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    At the heart of public life lies a persistent tension between fidelity to principle and the accommodations needed for common action. John Morley’s On Compromise, first published in 1874, is a concise work of political and ethical reflection from Victorian Britain that takes this tension as its subject. Written as an essay rather than a narrative, it considers how citizens, thinkers, and officeholders should weigh the claims of truth against the pressures of expediency. Morley situates the problem in practical civic life as well as in the life of the mind, asking what integrity demands when consensus and cooperation appear to require concessions.

The book offers a sustained inquiry into the boundaries of concession in belief and conduct. Morley proceeds by careful definition and steady analysis, building an argument that distinguishes legitimate accommodation from capitulation. The prose is measured rather than florid, the tone earnest without melodrama, and the logic cumulative, inviting readers to reason alongside the author. Instead of anecdote-driven persuasion, he uses clear distinctions and orderly progression to test common assumptions about compromise. The experience is reflective and bracing: a methodical examination of hard cases, designed to sharpen judgment rather than supply comforting formulas or ready-made rules.

Among the central concerns is the relation between sincerity and social peace: whether one can remain truthful while yielding enough to cooperate with others. Morley probes the ethics of public agreement when private conviction resists, the costs of suppressing dissent in the name of harmony, and the dangers of zeal that refuses any accommodation at all. He explores the responsibilities that attend free opinion, the standards for responsible speech, and the difference between strategic patience and moral evasion. Throughout, the emphasis falls on intellectual honesty, civic duty, and the long-term consequences of choices made in the name of prudence.

Situated in the late nineteenth century, the book emerges from a British context marked by vigorous debate about religion, science, reform, and the nature of liberal governance. That setting matters, because questions about authority, tolerance, and the education of public opinion were acutely felt. Yet On Compromise aims beyond its moment. Its arguments speak to any environment where collective action is necessary but agreement is partial, where party lines tempt conformity, and where reputational pressures complicate candor. Morley writes as a participant in ongoing civic conversation, but with the critical distance of a moralist concerned with standards that outlast circumstance.

For contemporary readers, the relevance is plain. In an era of coalition-building, institutional constraint, and polarized discourse, Morley’s inquiry helps to clarify when bargaining serves the common good and when it corrodes the conditions for truth-seeking. The book raises questions that still bite: How do we weigh short-term gains against the long-term integrity of public reason? What do we owe to those with whom we profoundly disagree? When does pragmatic flexibility become self-deception? Rather than prescribing answers, it offers criteria and cautions that encourage a more exacting, self-aware practice of civic and professional judgment.

Stylistically, the essay rewards patient attention. Its arguments unfold with deliberate pacing, each section preparing the way for the next, and the mood combines sobriety with quiet confidence. Readers will find an author who trusts reasoned discourse, who prefers clarity to flourish, and who seeks to disentangle overlapping duties without oversimplifying them. The book feels both accessible and demanding: accessible in its lucidity and economy; demanding in the rigor it asks of the reader’s conscience. It is not a manual of tactics but a framework for thinking, inviting one to test personal thresholds and to articulate the principles that guide collective life.

Approached as a companion in deliberation, On Compromise offers an education in drawing lines without drawing them hastily. It neither celebrates obstinacy nor romanticizes deal-making; rather, it examines the moral conditions under which either stance might be justified. That balance gives the work its staying power. Readers come away better equipped to recognize the hidden costs of convenient settlements and the hidden possibilities in principled patience. As an introduction to the book suggests, Morley’s reflections can steady the mind amid political crosswinds, providing a disciplined vocabulary for one of public life’s oldest and most demanding problems.
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    On Compromise by John Morley is a nineteenth-century essay that examines the ethics and utility of compromise in public and private life. Morley addresses the pressures of modern politics, religion, and social organization, where individuals of conviction must work with others who differ. He asks when compromise is legitimate and when it becomes a betrayal of principle. The book aims to provide clear criteria for navigating conflicts between truth and expediency, conscience and cooperation. Throughout, Morley seeks to balance moral steadfastness with practical effectiveness, situating his discussion within the realities of representative government, religious diversity, and the demands of collective decision-making.

Morley begins by defining compromise, separating intellectual assent from practical action. He argues that surrendering a belief one holds to be true is not an acceptable compromise, whereas adjusting the mode and timing of action may be. Compromise, in his view, is a method for managing differences in complex societies, not a license for insincerity. The key test is whether an arrangement requires affirming what one believes to be false or prevents the open pursuit of truth. He suggests that genuine cooperation can respect firmness of conviction while allowing flexibility in measures, thereby distinguishing moral integrity from mere obstinacy.

From this foundation, Morley turns to sincerity and truthfulness as the central virtues of civic life. He criticizes equivocation, ambiguous formulae, and evasive speech that mask real disagreement. Public professions, oaths, and declarations should reflect actual belief, not convenient fictions. He maintains that the health of a free society depends on plain dealing, because only transparent belief can sustain trust and rational debate. The argument is practical as well as ethical: concealed dissent corrodes institutions more than frank difference. For Morley, intellectual honesty is the minimum condition for legitimate accommodation among citizens who must act together.

Morley then considers toleration and its limits. He upholds freedom of opinion as a fundamental good, urging that error be addressed by discussion rather than repression. Yet he distinguishes between beliefs and acts, allowing the state to restrain actions that injure others or threaten public order. Toleration is not indifference but a principled refusal to coerce conscience. He warns that persecuting opinion degrades truth by making it a badge of power, while unchecked fanaticism can endanger common safety. The balance he sketches supports a civil framework that protects inquiry, permits diversity, and intervenes only where tangible harm can be shown.

Turning to party government, Morley weighs the necessity of organization against the moral risks of partisanship. Parties enable collective action and reform, but they tempt adherents to suppress conviction for unity or success. He proposes tests for legitimate party compromise: adherence to core principles, openness about disagreements, and refusal to endorse measures believed to be wrong. Independence of judgment should be preserved even within disciplined ranks. Withdrawal from a party may be required when its program demands assent to falsehood or injustice. In this way, Morley seeks a politics that marries effective cooperation with the integrity of individual conscience.

The discussion extends to religious institutions, particularly the tensions within established churches and broad-church movements. Morley examines practices of subscription to creeds and formularies, arguing that assent should match belief to avoid institutionalized insincerity. He surveys arguments for and against establishment, focusing on how state connection may encourage compromises that blur doctrine and undermine frank discussion. While recognizing the social roles of churches, he emphasizes that accommodation should not rest on deliberate ambiguity. For religious life to contribute to public good, Morley contends, its forms and declarations must be consistent with conviction, and its claims should coexist with civic freedom.

On the relation of the state to morality and education, Morley favors a secular framework that promotes general welfare without imposing theological doctrine. He argues that public education should cultivate moral and intellectual habits through reason and common experience, leaving specific religious instruction to voluntary bodies. The state, in his account, best advances morality by securing conditions for free inquiry, equal citizenship, and fair opportunity. Conscientious scruples deserve respect, but not a veto over policies aimed at the common good. Within this arrangement, compromise can reconcile diverse convictions while preserving the neutrality that safeguards liberty for all.

Morley assesses the methods of public advocacy, including the roles of journalism, rhetoric, and agitation. He urges fairness toward opponents, accuracy in representation, and restraint from sensational appeals that distort judgment. Progress, he suggests, often requires patience, measured reform, and willingness to accept partial gains without falsifying ends. The press and parliamentary debate carry special responsibilities to maintain standards of evidence and clarity. By cultivating habits of candor and disciplined argument, society can conduct conflicts productively. Such discipline provides the environment in which legitimate compromises are forged, as citizens come to shared understandings without sacrificing essential truths.

The book concludes by restating its central message: compromise is an instrument of cooperative life, not a substitute for conviction. Morley offers criteria to judge when concession aids truth and justice and when it conceals or betrays them. He calls for character traits suited to free institutions—sincerity, independence of mind, tolerance of persons, and firmness toward error. In this spirit, individuals align practical measures with enduring principles, accept partial advances without affirming falsehoods, and pursue reform through open reasoning. On Compromise thus presents a disciplined ethic for navigating disagreement while sustaining the moral foundations of liberal society.





Historical Context




Table of Contents




    On Compromise (1874) emerged from late-Victorian Britain, centered in London’s press and Parliament at Westminster. John Morley, a Liberal journalist and editor of the Fortnightly Review since 1867, wrote amid the high tide of Gladstonian reform and Disraelian opposition. The United Kingdom confronted rapid urbanization, an expanded electorate, and fractious debates over religion, education, and Ireland. Intellectual life was polarized by new scientific ideas and crises of faith, while the periodical press amplified controversy. The book is not set in a fictional locale; its stage is the political and moral world of Britain, especially England and Ireland, in the years 1867–1874.

The Second Reform Act (1867) expanded the male borough franchise, roughly doubling England and Wales’s electorate and redistributing seats, while the Ballot Act (1872) introduced secret voting to curb intimidation and bribery. These measures transformed party strategy, invigorated constituency organizations, and sharpened the tension between principled programs and electoral pragmatism. Morley’s treatise interrogates precisely this tension: how far truth-telling and conscience can be preserved when parties must court mass voters and manage sectional interests. The book mirrors the new political arithmetic of the 1870s, warning against moral evasion even as it recognizes that broader suffrage compels negotiation and tactical concessions.

The Irish Church Act (1869), centerpiece of William Ewart Gladstone’s first ministry, disestablished and disendowed the (Anglican) Church of Ireland, effective 1 January 1871. The Act compensated clergy and redirected much property to secular purposes, aiming to redress Catholic grievances in a majority-Catholic country after the Fenian alarms of 1867. This legislative pacification was both symbolic and practical, seeking fairness without provoking Protestant backlash. On Compromise engages the ethical calculus behind such statecraft: when justice requires decisive change, and what concessions to entrenched minorities are legitimate. Morley reads disestablishment as a test case in balancing principle, religious liberty, and political feasibility.

The Elementary Education Act (1870), steered by W. E. Forster, created elected school boards and permitted rate-funded schools where voluntary provision was lacking. Its famous Cowper-Temple Clause barred distinctive denominational catechism in board schools, a careful mid-course between Anglican claims and Nonconformist demands for secular instruction. Heated contests in Birmingham and London exposed deep confessional rivalries. Morley’s book interrogates such crafted settlements: whether they honor the truth about religious diversity while securing a workable national system. He treats the 1870 compromise as paradigmatic—public policy must respect conscience yet avoid sectarian privilege, a balance that his analysis insists must be argued openly, not disguised.

The University Tests Act (1871) removed religious tests for most degrees and fellowships at Oxford, Cambridge, and Durham (retaining restrictions for divinity), opening elite education and academic posts to Dissenters, Catholics, Jews, and unbelievers. This followed mid-century university reforms and culminated decades of agitation by the Liberation Society and allied liberals. For Morley, who championed intellectual independence in the Fortnightly Review, the Act exemplified institutional realignment with freedom of conscience. On Compromise links such changes to a broader demand: public offices and honors should rest on merit, not orthodoxy. Yet it also probes the residual compromises that left divinity fenced off from full equality.

Victorian crises of faith set the moral backdrop: Darwin’s On the Origin of Species (1859), the Oxford evolution debate (1860) between Huxley and Bishop Wilberforce, and the storm over Essays and Reviews (1860) fractured religious authority. Organized secularism advanced under Charles Bradlaugh’s National Secular Society (1866). Bradlaugh’s election for Northampton (1880) and exclusion over the parliamentary oath until 1886 dramatized the collision of conscience, law, and representation. Though published in 1874, Morley’s work anticipates this conflict, arguing for candor in belief and for political frameworks that accommodate dissent without disguising differences—rejecting both persecution and evasive formulas that sacrifice truth to party convenience.

Ireland’s land and national claims intensified after 1870. Gladstone’s Land Act (1870) modestly protected tenants; the Land League (founded 1879 by Michael Davitt) orchestrated the Land War (1879–1882), leading to the Kilmainham Treaty (1882) and further reform. Constitutional nationalism moved from Isaac Butt’s Home Government Association (1870) to Charles Stewart Parnell’s leadership (from 1877), culminating in the First Home Rule Bill’s defeat (1886). Morley later served as Chief Secretary for Ireland (1886; 1892–1895), applying, in practice, the principles he theorized: how to reconcile national self-government, law and order, and minority protections. On Compromise thus foreshadows the dilemmas of governing a divided polity.

As a political and moral critique, the book exposes the era’s core pathologies: party discipline that suppresses honest conviction, ecclesiastical privilege that distorts public policy, and expediency masking as prudence. It dissects how class influence and religious establishment shaped education, officeholding, and representation, and how electoral practices before the ballot coerced the weak. Morley insists that compromise must serve truth and justice, not camouflage them: Irish disestablishment, educational neutrality, and civic equality illustrate legitimate settlements, whereas oath tests and sectarian endowments exemplify unjust bargains. The work indicts evasive rhetoric and urges transparent principles to confront social divisions and constitutional reform.
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INTRODUCTORY.

The design of the following essay is to consider, in a short and direct way, some of the limits that are set by sound reason to the practice of the various arts of accommodation, economy, management, conformity, or compromise. The right of thinking freely and acting independently, of using our minds without excessive awe of authority, and shaping our lives without unquestioning obedience to custom, is now a finally accepted principle in some sense or other with every school of thought that has the smallest chance of commanding the future. Under what circumstances does the exercise and vindication of the right, thus conceded in theory, become a positive duty in practice? If the majority are bound to tolerate dissent from the ruling opinions and beliefs, under what conditions and within what limitations is the dissentient imperatively bound to avail himself of this toleration? How far, and in what way, ought respect either for immediate practical convenience, or for current prejudices, to weigh against respect for truth? For how much is it well that the individual should allow the feelings and convictions of the many to count, when he comes to shape, to express, and to act upon his own feelings and convictions? Are we only to be permitted to defend general principles, on condition that we draw no practical inferences from them? Is every other idea to yield precedence and empire to existing circumstances, and is the immediate and universal workableness of a policy to be the main test of its intrinsic fitness?

To attempt to answer all these questions fully would be nothing less than to attempt a compendium of life and duty in all their details, a Summa of cases of conscience, a guide to doubters at every point of the compass. The aim of the present writer is a comparatively modest one; namely, to seek one or two of the most general principles which ought to regulate the practice of compliance, and to suggest some of the bearings which they may have in their application to certain difficulties in modern matters of conduct.

It is pretty plain that an inquiry of this kind needs to be fixed by reference to a given set of social circumstances tolerably well understood. There are some common rules as to the expediency of compromise and conformity, but their application is a matter of endless variety and the widest elasticity. The interesting and useful thing is to find the relation of these too vague rules to actual conditions; to transform them into practical guides and real interpreters of what is right and best in thought and conduct, in a special and definite kind of emergency. According to the current assumptions of the writer and the preacher, the one commanding law is that men should cling to truth and right, if the very heavens fall. In principle this is universally accepted. To the partisans of authority and tradition it is as much a commonplace as to the partisans of the most absolute and unflinching rationalism. Yet in practice all schools alike are forced to admit the necessity of a measure of accommodation in the very interests of truth itself. Fanatic is a name of such ill repute, exactly because one who deserves to be called by it injures good causes by refusing timely and harmless concession; by irritating prejudices that a wiser way of urging his own opinion might have turned aside; by making no allowances, respecting no motives, and recognising none of those qualifying principles, which are nothing less than necessary to make his own principle true and fitting in a given society. The interesting question in connection with compromise obviously turns upon the placing of the boundary that divides wise suspense in forming opinions, wise reserve in expressing them, and wise tardiness in trying to realise them, from unavowed disingenuousness and self-illusion, from voluntary dissimulation, and from indolence and pusillanimity. These are the three departments or provinces of compromise. Our subject is a question of boundaries[1q].[1] And this question, being mainly one of time and circumstance, may be most satisfactorily discussed in relation to the time and the circumstances which we know best, or at least whose deficiencies and requirements are most pressingly visible to us.

Though England counts her full share of fearless truth-seekers in most departments of inquiry, yet there is on the whole no weakening, but a rather marked confirmation, of what has become an inveterate national characteristic, and has long been recognised as such; a profound distrust, namely, of all general principles; a profound dislike both of much reference to them, and of any disposition to invest them with practical authority; and a silent but most pertinacious measurement of philosophic truths by political tests. 'It is not at all easy, humanly speaking,' says one who has tried the experiment, 'to wind an Englishman up to the level of dogma.' The difficulty has extended further than the dogma of theology. The supposed antagonism between expediency and principle has been pressed further and further away from the little piece of true meaning that it ever could be rightly allowed to have, until it has now come to signify the paramount wisdom of counting the narrow, immediate, and personal expediency for everything, and the whole, general, ultimate, and completed expediency for nothing. Principle is only another name for a proposition stating the terms of one of these larger expediencies[2q]. When principle is held in contempt, or banished to the far dreamland of the philosopher and the student, with an affectation of reverence that in a materialist generation is in truth the most overweening kind of contempt, this only means that men are thinking much of the interests of to-day, and little of the more ample interests of the many days to come. It means that the conditions of the time are unfriendly to the penetration and the breadth of vision which disclose to us the whole range of consequences that follow on certain kinds of action or opinion, and unfriendly to the intrepidity and disinterestedness which make us willing to sacrifice our own present ease or near convenience, in the hope of securing higher advantages for others or for ourselves in the future.

Let us take politics, for example. What is the state of the case with us, if we look at national life in its broadest aspect? A German has his dream of a great fatherland which shall not only be one and consolidated, but shall in due season win freedom for itself, and be as a sacred hearth whence others may borrow the warmth of freedom and order for themselves. A Spaniard has his vision either of militant loyalty to God and the saints and the exiled line of his kings, or else of devotion to the newly won liberty and to the raising up of his fallen nation. An American, in the midst of the political corruption which for the moment obscures the great democratic experiment, yet has his imagination kindled by the size and resources of his land, and his enthusiasm fired by the high destinies which he believes to await its people in the centuries to come. A Frenchman, republican or royalist, with all his frenzies and 'fool-fury' of red or white, still has his hope and dream and aspiration, with which to enlarge his life and lift him on an ample pinion out from the circle of a poor egoism. What stirs the hope and moves the aspiration of our Englishman? Surely nothing either in the heavens above or on the earth beneath. The English are as a people little susceptible in the region of the imagination. But they have done good work in the world, acquired a splendid historic tradition of stout combat for good causes, founded a mighty and beneficent empire; and they have done all this notwithstanding their deficiencies of imagination. Their lands have been the home of great and forlorn causes, though they could not always follow the transcendental flights of their foreign allies and champions. If Englishmen were not strong in imagination, they were what is better and surer, strong in their hold of the great emancipating principles. What great political cause, her own or another's, is England befriending to-day? To say that no great cause is left, is to tell us that we have reached the final stage of human progress, and turned over the last leaf in the volume of human improvements. The day when this is said and believed marks the end of a nation's life. Is it possible that, after all, our old protestant spirit, with its rationality, its austerity, its steady political energy, has been struck with something of the mortal fatigue that seizes catholic societies after their fits of revolution?

We need not forget either the atrocities or the imbecilities which mark the course of modern politics on the Continent. I am as keenly alive as any one to the levity of France, and the [Greek: hubris] of Germany. It may be true that the ordinary Frenchman is in some respects the victim of as poor an egoism as that of the ordinary Englishman; and that the American has no advantage over us in certain kinds of magnanimous sentiment. What is important is the mind and attitude, not of the ordinary man, but of those who should be extraordinary. The decisive sign of the elevation of a nation's life is to be sought among those who lead or ought to lead. The test of the health of a people is to be found in the utterances of those who are its spokesmen, and in the action of those whom it accepts or chooses to be its chiefs. We have to look to the magnitude of the issues and the height of the interests which engage its foremost spirits. What are the best men in a country striving for? And is the struggle pursued intrepidly and with a sense of its size and amplitude, or with creeping foot and blinking eye? The answer to these questions is the answer to the other question, whether the best men in the country are small or great. It is a commonplace that the manner of doing things is often as important as the things done. And it has been pointed out more than once that England's most creditable national action constantly shows itself so poor and mean in expression that the rest of Europe can discern nothing in it but craft and sinister interest. Our public opinion is often rich in wisdom, but we lack the courage of our wisdom. We execute noble achievements, and then are best pleased to find shabby reasons for them.

There is a certain quality attaching alike to thought and expression and action, for which we may borrow the name of grandeur. It has been noticed, for instance, that Bacon strikes and impresses us, not merely by the substantial merit of what he achieved, but still more by a certain greatness of scheme and conception. This quality is not a mere idle decoration. It is not a theatrical artifice of mask or buskin, to impose upon us unreal impressions of height and dignity. The added greatness is real. Height of aim and nobility of expression are true forces. They grow to be an obligation upon us. A lofty sense of personal worth is one of the surest elements of greatness. That the lion should love to masquerade in the ass's skin is not modesty and reserve, but imbecility and degradation. And that England should wrap herself in the robe of small causes and mean reasons is the more deplorable, because there is no nation in the world the substantial elements of whose power are so majestic and imperial as our own. Our language is the most widely spoken of all tongues, its literature is second to none in variety and power. Our people, whether English or American, have long ago superseded the barbarous device of dictator and Caesar by the manly arts of self-government. We understand that peace and industry are the two most indispensable conditions of modern civilisation, and we draw the lines of our policy in accordance with such a conviction. We have had imposed upon us by the unlucky prowess of our ancestors the task of ruling a vast number of millions of alien dependents. We undertake it with a disinterestedness, and execute it with a skill of administration, to which history supplies no parallel, and which, even if time should show that the conditions of the problem were insoluble, will still remain for ever admirable. All these are elements of true pre-eminence. They are calculated to inspire us with the loftiest consciousness of national life. They ought to clothe our voice with authority, to nerve our action by generous resolution, and to fill our counsels with weightiness and power.

Within the last forty years England has lost one by one each of those enthusiasms which may have been illusions,—some of them undoubtedly were so,—but which at least testified to the existence among us, in a very considerable degree, of a vivid belief in the possibility of certain broad general theories being true and right, as well as in the obligation of making them lights to practical conduct and desire. People a generation ago had eager sympathy with Hungary, with Italy, with Poland, because they were deeply impressed by the doctrine of nationalities. They had again a generous and energetic hatred of such an institution as the negro slavery of America, because justice and humanity and religion were too real and potent forces within their breasts to allow them to listen to those political considerations by which American statesmen used to justify temporising and compromise. They had strong feelings about Parliamentary Reform, because they were penetrated by the principle that the possession of political power by the bulk of a society is the only effective security against sinister government; or else by the principle that participation in public activity, even in the modest form of an exercise of the elective franchise, is an elevating and instructing agency; or perhaps by the principle that justice demands that those who are compelled to obey laws and pay national taxes should have a voice in making the one and imposing the other.

It may be said that the very fate of these aspirations has had a blighting effect on public enthusiasm and the capacity of feeling it. Not only have most of them now been fulfilled, and so passed from aspiration to actuality, but the results of their fulfilment have been so disappointing as to make us wonder whether it is really worth while to pray, when to have our prayers granted carries the world so very slight a way forward. The Austrian is no longer in Italy; the Pope has ceased to be master in Rome; the patriots of Hungary are now in possession of their rights, and have become friends of their old oppressors; the negro slave has been transformed into an American citizen. At home, again, the gods have listened to our vows. Parliament has been reformed, and the long-desired mechanical security provided for the voter's freedom. We no longer aspire after all these things, you may say, because our hopes have been realised and our dreams have come true. It is possible that the comparatively prosaic results before our eyes at the end of all have thrown a chill over our political imagination. What seemed so glorious when it was far off, seems perhaps a little poor now that it is near; and this has damped the wing of political fancy. The old aspirations have vanished, and no new ones have arisen in their place. Be the cause what it may, I should express the change in this way, that the existing order of facts, whatever it may be, now takes a hardly disputed precedence with us over ideas, and that the coarsest political standard is undoubtingly and finally applied over the whole realm of human thought.

The line taken up by the press and the governing classes of England during the American Civil War may serve to illustrate the kind of mood which we conceive to be gaining firmer hold than ever of the national mind. Those who sympathised with the Southern States listened only to political arguments, and very narrow and inefficient political arguments, as it happened, when they ought to have seen that here was an issue which involved not only political ideas, but moral and religious ideas as well. That is to say, the ordinary political tests were not enough to reveal the entire significance of the crisis, nor were the political standards proper for measuring the whole of the expediencies hanging in the balance. The conflict could not be adequately gauged by such questions as whether the Slave States had or had not a constitutional right to establish an independent government; whether the Free States were animated by philanthropy or by love of empire; whether it was to the political advantage of England that the American Union should be divided and consequently weakened. Such questions were not necessarily improper in themselves, and we can imagine circumstances in which they might be not only proper but decisive. But, the circumstances being what they were, the narrower expediencies of ordinary politics were outweighed by one of those supreme and indefeasible expediencies which are classified as moral. These are, in other words, the higher, wider, more binding, and transcendent part of the master art of social wellbeing.

Here was only one illustration of the growing tendency to substitute the narrowest political point of view for all the other ways of regarding the course of human affairs, and to raise the limitations which practical exigencies may happen to set to the application of general principles, into the very place of the principles themselves. Nor is the process of deteriorating conviction confined to the greater or noisier transactions of nations. It is impossible that it should be so. That process is due to causes which affect the mental temper an a whole, and pour round us an atmosphere that enervates our judgment from end to end, not more in politics than in morality, and not more in morality than in philosophy, in art, and in religion. Perhaps this tendency never showed itself more offensively than when the most important newspaper in the country criticised our great naturalist's scientific speculations as to the descent of man, from the point of view of property, intelligence, and a stake in the country, and severely censured him for revealing his particular zoological conclusions to the general public, at a moment when the sky of Paris was red with the incendiary flames of the Commune[1]. It would be hard to reduce the transformation of all truth into a subordinate department of daily politics, to a more gross and unseemly absurdity.

The consequences of such a transformation, of putting immediate social convenience in the first place, and respect for truth in the second, are seen, as we have said, in a distinct and unmistakable lowering of the level of national life; a slack and lethargic quality about public opinion; a growing predominance of material, temporary, and selfish aims, over those which are generous, far-reaching, and spiritual; a deadly weakening of intellectual conclusiveness, and clear-shining moral illumination, and, lastly, of a certain stoutness of self-respect for which England was once especially famous. A plain categorical
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