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It is no part of my business, nor do I feel inclined, to mix this
discussion with the numerous points in controversy between thy-
self and Stephen Allen. The Auburn scheme of penitentiary
discipline is laid on principles, and sustained by practices, which
the advocates of the Pennsylvania system cannot approve, and I
feel confident that the citizens of this state will never adopt them.
Thy New York correspondent has, however, with a view to up-
hold their favourite plan of treatment, and prove its mildness, in
comparison with that proposed in our New Penitentiaries, quoted
from my first letter addressed to thyself, « that convicts for acts
of violence committed in the Philadelphia prison, have been eon-
fined in the cells for six, nine, and twelve months, generally in
irons, and always on a low diet,”” and then proceeds to ask whe-
ther this is to be preferred to whipping? When follows thy re-
mark, ¢ What answer you, sir, will give to this question, is
not for me to conjecture.’”’ For a correct understanding of the
use of the fact, now so triumphantly exhibited, I must refer to
the letter from which it is extracted, where it will be seen,
among other considerations, on separate confinement, I endea-
voured to combat an opinion sometimes urged, that melancholy,
and madness, and even suicide, would be the inevitable conse-
quence of such imprisonment. Buat it cannot be shown, that I
approved of putting prisoners in irons, directing for them a low
diet, and consigning them to cells under those circumstances, for
six, nine, and twelve months——far different are my sentiments on
this subject. My design was merely to show, that under the
severest application of solitude in the cells of the old jail, aliena-
tion of mind had not occurred.

Whatever may be the opinions entertained of the plan of sepa-
rate confinement,——if through mistaken tenderness of feeling,
some shrink from the adoption of it, and others, with imperfect
notions of its character, condemn it as a penalty affecting too seri-
ously the rights of our species, I entirely believe, that the best
motives conduct them to their decision, however much it may
be lamented, that they do not perceive its real merits.

It is nevertheless an unshaken truth, that a community of
prisoners is to the last degree to be deplored. No matter how
well the theory of jail discipline may be devised, nor how rigidly
it may be administered, human contrivance must fail, with asso-
ciated guill, to reform criminals, and to prevent crime by the
fear of such impotent chastisement. 351

Intercourse in prison defeats the claims of justice, and the
wholesome ends of punishment—it degrades, by exposing cul-
prits to the observation of each other, and proclaims the common
infamy of their fallen condition—it makes, in reality, little, if any
diserimination between offences—it banishes hope—-it hardens






