in Iris argument, when we find him breaking new grouml, with
which to prop the obl argements, He says he defends hanz-
ingr, o= a himsane act towands the strocions criminal.  Let the
resulr bear in mind that it is only the most atrocious murdercr
who - life Mr. Mill would take. He insists that imprisonment
fur e s o much more formidalile punishment than ing,
and that, therefore, it is humane to strangle the most atrociois
murderers,  Yet, he has told ns, that the awful death penalty
is, by the terror it imspires, “ the security of life.” We fiollowr
L, aoml presently find imprisonment for life s o muel
severet, o much more horrible, peoalty than the sudden emding
which tly: hangman puts to the days of the eriminal. 1f the
security @ life be promotel, in proportion to the severity of
the pumPiment inflicted on the criminal who destroys il it
follows that imprisonment for life—which is s mitich soVerer,
according to Mr. Mill, than L - Kl be at once sul-
situted for the lesser pengRe Se=s protective penalty.
Mr. Mill's estivate of of perpetual imprn-
sopmeent nml swlden de rnan is uiterly false as
he applies it.  To the guight g the cultivatsd man,
death, with all its ternol sle than a long life of
whamue, and the loarly p of & convict prison. But
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