord, it is from 300 to 417 on the square mile.
There cannot be a more overwhelming answer to
Mr. Sadler’s theory than the table which we subjoin :
The number of births to 1000 marriages is—

First Table, Second Table. Third Table.

In the three departments in
Whéih theﬁ arethfrom 68
to people on the square .
m11sq 4372 4390 8890

In the three departments in
which there are from 800
to 417 people on the square
mile. . . . . ... 4457 4510 4060

These are strong cases. But we have a still stronger
case. Take the whole of the third, fourth, and fifth
divisions into which Mr. Sadler has portioned out the
French departments. These three divisions make up
almost the whole kingdom of France. They contain
seventy-nine out of the eighty-five departments. Mr. Sadler
has contrived to divide them in such a manner that, to a
person who looks merely at his averages, the fecundity
seems to diminish as the population thickens. We will
separate them into two parts instead of three. We will
draw the line between the department of Gironde and
that of Hérault. On the one side are the thirty-two
departments from Cher to Gironde inclusive. On the
other side are the forty-six departments from Hérault to
Nord inclusive. In all the departments of the former
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set, the population is under 132 on the square mile. In
all the departments of the latter set, it is above 132 on
the square mile. Tt is clear that, if there be one word of
truth in Mr. Sadler’s theory, the fecundity in the latter
of these divisions must be very decidedly smaller than in
the former. Is it so? It is, on the contrary, greater in
all the three tables. We give the result.
The number of births to 1000 marriages is—

First Table. Second Table. Third Table.

In the thirty-two departments
in which there ai from 86
to 132 le on the square
mile peop .. sq . 4210 4199 8760

In the forty-seven depart-
ments in which there are
from 132 to 417 people on
the square mile . . 4250 4224 3766

This fact is alone enough to decide the question. Yet
it is only one of a crowd of similar facts. If the line
between Mr. Sadler’s second and third division be drawn
six departments lower down, the third and fourth divisions
will, in all the tables, be above the second. If the line
between the third and fourth divisions be drawn two
departments lower down, the fourth division will be above
the third in all the tables. If the line between the fourth
and fifth division be drawn two departments lower down,
the fifth will, in all the tables, be above the fourth, above
the third, and even above the second. How tWen has
Mr. Sadler obtained his results? By packing solely. By

lacing in one compartment a district no larger than the
the Isle of Wight; in another, a district somewhat less
than Yorkshire ; in a third, a territory much larger than
the island of Great Britain.

By the same artifice it is that he has obtained from the
census of England those delusive averages which he
brings forward with the utmost ostentation in proof of
his principle. We will examine the facts relating to
England, as we have examined those relating to France.

ES
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If we look at the counties one by one, Mr. Sadler’s
principle utterly fails, Hertfordshire with 251 on the
square mile ; Worcestershire-with 258 ; and Kent with
282, exhibit a far greater fecundity than the East-Riding of
York, which has151 on the square mile ; Monmouthshire,
which has 145; or Northumberland, which has 108.
The fecundity of Staffordshire, which has more than 300
on the square mile, is as high as the average fecundity of
the counties which have from 150 to 200 on the square
mile. But, instead of confining ourselves to particular
instances, we will try masses.

Take the eight counties of England which stand
together in Mr. Sadler’s list, from Cumberland to Dorset
inclusive. In these the population is from 107 to 150 on
the square mile. Compare with these the eight counties
from Berks to Durham inclusive, in which the population
is from 175 to 200 on the square mile. *Is the fecundity
in the latter counties smaller than in the former ? On the
contrary, the result stands thus:

The number of children to 100 marriages is—

In the eight counties of England, in which there

are from 107 to 146 people on the square mile 388
In the eight counties of England, in which there

are from 175 to 200 people on the square mile -402
Take the six districts from the East-Riding of York to
the County of Norfolk inclusive. Here the population is
from 150 to 170 on the square mile. To these oppose
the six “counties from Derby to Worcester inclusive. The
population is from 200 to 260. Here again we find that
a law, directly the reverse of that which Mr. Sadler has_
laid down, appears to regulate the fecundity of the in-
habitants.

The number of children to 100 marriages is—

In the six counties in which there are from 150

to 170 people on the square mile . . 392
In the six counties in which there are from 200

to 260 people on the square mile . . . 399
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But we will make another experiment on Mr. Sadler’s
tableseif possible more decisive than any of those which
we have hitherto made. We will take the four largest
divisions into which he has distributed the English coun-
ties, and which follow each other in regular order. That
our readers may fully comprehend the nature of that
packing by which his theory is supported, we will set
before them this part of his table.

L o 8. E . g . -
g 2 eh | ség 528 | o8¢
c= S . =8 Py L= So &
couxrizs. Se 3 a8 282 2Ee £2¢
- 2= b3 =
=3 | % | g3 | Bes | Biz &3S
BE || AE | AE |
Lincoln . . . .| 105 | 288,800| 2748 | 20,892 87,620
Cumberland . 107 | 159,300 | 1478 | 10,299 45,085
Northumberla.nd .| 108 | 208,000 | 1871 | 12,997 45,871
Hereford . . 122 | 105,300| 860 6,202 27,909
Rutland . . . .| 127 | 18,000| 149 1,286 5,125
Huntingdon , .| 184 | 49,800| 370 3 766 18,633
Cambridge . . .| 145 | 124,400 858 9 894 87,491
2R R ) B
orset . . . . 5 s
From 100 to 150. ) 79,476 | 815,205 | 896
York, East Rldmg 151 | 104,300 1280 { 15,318 56,606
Salop. . . . 156 | 210,300 1341 | 13,613 58,542
Suseex . . . .| 162 | 237,700 1463 | 15,779 68,700
Northampton . .| 163 | 165,800 1017 | 12,346 42,336
Wilts . . . .| 1064226600 1879 | 15654 58,845
Norfolk . . . .| 168 | 351,300| 2092 | 25,762 102,259
Devon . . . 178 | 447,900 ( 2679 | 35, 264 180,758
Southampton . .| 177 | 289,000 1628 24 501 ,1
Berks . . . .| 178 | 134,700 756 9,301 38,841
Suffolk . . . .| 182 276,000| 1512 | 19,885 76,827
Bedford . . .| 184 | 85400 463 6,536 22,871
Buckmgham .| 185 | 136,800| 740 9,505 87,518
Oxford . ., . .| 186 | 189,800| 752 9,181 )
Essex. . . . .| 103 |205300| 1632 | 19,726 79,792
Cormnwall , , .| 198 | 262,600| 1827 | 17,363 74,611
Durham . . , .| 199 211,900 1061 | 14,787 58,222
From 150 fo 200. 1,083,089 | 890

E4
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e - E -
£ | s 5 wEg 4 %3,
g o é g ; _§ :g g Bo
CODNTIES. 3 § 28 o 33 -g 28 g.
2% | B 55 #f2 | &2 |BE
FLE || E | CCE (R
Detby . . . .| 212217600 1026 | 14,226 58,804
Somerset . . .| 220 | 862,500| 1642 | 24,356 95,802
Peicester . . .| 221 178100| 804 | 13,366 47,018
Nottingham . .| 228 | 190,700| 837 | 14,206 56,617
From 200 to 250. 66,244| 257,136 | 388
Hertford. . . .| 251 | 182,400 628 | 7,386| 85741
‘Worcester . . .| 268 | 188,200 729 13 178 53,838
Chester . . . .| 262 |275,500{ 10562 20 305 75,012
Gloucester . . .| 272 | 842,600| 1266 28,884 90,671
Kent . . . . . 282 | 434,600| 16537 | 83,602| 135,060
From 250 to 300. 108,256 | 890,322 ( 878

These averages look well, undoubtedly, for Mr. Sadler’s
theory. The numbers 396, 390, 388, 378, follow each
other very speciously in a descending order. But let our
readers divide these thirty-four counties into two equal
scts of seventeen counties each, and try whether the
principle will then hold good. We have made this cal-
culation, and we present them with the following result.

The number of children to 100 marriages is—

In the seventeen counties of England in which

there are from 100 to 177 people on the

square mile . . . . 387
In the seventeen counties in whlch there are

from 177 to 282 people on the square mile . 389

The difference is small, but not smaller than differences
which Mr. Sadler has brought forward as proofs of his
theory. We say, that these English tables no more prove
that fecundity increases with the population than that it
diminishes with the population. The thirty-four counties
which we have taken make up, at least, four-fifths of the
kingdom: and we see that, through those thirty-four
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counties, the phenomena are directly opposed to Mr.
Sadler’s principle. That in the capital, and in great
manufacturing towns, marriages are less prolific than in
the open country, we admit, and Mr. Malthus admits.
But that any condensation of the population, short of
that which injures all physical energies, will diminish the
prolific powers of man, is, from these very tables of Mr.
Sadler, completely disproved.

It is scarcely worth while to proceed with instances,
after proofs so overwhelming as those which we have
given. Yet we will show that Mr. Sadler has formed his
averages on the census of Prussia by an artifice exactly
similar to that which we have already exposed.

Demonstrating the Law of Population from the Censuses of Prussia, at two

several Periods.
lnhlbit.m:s Blrﬂllh to B";“uh to
eacl HC|
PROVINCES. f,“,‘;";.’:_ Mlll;‘slase Average. M '{;;'i \ge. Average.
West Prussia . . . 832 . 476 .
o | S | as [Jest ] 46 } a2
East Prussia . . . .| 1175 507 510
New Maxk . . . 1190 422 1l 49y 443 445
Mark of andenburg 1790 3-88 460
East Friesland . . .| 1909 3-89 366
Guelderland . . . .| 2083 433 374
Silesia and Glatz . .| 2314 484
Cleves . . 2376 380 403
Mll?den and Ravens- 2549 367 |t 384 431 424
Mogdsburg . . . 1| 2002 | 408 457
Neufchatel, &c. . . .| 2700 339 | 398
Halberstadt . . . .| 8142 371 4:48
Tlckhngbu.rg and 3461 359 865 369 408
Lingen . . . .

Of the census of 1756 we will say nothing, as Mr.
Sadler, finding himself hard pressed by the argument
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which we drew from it,.now declares it to be grossly
defective. 'We confine ourselves to the eensus of 1784 :
and we will draw our lines at points somewhat different
from those at which Mr. Sadler has drawn his. Let the
first compartment remain as it stands. Let East Prussia,
which contains a2 much larger populatien than his last
compartment, stand alone in the second division. Let the
third consist of the New Mark, the Mark of Brandenburg,
East Friesland and Guelderland, and the fourth of the
remaining provinces. Our readers will find that, on this
arrangement, the division which, on Mr. Sadler’s principle,
ought to be second in fecundity stands higher than that
which ought to be first; and that the division which
ought to be fourth stands higher than that which ought
to be third. We will give the result in one view.
The number of births to & marriage is —

In those provinces of Prussia where there are fewer than
1000 people on the square league . . . . 472
In the province in which there are 1175 people on the
square lea.gue . 510
In the provinces in Whlch there are from 1190 to 2083
people on the square league . 410
In the provinces in which there are from 2314 to 3461
people on the square league . . . . 427

We will go no farther with this examination. In fact,
we have nothing more to examine. The tables which we
have scrutinised constitute the whole strength of Mr.
Sadler’s case; and we confidently leave it to our readers
to say, whether we have not shown that the strength of
his case is weakness.

Be it remembered too that we are reasoning on data
furnished by Mr. Sadler himself. We have not made
collections of facts to set against his, as we easily might
have done. It is on his own showing, it is out of his own
mouth, that his theory stands condemned.

That packing which we have exposed is not the only
sort of packing which Mr. Sadler has practised. We
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mentioned in our review some facts relating to the towns
of England, which appear from Mr. Sadler’s tables, and
which it seems impossible to explain if his principles be
sound. The average fecundity of a marriage in towns of
fewer than 3000 inhabitants is greater than the average
fecundity of the kingdom. The average fecundity in
towns of from 4000 to 5000 inhabitants is greater than
the average fecundity of Warwickshire, Lancashire, or
Surrey. How is it, we asked, if Mr. Sadler’s principle be
correct, that the fecundity of Guildford should be greater
than the average fecundity of the county in which it
stands ?

Mr. Sadler, in reply, talks about “the absurdity of
comparing the fecundity in the small towns alluded to
with that in the counties of Warwick and Stafford, or in
those of Lancaster and Surrey.” He proceeds thus—

“In Warwickshire, far above half the population is comprised
in large towns, including, of course, the immense metropolis of
one great branch of our manufactures, Birmingham. In the
county of Stafford, besides the large and populous towns in its
iron districts, situated so close together as almost to form, for
considerable distances, a continuous street; there is, in its
potteries, a great population, recently accumulated, not included,
indeed, in the towns distinctly enumerated in the censuses, but
vastly exceeding in its condensation that found in the places to
which the Reviewer alludes. In Lancashire again, t6 which he
also appeals, one-fourth of the entire population is made up of
the inhabitants of two only of the towns of that county; far
above half of it is contained in towns, compared wit® which
those he refers to are villages; even the hamlets of the manu-~
facturing parts of Lancashire are often far more populous than
the places he mentions. But he presents us with a climax of
absurdity in appealing lastly to the population of Surrey as quite
rural compared with that of the twelve towns, having less than
5000 inhabitants in their respective jurisdictions, such as Saffron-
Walden, Monmouth, &c., Now, in the last census, Surrey num-
bered 398,658 inhabitants, and, to say not a word about the
other towns of the county, much above two hundred thousands
of these are within the Bills of Mortality! ¢ We should, there-
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fore, be glad to know’ how it is utterly inconsistent with my
principle that the fecundity of Guildford, which numbers about
3000 inhabitants, should be greater than the average fecundity
of Surrey, made up, as the bulk of the population of Surrey is,
of the inhabitants of some of the worst parts of the metropolis ?
Or why the fecundity of a given number of marriages in the
eleven little rural towns he alludes to, being somewhat higher
than that of an equal number, half taken for instance, from the
heart of Birmingham or Manchester, and half from the populous
districts by which they are surrounded, is inconsistent with my
theory ?

¢ Had the Reviewer’s object, in this instance, been to dis-
cover the truth, or had he known how to pursue it, it is perfectly
clear, at first sight, that he would not have instituted a com-
parison between the prolificness which exists in the small towns
he has alluded to, and that in certain districts, the population
of which is made up, partly of rural inhabitants and partly of
accumulations of people in immense masses, the prolificness of
which, if he will allow me still the use of the phrase, is in-
versely as their magnitude ; but he would have compared these
small towns with the country places properly so called, and then
again the different classes of towns with each other ; this method
would have led him to certain conclusions on the subject.”

Now, this reply shows that Mr. Sadler does not in the
least understand the principle which he has himself laid
down. What is that principle? It is this, that the
fecundity*of human beings on given spaces, varies inversely
as their numbers. We know what he means by inverse
variation. But we must suppose that he uses the words,
“oiven spaces” in the proper sense. Given spaces are
equal spaces. Is there any reason to believe, that in those
parts of Surrey which lie within the bills of mortality
there is any space, equal in area to the space on which
Guildford stands, which is more thickly peopled than the
space on which Guildford stands? We do not know that
there is any such. We are sure that there are not many.
Why, therefore, on Mr. Sadler’s principle, should the
people of Guldford be more prolific than the people who
live within the bills of mortality? And, if the people of
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Guildford ought, as on Mr. Sadler’s principle they un-
questionably ought, to stand as low in the scale of fecun-
dity as the people of Southwark itself, it follows, most
clearly, that they ought to stand far lower than the
average obtained by taking all the people of Surrey
together.

The same remark applies to the case of Birmingham,
and to all the other cases which Mr. Sadler mentions.
Towns of 5000 inhabitants may be, and often are, as
thickly peopled, “on a given space,” as Birmingham.
They are, in other words, as thickly peopled as a portion
of Birmingham, equal to them in area. If so, on Mr.
Sadler’s principle, they ought to be as low in the scale
of fecundity as Birmingham. But they are not so. On
the contrary, they stand higher than the average obtained
by taking the fecundity of Birmingham in combination
with the fecundity of the rural districts of Warwickshire.

The plain fact is, that Mr. Sadler has confounded the
populatjon of a city with its population “on a given
space,”—a mistake which, in a gentleman who assures
us that mathematical science was one of his early and
favourite studies, is somewhat curious. It is as absurd,
on his principle, to say that the fecundity of London
ought to be less than the fecundity of Edinburgh, because
London has a greater population than Edinburgh, as to
say that the fecundity of Russia ought to be greater than
that of England, because Russia has a greater population
than England. He cannot say that the spaces on*which
towns stand are too small to exemplify the truth of his
principle. For he has himself brought forward the scale
of fecundity in towns, as a proof of his principle. And,
in the very passage which we quoted above, he tells us
that, if we knew how to pursue truth, or wished to find
it, we “should have compared these small towns with
country places, and the different classes of towns with
each other.” That is to say, we ought to compare
together such unequal spaces as give results favourable to
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his theory, and never to compare such equal spaces as
give results opposed to it. Does he mean anything by
“g given space?” Or does he mean merely such a space
as suits his argument ? It is perfectly clear that, if he is
allowed to take this course, he may prove anything. No
fact can come amiss to him. Suppose, for example, that
the fecundity of New York should prove to be smaller
than the fecundity of Liverpool. “ That,” says Mr. Sadler,
“makes for my theory. For there are more people
within two miles of the Broadway of New York, than
within two miles of the Exchange of Liverpool” Sup-
pose, on the other hand, that the fecundity of New York
should be greater than the fecundity of Liverpool.
“This,” says Mr. Sadler again, “is an unanswerable
proof of my theory. For there are many more people
within forty miles of Liverpool than within forty miles of
New York.” In order to obtain his numbers, he takes
spaces in any combinations which may suit him. In
order to obtain his averages, he takes numbers in any
combinations which may suit him. And then he tells us
that, because his tables, at the first glance, look well for
his theory, his theory is irrefragably proved.

We will add a few words respecting the argument
which we drew from the peerage. Mr. Sadler asserted
that the Peers were a class condemned by nature to
sterility. We denied this, and showed, from the last
edition of Debrett, that the Peers of the United Kingdom
have vonsiderably more than the average number of
children to a marriage. Mr. Sadler’s answer has amused
us much. He denies the accuracy of our counting, and,
by reckoning all the Scotch and Irish Peers as Peers of
the United Kingdom, certainly makes very different
numbers from those which we gave. A member of the
Parliament of the United Kingdom might have been ex-
pected, we think, to know better what a Peer of the
United Kingdom is.

By taking the Scotch and Irish Peers, Mr. Sadler has
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altered the average. But it is considerably higher than
the average fecundity of England, and still, therefore,
constitutes an unanswerable argument against his theory.

The shifts to which, in this difficulty, he has recourse,
are exceedingly diverting. “The average fecundity of
the marriages of Peers,” said we, “is higher by one-fifth
than the average fecundity of marriages throughout the
kingdom.”

“ Where, or by whom did the Reviewer find it sup-
posed,” answers Mr. Sadler, “that the registered bap-
tisms expressed the full fecundity of the marriages of
England ?”

Assuredly, if the registers of England are so defective
as to explain the difference which, on our calculation, ex-
ists between the fecundity of the peers and the fecundity
of the people, no argument against Mr. Sadler’s theory
can be drawn from that difference. But what becomes of
all the other arguments which Mr. Sadler has founded on
these very registers? Above all, what becomes of his
comparison between the censuses of England and France?
In the pamphlet before us, he dwells with great com-
placency on a coincidence which seems to him to support
his theory, and which to us seems, of itself, sufficient to
overthrow it. -

“In my table of the population of France, in the forty-four
departments in which there are from one to two hectares to each
inhabitant, the fecundity of 100 marriages, calculated on the
average of the results of the three computations reldting to
different periods given in my table, is 4065%;. In the twenty-
two counties of England, in which there is from one to two
hectars to each inhabitant, or from 129 to 259 on the square
mile, — beginning, therefore, with Huntingdonshire, and ending
with Worcestershire, —the whole number of marriages during
ten years will be found to amount to 379,624, and the whole
number of the births during the same term to 1,545,549 — or
407 births to 100 marriages! A difference of one in one
thousand only, compared with the French proportion !”

Does not Mr. Sadler see that, if the registers of Eng-
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land, which are notoriously very defective, give a result
exactly corresponding almost to an unit with that obtained
from the registers of France, which are notoriously very
full and accurate, this proves the very reverse of what he
employs it to prove? The correspondence of the
registers proves that there is no correspondence in the
facts. In order to raise the average fecundity of England
even to the level of the average fecundity of the peers of
the three kingdoms, which is 3-81 to a marriage, it is
necessary to add nearly six per cent. to the number of
births given in the English registers. But, if this addition
be made, we shall have, in the counties of England, from
Huntingdonshire to Worcestershire inclusive, 4-30 births
to a marriage or thereabouts; and the boasted coin-
cidence between the phenomena of propagation in France
and England disappears at once. This is a curious
specimen of Mr. Sadler’s proficiency in the art of making
excuses. In the same pamphlet he reasons as if the same
registers were accurate to one in a thousand, and as if
they were wrong at the very least by one in eighteen.

He tries to show that we have not taken a fair criterion
of the fecundity of the peers. We are not quite sure
that we understand his reasoning on this subject. The
order of his observations is more than usually confused,
and the cloud of words more than usually thick. We
will give the argument on which he seems to lay most
stress in his own words :

o

“But I shall first notice a far more obvious and important
blunder into which the Reviewer has fallen; or into which, I
rather fear, he knowingly wishes to precipitate his readers, since
I have distinctly pointed out what ought to have preserved him
from it in the very chapter he is criticising and contradicting.
It is this:—he has entirely omitted “counting” the sterile
marriages of all those peerages which have become extinct during
the very period his counting embraces. He counts, for instance,
Earl Fitzwilliam, his marriages, and heir; but has he not
omitted to enumerate the marriages of those branches of the
same noble house, which have become extinct since that venera-
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ble individual possessed his title? He talks of my having
appealed merely to the extinction of peerages in my argument ;
but, on his plan of computation, extinctions are perpetually and
wholly lost sight of. In computing the average prolificness
of the marriages of the nobles, he positively counts from a select
class of them only, one from which the unprolific are constantly
weeded, and regularly disappear; and he thus comes to the
conclusion, that the peers are ‘an eminently prolific class!’
Just as though a farmer should compute the rate of increase,
not from the quantity of seed sown, but from that part of it
only which comes to perfection, entirely omitting all which had
failed to spring up or come to maturity. Upon this principle
‘the most scanty crop ever obtained, in which the husbandman
should fail to receive ¢seed again,’” as the phrase is, might be so
¢ counted ’ as to appear ¢ eminently prolific’ indeed.”

If we understand this passage rightly, it decisively
proves that Mr. Sadler is incompetent to perform even
the lowest offices ‘of statistical research. What shadow
of reason is there to believe that the peers who were
alive in the year 1828 differed as to their prolificness from
any other equally numerous set of peers taken at random ?
In what sense were the peers who were alive in 1828
analogous to that part of the seed which comes to per-
fection? Did we entirely omit all that failed? On the
contrary, we counted the sterile as well as the fruitful
marriages of all the peers of the United Kingdom living
at one time. In what way were the peers who were
alive in 1828 a select class? In what way were the
sterile weeded from among them? Did every peer who
had been married without having issue die in 1827°?
‘What shadow of reason is there to suppose that there was
not the ordinary proportion of barren marriages among
the marriages contracted by the noblemen whose names
are in Debrett’s last edition? But we ought, says
Mr. Sadler, to have counted all the sterile marriages of
all the peers “whose titles had become extinct during the
period which our counting embraced ;” that is to say,
since the earliest marriage contracted by any peer living

VOL. IL F
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in 1828. 'Was such a proposition ever heard of before ?
Surely we were bound to do no such thing, unless at the
same time we had counted also the children born from
all the fruitful marriages contracted by peers during the
same period. Mr. Sadler’ would have us divide the
number of children born to peers living in 1828, not by
the number of marriages which those peers contracted, but
by the number of marriages which those peers contracted
added to @ crowd of marriages selected, on account of
their sterility, from among the noble marriages which have
taken place during the last fifty years. Is this the way
to obtain fair averages? We might as well require that
all the noble marriages which during the last fifty years
have produced ten children apiece should be added to
those of the peers living in 1828, The proper way to
ascertain whether a set of people be prolific or sterile is,
not to take marriages selected from the mass either on
account of their fruitfulness or on account of their sterility,
but to take a collection of marriages which there is no
reason to think either more or less fruitful than others.
What reason is there to think that the marriages con-
tracted by the peers who were alive in 1828 were more
fruitful than those contracted by the peers who were alive
in 1800 or in 1750 ?

We will add another passage from Mr. Sadler’s pamphlet
on this subject. We attributed the extinction of peerages
partly to the fact that those honours are for the most
part limited to heirs male.

“This is & discovery indeed! Peeresses, ¢ eminently prolific,’
do not, as Macbeth conjured his spouse, ‘bring forth men-
children only; they actually produce daughters aswell assons !!
Why, does not the Reviewer see, that so long as the rule of
nature, which proportions the sexes so accurately to each other,
continues to exist, a tendency to a diminution in one sex proves,
as certainly as the demonstration of any mathematical problem,
a tendency to a diminution in both; but to talk of ¢eminently
prolific’ peeresses, and still maintain that the rapid extinction
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in peerages is owing to their not bearing male children exclu-
sively, is arrant nonsense.”

Now, if there be any proposition on the face of the
earth which we should not have expected to hear charac-
terised as arrant nonsense, it is this,—that an honour
limited to males alone is more likely to become extinct
than an honour which, like the crown of England, descends
indifferently to sons and daughters. We have heard, nay,
we actually know families, in which, much as Mr. Sadler
may marvel at it, there are daughters and no sons. Nay,
we know many such families. We are as much inclined
as Mr. Sadler to trace the benevolent and wise arrange-
ments of Providence in the physical world, when once
we are satisfied as to the facts on which we proceed.
And we have always considered it as an arrangement
deserving of the highest admiration, that, though in
families the number of males and females differs widely,
yet in great collections of human beings the disparity
almost disappears. The chance undoubtedly is, that in a
thousand marriages the number of daughters will not
very much exceed the number of sons. But the chance
also is, that several of those marriages will produce
daughters, and daughters only. In every generation of
the peerage there are several such cases. When a peer
whose title is limited to male heirs dies, leaving only
daughters, his peerage must expire, unless he have, not
only a collateral heir, but a collateral heir descended
through an uninterrupted line of males from thé first
possessor of the honour. If the deceased peer was the
first nobleman of his family, then, by the supposition,
his peerage will become extinct. If he was the second,
it will become extinct, unless he leaves a brother or a
brother’s son. If the second peer had a brother, the
first peer must have had at least two sons; and this is
more than the average number of sons to a marriage in
England. When, therefore, it is considered how many
peerages are in the first and second generation, it will not
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appear strange that extinctions should frequently take
place. There are peerages which descend to females as
well as males. But, in such cases, if a peer dies, leaving
only daughters, the very fecundity of the marriage is a
cause of the extinction of the peerage. If there were
only one daughter, the honour would descend. If there
are several, it falls into abeyance.

But it is needless to multiply words in a case so clear;
and indeed it is needless to say anything more about Mr.
Sadler’s beok. We have, if we do not deceive ourselves,
completely exposed the calculations on which his theory
rests; and we do not think that we should either amuse
our readers or serve the cause of science if we were to
rcbut in succession a series of futile charges brought in
the most angry spirit against ourselves; ignorant impu-
tations of ignorance, and unfair complaints of unfairness,
—conveyed in long, dreary, declamations, so prolix that
we cannot find space to quote them, and so confused that
we cannot venture to abridge them.

There is much indeed in this foolish pamphlet to laugh
at, from the motto in the first page down to some wisdom
about cows in the last. One part of it indeed is solemn
enough, we mean a certain jew d'esprit of Mr. Sadler’s
touching a tract of Dr. Arbuthnot’s. This is indeed «very
tragical mirth,” as Peter Quince’s playbill has it ; and we
would not advise any person who reads for amusement to
venture on it as long as he can procure a volume of the
Statufes at Large. This, however, to do Mr. Sadler justice,
is an exception. His witticisms, and his tables of figures,
constitute the only parts of his work which can be perused
with perfect gravity. His blunders are diverting, his ex-
cuses exquisitely comic. But his anger is the most
grotesque exhibition that we ever saw. He foams at the
mouth with the love of truth, and vindicates the Divine
benevolence with a most edifying heartiness of hatred.
On this subject we will give him one word of parting ad-
vice. If he raves in this way to ease his mind, or because
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he thinks that he does himself credit by it, or from a
sense of religious duty, far be it from us to interfere.
His peace, his reputation, and his religion are his own
concern ; and he, like the nobleman to whom his treatise
is dedicated, has a right to do what he will with his own.
But, if he has adopted his abusive style from a notion
that it would hurt our feelings, we must inform him that
he is altogether mistaken ; and that he would do well in
future to give us his arguments, if he has any, and to keep
his anger for those who fear it.

F8
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MIRABEAU. (Jury 1832))

Souvenirs sur Mirabeau, et sur les deux Premiéres Assemblées
Législatives. Par ETIENNE DuMoNT, de Genéve : ouvrage pos-
thume publié par M. J. L. Duval, Membre du Conseil Repré-~
sentatif du Canton du Genéve. 8vo. Paris: 1832,

THIs is a very amusing and a very instructive book : but,
even if it were less amusing and less instructive, it would
still be interesting as a relic of a wise and virtuous man.
M. Dumont was one of those persons, the care of whose
fame belongs in an especial manner to mankind. For he
was one of those persons who have, for the sake of man-
kind, neglected the care of their own fame. In his walk
through life there was no obtrusiveness, no pushing, no
elbowing, none of the little arts which bring forward
little men. With every right to the head of the board,
he took the lowest room, and well deserved to be greeted
with — Friend, go up higher. Though no man was more
capable of achieving for himself a separate and indepen-
dent renown, he attached himself to others; he laboured
to raise their fame; he was content to receive as his share
of the reward the mere overflowings which redounded
from the full measure of their glory. Not that he was of
a servile and idolatrous habit of mind : — not that he was
one of the tribe of Boswells, — those literary Gibeonites,
born to be hewers of wood and drawers of water to the
higher intellectual castes. Possessed of talents and ac-
quirements which made him great, he wished only to be
useful. In the prime of manhood, at the very time of
life at which ambitious men are most ambitious, he was
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not solicitous to proclaim that he furnished information,
arguments, and eloquence to Mirabeau. In his later years
he was perfectly willing that his renown should merge in
that of Mr. Bentham.
The services which M. Dumont has rendered to society
- can be fully appreciated only by those who have studied
Mr. Bentham’s works, both in their rude and in their
finished state. The difference both for show and for use
is as great as the difference between a lump of golden ore
and a rouleau of sovereigns fresh from the mint. Of Mr.
Bentham we would at all times speak with the reverence
which is due to a great original thinker, and to a sincere
and ardent friend of the human race. If a few weak-
nesses were mingled with his eminent virtues, —if a few
errors insinuated themselves among the many valuable
truths which he taught, — this is assuredly no fime for
noticing those weaknesses or those errors in an unkind or
sarcastic spirit. A great man has gone from among us,
full of years, of good works, and of deserved honours. In
some of the highest departments in which the human in-
tellect can exert itself he has not left his equal or his
second behind him. From his contemporaries he has had,
according to the usual lot, more or less than justice. He
has had blind flatterers and blind detractors — flatterers
who could see nothing but perfection in his style, de-
tractors who could see nothing but nonsense in his matter.
He will now have judges. Posterity will pronounce its
calm and impartial decision; and that decision will, we
firmly believe, place in the same rank with Galileo, and
with Locke, the man who found jurisprudence a gibberish
and left it a science. Never was there a literary partner-
ship so fortunate as that of Mr. Bentham and M. Dumont.
The raw material which Mr. Bentham furnished was most
precious; but it was unmarketable. He was, assuredly,
at once a great logician and a great rhetorician. But the
effect of his logic was injured by a vicious arrangement,
and the effect of his rhetoric by a vicious style. His
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mind was vigorous, comprehensive, subtle, fertile of argu-
ments, fertile of illustrations. But he spoke in an un-
known tongue; and, that the congregation might be edi-
fied, it was necessary that some brother having the gift of
interpretation should expound the invaluable jargon. His
oracles were of high import; but they were traced on
leaves and flung loose to the wind. So negligent was he
of the arts of selection, distribution, and compression,
that to persons who formed their judgment of him from
his works in their undigested state he seemed to be the
least ,systematic of all philosophers. The truth is, that
his opinions formed & system, which, whether sound or
unsound, is more exact, more entire, and more consistent
with itself than any other. Yet to superficial readers of
his works in their original form, and indeed to all readers
of those works who did not bring great industry and
great acuteness to the study, he seemed to be a man of a
quick and ingenious but ill-regulated mind,—who saw
truth only by glimpses, —who threw out many striking
hints, but who had never thought of combining his doc-
trines in one harmonious whole.

M. Dumont was admirably qualified to supply what
was wanting in Mr. Bentham. In the qualities in which
the French writers surpass those of all other nations,
-—neatness, clearness, precision, condensation,—he sur-
passed all French writers. If M. Dumont had never been
born, Mr. Bentham would still have been a very great
man. ‘But he would have been great to himself alone.
The fertility of his mind would have resembled the ferti-
lity of those vast American wildernesses in which blos-
soms and decays a rich but unprofitable vegetation,
“ wherewith the reaper filleth not his hand, neither he
that bindeth up the sheaves his bosom.” It would have
been with his discoveries as it has been with the * Cen-
tury of Inventions.” His speculations on laws would
have been of no more practical use than Lord Worcester’s
speculations on steam-engines. Some generations hence,
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perhaps, when legislation had found its Watt, an antiqua-
rian mlght have published to the world the curious fact,
that, in the reign of George the Third, there had been a
man called Bentham, who had given hints of many disco-
veries made since his time, and who had really, for his
age, taken a most philosophical view of the principles of
jurisprudence.

Many persons have attempted to interpret between this
powerful mind and the public. But, in our opinion, M.
Dumont alone has succeeded. It is remarkable that, in
foreign countrjes, where Mr. Bentham’s works are known
solely through the medium of the French version, his
merit is almost universally acknowledged. Even those
who are most decidedly opposed to his political opinions
—the very chiefs of the Holy Alliance—have publicly
testified their respect for him. In England, on the con-
trary, many persons who certainly entertained no prejudice
against him on political grounds were long in the habit of
mentioning him contemptuously. Indeed, what was said
of Bacon’s Philosophy may be said of Bentham’s. It was
in little repute among us, till judgments in its favour came
from beyond sea, and convinced us, to our shame, that we
had been abusing and laughing at one of the greatest men
of the age.

M. Dumont might easily have found employments more
gratifying to personal vanity than that of arranging works
not his own. But he could have found no employment
more useful or more truly honourable. The book” before
us, hastily written as it is, contains abundant proof, if proof
were needed, that he did not become an editor because he
wanted the talents which would have made him eminent
as a writer.

Persons who hold democratical opinions, and who have
been accustomed to consider M. Dumont as one of
their party, have been surprised and mortified to learn
that he speaks with very little respect of the French Re-
volution and of its authors. Some zealous Tories have
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naturally expressed great satisfaction at finding their
doctrines, in some respects, confirmed by the testimony
of an unwilling witness. The date of the work, we
think, explains every thing. If it had been written
ten years earlier, or twenty years later, it would have
been very different from what it is. It was written,
neither during the first excitement of the revolution, nor
at that later period when the practical good produced
by the Revolution had become manifest to the most pre-
judiced observers; but in those wretched times when
the enthusiasm had abated, and the solid advantages were
not yet fully seen. It was written in the year 1799,—a
year in which the most sanguine friend of liberty might
well feel some misgivings as to the effects of what the
National Assembly had done. The evils which attend
every great change had been severely felt. The benefit
was still to come. The price—a heavy -price—had been
paid. The thing purchased had not yet been delivered.
Europe was swarming with French exiles. The fleets and
armies of the second coalition were victorious. Within
France, the reign of terror was over ; but the reign of law
had not commenced. There had been, indeed, during
three or four years, a written Constitution, by which
rights were defined and checks provided. But these
rights had been repeatedly violated; and those checks
had proved utterly inefficient. The laws which had been
framed to secure the distinct authority of the executive
magisttates and of the legislative assemblies—the freedom
of election—the freedom of debate—the freedom of the
press—the personal freedom of citizens—were a dead
letter. The ordinary mode in which the Republic was
governed was by coups d’état. On one occasion, the legis-
lative councils were placed under military restraint by the
directors. Then, again, directors were deposed by the
legislative councils. Elections were set aside by the exe-
cutive authority. Ship-loads of writers and ?eakers were
sent, without a legal trial, to die of fever in Gm.v. France,
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in short, was in that state in which revolutions, effected
by violence, almost always leave a nation. The habit of
obedience had been lost. The spell of prescription had
been broken. “Those associations on which, far more than
on any arguments about property and order, the autho-
rity of magistrates rests had completely passed away.
The power of the government consisted merely in the
physical force which it could bring to its support. Moral
force it had none. It was itself a government sprung
from a recent convulsion. Its own fundamental maxim
was, that rebellion might be justifiable. Its own exist-
ence proved that rebellion might be successful. The
people had been accustomed, during several years, to
offer resistance to the constituted authorities on the slight-
est provocation, and to see the constituted authorities
yield to that resistance. The whole political world was
“ without form 4nd void "—an incessant whirl of hostile
atoms, which, every moment, formed some new combina-
tion. The only man who could fix the agitated elements
of society in a stable form was following a wild vision of
glory and empire through the Syrian deserts. The time
was not yet come, when
¢ Confusion heard his voice ; and wild uproar
Stood ruled :”

when, out of the chaos into which the old society had
been resolved, were to rise a new dynasty, a new peerage,
a new church, and a new code.

The dying words of Madame Roland, «“ Oh Iiberty !
how many crimes are committed in thy name !” were at
that time echoed by many of the most upright and
benevolent of mankind. M. Guizot has, in one of his
admirable pamphlets, happily and justly described M.
Lainé as “ an honest and liberal man, discouraged by the
Revolution.” This description, at the time when M. Du-
mont’s Memoirs were written, would have applied to almost
every honest and liberal man in Europe ; and would, be-
yond all doubt, have applied to M. Dumont himself. To
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that fanatical worship of the all-wise and all-good people,
which had been common a few years before, had suc-
ceeded an uneasy suspicion that the follies and vices of
the people would frustrate all attempts to serve them. The
wild and jeyous exultation, with which the meeting of the
States-General and the fall of the Bastile had been hailed,
had passed away. In its place was dejection, and a
gloomy distrust of specious appearances. The philoso-
phers and philanthropists had reigned. And what had
their reign produced ? Philosophy had brought with it
mummeries as absurd as any which had been practised
by the most superstitious zealot of the darkest age. Phi-
lanthropy had brought with it crimes as horrible as the
massacre of Saint Bartholomew. This was the emancipa-
tion of the human mind. These were the fruits of the great
victory of reason over prejudice. France had rejected
the faith of Pascal and Descartes as a nursery fable, that a
courtezan might be her idol, and a madman her priest.
She had asserted her freedom against Louis, that she
might bow down before Robespierre. For a time men
thought that all the boasted wisdom of the eighteenth
century was folly ; and that those hopes of great political
and social ameliorations which had been cherished by
Voltaire and Condorcet were utterly delusive.

Under the influence of these feelings, M. Dumont has
gone so far as to say that the writings of Mr. Burke on
the French Revolution, though disfigured by exaggeration,
and thdugh containing doctrines subversive of all public
liberty, had been, on the whole, justified by events, and
had probably saved Europe from great disasters. That
such a man as the friend and fellow-labourer of Mr.
Bentham should have expressed such an opinion is a
circumstance which well deserves the consideration of
uncharitable politicians. These Memoirs have not con-
vinced us that the French Revolution was not a great
blessing to mankind. But they have convinced us that
very great indulgence is due to those who, while the
Revolution was actually taking place, regarded it with
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unmixed aversion and horror. We can perceive where
their error lay. We can perceive that the evil was tem-
porary, and the good durable. But we cannot be sure
that, if our lot had been cast in their times, we should not,
like them, have been discouraged and disgusted—that we
should not, like them, have seen, in that great victory of
the French people, only insanity and crime.

It is curious to observe how some men are applauded,
and others reviled, for merely being what all their neigh-
bours are, —for merely going passively down the stream
of events,—for merely representing the opinions and
passions of a whole generation. The friends of popular
government ordinarily speak with extreme severity of
Mr. Pitt, and with respect and tenderness of Mr. Canning,
Yet the whole difference, we suspect, consisted merely in
this,—that Mr. Pitt died in 1806, and Mr. Canning in 1827.
During the years which were common to the public life
of both, Mr. Canning was assuredly not a more liberal
statesman than his patron. The truth is that Mr. Pitt
began his political life at the end of the American War,
when the nation was suffering from -the effects of cor-
ruption. He closed it in the midst of the calamities pro-
duced by the French Revolution, when the nation was
still strongly impressed with the horrors of anarchy. He
changed, undoubtedly. In his youth he had brought in
reform bills. In his manhood he brought in gagging
bills. But the change, though lamentable, was, in
our opinion, perfectly natural, and might have been per-
fectly honest. He changed with the great body of his
countrymen. Mr. Canning, on the other hand, entered
into public life when Europe was in dread of the Ja-
cobins. He closed his public life when Europe was
suffering under the tyranny of the Holy Alliance. He,
too, changed with the nation. As the crimes of the
Jacobins had turned the master into something very like
a Tory, the events which followed the Congress of Vienna
turned the pupil into something very like a Whig.

So much are men the creatures of circumstances. We
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see that, if M. Dumont had died in 1799, he would have
died, to use the new cant word, a decided “Conserva-
tive.” If Mr. Pitt had lived in 1832, it is our firm belief
that he would have been a decided Reformer.

The judgment passed by M. Dumont in this work on
the French Revolution must be taken with considerable
allowances. It resembles a criticism on a play of which
only the first act has been performed, or on a building
from which the scaffolding has not yet been taken down.
We have no doubt that, if the excellent author had re-
vised these memoirs thirty years after the time at which
they were written, he would have seen reason to omit
a few passages, and to add many qualifications and ex-
planations.

He would not probably have been inclined to retract
the censures, just, though severe, which he has passed on
the ignorance, the presumption, and the. pedantry, of the
National Assembly. But he would have admitted that,
in spite of those faults, perhaps even by reason of those
faults, that Assembly had conferred inestimable benefits
on mankind. It is clear that, among the French of that
day, political knowledge was absolutely in its infancy. It
would indeed have been strange if it had attained ma-
turity in the time of censors, of lettres-de-cachet, and of
beds of justice. The electors did not know how to elect.
The representatives did not know how to deliberate. M.
Dumont taught the constituent body of Montreuil how
to perform their functions, and found them apt to learn.
He afterwards tried, in concert with Mirabeau, to instruct
the National Assembly in that admirable system of Par-
liamentary tactics which has been long established in the
English House of Commons, and which has made the
House of Commons, in spite of all the defects in its com-
position, the best and fairest debating society in the world.
But these accomplished legislators, though quite as
ignorant as the mob of Montreuil, proved much less
docile, and cried out that they did rot want to go to
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school to the English. Their debates consisted of endless
successions of trashy pamphlets, all beginning with some-
thing about the original compact of society, man in the
hunting state, and other such foolery. They sometimes
diversified and enlivened these long readings by a little
rioting. They bawled; they hooted; they shook their
fists. They kept no order among themselves. They were
insulted with impunity by the crowd which filled their
galleries. They gave long and solemn considerations to
trifles. They hurried through the most important reso-
lutions with fearful expedition. They wasted months in
quibbling about the words of that false and childish De-
claration of Rights on which they professed to found
their new constitution, and which was at irreconcilable
variance with every clause of that conmstitution. They
annihilated in a single night privileges, many of which
partook of the nature of property, and ought therefore to
have been most delicately handled.

They are called the Constituent Assembly. Never was
a name less appropriate. They were not constituent, but
the very reverse of constituent. They constituted nothing
that stood or that deserved to last. They had not, and
they_could not possibly have, the information or the
habits of mind which are necessary for the framing of
that most exquisite of all machines—a government. The
metaphysical cant with which they prefaced their consti-
tution has long been the scoff’ of all parties. Their con-
stitution itself,—that constitution which they described as
absolutely perfect, and to which they predicted immor-
tality,—disappeared in a few months, and left no trace
behind it. They were great only in the work of de-
struction.

The glory of the National Assembly is this, that they
were in truth, what Mr. Burke called them in austere
irony, the ablest architects of ruin that ever the world
saw. They were utterly incompetent to perform any
work which required a discriminating eye and a skilful
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bhand. But the work which was then to be done was a
work of devastation. They had to deal with abuses so
horrible and so deeply rooted that the highest political
wisdom could scarcely have produced greater good to
mankind than was produced by their fierce and senseless
temerity. Demolition is undoubtedly a vulgar task ; the
highest glory of the statesman is to construct. But there
is a time for everything,—a time to set up, and a time to
pull down. The talents of revolutionary leaders and
those of the legislator have equally their use and their
season. It is the natural, the almost universal, law, that
the age of insurrections and proscriptions shall precede
the age of good government, of temperate liberty, and
liberal order.

And how should it be otherwise? It is not in
swaddling-bands that we learn to walk. It is not in the
dark that we learn to distinguish colours: Itis not under
oppression that we learn how to use freedom. The
ordinary sophism by which misrule is defended is, when
truly stated, this: — The people must continue in slavery,
because slavery has generated in them all the vices of
slaves. Because they are ignorant, they must remain
under a power which has made and which keeps them
ignorant. Because they have been made ferocious by
misgovernment, they must be misgoverned for ever. If
the system under which they live were so mild and
liberal that under its operation they had become humane
and enlightened, it would be safe to venture on a change.
But, as this system has destroyed morality, and prevented
the development of the intellect,—as 1t has turned men,
who might under different training have formed a
virtuous and happy community, into savage and stupid
wild beasts,—therefore it ought to last for ever. The
English Revolution, it is said, was truly.a glorious Revo-
lution. Practical evils were redressed ; no excesses were
committed ; no sweeping confiscations took place; the
authority of the laws was scarcely for a moment sus-
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pended ; the fullest and freest discussion was tolerated
in Parliament; the nation showed, by the calm and
temperate manner in which it asserted its liberty, that it
was fit to enjoy liberty. The French Revolution was, on
the other hand, the most horrible event recorded in
history, — all madness and wickedness, — absurdity in
theory, and atrocity in practice. What folly and injustice
in the revolutionary laws! What grotesque affectation in
the revolutionary ceremonies! What fanaticism! What
licentiousness! What cruelty! Anacharsis Clootz and
Marat, — feasts of the Supreme Being, and marriages of
the Loire — trees of liberty, and heads dancing on pikes
~— the whole forms a kind of infernal farce, made up of
everything ridiculous, and everything frightful. This it
is to give freedom to those who have neither wisdom nor
virtue.

It is not only by bad men interested in the defence of
abuses that arguments like these have been urged against
all schemes of political improvement. Some of the
highest and purest of human beings conceived such scorn
and aversion for the follies and crimes of the French
Revolution that they recanted, in the moment of triumph,
those liberal opinions to which they had clung in defiance
of persecution. And, if we inquire why it was that they
began to doubt whether liberty were a blessing, we shall
find that it was only because events had proved, in the
clearest manner, that liberty is the parent of virtue and
of order. They ceased to abhor tyranny merely bécause
it had been signally shown that the effect of tyranny on
the hearts and understandings of men is more demoralis-
ing and more stupifying than had ever been imagined by
the most zealous friend of popular rights. The truth is,
that a stronger argument against the old monarchy of
France may be drawn from the noyades and the fusillades
than from the Bastile and the Parc-auz-cerfs. We
believe it to be a rule without an exception, that the
violence of a revolution corresponds to the degree of

VOL. IL @



82 MTRABEAT.

misgovernment which has produced that revolution.
Why was the French Revolution so bloody and destruc-
tive? Why was our revolution of 1641 comparatively
mild? Why was our revolution of 1688 milder still ?
Why was the American Revolution, considered as an
internal movement, the mildest of all? There is an
obvious and complete solution of the problem. The
English under James the First and Charles the First were
less oppressed than the French under Louis the Fifteenth
and Louis the Sixteenth. The English were less oppressed
after the Restoration than before the great Rebellion.
And America under George the Third was less oppressed
than England under the Stuarts. The re-action was
exactly proportioned to the pressure, — the vengeance to
the provocation.

When Mr. Burke was reminded in his later years of the
zeal which he had displayed in the cause of the Americans,
he vindicated himself from the charge of inconsistency, by
contrasting the wisdom and moderation of the Colonial
insurgents of 1776 with the fanaticism and wickedness of
the Jacobins of 1792. He was in fact bringing an argu-
ment @ fortior: against himself. The circumstances on
which he rested his vindication fully proved that the old
government of France stood in far more need of a com-
plete change than the old government of America. The
difference between Washington and Robespierre,— the
difference between Franklin and Barére, — the difference
betweéen the destruction of a few barrels of tea and the
confiscation of thousands of square miles, — the difference
between the tarring and feathering of a tax-gatherer and
the massacres of September, — measure the difference be-
tween the government of America under the rule of
England and the government of France under the rule of
the Bourbons.

Louis the Sixteenth made great voluntary concessions
to his people; and they sent him to the scaffold. Charles
the Tenth violated the fundamental laws of the state, es-
tablished a despotism, and butchered his subjects for not
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submitting quietly to that despotism. He failed in his
wicked attempt. He was at the mercy of those whom he
had injured. The pavements of Paris were 3till heaped
up in barricades; — the hospitals were still full of the
wounded ; — the dead were still unburied ; — a thousand
families were in mourning ; — a hundred thousand citizens
were in arms. The crime was recent ; — the life of the
criminal was in the hands of the sufferers; —and they
touched not one hair of his head. In the first revolution,
victims were sent to death by scores for the most trifling
acts proved by the lowest testimony, before the most par-
tial tribunals. After the second revolution, those ministers
who had signed the ordinances, — those ministers, whose
guilt, as it was of the foulest kind, was proved by the
clearest evidence,— were punished only with imprison-
ment. In the first revolution, property was attacked. In
the second, it was held sacred. Both revolutions, it is
true, left the public mind of France in an unsettled state.
Both revolutions were followed by insurrectionary move-
ments. But, after the first revolution, the insurgents were
almost always stronger than the law; and, since the
second revolution, the law has invariably been found
stronger than the insurgents. There is, indeed, much in
the present state of France which may well excite the
uneasiness of those who desire to see her free, happy,
powerful, and secure. Yet, if we compare the present
state of France with the state in which she was forty
years ago, how vast a change for the better has faken
place! How little effect, for example, during the first
revolution, would the sentence of a judicial body have
produced on an armed and victorious party! If, after
the 10th of August, or after the proscription of the
Gironde, or after the 9th of Thermidor, or after the
carnage of Vendémiaire, or after the arrests of Fructidor,
any tribunal had decided against the conquerors in
favour of the conquered, with what contempt, with what
derision, would its award have been received! The
G2
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judges would have lost their heads, or would have been
sent to die in some unwholesome colony. The fate of
the victim whom they had endeavoured to save would
only have been made darker and more hopeless by their
interference. We have lately seen a signal proof that,
in France, the law is now stronger than the sword. We
have seen a government, in the very moment of triumph
and revenge, submitting itself to the authority of a court
of law. A just and independent sentence has been pro-
nounced—a sentence worthy of the ancient renown of
that magistracy to which belong the noblest recollections
of French history—which, in an age of persecutors, pro-
duced L'Hopital,—which, in an age of courtiers, produced
D’Aguesseau—which, in an age of wickedness and mad-
ness, exhibited to mankind a pattern of every virtue in
the life and in the death of Malesherbes. The respectful
manner in which that sentence has been received is alone
sufficient to show how widely the French of this gene-
ration differ from their fathers. And how is the difference
to be explained? The race, the soil, the climate, are the
samne. If those dull, honest Englishmen, who explain the
events of 1793 and 1794 by saying that the French are
naturally frivolous and cruel, were in the right, why is
the guillotine now standing idle? Not surely for want
of Carlists, of aristocrats, of people guilty of incivism, of
people suspected of being suspicious characters. Is not
the true explanation this, that the Frenchman of 1832
has been far better governed than the Frenchman of 1789,
—that his soul has never been galled by the oppressive
privileges of a separate caste,—that he has been in some
degree accustomed to discuss political questions, and to
perform political functions,—that he has lived for seven-
teen or eighteen years under institutions which, however
defective, have yet been far superior to any institutions
that had before existed in France?

As the second French Revolution has been far milder
than the first, so that great change which has just
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been effected in England has been milder even than the
second French Revolution,—milder than any revolution
recorded in history. Some orators have described the
reform of the House of Commons as a revolution. Others,
have denied the propriety of the term. The question,
though ‘in seeming merely a question of defipition, sug-
gests much curious and interesting matter for reflection.
If we look at the magnitude of the reform, it may well
be called a revolution. If we look at the means by which
it has been effected, it is merely an act of Parliament,
regularly brought in, read, committed, and passed. In
the whole history of England, there is no- prouder cir-
cumstance than this,—that a change, which could not, in
any other age, or in any other country, have been effected
without physical violence, should here have been effected
by the force of reason, and under the forms of law. The
work of three civil wars has been accomplished by three
sessions of Parliament. An ancient and deeply rooted
system of abuses has been fiercely attacked and stubbornly
defended. It has fallen; and not one sword has been
drawn; not one estate has been confiscated ; not one
family has been forced to emigrate. The bank has kept
its credit. The funds have kept their price. Every man
has gone forth to his work and to his labour tilt the even-
ing. During the fiercest excitement of the contest,—
during the first fortnight of that immortal May,—there
was not one moment at which any sanguinary act com-
mitted on the person of any of the most unpopular men
in England would not have filled the country with horror
and indignation.

And, now that the victory is won, has it been abused ?
An immense mass of power has been transferred from an
oligarchy to the nation. Are the members of the
vanquished oligarchy insecure? Does the nation seem
disposed to play the tyrant? Are not those who, in any
other state of society, would have been visited with the
severest vengeance of the triumphant party,—would have

c3
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been pining in dungeons, or flying to foreign countries,—
still enjoying their possessions and their honours, still
taking part as freely as ever in public affairs? Two
years ago they were dominant. They are now vanquished.
Yet the whole people would regard with horror any man
who should dare to propose any vindictive measure. So
common is this feeling,—so much is it a matter of course
among us,—that many of our readers will scarcely un-
derstand what we see to admire in it.

To what are we to attribute the unparalleled moderation
and humanity which the English people have displayed at
this great conjuncture? The answer is plain. This
moderation, this humanity, are the fruits of a hundred
and fifty years of liberty. During many generations we
have had legislative assemblies which, however defective
their constitution might be, have always contained many
members chosen by the people, and many others eager
to obtain the approbation of the people ;—assemblies in
which perfect freedom of debate was allowed ;—as-
semblies in which the smallest minority had a fair hearing ;
—assemblies in which abuses, even when they were not
redressed, were at least exposed. For many generations
we have had the trial by jury, the Habeas Corpus Act,
the freedom of the press, the right of meeting to discuss
public affairs, the right of petitioning the legislature. A
vast portion of the population has long been accustomed
to the exercise of political functions, and has been
thoroughly seasoned to political excitement. In most
other countries there is no middle course between abso-
lute submission and open rebellion. In England there
has always been for centuries a constitutional opposition.
Thus our institutions had been so good that they had
educated us into a capacity for better institutions. There
is not a large town in the kingdom which does not contain
better materials for a legislature than all France could
furnish in 1789. There is not a spouting-club at any
pot-house in London in which the rudes of debate are
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not better understood, and more strictly observed, than
in the Constituent Assembly. There is scarcely a Political
Union which could not frame in half an hour a declaration
of rights superior to that which occupied the collective
wisdom of France for several months.

It would be impossible even to glance at all the causes
of the French Revolution within the limits to which we
must confine ourselves. One thing is clear. The govern-
ment, the aristocracy, and the church, were rewarded
after their works. They reaped that which they had
sown. They found the nation such as they had made it.
That the people had become possessed of irresistible
power before they had attained the slightest knowledge
of the art of government—that practical questions of
vast moment were left to be solved by men to whom
politics had been only matter of theory—that a legislature
was composed of persons who were scarcely fit to compose
a debating society—that the whole nation was ready to
lend an ear to any flatterer who appealed to its cupidity,
to its fears, or to its thirst for vengeance—all this was
the effect of misrule, obstinately continued in defiance of
solemn warnings, and of the visible signs of an approach-
ing retribution.

Even while the monarchy seemed to be in its highest
and most palmy state, the causes of that great destruction
had already begun to operate. They may be distinctly
traced even under the reign of Louis the Fourteenth.
That reign is the time to which the Ultra-Royalists refer
as the Golden Age of France. It was in truth one of
those periods which shine with an unnatural and delusive
splendour, and which are rapidly followed by gloom and
decay.

Concerning Louis the Fourteenth himself, the world
seems at last to have formed a correct judgment. He
was not a great general; he was not a great statesman ;
but he was, in one sense of the words, a great king.
Never was there so consummate a master of what our

G 4
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James the First would have called king-craft,—of all those
arts which most advantageously display the merits of a
prince, and most completely hide his defects. Though
his internal administration was bad,—though the military
triumphs which gave splendour to the early part of his
reign were not achieved by himself,—though his later
years were crowded with defeats and humiliations,—

though he was so ignorant that he scarcely understood
the Latin of his mass-book,—though he fell under the
control of a cunning Jesuit and of a more cunning old
woman,—he succeeded in passing himself off on his
people as a being above humanity. And this is the more
extraordinary, because he did not seclude himself from
the public gaze like those Oriental despots whose faces
are never seen, and whose very names it is a crime to
pronounce lightly. It has been said that no man is a
hero to his valet ;—and all the world saw as much of
Louis the Fourteenth as his valet could see. Five
hundred people assembled to see him shave and put on
his breeches in the morning. He then kneeled down at
the side of his bed, and said his prayer, while the whole
assembly awaited the end in solemn silence,—the eccle-
siastics on their knees, and the laymen with their hats
before their faces. He walked about his gardens with a
train of two hundred courtiers at hisheels. All Versailles
came to see him dine and sup. He was put to bed at
night in the midst of a crowd as great as that which had
met to'see him rise in the morning. He took his very
emetics in state, and vomited majestically in the presence
of all the grandes and petites entrées. Yet, though he con-
stantly exposed himself to the public gaze in situations in
which it is scarcely possible for any man to preserve much
personal dignity, he to the last impressed those who
surrounded him with the deepest awe and reverence.
The illusion which he produced on his worshippers can
be compared only to those illusions to which lovers are
proverbially subject during the season of courtship. It
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was an illusion which affected even the senses. The con-
temporaries of Louis thought him tall. Voltaire, who
might have seen him, and who had lived with some of
the most distinguished members of his court, speaks
repeatedly of his majestic stature. Yet it is as certain as
any fact can be, that he was rather below than above the
middle size. He had, it seems, a way of holding himself,
a way of walking, a way of swelling his chest and rearing
his head, which deceived the eyes of the multitude.
Kighty years after his death, the royal cemetery was
violated by the revolutionists ; his coffin was opened ; his
body was dragged out; and it appeared that the prince,
whose majestic figure had been so long and loudly ex-
tolled, was in truth a little man.* That fine expression
of Juvenal is singularly applicable, both in its literal and
in its metaphorical sense, to Louis the Fourteenth :

¢ Mors sola fatetur
Quantula sint hominum corpuscula.”

His person and his government have had the same
fate. He had the art of making both appear grand and
august, in spite of the clearest evidence that both were
below the ordinary standard. Death and time have ex-
posed both the deceptions. The body of the great king
has been measured more justly than it was measured by
the courtiers who were afraid to look above his shoe-tie.
His public character has been scrutinized by men free
from the hopes and fears of Boileau and Moliére. In
the grave, the most majestic of princes is only five feet
eight. In history, the hero and the politician dwindles
into a vain and feeble tyrant,—the slave of priests and
women,—little in war,—little m government,—little in
everything but the art of simulating greatness.

* Even M. de Chateaubriand, to whom we should have thought all the
Bourbons would have seemed at least six feet high, admits this fact. “C’est
une erreur,” eays he in his strange memoirs of the Duke of Berri, “ de croire
que Louis XTIV, étoit d’une haute stature. Une cuirasse qui nous reste de
lui, et les exhumations de St. Denys, n’ont laissé sur ce point aucun doute.”
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He left to his infant successor a famished and miserable
people, a beaten and humbled army, provinces turned
into deserts by misgovernment and persecution, factions
dividing the court, a schism raging in the church, an
immense debt, an empty treasury, immeasurable palaces,
an innumerable household, inestimable jewels and furni-
ture. All the sap and nutriment of the state seemed to
have been drawn to feed one bloated and unwholesome
excrescence. The nation was withered. The court was
morbidly flourishing. Yet it does not appear that the
associations which attached the people to the monarchy
had lost strength during his reign. He had neglected or
sacrificed their dearest interests ; but he had struck their
imaginations. The very things which ought to have
made him most unpopular,—the prodigies of luxury
and magnificence with which his person was surrounded,
while, beyond the inclosure of his parks, nothing was to
be seen but starvation and despair,—seemed to increase
the respectful attachment which his subjects felt for him.
That governments exist only for the good of the people,
appears to be the most obvious and simple of all truths.
Yet history proves that it is one of the most recondite.
We can scarcely wonder that it should be so seldom
present to the minds of rulers, when we see how slowly,
and through how much suffering, nations arrive at the
knowledge of it.

There was indeed one Frenchman who had discovered
those principles which it now seems impossible to miss,—
that the many are not made for the use of one, — that
the truly good government is not that which concentrates
magnificence in a court, but that which diffuses happiness
among a people, — that a king who gains victory after
victory, and adds province to province, may deserve, not
the admiration, but the abhorrence and contempt of man-
kind. These were the doctrines which Fénélon taught.
Considered as an epic poem, Telemachus can scarcely be
placed above Glover's Leonidas or Wilkie’s Epigoniad.
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Considered as a treatise on politics and morals, it abounds
with errors of detail ; and the truths which 1t inculcates
seem trite to a modern reader. But, if we compare the
spirit in which it is written with the spirit which pervades
the rest of the French literature of that age, we shall
perceive that, though in appearance trite, it was in truth
one of the most original works that have ever appeared.
The fundamental principles of Fénélon’s political morality,
the tests by which he judged of institutions and of men,
were absolutely new to his countrymen. He had taught
them indeed, with the happiest effect, to his royal pupil.
But how incomprehensible they were to most people, we
learn from Saint Simon. That amusing writer tells us, as
a thing almost incredible, that the Duke of Burgundy
declared it to be his opinion that kings existed for the
good of the people, and not the people for the good of
kings. Saint Simon is delighted with the benevolence of
this saying ; but startled by its novelty, and terrified by
its boldness, Indeed he distinctly says that it was not
safe to repeat the sentiment in the court of Louis. Saint
Simon was, of all the members of that court, the least
courtly. He was as nearly an oppositionist as any man
of his time. His disposition was proud, bitter, and
cynical. In religion he was a Jansenist; in politics, a less
hearty royalist than most of his neighbours. His opinions
and his temper had preserved him from the illusions
which the demeanour of Louis produced on others. He
neither loved nor respected the king. Yet even this
man,— one of the most liberal men in France, — was
struck dumb with astonishment at hearing the fundamental
axiom of all government propounded,—an axiom which,
in our time, nobody in England or France would dispute,
— which the stoutest Tory takes for granted as much as
the fiercest Radical, and concerning which the Carlist
would agree with the most republican deputy of the
“extreme left” No person will do justice to Fénélon,
who does not constantly keep in mind that Telemachus
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was written in an age and nation in which bold and
independent thinkers stared to hear that twenty millions
of human beings did not exist for the gratification of one.
That work is commonly considered as a school-book, very
fit for children, because its style is easy and its morality
blameless, but unworthy of the attention of statesmen
and philosophers. We can distinguish in it, if we are
not greatly mistaken, the first faint dawm of a long and
splendid day of intellectual light, — the dim promise of a
great deliverance, — the undeveloped germ of the charter
and of the code.

‘What mighty interests were staked on the life of the
Duke of Burgundy! and how different an aspect might
the history of France have borne if he had attained the
age of his grandfather or of his son;—if he had been
permitted to show how much could be done for humanity
by the highest virtue in the highest fortune! There is
scarcely anything in history more remarkable than the
descriptions which remain to us of that extraordinary
man. The fierce and impetuous temper which he showed
in early youth, — the complete change which a judicious
education produced in his character,— his fervid piety,—
his large benevolence, — the strictness with which he
judged himself, — the liberality with which he judged
others, — the fortitude with which alone, in the whole
court, he stood up against the commands of Louis, when
a religious scruple was concerned, — the charity with
which alone, in the whole court, he defended the profli-
gate Orleans against calumniators, — his great projects
for the good of the people, — his activity in business, —
his taste for letters, — his strong domestic attachments,—
even the ungraceful person and the shy and awkward
manner which concealed from the eyes of the sneering
courtiers of his grandfather so many rare endowments,—
make hig character the most interesting that is to be
found in the annals of his house. He had resolved, if he
came to the throne, to disperse that ostentatious court,
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which was supported at an expense ruinous to the nation,
— to preserve peace, — to correct the abuses which were
found in every part of the system of revenue,—to aBolish
or modify oppressive privileges,— to reform the adminis-
tration of justice,— to revive the institution of the States
General. If he had ruled over France during forty or
fifty years, that great movement of the human mind,
which no government could have arrested, which bad
government only rendered more violent, would, we are
inclined to think, have been conducted, by peaceable
means, to a happy termination.

Disease and sorrow removed from the world that wis-
dom and virtue of which it was not worthy. During two
generations France was ruled by men who, with all the
vices of Louis the Fourteenth, had none of the art by
which that magnificent prince passed off his vices for vir-
tues. The people had now to see tyranny naked. That
foul Duessa was stripped of her gorgeous ornaments. She
had always been hideous ; but a strange enchantment had
made her seem fair and glorious in the eyes of her
willing slaves. The spell was now broken ; the deformity
was made manifest ; and the lovers, lately so happy and
so proud, turned away loathing and horror-struck. A

First came the Regency. The strictness, with which
Louis had, towards the close of his life, exacted from those
around him an outward attention to religious duties, pro-
duced an effect similar to that which the rigour of the
Puritans had produced in England. It was the boast of
Madame de Maintenon, in the time of her greatness, that
devotion had become the fashion. A fashion indeed it
was; and, like a fashion, it passed away. The austerity of
the tyrant’s old age had injured the morality of the higher
orders more than even the licentiousness of his youth.
Not only had he not reformed their vices, but, by forcing
them to be hypocrites, he had shaken their belief in virtue.
They had found it so easy to perform the grimace of
piety, that it was natural for them to consider all piety as
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grimace. The times were changed. Pensions, regiments,
and abbeys, were no longer to be obtained by regular
confession and severe penance ; and the obsequious cour-
tiers, who had kept Lent like monks of La Trappe, and
who had turned up the whites of their eyes at the edifying
parts of sermons preached before the king, aspired to the
title of roué as ardently as they had aspired to that of
dévot; and went, during Passion Week, to the revels of
the Palais Royal as readily as they had formerly repaired
to the sermons of Massillon.

The Regent was in many respects the fac-simile of our
Charles the Second. Like Charles, he was a good-natured
man, utterly destitute of sensibility. Like Charles, he had
good natural talents, which a deplorable indolence ren-
dered useless to the state. Like Charles, he thought all
men corrupt and interested, and yet did not dislike them for
being so. His opinion of human nature was Gulliver’s ;
but he did not regard human nature with Gulliver’s
horror. He thought that he and his fellow-creatures
were Yahoos; and he thought a Yahoo a very agreeable
kind of animal. No princes were ever more social than
Charles and Philip of Orleans; yet no princes ever had
less capacity for friendship. The tempers of these clever
cynics were so easy, and their minds so languid, that habit
supplied in them the place of affection, and made them
the tools of people for whom they cared not one straw.
In love, both were mere sensualists without delicacy or
tenderness. In politics, both were utterly careless of faith
and of national honour. Charles shut up the Exchequer.
Philip patronised the System. The councils of Charles
were swayed by the gold of Barillon; the councils of
Philip by the gold of Walpole. Charles for private ob-
jects made war on Holland, the natural ally of England.
Philip for private objects made war on the Spanish branch
of the house of Bourbon, the natural ally, indeed the
creature, of France. Even in trifling circumstances the
parallel might be carried on. Both these princes were
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fond of experimental philosophy, and passed in the labo-
ratory much time which would have been more advan-
tageously passed at the council-table. Both were more
strongly attached to their female relatives than to any
other human being ; and in both cases it was suspected
that this attachment was not perfectly innocent. In per-
sonal courage, and in all the virtues which are connected
with personal courage, the Regent was indisputably supe-
rior to Charles. Indeed Charles but narrowly escaped
the stain of cowardice. Philip was eminently brave, and,
like most brave men, was generally qpen and sincere.
. Charles added dissimulation to his other vices.

The administration of the Regent was scarcely less per-
nicious, and infinitely more scandalous, than that of the
deceased monarch. It was by magnificent public works,
and by wars conducted on a gigantic scale, that Louis had
brought distress on his people. The Regent aggravated
that distress by frauds of which a lame duck on the stock-
exchange would have been ashamed. France, even while
suffering under the most severe calamities, had reverenced
the conqueror. She despised the swindler.

When Orleans and the wretched Dubois had disap-
peared, the power passed to the Duke of Bourbon; a
prince degraded in the public eye by the infamously lucra-
tive part which he had taken in the juggles of the System,
and by the humility with which he bore the caprices of
a loose and imperious woman. It seemed to be decreed
that every branch of the royal family should successively
incur the abhorrence and contempt of the nation.

Between the fall of the Duke of Bourbon and the death
of Fleury, a few years of frugal and moderate government
intervened. Then recommenced the downward progress
of the monarchy. Profligacy in the court, extravagance
in the finances, schism in the church, faction in the Par-
liaments, unjust war terminated by ignominious peace,—
all that indicates and all that produces the ruin of great
empires, make up the history of that miserable period.
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Abroad, the French were beaten and humbled every
where, by land and by sea, on the Elbe and on the Rhine,
in Asia and in America. At home, they were turned
over from vizier to vizier, and from sultana to sultana, till
they had reached that point beneath which there was no
lower abyss of infamy,—till the yoke of Maupeou had
made them pine for Choiseul,—till Madame du Barri had
taught them to regret Madame de Pompadour.

But, unpopular as the monarchy had become, the aris-
tocracy was more unpopular still;—and not without
reason. The tyranny of an individual is far more support-
able than the tyranny of a caste. The old privileges were
galling and hateful to the new wealth and the new
knowledge. Every thing indicated the approach of no
common revolution,—of a revolution destined to change,
not merely the form of government, but the distribution
of property and the whole social system,—of a revolution
the eflects of which were to be felt at every fireside in
France,—of a new Jaquerie, in which the victory was to
remain with Jaques bonkomme. In the van of the move-
ment were the moneyed men and the men of letters,— the
wounded pride of wealth, and the wounded pride of
intellect. An immense multitude, made ignorant and
cruel by oppression, was raging in the rear.

We greatly doubt whether any course which could
have been pursued by Louis the Sixteenth could have
averted a great convulsion. But we are sure that, if there
was such a course, it was the course recommended by
M. Turgot. The church and the aristocracy, with that
blindness to danger, that incapacity of believing that any
thing can be except what has been, which the long
possession of power seldom fails to generate, mocked at
the counsel which might have saved them. They would
not have reform ; and they had revolution. They would
not pay a small contribution in place of the odious
corvées; and they lived to see their castles demolished,
and their lands sold to strangers. They would not
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endure Turgot; and they .were forced to endure Robe-
spierre. :

Then the rulers of France, as if smitten with judicial
blindness, plunged headlong into the American war. They
thus committed at once two great errors. They encouraged
the spirit of revolution. They augmented at the same
time those public burdens, the pressure of which is
generally the immediate cause of revolutions. The event
of the war carried to the height the enthusiasm of specu-
lative democrats. The financial difficulties produced by
the war carried to the height the discontent of that larger
body of people who cared little about theories, and much
about taxes.

The meeting of the States-Geeneral was the signal for
the explosion of all the hoarded passions of a century.
In that assembly, there were undoubtedly very able men.
But they had no practical knowledge of the art of govern-
ment. All the great English revolutions have been con-
ducted by practical statesmen. The French Revolution
was conducted by mere speculators. Our constitution has
never been so far behind the age as to have become an
object of aversion to the people. The English revolutions
have therefore been undertaken for the purpose of defend-
ing, correcting, and restoring,—never for the mere purpose
of destroying. Our countrymen have always, even in
times of the greatest excitement, spoken reverently of the
form of government under which they lived, and attacked
only what they regarded as its corruptions. Tn the very
act of innovating they have constantly appealed to ancient
preseription; they have seldom looked abroad for models ;
they have seldom troubled themselves with Utopian
theories ; they have not been anxious to prove that liberty
is a natural right of men; they have been content to
regard it as the lawful birthright of Englishmen. Their
social contract is no fiction. It is still extant on the
original parchment, sealed with wax which was affixed at
Runnymede, and attested by the lordly names of the

VOL. IL u
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Marischals and Fitzherberts. No general arguments about
the original equality of men, no fine stories out of Plutarch
and Cornelius Nepos, have ever affected them so much as
their own familiar words, — Magna Charta, — Habeas
Corpus,—Trial by Jury,—Bill of Rights. This part of
our national character has undoubtedly its disadvantages.
An Englishman too often reasons on politics in the spirit
rather of a lawyer than of a philosopher.. There is too often
something narrow, something exclusive, something Jewish,
if we may use the word, in his love of freedom. He is
disposed to consider popular rights as the special heritage
of the chosen race to which he belongs. He is inclined
rather to repel than to encourage the alien proselyte who
aspires to a share of his privileges, Very different was
the spirit of the Constituent Assembly. They had none
of our narrowness; but they had none of our practical
skill in the management of affairs. They did not under-
stand how to regulate the order of their own debates;
and they thought themselves able to legislate for the
whole world. All the past was loathsome to them. All
their agreeable associations were connected with the
future. Hopes were to them all that recollections are to
us. In the institutions of their country they found nothing
to love or to admire. As far back as they could look,
they saw only the tyranny of one class and the degrada-
tion of another,—Frank and Gaul, knight and villein,
gentleman and roturier. They hated the monarchy, the
church, the nobility. They cared nothing for the States
ot the Parliament. It was long the fashion to ascribe all
the follies which they committed to the writings of the
philosophers. We believe that it was misrule, and nothing
but misrule, that put the sting into those writings. It is
not true that the French abandoned experience for theories.
They took up with theories because they had no experi-
ence of good government. It was because they had no
charter that they ranted about the original contract. As
soon as tolerable institutions were given to them, they



MIRABEAU. 99

began to look to those institutions. In 1830 their rallying
cry was Vive la Charte. In 1789 they had nothing but
theories round which to rally. They had seen social dis-
tinctions only in a bad form ; and it was therefore natural
that they should be deluded by sophisms about the
equality of men. They had experienced so much evil
from the sovereignty of kings that they might be excused
for lending a ready ear to those who preached, in an
exaggerated form, the doctrine of the sovereignty of the
people.

The English, content with their own national recol-
lections and names, have never sought for models in the
institutions of Greece or Rome. The French, having
nothing in their own history to which they could look
back with pleasure, had recourse to the history of the
great ancient commonwealths : they drew their notions of
those commonwealths, not from contemporary writers,
but from romances written by pedantic moralists long
after the extinction of public liberty. They neglected
Thucydides for Plutarch. Blind themselves, they took
blind guides. They had no experience of freedom; and
they took their opinions concerning it from men who had
no more experience of it than themselves, and whose ima-
ginations, inflamed by mystery and privation, exagge-
rated the unknown enjoyment ; — from men who raved
about patriotism without having ever had a country, and
eulogised tyrannicide while crouching before tyrants.
The maxim which the French legislators learned in this
school was, that political liberty is an end, and not a
means ; that it is not merely valuable as the great safe-
guard of order, of property, and of morality, but that it
is in itself a high and exquisite happiness to which order,
property, and morality ought without one scruple to be
sacrificed. The lessons which may be learned from an-
cient history are indeed most useful and important ; but
they were not likely to be learned by men who, in all
their rhapsodies about the Athenian democracy, seemed

"2



100 MIRABEAU.

utterly to forget that in that democracy there were ten
slaves to one citizen ; and who constantly decorated their
invectives against the aristocrats with panegyrics on
Brutus and Cato, — two aristocrats, fiercer, prouder, and
more exclusive, than any that emigrated with the Count
of Artois.

We have never met with so vivid and interesting a
picture of the National Assembly as that which M. Dumont
has set before us. His Mirabeau, in particular, is incom-
parable. All the former Mirabeaus were daubs in com-
parison. Some were merely painted from the imagination
— others were gross caricatures : this is the very indi-
vidual, neither god nor demon, but a man — a French-
man, —a Frenchman of the eighteenth century, with
great talents, with strong passions, depraved by bad
education, surrounded by temptations of every kind, —
made desperate at one time by disgrace, and then again
intoxicated by fame. All his opposite and seemingly
inconsistent qualities are in this representation so blended
together as to make up a harmonious and natural whole.
Till now, Mirabeau was to us, and, we believe, to most
readers of history, not a man, but a string of antitheses.
Henceforth he will be a real human being, a remarkable
and eccentric being indeed, but perfectly conceivable.

He was fond, M. Dumont tells us, of giving odd com-
pound nicknames. Thus, M. de Lafayette was Grandison-
Cromwell ; the King of Prussia was Alaric-Cottin; D’Es-
premenil was Crispin-Catiline. We think that Mirabeau
himself might be described, after his own fashion, as a
Wilkes-Chatham, He had Wilkes’s sensuality, Wilkes’s
levity, Wilkes’s insensibility to shame. Like Wilkes, he
had brought on himself the censure even of men of plea-
sure by the peculiar grossness of his immorality, and by
the obscenity of his writings. Like Wilkes, he was heed-
less, not only of the laws of morality, but of the laws of
honour. Yet he affected, like Wilkes, to unite the cha-
racter of the demagogue to that of the fine gentleman.
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Like Wilkes, he conciliated, by his good-humour and his
high spirits, the regard of many who despised his cha-
racter. Like Wilkes, he was hideously ugly ; like Wilkes,
he made a jest of his own ugliness; and, like Wilkes, he
was, in spite of his ugliness, very attentive to his dress,
and very successful in affairs of gallantry.

Resembling Wilkes in the lower and grosser parts of
his character, he had, in his higher qualities, some aﬂinjty
to Chatham. His eloquence, as far as we can judge of it,
bore no inconsiderable resemblance to that of the great
English minister. He was not eminently successful in
long set speeches. He was not, on the other hand, a close
and ready debater. Sudden bursts, which seemed to be
the effect of inspiration—short sentences which came
like lightning, dazzling, burning, striking down every thing
before them—sentences which, spoken at critical moments,
decided the fate of great questions—sentences which at
once became proverbs—sentences which everybody still
knows by heart—in these chiefly lay the oratorical power
both of Chatham and of Mirabeau. There have been
far greater speakers, and far greater statesmen, than either
of them; but we doubt whether any men have, in
modern times, exercised such vast personal influence over
stormy and divided assemblies. The power of both was
as much moral as intellectual. In true dignity of character,
in private and public virtue, it may seem absurd to
institute any comparison between them ; but they had
the same haughtiness and vehemence of temper. In
their language and manner there was a disdainful self-
confidence, an imperiousness, a fierceness of passion,
before which all common minds quailed. Even Murray
and Charles Townshend, though intellectually not inferior
to Chatham, were always cowed by him. Barnave, in
the same manner, though the best debater in the National
Assembly, flinched before the energy of Mirabeau. Men,
except in bad novels, are not all good or all evil It can
scarcely be denied that the virtue of Lord Chatham was
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a little theatrical. On the other hand there was .in
Mirabeau, not indeed any thing deserving the name of
virtue, but that imperfect substitute for virtue which is
found in almost all superior minds,—a sensibility to the
beautiful and the good, which sometimes amounted to
sincere enthusiasm ; and which, mingled with the desire
of admiration, sometimes gave to his character a lustre
resembling the lustre of true goodness,—as the ¢faded
splendour wan” which lingered round the fallen arch-
angel resembled the exceeding brightness of those spirits
who had kept their first estate.

There are several other admirable portraits of eminent
men in these Memoirs. That of Sieyes in particular, and
that of Talleyrand, are masterpieces, full of life and ex-
pression. But nothing in the book has interested us
more than the view which M. Dumont has presented to
us, unostentatiously, and, we may say, unconsciously, of
his own character. The sturdy rectitude, the large
charity, the good-nature, the modesty, the independent
spirit, the ardent philanthropy, the unaffected indifference
to money and to fame, make up a character which, while
it has nothing unnatural, seems to us to approach nearer
to perfection than any of the Grandisons and Allworthys
of fiction. The work is not indeed precisely such a
work as we had anticipated—it is more lively, more
picturesque, more amusing than we had promised our-
selves; and it is, on the other hand, less profound and
philosophic. But, if it is not, in all respects, such as
might have been expected from the intellect of M. Dumont,
it is assuredly such as might have been expected from his
heart.
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BARERE. (ArriL 1844.)

Mémoires de Bertrand Barére; publiés par MM. HIpPoLYTE
Carnor, Membre de la Chambre des Députés, et Davip
d’Angers, Membre de I'Institut: précédés d’'une Notice His-
torique par H. CARNOT. 4 tomes. Paris: 1843.

TS book has more than one title to our serious attention.
It is an appeal, solemnly made to posterity by a man who
played a conspicuous part in great events, and who re-
presents himself as deeply aggrieved by the rash and
malevolent censure of his contemporaries. To such an
appeal we shall always give ready audience. We can
perform no duty more useful to society, or more agree-
able to our own feelings, than that of making, as far as
our power extends, reparation to the slandered and per-
secuted benefactors of mankind. We therefore promptly
took into our consideration this copious apology for the
life of Bertrand Barére. We have made up our minds ;
and we now purpose to do him, by the blessing of God,
full and signal justice.

It is to be observed that the appellant in this case does
not come into court alone. He is attended to the bar of
public opinion by two compurgators who occupy highly
honourable stations. One of these is M. David of Angers,
member of the Institute, an eminent sculptor, and, if we
have been rightly informed, a favourite pupil, though not
a kinfman, of the painter who bore the same name.
The other, to whom we owe the biographical preface, is
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M. Hippolyte Carnot, member of the Chamber of Depu-
ties, and son of the celebrated Director. In the judgment
of M. David and of M. Hippolyte Carnot, Barére was a
deserving and an ill-used man, a man who, though by no
means faultless, must yet, when due allowance is made
for the force of circumstances and the infirmity of human
nature, be considered as on the whole entitled to our
esteem. It will be for the public to determine, after a
full hearing, whether the editors have, by thus connecting
their names with that of Barére, raised his character or
lowered their own. .

‘We are not conscious that, when we opened this book,
we were under the influence of any feeling likely to
pervert our judgment. Undoubtedly we had long enter-
tained a most unfavourable opinion of Barére; but to
this opinion we were not tied by any passion or by any
interest. Our dislike was a reasonable dislike, and might
have been removed by reason. Indeed our expectation
was, that these Memoirs would in some measure clear
Barére’s fame. That he could vindicate himself from all
the charges which had been brought against him, we
knew to be impossible ; and his editors admit that he
has not done so. But we thought it highly probable
that some grave accusations would be refuted, and that
many offences to which he would have been forced to
plead guilty would be greatly extenuated. We were
not disposed to be severe. We were fully aware that
temptations such as those to which the members of the
Convention and of the Committee of Public Safety were
exposed must try severely the strength of the firmest
virtue. Indeed our inclination has always been to
regard with an indulgence, which to some rigid moralists
appears excessive, those faults into which gentle and
noble spirits are sometimes hurried by the excitement of
conflict, by the maddening influence of sympathy, and
by ill-regulated zeal for a public cause.

With sgch feelings we read this book, and compared it
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with other accounts of the events in which Barére bore
a paet. It is now our duty to express the opinion to
which this investigation has led us.

Our opinion then is this: that Barére approached
nearer than any person mentioned in history or fiction,
whether man or devil, to the idea of consummate and
universal depravity. In him the qualities which are the
proper objects of hatred, and the qualities which are the
proper objects of contempt, preserve an exquisite and
absolute harmony. In almost every particular sort of
wickedness he has had rivals. His sensuality was im-
moderate ; but this was a failing common to him with
many great and amiable men. There have been many
men as cowardly as he, some as cruel, a few as mean, a
few as impudent. There may also have been as great
liars, though we never met with them or read of them.
But when we put every thing together, sensuality, pol-
troonery, baseness, effrontery, mendacity, barbarity, the
result is something which in a novel we should condemn
as caricature, and to which, we venture to say, no parallel
can be found in history.

It would be grossly unjust, we acknowledge, to try a
man situated as Barére was by a severe standard. Nor
have we done so. We have formed our opinion of him
by comparing him, not with politicians of stainless
character, not with Chancellor D’Aguesseau, or General
Washington, or Mr. Wilberforce, or Earl Grey, but with
his own colleagues of the Mountain. That party included
a considerable number of the worst men that ever lived ;
but we see in it nothing like Barére. Compared with
him, Fouché seems honest; Billaud seems humane;
Hébert seems to rise into dignity. Every other chief of
a party, says M. Hippolyte Carnot, has found apologists :
one set of men exalts the Girondists; another set justifies
Danton; a third deifies Robespierre: but Barére has
remained without a defender. We venture to suggest a
very simple solution of this phenomenon. All the other
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chiefs of parties had some good qualities ; and Barére had
none. The genius, courage, patriotism, and humanity of
the Girondist statesmen more than atoned for what was
culpable in their conduct, and should have protected them
from the insult of being compared with such a thing as
Barére. Danton and Robespierre were indeed bad men ;
but in both of them some important parts of the mind
remained sound. Danton was brave and resolute, fond
of pleasure, of power, and of distinction, with vehement
passions, with lax principles, but with some kind and
manly feelings, capable of great crimes, but capable also
of friendship and of compassion. He, therefore, naturally
finds admirers among persons of bold and sangwune dis-
positions. Robespierre was a vain, envious, and suspicious
man, with a hard heart, weak nerves, and a gloomy
temper. But we cannot with truth deny that he was, in
the vulgar sense of the word, disinterested, that his
private life was correct, or that he was sincerely zealous
for his own system of politics and morals. He, therefore,
naturally finds admirers among honest but moody and
bitter democrats. If no class has taken the reputation of
Barére under its patronage, the reason is plain: Barére
had not a single virtue, nor even the semblance of one.
It is true that he was not, as far as we are able to
judge, originally of a savage disposition ; but this circum-
stance seems to us only to aggravate his guilt. There
are some unhappy men constitutionally prone to the
darker passions, men all whose blood is gall, and to whom
bitter words and harsh actions are as natural as snarling
and biting to a ferocious dog. To come into the world
with this wretched mental disease is a greater calamity
than to be born blind or deaf. A man who, having such
a temper, keeps it in subjection, and constrains himself to
behave habitually with justice and humanity towards
those who are in his power, seems to us worthy of the
highest admiration. There have been instances of this
self-command ; and they are among the most signal
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triumphs of philosophy and religion. On the other hand,
a man who, having been blessed by nature with a bland
disposition, gradually brings himself to inflict misery on
his fellow-creatures with indifference, with satisfaction,
and at length with a hideous rapture, deserves to be
regarded as a portent of wickedness; and such a man
was Barére. The history of his downward progress is
full of instruction. Weakness, cowardice, and fickleness
were born with him ; the best quality which he received
from nature was a good temper. These, it is true, are
not very promising materials; yet, out of materials as
unpromising, high sentiments of piety and of honour
have sometimes made martyrs and heroes. Rigid princi-
ples often do for feeble minds what stays do for feeble
bodies. But Barére had no principles at all. His charac-
ter was equally destitute of natural and of acquired
strength. Neither in the commerce of life, nor in books,
did we ever become acquainted with any mind so un-
stable, so utterly destitute of tone,-so incapable of
independent thought and earnest preference, so ready to
take impressions and so ready to lose them. He resembled
those creepers which must lean on something, and which,
as soon as their prop is removed, fall down in utter help-
lessness. He could no more stand up, erect and self-
supported, in any cause, than the ivy can rear itself like
the oak, or the wild vine shoot to heaven like the cedar
of Lebanon. It is berely possible that, under good
guidance and in favourable circumstances, such a man
might have slipped through life without discredit.- But
the unseaworthy craft, which even in still water would
have been in danger of going down from its own rotten-
ness, was launched on a raging ocean, amidst a storm in
which a whole armada of gallant ships was cast away.
The weakest and most servile of human beings found
himself on-a sudden an actor in a Revolution which con-
vulsed the whole civilised world. At first he fell under
the influence of humane and moderate men, and talked
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the language of humanity and moderation. But he soon
found himself surrounded by fierce and resolute spirits,
scared by no danger and restrained by no scruple. He
had to choose whether he would be their victim or their
accomplice. His chuice was soon made. He tasted
blood, and felt no loathing : he tasted it again, and liked
it well.  Cruelty became with him, first a habit, then a
passion, at last a madness. So complete and rapid was
the degeneracy of his nature, that, within a very few
months after the time when he had passed for a good-
natured man, he had brought himself to look on the
despair and misery of his fellow-creatures with a glee
resembling that of the fiends whom Dante saw watching
the pool of seething pitch in Malebolge. He had many
associates in guilt; but he distinguished himself from
them all by the Bacchanalian exultation which he seemed
to feel in the work of death. He was drunk with innocent
and noble blood, laughed and shouted as he butchered,
and howled strange songs and reeled in strange dances
amidst the carnage. Then came a sudden and violent
turn of fortune. The miserable man was hurled down
from the height of power to hopeless ruin and infamy.
The shock sobered him at once. The fumes of his
horrible intoxication passed away. But he was now so
irrecoverably depraved that the discipline of adversity
only drove him further into wickedness. Ferocious vices,
of which he had never been suspected, had been developed
in him by power. Another class of vices, less hateful
perhaps, but more despicable, was now developed in him
by poverty and disgrace. Having appalled the whole
world by great crimes perpetrated under the pretence of
zeal for liberty, he became the meanest of all the tools of
despotism. It is not easy to settle the order of precedence
among his vices; but we are inclined to think that his
baseness was, on the whole, a rarer and more marvellous
thing than his cruelty.

This is the view which we have long taken of Barére’s
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character ; but, till we read these Memoirs, we held our
opinion with the diffidence which becomes a judge who
has only heard one side. The case seemed strong, and in
parts unanswerable: yet we did not know what the
accused party might have to say for himself; and, not
being much inclined to take our fellow-creatures either
for angels of light or for angels of darkness, we could not
but feel some suspicion that his offences had been exag-
gerated. That suspicion is now at an end. The vindica-
tion is before us. It occupies four volumes. It was the
work of forty years. It would be absurd to suppose that
it does not refute every serious charge which admitted of
refutation. How many serious chargés, then, are here
refuted ? Not a single one. Most of the imputations
which have been thrown on Barére he does not even
notice. In such cases, of course, judgment must go
against him by default. The fact is, that nothing can be
more meagre and uninteresting than his account of the
great public transactions in which he was engaged. He
gives us hardly a word of new information respecting the
proceedings of the Committee of Public Safety ; and, by
way of compensation, tells us long stories about things
which happened before he emerged from obscurity, and
after he had again sunk into it. Nor is this the worst.
As soon as he ceases to write trifles, he begins to write
lies; and such lies! A man who has never been within
the tropics does not know what a thunderstorm means;
a man who has never looked on Niagara has but a faint
idea of a cataract; and he who has not read Barére’s
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