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‘It is of the utmost importance that all reflecting persons should take
into early consideration what these popular political creeds are likely to
be, and that every single article of them should be brought under the
fullest light of investigation and discussion ; so that, if possible, when
the time shall be ripe, whatever is right in them may be adopted, and
what is wrong rejected, by general consent; and that, instead of a
hostile conflict, physical or only moral, between the old and the new,
the best parts of both may be combined in a renovated social fabric.”

J. S. MiLL (““Chapters on Socialism’’).



PREFACE.

THE following pages have been written for the purpose ot
tracing the gradual but sure growth of our civil liberty, from
historic times, downward to our own day, and of investigating
the great principles which inspired our ancestors, in their
efforts to secure that great inheritance to us, their posterity.
A further object that I have had in view—and perhaps this
latter may be regarded as the more important—is to show
the symptoms, which are gathering fast and thick around us,
of a new order of things—of, in fact, a distinct surrender of
the traditional safeguards of that civil liberty—the * corner-
stone” of our great and deservedly enviable constitution.

I have endeavoured to prove that the invaluable principle
of individual freedom—which, from the Norman Conquest
downward, fired the most noble-minded of our ancestors to
rebel against the tyranny of those who won, or inherited, the
rights of that conquest—is in imminent danger of being
lost to us, at the very hour of its consummation. And I
have, I think, further demonstrated that so sure as we depart
from those traditional lines, in the endeavour to realise a
condition of society, which can only exist in the imagination
—viz., a community of people, enjoying equal social conditions,
—we shall, when it is too late, find that we have lost the
substance, in grasping at the shadow.

In order to realise the above perhaps somewhat ambitious
purposes, I have enumerated instances to show that the term
* Liberalism,” which in its original and true interpretation was
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synonymous with “freedom,” has, in our own day, lost that
genuine meaning, and is, instead, carrying with it, to the
minds of most men, other and quite erroneous significations;
and further, that political party-titles, generally, have now
ceased to carry with them any clear conception of political
principles: having become so inextricably mixed and
confused in the meanings which they convey, that it is
impossible to deduce, from the fact of their being professed
by any individual, any distinct conclusion as to that indi-
vidual’s political creed.

I have then shown that, from the earliest times in the
regular history of England, the principle of individual
freedom was the one which, paramount to all others, charac-
terised the greatest of England’s reforms; but that, in the
present day, that time-honoured principle appears to have
lost its charm, and the political title * Liberalism,” which
previously served as its synonym, is being gradually per-
verted to the service of a cause, which must, sooner or
later, be wholly destructive of that very liberty, from which
it derived its existence as a political term.

I have also, I believe, been able to demonstrate that this
tendency (though the fact is not generally recognised) is
clearly in the direction of those conditions or forms of society,
known as “ Socialismm ” and * Communism ;” and, finally, I
have, I think, given sufficient proof, from unexceptionable
authorities, of the fact that all practical attempts at such
conditions of society, have, whenever and wherever tried,
hopelessly failed in their results ; and, instead of lifting the
lowest stratum of society to the level of the highest, (as was
anticipated), or even approximating to it, dragged the whole
fabric down to the dead level of a primitive and uncultured
existence, sapped the enterprise and independence, as well
as stifled the higher faculties of all who have helped to con-
stitute such communities, and ended in placing such as
conformed to their principles at the mercy of nature, with
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all its uncertainties of season, and disappointments of pro-
duction.

I venture to think that there is no part of the civilised
world, in which the term “ Liberalism” has been more
constantly, or with more confidence, misused than in the
English colonies,and more especially in the colony of Victoria.
Political thought has there been developed and sharpened
to an extent, which has scarcely been equalled, certainly
not surpassed, in any part of the world—even in the United
States ; so that, in fact, it affords to the political students
of other and older countries, who may consider it worthy of
their attention, an invaluable political laboratory for the pur-
pose of judging the merits of many ‘‘advanced” legislative
experiments. This identical view I expressed at some length
in The Times, as far back as 1877,

Bearing the foregoing facts in view, I have drawn a great
number and variety of my illustrations from the legislative and
other public proceedings of the particular colony mentioned.

Side by side with this unusual development of political
activity and intelligence, which is specially noticeable in
that colony, there has unfortunately grown up a most
serious misconception or misrepresentation, as to the true
meaning of the political term, concerning which I have
more particularly treated ; and there is distinctly apparent
—there, as in Great Britain—all the symptoms of a return
to “class ” legislation of the most despotic character ; not,
as of old, in favour of the wealthy and aristocratic orderss
but in the opposite direction, of conferring positive benefits
upon the working classes—that is to say, the manual work-
ing classes—at the expense of the remainder of the com-
munity. Indeed the extreme Radical party of Great Britain
have already acknowledged that “there is scarcely an
organic change which has found a place in the programme
of advanced Liberalism, that has not been accepted, and
voluntarily introduced . . . . at the Antipodes.”
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One of the most unfortunate circumstances in connection
with colonial politics is the disinclination on the part of the
wealthier and better educated classes to enter into com-
petition with the omnipromising political hack, for the honour
of a seat in parliament. That most constituencies are at the
mercy of those candidates who promise most of what does
not belong to them, is indeed too true; but there are, one
is happy to be able to say, many constituencies in which
political morality has not sunk so low as to necessitate a
candidate substituting flattery and transparent bribes, for
home truths and sound political doctrine. These con-
stituencies are, however, comparatively few in number.
That fact, coupled with the thoroughly unscientific tone of
current politics, has, in most of the colonies, left the field open
to0 a class of men, by no means representative of the average
education, or of the average political knowledge. It is to be
regretted, however, that the wealthier and better-educated
classes do not make a greater sacrifice, on patriotic grounds,
and thus assist to raise the tone of an institution which they
are always too ready to condemn.

Since commencing my investigations, which have ex-
tended over many months, and have been carried on
during the leisure hours left to me out of an otherwise
extremely busy life, I have been brought into contact with
a mass of material, evidencing the patriotic *{ootprints”
of a body of men, now doing good work in England,
under the title of “The Liberty and Property Defence
League.” This League has been formed for the purpose
of “ resisting over-legislation, for maintaining Individualism
as opposed to Socialism—entirely irrespective of party
politics.”

To have become acquainted with the efforts of such an
organisation, and to have learnt how great is the success
which has attended its efforts, has considerably encouraged
my own labours.



PREFACE. v

1 find that, during the last two years, the League printed
54,250 pamphlets and 39,300 leaflets, “pointing out, in
general and particular, the growing tendency to substitute
Government regulation, in place of individual management
and enterprise, in all branches of industry ; and demonstrating
the paralysing effect of this kind of legislation upon national
development.”

I find, further, that “these publications have been dis-
tributed among over 500 of the chief London and provincial
papers, and among members of both Houses of Parliament
and the general public;” and that “ 4oo lectures and ad-
dresses have been delivered by representatives of the League,
before working-class audiences, in London and elsewhere.”
The annual report for 1884 states that, “ reckoning together
those who have thus joined through their respective societies
or companies” with which the League is associated, in
addition to “those who have joined individually, it com-
prises over 300,000 members.”

The council of the League embraces the names of many
eminent men, including those of Lord Justice Bramwell, the
Earl of Wemyss, Lord Penzance, and the Earl of Pem-
broke; and it would seem that scarcely any single parlia-
mentary measure is allowed to put in an appearance, in
either branch of the British legislature, without being sub-
jected to the most searching examination and dissection,
at the hands of that council.

Such legislation as is considered contrary to the principles
of the League—which are non-party—is opposed in every
possible way; and no money or other means appear to be
spared, to prevent such legislation being placed upon the
statute-book  The efforts of the League seem, too, so far
as they have gone, to have been extraordinarily successful.

I may add that my own investigations were commenced
with the simple object of delivering a short lecture ; but the
materials, which I found necessary ta collect, saon grew ta
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the proportions of a volume, which I have now completed,
in the hope that others, who are sufficiently interested
to peruse it, may be saved the same research and
classification of principles, which are necessary to a
complete understanding and grasp of the subject. As far
as originality is concerned, I claim no merit, except in
the mere arrangement of my work; but the labour has,
notwithstanding, been great, and not always encouraging.
Indeed, in almost every position which I have taken up
in the investigation of my subject, I have, as will be seen,
fortified myself with the opinions of the greatest among
those who have sounded the depths of political philosophy.
Any exception, therefore, which may be taken to the
doctrines which I have merely reproduced, will involve a
joining of issue with many of the most profound political
thinkers of ancient and modern times.

I owe an explanation—perhaps an apology—to many of
the authors from whose writings I have thus drawn my
numerous quotations, for the constant rendering of their
words in italics. In almost every case throughout the work
the italicising is my own. I am fully aware of the danger of
detracting from the force of language, by the too frequent
resort to that aid to emphasis. My only excuse is the
unusual necessity for clear distinctions, in the terms and
phrases employed.

No apology is, I think, needed for my venturing to draw
public attention to the subject itself, with which I have thus
dealt. That it is sufficiently important, there can be no possible
doubt ; and that it is not a settled question, has been fully
admitted by no less an authority than Mill, who says: “ One
of the most disputed questions, both in political science and in
practical statesmanship, at this particular period, relates to the
proper limits of the functions and agency of governments.”
And he adds that it is, as a discussion, “more likely to
increase than diminish in interest.” Indeed, it bas at various
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times been a matter of considerable surprise to me, how little
the whole subject seems to have been investigated, or even
considered, mot merely by the ordinary political delegate
(popularly known as a politician), but by men, educated in
history, and professing to feel an interest in the philosophy
which underlies it.

If, in the compilation of the thoughts of others, 1
should succeed in directing the attention of some of my
fellow-men to the great political and social danger which
is now impending, and thus bring about a clearer and more
correct recognition of the traditional principles which I have
ventured to champion, I shall be quite satisfied with the
result of my labours.

I am quite conscious of the unpopularity which much of
what I have written is calculated to draw upon me from the
working-classes, as also from mere work-a-day politicians,
concerning whose knowledge of the political science I have
certainly not spoken in flattering terms. To have so written
has, however, required the more courage, inasmuch as I am
desirous, and even sanguine, of yet taking a further and more
prominent part in practical politics. But I have ventured to
say what I have said, because J delieve i to be true ; and 1
have sufficient faith in the spirit of manliness and fair play,
which, at least, has always characterised our race, to hope that
the unpalatableness of my remarks may be forgiven, on the
score of their sincerity and good intent.

June, 18§87.
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CHAPTER 1

“ LIBERALISM ” AND OTHER CURRENT POLITICAL PARTY-
TITLES—THEIR UNCERTAIN SIGNIFICATION,

“A group of words, phrases, maxims, and general propositions,
which have their root in political theories, not indeed far removed from
us by distance of time, but as much forgotten by the mass of mankind,
as if they had belonged to the remotest antiquity,”--SIR HENRY
MAINE, Pogular Government,

MANY and various circumstances have, of late, rendered

it almost impossible to obtain anything like uni-
versally accepted definitions of the principal terms of
political classification, which are in general use among the
present generation of English-speaking communities. Great
Britain has lately passed through the ordeal of two general
elections, occurring in quick succession, and the kaleido-
scopic results of those elections, among political parties,
and among potitical leaders, have rendered that uncertainty
of signification even more striking than it was before; In
some of the British colonies, as might have been expected,
2 tolerably widespread use has been made of the political
arguments and theories which have done-so much service in
the older community ; ‘and this especially applies in the case
of the oolony of Victoria, to the legislation of which, 1 shall,
in the following - pages, frequently refer for ﬂlusuat;ons of
my arguments.

It does not seem to be thought,oraz least very clearly
recognised, in any of such colonies, that those arguments
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and theories, though originally capable of ready and con
sistent application in the case of Great Britain, which has
a history, which has traditions, which possesses a less ad-
vanced” condition of society, as well as institutions of a much
less democratic order, should nevertheless have little or no
bearing upon the affairs of younger communities, in which
the whole circumstances of the people are upon a different
footing. Strange to say, this anomaly seems to have been less
realised in the colony of Victoria than in any other of such
younger communities, notwithstanding the fact that, in it
there is no established church ; that, in it, land (the chief
subject of modern political theories) can be purchased from
the State, at a price which would seem ridiculous to an
English agricultural labourer ; and that, in it, such restrictive
customs upon land transfer and land disintegration, as
primogeniture and entail, do not exist.

There is, I venture to think, no community in the world,
not excepting the United States, in which the terms of
political classification, now current in Great Britain, have
less real application, than in the colony of Victoria, where
every man already has an equal voice in matters political,
irrespective of wealth, social status, or even common
intelligence—where, in short (to use-.the words of the
“Liberal” Press), ‘“the working classes really run the
political machine, where there is exactly the same freedom
to rich and poor alike, and where the rich are for the most
part recruited from the ranks of the poor, and have become
rich by the labour of their own hands.”

However, since Anglo-colonials are, for the most part
originally of Great Britain, it is but natural that they, or
their parents before them, should have brought with them
the traditional political terms of the mother country, though
never so inapplicable. As consequences, however, of so
doing, many persons, in the younger communities, have
become involved in a maze of needless bewilderment, and
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have filled their minds with, what Sir Henry Maine has
aptly described, as “a group of words, phrases, maxims,
and general propositions, which have their root in political
theories, not indeed far removed from us by distance of
time, but as much forgotten by the mass of mankind as if
they had belonged to the remotest antiquity.”* It is my
purposé, in this chapter, to show, first, that the political
party-titles, which are upon everybody’s lips in Great
Britain in the present day, and in comparatively frequent
use in the Australian colonies, cannot have, according to
their proper interpretation, any application to the latter;
secondly, that even if they were capable of such an applica-
tion, the meanings which are being attached to them are
wholly incorrect and misleading. In the particular colony,
from which I have stated my intention to draw many of my
illustrations, there is a powerful section of the Press, which
designates itself “Liberal.” That section has hitherto as-
sumed the function of classifying the various candidates
offering themselves for Parliamentary election, and of pro-
mising success, or predicting failure, in the case of each of
them, according to that classification. In the performance
of this self-imposed duty, it has not always been content to
adopt the political terms applied by the candidates to them-
selves, who should certainly be best qualified to speak con-
cerning their own principles, but it has frequently denied, in
a very positive way, their right to be placed in the category
which they had themselves chosen. The reasons given by
this section of the Press for these somewhat haphazard
classifications have been anything but noteworthy for thev
soundness, and the confusion of meanings, which other cir-
cumstances have of late combined to produce, regarding the
meanings of such terms as * Liberal” and * Conservative,”
has been intensified rather than cleared up by these

* ¢ Popular Government,” p. t51.
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bewildering attempts at local application. An illustration
of this misuse of terms is afforded in the fact that, a few
months previous to the time at which I am writing, the
section of the Press in question strongly advocated the
return of a particular candidate to Parliament, upon the
ground that he was “a Liberal and a Protectionist,” and at
the same time recommended the rejection of his opponent,
upon the ground of his being ““a Conservative and a Free-
trader.”

Now, it is about as clear that one man cannot possibly
be a “ Liberal and a Protectionist,” at one and the same
time, as it is that a sceptic, in theological matters, cannot
be orthodox.

A mere glance at the history of the Corn Laws
Repeal will show this conclusively ; for that movement (the
greatest of all battle-grounds for the principles of Free Trade
and Protection), will prove that that repeal, but for the con-
stant and persistent opposition of the Tory party in the
House of Commons, and the consequent establishment of
Free-trade, would have taken place some years earlier than
it really did. It will show, further, that, in “all the
divisions ” upon the repeal of those laws, “the Government
had the aid of nearly the whole of the Liberals, the opposi-
tion being almost entirely Tory,”* and that, in the final
division, zoz Liberals voted for the repeal, and only 8
against it, while 208 Conservatives voted against the repeal,
and only 102z for the maintenance of the old pro-
tective policy.t Mr. Harris, in the work from which I quote,
obscrves that “It was in Free Trade alone that Palmerston
was a Liberal.” Quite apart, however, from the historical
aspect of the movement, it is apparent that the principle
of Protection is diametrically opposed to the spirit of
“ Liberalism,” inasmuch as the former depends upon the

¢ ¢ History of the Radical Party in Parliament " (Harris), p. 348.
{ “ History of the Radical Party in Parliament * (Harris), p. 348.
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imposition of an artificial restriction on importation, having
the effect of curtailing the liberties of such citizens as
desire to purchase, abroad, the particular class of goods so
protected, in order that a positive benefit may be conferred
upon a particular section of the community. The latter
school of politics, on the other hand, depends, for the very
derivation and ordinary meaning of its title, upon the prin-
ciple of “freedom for the individual.”

If, by the term * Liberalism,” it is intended to convey
that the individual should be made more free by the
removal of class restrictions,—that being, I contend, the
fundamental principle of the school—then * Protection,”
as a policy, is wholly retrogressive, and contrary to the
meaning of that term; and it is therefore absolutely para-
doxical to speak of the two principles involved in the terms
“Liberalism ” and ‘‘ Protection” being professed by one
and the same person, at the same time. This single illus-
tration is of great importance, when considered in connection
with the colony from which it is taken. Victoria has
consistently maintained for upwards of twenty years, a policy
of substantial protection to local industries; and, through-
out that period, the * Liberal ” section of the Press has, as
consistently, claimed that policy as coming unmistakably
within the meaning of its party-title. So persistently, too,
has this been contended for, that the bulk of the working
classes of the colony have come, at last, to regard
“ Liberalism” and * Protection” as almost synonymous.

It has often been said that, if a falsehood is only repeated
often enough, the teller of the story, in which the falsehood
is involved, will, in time, come himself to believe in its
truth. The above circumstance affords an illustration in
which the /earers also have become convinced by mere
repetition.

Such an application of the term, as that above mentioned,
points to a most marked misinterpretation, intentional or
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otherwise, of the title “ Liberalism,” by the very section of
the Press, which professes to deal with public matters from
its standpoint, and it is a noteworthy fact, as evidencing the
absence of any deep-seated differences in political opinion,
that throughout the last one or two general elections in
Victoria, the terms * Liberal ” and “ Conservative” were
the only two political party-titles used with any degree of
frequency. In Great Britain, about the same period, a
much larger number were brought into service, with which
however, we are not now concerned.

If one looks for light regarding the local application of
this term in the colony referred to, one fails to find it in
the occasional definitions which are incidentally afforded.
They all point to a sort of hotch-potch of ideas, and it is
impossible even to get a clear meaning to attach to the
term, even though one might be satisfied to overlook the
fact of such a meaning being erroneous.

"I have mentioned the *Liberal” Press of Victoria, or
rather that section of the Press which professes * Liberal”
principles, because of the prominent part which it assumes,
and is, in fact, allowed to take in the settlement of the
public affairs of that colony; and, further, because it
exercises, in matters political, an immense amount of
influence over the masses, which it has, unfortunately, and
whatever may have been’'its motives, more often than not,
so directed, as to intensify rather than allay any class
animosity, which has arisen from other causes.

It is moreover to the same source, more particularly, that
is owed the constant and persistent employment of the term,
as well as the erroneous meaning which has come to be
attached to it among the masses of the people in that’
particular colony.

That this constant use, or rather misuse, has had an
appreciable effect upon party divisions in the past, whether
inside or outside Parliament, there can be no doubt ; but
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that effect has not, 1 venture to think, arisen so much
from the use of any sound argument in favour of its
application, as to the facts that the term carries with it, in
most minds, many favoured associations; and that the
assertions regarding its applicability have been repeated
for so many years,—an influence, sufficient in itself, to carry
conviction to the minds of the majority of one’s fellow-
beings.

One is much inclined to look for the motive for this really
injurious practice of labelling undesirable things with
desirable names: of advocating undesirable movements by
attaching to them names, which carry conviction by their
very associations. It is of course necessary to remember,
and it would be well if the masses would only do so, that
newspaper proprietors, like merchants and manufacturers,
have to make their ventures pay; and just as the merchant
and the manufacturer learn to import or make an article
which suits the public fancy, and thereby meets with a
ready sale, so the newspaper proprietor, unless actuated by
purely philanthropical motives (which can scarcely be
expected) deems it most advantageous to give to ‘his
subscribers matter, which is calculated to please, rather
than to instruct. The Press, however, is by no means the
only source of error in this particular; for I find colonial
politicians, of comparative eminence, using the term in
question, in senses wholly foreign to its original and correct
signification, without, moreover, provoking any comment
from their party associates.

Within a very short period of the time at which I write, I
find a prominent * Liberal” member of the Victorian
Legislature, characterising an Act of Parliament, for irriga-
tion purposes, as “a pawn-brokers bill.” *“It was” he
said “a mear comservative measure; and the duty of the
House was to /beralise it, for there was,” he added, “no
libarality in it.”
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This remarkable utterance points to a very popular inter-
pretation of the term among many colonial politicians.
Some time, indeed, before this, a Minister of the Crown,
of the same colony, in speaking before his constituents con-
cerning the same measure, then in prospect anly, boasted
that it was a proposal “ which for /iberality and justice could
neither be equalled nor surpassed.”

He then went on to say that the government, of which
he was a member, would have power to ‘ posipone the pay-
ment of interest ” on moneys advanced to the farming class for
purposes of irrigation works. This was a course, which,
according to the popular interpretation alluded to, would
have fully entitled his ministry to the title ‘“Liberal,” though
it could be so applied only in the sense of a government
being “liberal” to one section of the community, at the
expense of the whole population, interested in the general
revenue.

On another occasion, I find an ex-Minister of the Crown,
also in the same colony, deprecating an alliance between
the “Liberals” and the “Conservatives” on the ground that
there was a sufficient number of the former to constitute
what he termed a “straight” Liberal government.

On being asked by a fellow-member what he meant by a
conservative, he replied, “a conservative is a man who Joks
after number one.” Here againwe find the same misconception
at work—the word “Liberal ” being interpreted s meaning
one who is given to liberality zoith the public revenue, and in
favour of class interests—the * conservative” one who is
opposed to such liberality.

I might quote manylike instances, in the different colonies,
to show that the true meaning of this term is a matter which
gives little concern to the ordinary run of politicians, though
meanwhile general elections are allowed to turn on it.

The result of these numerous misinterpretations which
have been placed upon such political terms, and more
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especially upon the particular one of which I am treating, by
many public men, as also by an important and influential
section of the Press, has been to lead to a complete neglect
of the true principles which they respectively represent. And
that neglect having continued, other and spurious meanings
have been meanwhile attached to them by the masses of the
people. It is of coursé a fact which everyone who has
studied history must know, that all the great reforms, which
have taken place during the last eight centuries of English
history, have had the effect of conferring on “the people” (as
distinguished from Royalty, and the aristocratic and monied
classes) a large amount of individual freedom. As a result
of that freedom, the people have been enabled to enjoy a
great many more opportunities for worldly comfort and
social advantages. They have been enabled to take part in
political matters, and thus secured many liberties which
formerly they were denied ; and they have been enabled to
combine among themselves, without fear of punishment, and
thus secured higher wages, and a larger share of the comforts
of life. All this, as I shall show hereafter, has been the com-
bined results of many * Liberal ” movements. On account
of the absolute usurpation of power and privilege, by Royalty
and by the aristocracy, at the time of the Norman Con-
quest, the progress of *Liberalism” has produced a long,
uninterrupted, and concurrent flow of concessions to the
people’s liberty. So long has this “horn of plenty” con-
tinued to shower these concessions and consequent advan-
tages upon ‘“the people,” that the working classes have
been brought to believe no action of the Legislature can
possibly be entitled to be placed in the category of
“Liberal” measures, unless it is actually accompanied by
some positive advantages for themselves. Thus, from the
very nature of England’s early history, these benefits have
invariably Aowed from “Liberal” legislation ; but, as I shall,
I think, hereafter show, a time has been reached in that
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history, (whether of England itself or of the English speak-
ing race in our own colonies) when privileges of altost every
kind have been abolished, so that every man, be he rich or
poor, now enjoys “equal opportunities” with the possessor
of the “bluest blood,” or of the largest bank balance.

That being so, the (what I would term) aggressive func-
tion of Liberalism has been exhausted, and, with certain
minor exceptions, it only remains for it to guard over the
equal liberties of citizens generally, with a view to their
preservation.  This 1 regard as the proper function of
Liberalism in the present day. The masses of the people,
however, are still looking for positive benefits, and their
production or non-production by any legislative measure is
still made the test of its being the “genuine article.” The
masses, too, are prepared to apply the term, and to
acquiesce in its being applied by others, to azy measure
which promises to confer some advantages upon themselves
as a class, even, there is reason to fear, though such a
measure may, on the very face of it, involve treatment,
injurious to the interests of the remainder of the community.

This I regard as the cardinal error of modern politics,
and ‘modern legislation; and, as a consequence of this
error being so widely entertained, there are, I venture to
think, becoming apparent, tolerably clear symptoms of a
class struggle through the medium of the legislature, which
must end injuriously to our best civil interests.

In the colony of Victoria, public life, has been greatly
demoralised by this misconception. A candidate for
parliament presents himself before his would-be con-
stituents, and readily promises to give them anything
they may want, and to secure an act of parliament for
any and every desire to which they may think fit to give
expression. He readily undertakes to ignore the rich man,
and do everything for the poor one, make life easy-—a
paradise in fact—for the latter, and punish the former with
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'more taxation. Suych a candidate is at once held up for
the admiration and approval of the electors as a ‘Liberal.”
Another aspirant, having some regard for his principles,
ventures to say that he disapproves of class legislation ; that
he will do rothing calculated to unduly curtail the liberties
of his fellow citizens, for the benefit of a section of the com-
munity; that he considers the good government of the
country of more importance than selfish political party
divisions, founded upon terms which have no meaning or
application in the community. That man is immediately,
and with as little meaning or reason, marked *‘* Conserva-
tive,” and, as likely as not favoured with a few graceful
epithets, directed at his motives.

This constant application, or misapplication of these two
terms, and the “ damnable iteration ” to which they have
been subjected, bave given the particular words certain
fixed signification, alike erroneous and dangerous; and it
certainly seems as if the time had long since arrived when
some effort should be made, if not to restore to them the
meanings and bearings which they originally and properly
conveyed, at least to endeavour to bring about a clearer and
more correct understanding of the new significations ‘which
are to be attached 1o them in the future.

Let us turn now more immediately to the politics of
Great Britain, and we shall find that.though the institutions
of that older community, would, with some better show of
consistency, admit of the application of such party-titles to
its national politics, nevertheless they are in the present day,
even there, being perverted to significations, altogether
foreign to those which were originally intended. The last
two general elections in Great Britain may be said to have
attracted more attention to the meanings of the terms
# Liberal” and “ Conservative” than perhaps they have ever
previously received, and a consideration of the political
incidents of the last two or three years, over which period
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the change has been gradually taking place, is capable of
affording abundant matter for reflection on the subject with
which I am dealing.

Mr. Joseph Chamberlain’s, or perhaps, it would be more
correct to say, Mr. Jesse Collings’ startling proposals, with
which every student of current politics is familiar, seem to
have necessitated the reconsideration by many old and
experienced politicians of the very first principles of the
political policy which they were being assumed to profess.
This arose from their continuing to class themselves
under political party names, to which a new generation, or
the leaders of that generation, were endeavouring to attach
significations alike novel and historically incorrect. Those
particular proposals, which are of the most unmistakably
socialistic character, were then, and have been since claimed
to come, whether considered from an analytical or historical
standpoint, within the definition of the term * Liberalism ;”
and so frequently and persistently has this been contended
for, that many people, who had previously gloried in their
connection with the school of politics, which that term
originally designated, have been forced, in order to avoid
misconception as to their principles, to either use some
qualifying phrase, such as *““Moderate Liberalism,” to
better define their political creed, or to actually go over to
the Conservative party.- This influence, acting upon a good
many minds, already more or less near the border-land of the
respective party domains, has produced within the last one
or two years only, some peculiarly kaleidoscopic effects in
the political ranks of Great Britain. Such sound Liberals,
even as Lord Hartington, Mr. Goschen, and others, were
constrained, for the time being, to leave their political friends
in the division on the question referred to—that of the
allottments for agricultural labourers ; claimed, as I have said,
to come properly within the lines of “Liberalism.” The
division to which I here refer, was that which took place
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upon an amendment to the reply to the Queen’s Speech, im-
mediately after the general election of 1885, and which was
moved by Mr. Jesse Collings. The amendment turned upon
the question of adding to the reply to the Queen’s Speech
an expression favourable to the allottments proposals. The
division resulted in the defeat of the Tory party ; but the
proposals were strongly denounced by Lord Hartington
and Mr. Goschen, as also by Mr. Bright and Mr. Joseph
Cowen, all being Liberals of the soundest order. Ere these
pages leave my hands we are in receipt of the astounding
news that this identical scheme has been adopted by the
Conservative Government, now in power, and that there is
every prospect of its being acquiesced in by the “rank and
file” of that party. A more significant event even than
that is the acceptance by Mr. Goschen (an admittedly
sound Liberal) of the leadership, in the House of Commons,
of the Conservative party. Such events as these must
indeed be conclusive, as showing that party titles have
entirely lost their meaning, and really involve no principles
whatever. The measure referred to originated with the most
‘“advanced” wing of the Radical party, was denounced by
the most moderate of the Liberals, and within a few months
is included in the Tory policy! The Z¥mes, of 22nd
October, 1886, observes—* It is right that the Tory party
should become a moderate Liberal party, just as after the
first Reforin Bill, it became a Conservative party; but we
doubt if either Conservative, or Unionist's Liberals will
be content to see it transformed into a Radical party, pure
and simple.”

One of the most singular instances which I can mention, of
the changed significations which are gradually being attached
to such terms, .is afforded by a quotation from a late pub-
lication, called “The Gladstone Parliament” “Most of
the measures,” says the writer, “which Mr. Bright advocated,
have been passed, and Mr. Bright has decome & Conservative
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to all intents and purposes.” I leave to my readers to
determine whether it is not more likely that the term “ Con-
servative” has undergone a great change of meaning than
that a great and ever consistent * Liberal” statesman, such
as Mr. Bright, has changed his political principles. Almost
the same thing has been said of Mr. Goschen, who is pro-
bably one of the most steadfast and consistent Liberals of
his generation. Indeed, the ““Liberal Press” of the colony
of Victoria has paid a high tribute to the ability and con-
stancy to principle of that statesman. “He is,” it has said,
“in the very front rank of English Liberals, and has proved
himself a sterling administrator. He has always been of a
scholarly temperament, a man thoroughly conversant with
Jerst principles, and indisposed to sacrifice abstract right to
expediency.” “Yet,” confesses the same journal, “he
might count almost anywhere on splitfing the Liberal wvote,
and on getting the solid vofe of the Comservatives.”” This
is afterwards accounted for on the ground that (among
other things), “he has often voted over the heads of the
multitude,” and “ never perfectly mastered the clap-trap and
party cries of the British Philistine.”

The fact is, as will be admitted by all who know anything
of the man’s career, he is an absolutely consistent Liberal
who well knows the meaning of his party title, and the
fundamental principles upon which it is founded, while the
average elector, who contributed to his late rejection, is
quite ignorant of that meaning or those principles.

Mr. Chamberlain lately said of Mr. Goschen, “ Although
he sits behind us he is very far behind, and I think that
under a system of scientific classification he is rather to be
described as a ‘ moderate Conservative ’ than as a ¢ Liberal.’”

The fact is the meanings of these terms are fast changing,
and they themselves are being perverted to denole principles
which were never contemplated either in their etymology,
or by their origimators. ‘The following quotation from the
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Times of 26th February, 1885, is peculiarly confirmatory of
such a process. Speaking of the growing tendency to
overlegislation in our own day that journal says, “ This
readiness to invoke the interference of the State between
man and man, and to control by legislation, the liberties of
individuals and the rights of property, is rapidly modifying
the character of Liberal principles, as they were understood,
even a few years ago.” Elsewhere the same- journal says,
“The march of time has obliterated most of the distinctions
between Whig and Tory. People are beginning to enquire
seriously what a political party means,” And again, it
speaks of “The party badges which have long since ceased
to denote any real difference of sentiment.”

On g4th March, 1886, the following passage occurs
in a leader of the same influential organ, “Our actual
party names have become useless and even ridiculous. It
is absurd to speak of a Liberal, when no man can tell
whether it means Mr. Gladstone or Sir Henry James. 1t is
absurd to speak of a Radical, when the word may denote
either a man like Mr., Chamberlain, or a man like Mr.
Morley. . . . Itisridiculous to maintain a distinction
between moderate Liberals and moderate Conservatives,
which no man can define or grasp, and which breaks down
every test that can be applied by the practical politics of the
day.”

A much later proof of the want of clearness and certainty
in the meaning of these two principle political terms is
afforded by the division upon Mr. Gladstone’s Home Rule
Bill. On that occasion we find some of the most prominent
and eminent Liberals of the day—men like Lord Hartington,
Mr. Bright, Mr. Goschen, and Mr. Trevelyan, as well as
more “advanced ” politicians of the Radical school, such
as Mr. Chamberlain, completely breaking away from their
party, on grounds of absolute principle. We find the
difference of opinion so deeply seated, that at the general



16 LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

election which followed the rejection of that measure, a
large and formidable section of the Liberal and Radical
parties actually allied themselves with the Tories, in their
determination to vindicate, what they deemed to be, a vital
principle of their school. Indeed, it is in the highest degree
questionable whether the breach, which has thus been
brought about, will be thoroughly healed for a considerable
time, so strong has been the feeling, and so deeply rooted
the differences of principle which have been thereby
developed.

Who indeed could now say, under such circumstances,
whether the Home Rule principle is or is not propetly
within the lines of Liberalism ? Mr. Gladstone has claimed
it as such, because, he contends, Liberalism means ‘trust
in the people,” and the measure has for its object the
enabling the Irish to “govern themselves.” Men like Lord
Hartington, Mr. Goschen, and Mr. Bright, have expressed
opinions equally strong in the opposite direction, showing
at least the inconclusiveness of Mr. Gladstone’s definition.

I have before me a volume of political speeches, delivered
by Mr. Chamberlain during the last few years, and a perusal
of them affords endless illustrations of the confusing and
bewildeting complication which has been produced in the
various attempts to modify and adapt to modern circum-
stances these older party-titles, without having, at the same
time, a clear knowledge of the principles which they
originally connoted:

“ A Liberal Government,” says Mr. Chamberlain, “which
pretends to represent the Liberal party, must, of necessity,
consist of men of different shades of opimnion.” Speaking of
the Conservative party, he says, elsewhere: “Tley have
stolen my ideas, and I forgive them the theft in gratitude
for the stimulus they have given to the Radical programme,
and for the lesson they have taught to the weak-kneed
Liberals, and to those timid politicians, who strained at the
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Radical gnat, and who now find themselves obliged to
swallow the Tory camel.”

“You cannot,” he observes, “turn over a page of the
periodical Press, without finding ‘ True Conservatives,’ or
‘Other Conservatives,” or ‘an Independent Conservative,” or
‘a Conservative below the gangway.””

Speaking, under the significant title of * Tory transforma-
tion,” he draws attention to the fact that Sir Michael Hicks
Beach (the then Conservative Chancelior of the Exchequer),
had announced his government's adhesion to a particular
policy, “in terms which any Radical might approve.”

In another place the same authority says:—*“The old Tory
party, with its historic traditions, has disappeared. It has
repudiated its name, and it has become Conservative. The
Conservatives, in turn, have been seeking for another
designation, and sometimes they come before you as ¢ Con-
stitutionalists,” and then they break out in a new place as
‘Liberal Conservatives.’” Alluding to Lord Randolph
Churchill, Mr. Chamberlain says: “The Whigs are left in
the lurch, and the Tories have come over bodily to the
Radical camp, and are carrying out the policy which we
have been vainly endeavouring to promote for the last five
years. . . . He (Lord Randolph Churchill) was a
‘Tory-Democrat in opposition, and he is a Tory-Democrat
in office.”

Who shall make head or tail of this medley of terms, or
who shall or could possibly say what, if any, principles are
involved in their application ?

Some allowance should perhaps be made for the fact
that in all of the sentences quoted Mr. Chamberlain was
“abusing the other side,” but, even after making such an
allowance, there remains a substantial residuum of truth
in the charges of transformation.

During the most agitated period of the English general
elections of 1883, there issued from the London Press a

“wmgan s
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volume entitled, “Why am I a Liberal ?” which the Zimes
considered of sufficient importance to refer to at some length
in one of its leading articles. A perusal of that volume
will show how numerous and various, and how conflicting
even, in their fundamental principles, are the definitions,
offered by prominent statesmen and politicians in the
present day, of the term * Liberalism” as a word of political
classification. The author of the book determined (to use
the words of the Zimes) “to heckle as many of the Liberal
chiefs as would submit to the process,” and, having so far
succeeded in that determination, made public the fruits of
his crossquestioning. He required * fifty-six reputed
Liberals ” to ask themselves for a reason for the political
faith that was in them, and the result is certainly instructive,
if only to show how “doctors differ,”—that is to say, how
little unanimity there was among so many *professed
Liberals ” regarding the very principles upon which their
party organisation- is supposed to be based.

Let us first take Mr. Gladstone’s answer to this pertinent
question. “The principle of Liberalism” he says, “is
trust in the people, qualified by prudence. . . The
principle of Conservatism is mistrust of the people qualified
by fear.” This, it must be admitted, is absolutely unscien-
tific as a definition of a particular political policy ; and,
inasmuch as it makes use of, and depends upon words of
such uncertain signification as “trust” and ‘prudence,”
to both of which probably no two minds would attach
exactly the same meaning, the definition itself affords no
guide on the point which it professes to elucidate. Lord
Beaconsfield certainly said in 1872, that “ the principles of
Liberty, of order, of law and of religion ought not to be
entrusted to individual opinion, or to the caprice and passion
of multitudes, but should be embodied in a form of
permanence and power”; but this can scarcely be fairly
interpreted as implying “mistrust ” of the people. If,
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moreover, we consider Mr., Gladstone’s definition in the
light of his late Home Rule proposals, it would seem as if
he had not, during fifty years experience of practical politics,
seen the application of his principle of “trust” to the
Irish people, until the element of “fear” had become an
extremely prominent factor among his own party.

There is a passage in the same speech of Lord Beacons-
field, from which I bave already quoted, in which that
statesman might well be imagined to be addressing himself
to the Home Rule question as a phase of Mr. Gladstone’s
present-day “ Liberalism.” ¢“If,” says Lord Beaconsfield,
*you look to the history of this country since the advent of
Liberalism—forty years ago—you will find that there has
been no effort so continuous, so subtle, supported by so
much energy, and carried on with so much ability and
acumen, as the attempts of Liberalism to effect the disin-
tegration of the Empire of England.”™*

In any case Mr. Gladstone’s definition is useless as a test
by which to gauge any future legislative proposal; and we
may fairly infer that Mr. Gladstone’s eminently logical
mind is not prepared with anything more accurate for the
present.

Turn now to the definition offered by Lord Rosebery,
which is even more vague, and more useless as a definition.
“I am a Liberal” he says, “because I wish to be associated
with the best men in the best work.” If such a seatence
had been composed by any politician as little known as
Lord Rosebery is well known, it is very doubtful whether
it would have been deemed worth putting into print, not-
withstanding its brevity. The author of the book, in which
the definition is published, was evidently thankful for small
mercies, for he has characterised it as a “magnificent
sentence.”

® ‘' Speech on Conservative and Lil}u'nl Principles,” 1872
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If the “best men” all gravitate to Liberalism as Lord
Rosebery understands it, there must surely be some good
reason for their so doing; and that very reason involves
the definition which Lord Rosebery was evidently at a loss
to supply. It might fairly be deduced as a sort of corollary
from such a proposition that inasmuch as Mr. Goschen has
now dissociated himself from the Liberal party, he is there-
fore one of the “worst” of men. I shall, however,
contend hereafter, that Mr. Goschen’s liberalism is based
upon an infinitely surer and sounder foundation than that
of Lord Rosebery. Mr. Chamberlain says “ Progress is
the law of the world;” and “ Liberalism is the expression of
this law in politics.” But what is progress? That is the
whole question requiring solution. Mr. Chamberlain him-
self proposed a scheme of granting allottments to the
agricultural labourer, out of estates to be compulsorily
taken by the Crown at a popular valuation. Even such
Liberals as Mr. Goschen and Lord Hartington, as I have
said, condemned the scheme as tending towards “Socialism ;”
and most men of intelligence regard ‘Socialism” as a
theory of society, the adoption of which would involve
retrogression. 'Who then shall judge between the author of
‘this so-called progress, and those who otherwise regard it ?

Mr. Joseph Arch begins his answer thus: ¢ Because it was
by men like Richard Cobden, John Bright, and other true
Liberals, that I, as a working man, am able to obtain a
cheap loaf to feed my family with.” What a host of
anomalies such an answer suggests! Mr. Arch obviously
intends, by opening his definition with such a sentence, to
convey his belief that Liberalism has, before all things, pro-
duced Free Trade. But if that is correct, the whole Liberal
party and the whole Liberal Press of the colony of Victoria,
to which I have referred, are professing one policy and prac-
tising another; for “ Liberalism ” and ¢ Free Trade,” are
as I have also shown, regarded by those two interests as
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absolutely contradictory. That party and that section of the
Press would brand as a renegade any fellow ¢ Liberal ” who
talked of a “cheap loaf” or of “the liberty to buy in the
cheapest market.” And if they are right, what becomes of
Mr. Arch’s definition ?

I prefer to regard Mr. Arch’s position as the mqre correct ;
and he certainly displays a consistency of principle for, in a
subsequent part of his answer, he says of the Liberals :
“Their past service for the good of mankind has established
my confidence in them . . . . in the future they will confer
upon the nation greafer freedom by just, wise, and liberal
legislation.” It is obvious that “Free Trade,” by its very
name, as well as by its nature, has, wherever it exists, added
to the freedom of citizens—yet it will be seen, these opposite
and contradictory interpretations are occurring among
“ Liberals” themselves! One of those who were interrogated
possessed a thyming tendency, and his answer is quoted in
this somewhat mystifying publication. He says:—

‘T am a Liberal, because
I would have equal rights and laws,
And comforts, too, for all.”

This definition, if such it may be called, is even more com-
prehensive than that of Mr. Chamberlain, for it practically
defines Communism, under which, not only “rights and
laws” should be equal, but “comforts,” too! which word
includes everything calculated to make mankind happy—in
fact, such a definition points to a general division! Bat,
turning to another page, we find Mr. Broadhurst taking an
entirely different view. He says Liberalism “teaches se/f
reliance, and gives the best opportunities to the people to
promote their sndfvidual interest.” * Liberalism,” he says,
“ doés not seek to make all men ‘¢gual; nothing,” he adds,
“can do that. But its object is to remove all obstacles
erected by men which prevent all having equal opportunities.’
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“This, in its turn,” he continues, ‘ promoles industry, and
makes the realisation of reasonably ambitious hopes possible
to the poorest man among us.”

It would be interesting to know what “ promotion” our
present “industry” would undergo if ‘“equal comforts”
were secured to all by a “liberal” government. It is not
unlikely that the “equality ” would be realised in our all
having none at all/  Yet one other answer to this important
question, and then I must leave the work, in which
these interesting replies are contained, for a future
chapter. “Liberal principles,” says another of the inter-
rogated, “ develop responsibility.” Some of the “liberal”
legislation of Victoria would certainly not answer the
requirements of this definition. Instance the Factories and
Shops Act of that colony, by means of which shop-assistants
have been relieved, through parliament, of the responsi-
bility of helping themselves, as they might have done, by
unanimity of action in relation to hours of work, and have
had solved for them, by act of parliament, the truly difficult
problem of determining which is the most suitable and
wholesome portion of the factory in which to eat their
meals! It is surely questionable whether this would come
under the class of Liberalism which Mr. Broadhurst speaks
of as “ teaching self-reliance.”

One of the “fifty-six reputed Liberals” stated that he
was a Liberal because that school of politics seemed to him
to mean *faith in the people, and confidence that they will
manage theiv own affatrs better than those affairs are likely to
be managed for them by otkers.”

Again I ask, who shall decide, among such a medley and
contradiction of principles and definitions what Liberalism
really means, when judged by this curious method? Vet it
must have a meaning. Statesmen, politicians, newspaper
writers must all mean something when they use the expres-
sion so frequently and so glibly. Yet those meanings seem
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as various as the people themselves. And why? 1T think
one of the chief causes is that the word is not used in its
kistorical sense; that instead of first ascertaining what
the term means, and then using it in its true signification,
men form their own ideas as to that meaning, and, as a con-
sequence, the definitions are as numerous as the people
themselves. I think, too, another of the chief causes is
to be found in the fact that the advocates of the greater
part of the socialistic legislation, which is becoming so
popular in Great Britian, as well as in other European
countries, constantly and persistently claim its inclusion
among the Radical or ¢ Advanced Liberal” programme of
the immediate future. This is done, obviously, in order to
avail themselves of the popular associations which those
party-titles carry with them, and by that means secure for
such proposals a reputation and prestige which they do not
deserve.
Some of the most unmistakably socialistic measures,
which are now being widely discussed in England, as
- matters of * practical ” politics, have been included in a list
of subjects lately published, with a preface by Mr. Chamber-
lain, under the title of * The Radical programme.” In this
volume the author candidly admits that “Socialism ” and
“ Radicalism” as advocated by him, and approved by Mr.
Chamberlain, are synonymous. Mr. Chamberlain, too, in
one of his speeches (April 28, 1885), says:—* Because
State Socialism may cover very injurious and very unwise
theories, that is no reason at all why we should refuse to
recognise the fact that government is only the organisation
of the whole people, for the benefit of all its members, and
that the community may, aye, and ought to provide for all its
members, benefits, which it is impossible for them to provide
by their solitary and separate efforts.” And elsewhere,
speaking of the advantages of local government, he says :—
“ By its means you will be able to jucrease their (the masses)
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comforts, to secure their health, to multiply the Juxuries
which they may enjoy in common.” This extraordinary
extension of the meaning of the term is one of the most
marked tendencies of the times in which we live; and I
venture to characterise it as a distinctly retrogressive move-
ment in politics, which, when the history of our generation
comes to be written, will be found to constitute an undoing,
as it were, of much that has been done for us, and concern-
ing which we have hitherto prided ourselves, at former
epochs of our national history.

The T7mes, in August, of 1885, comments upon Mr. Cham-
berlain’s allottment proposals in the following trenchant pass-
age : “ The most striking political phenomenon of the present
day is the extraordinary crop of schemes for effecting social
and moral reforms by act of parliament, which is ripening,
under the fostering warmth of an impending appeal to a
new set of electors, by politicians who find their old cries
somewhat inadequate. Those who will take ‘the trouble to
make a rough analysis of the matter which fills the columns
of the ZZmes, will probably be surprised to find how large a
proportion of it must be put down under the head of social
legislation. The curious in such matters will further find
that nearly all the proposals, now falling in quick succession
on the public ear, imply a return to beliefs and methods,
which it was.the main boast of the Liberal party, in the
days of youthful vigour which followed the first Reform
Bill; to have exploded and discredited. A great part of its
work consisted of clearing the statute book of well meant
but abortive attempts to police men into morality, and to
protect them into prosperity. It proclaimed the principles
of individual responsibility, individual injtiative, and private
association for ends requiring combined action. The results
of ‘these principles are written in our material, moral, and
Jegislative progress, during the ‘last half century ; but the
watchwords have, somehow, lost their attractiveness, and we
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are now husy with the work of reconstructing an edifice,
closely resembling that which we so recently pulled down.”
The truth is, the reins of government, in the present day,
are in very different hands to those which held them fifty
years ago. No doubt the comprehensive rectification of
the franchise which was effected by the Reform Bill of 183z,
immediately placed the machinery of government under
the control of a much wider class; but it will take many
years, even one or two generations, to enable that wider
class to fully realise the extent and capabilities of the power
thus placed in its hands. Now, that the fact has been
partially realised, it is easy to understand that those who
possess the power, without perhaps the necessary amount
of judgment to wield it wisely, should have forgotten the
experience of the Liberal party acquired at a time when they
had not begun to co-operate in that party’s doings. The
Earl of Pembroke, in his admirable address on * Liberty and
Socialism,” considers one of the chief causes of this erroneous
interpretation to be “the transfer of political power to classes,
whose inexperience in political science, and whose circum-
stances in life, render them peculiarly liable to be tempted
to try to better their position by the apparently short and
easy method of legislation.” Even at the present day, the
democracy of England has not fully realised the dangers
of which the political power they possess is capable, when
sselfishly and injudiciously wielded ; and, as a consequence,
they hawve not yet learned, by long possession, that much
of the legislation, for which they are now crying out, has
been already, even long since, tried, found wanting, and, as
the Zimes says, become * exploded and discredited.” In
fact, as I shall show hereafter, the democracy is beginning
to exercise its legislative strength in the very direction from
whick it took our forefathers centuries to advance; with this
only exception, that it is tending towards the handing over of
individual liberty to the great god “Demos,” instead of the
c
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King and the Nobles, who held it in days gone by, and
from whom it required centuries of time, and rivers of
blood to redeem it. I shall show in a subsequent chapter
that the masses of Great Britain, as also of some of our
colonies, in their failure to forsee and regard the ultimate,
as distinguished from the fmmediate results of legislation,
bid fair, in the short-sighted desire for class advantages, to
build up, in and around the communities in which they
are able to turn the political scale, a series of restrictions
and curtailments upon personal liberty, which, if persisted
in, must sooner or later render citizenship in such com-
munities almost unbearable.

Now the mere change of meaning, in such terms as those
with which I have been dealing, need not necessarily be an
evil in itself, if only such a change could be made once for
all, and such men, as were likely to be influenced by the
mere application of the terms, were clearly and permanently
impressed with these new meanings, and induced to change
their position and party attitude in accordance with these
altered significations. In such cases it would require only
a short time to enable the various parties to again crystalise
into compactness and definiteness. But, even if this were
practicable, which it is not, the word * Liberalism ” has a
history, and its preceding synonyms (representing the same
principles) run their roots far back into the past centuries
of our mother-country’s growth and social development.
As a consequence of this, the altered meaning which it
is sought, for various reasons, to attach to the word
“ Liberalism ” is likely to be, and of late has been, pro-
ductive of endless confusion and social disturbance,
since a very large proportion of politicians are wholly
influenced, in their action, by party titles, which, in too
many cases, they do not take the trouble to analyse.

In an old established community such as Great Britain,
party-loyalty is, among many families, regarded as one of the
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most sacred of traditions; and a party-title might therefore
undergo more than sufficient alteration to lead to misunder-
standing and social injury, before many of such a class
would think themselves justified in breaking away from a
traditiona] party-title. This hesitation would exist equally
on the Liberal or Conservative side, so that, as a necessary
consequence of such a change of signification, there must
result, and really has resulted in our own day, a con-
tinuous support of, or opposition to measures, based on
neither reason nor personal approval.*

I propose, in the following chapter, to completely investi-
gate the historical meaning of the term * Liberalism,”
through the medium of those other party-titles which served,
in turn, as watchwords for the same deeply-cherished prin-
ciples. T propose also to show the bearing of those terms
upon their respective contemporary politics; to explain
their original and correct meaning, and, in subsequent
chapters, to expose, as well as I am able, the spurious
political creed, which, during the last few years, has, under
cover of the good name, been sought to be foisted upon the
less thoughtful of our fellow-men.

Finally, I shall show that the new doctrines, which are
confidently spoken of as coming under the equivocal term
“advanced Liberalism,” if not sooner or later checked by
the influence of all lovers of wise and equitable govern-
ment, are likely to completely undermine our freedom and
our enterprise, as well as the deeper foundations of our
social order and progress.

% Lord Selbourne, in a paper entitled *“Thoughts about Party," Eubhshed in the
January (z887) number of the’ ~Contemporary Review, says at a nmchllnerﬁ'_
the sele :':.:ht e o Thoni e able o s T&ﬂ:.’iﬂfﬁi’?ﬁ:é‘i&‘ and s
practical objects swddendy érams orm:d mto something essentially different from
what they were understood to ; that this should be done without any

prevnous preparation by the natura] and spontaneous growth of opinion within its
hl‘:nks, is a thing which could hardly have been thought possible if it had not

=
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¢ Not only in politics, but in literature, in art, in science, in surgery
and mechanics, in navigation and agriculture, nay, even in mathematics,
we find this distinction. Everywhere there is a class of men who cling
with fondness to whatever is ancient, and who, even when convineed
by overpowering reasons that innovation would be beneficial, consent
to it with many misgivings and forebodings. We find, also, every-
where, another class of men, sanguine in hope, bold in speculation,
always pressing forward, quick to discern the imperfections of whatever
exists, disposed to think lightly of the risks and inconveniences which
attend improvements, and disposed to give every change credit for
being an improvement. In the sentiments of both classes there is
something to approve. But of both, the best will be found not far from
the common frontier. The extreme section of one class consists of
bigoted dotards—the extreme section of the other consists of shallow
and reckless empirics,” —MACAULAY.
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CHAPTER II.

POLITICAL PARTY-TITLES—A SHORT ACCOUNT OF THEIR
ORIGIN AND MEANING.

““A body of members anxious to preserve, and a body eager to
reform.”—MACAULAY.

T has been well said that *“ At no time in the history of
any nation have men not been banded together to
attain certain ends. The patriarchal chief may be tyrannous
or madly cruel—a party of his clan join together to check
or depose him. Here, in its simplest form, is foreshadowed
the resistance to royal prerogative, of Magna Charta, the
Bill of Rights, the battles of parliament with the Crown,
resulting in the death of Charles, the exclusion of James,
and the inauguration of the present era.”*

The history of Great Britain, during the last eight cen-
turies is, ih fact, the history of the political parties which
have from time to time struggled for supremacy in her
government; and it may be safely said, that during no
period, since the Norman Conquest, has there been wanting
a wholesome difference of opinion as to the fundamental
principles, according to which such government should be
conducted. The growth, or, as it has been called, the
‘“ expansion” of Great Britain, in the development of her
many prosperous colonies, has, in many, if not most cases

9 ¢ Phases of Party " (C. H. Chambers), 187z, p. 6
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been accompanied by the local adoption in those colonies
of the same political party-titles which have served in the
older community, and that adoption has frequently pro-
duced extraordinary results in shaping the forms of govern-
ment and the legislation itself of the younger communities.
The history and meaning of such terms should therefore
be a subject of considerable interest to all English-speaking
people.

Of all the political party-titles which have, at different
epochs, been used to designate and classify groups of men,
bound together over some important common cause, or
widely-recognised principle, there are not many which
historians have considered of sufficient importance to
entitle them to either permanent record, or lengthy con-
sideration.

I propose to deal in this chapter with the titles * Round-
head ” and * Cavalier,” which originated in the seventeenth
century, with those of “Tory” and “ Whig,” which were
afterwards substituted for them, and, finally, with the more
modern terms, “ Conservative,” * Liberal,” and * Radical,”
as also with some of the expressions which are used now-a-
days to designate various shades of the political “creeds
which the former are intended, or supposed, to indicate.

From the date of the Conquest (which seems a suffi-
ciently remote epoch from which to commence any
investigations for practical purposes) up to the year 1641—
when Charles 1. found it necessary to visit Scotland, with a
view to pacify that kingdom, by consenting to relinguish
certain plans of ecclesiastical reform—up to that time,
history affords us no instances of the use of any political
party-titles of consequence, that is to say, such as involved
any great and important principle, affecting the well being

-of society.*

¢ Macaulay incidently mentions several other names which attached themselves
to aertain groups of politicians at different and previous periods of history, but, =8
they all enjoyed a most ephemeral currency, | have purposely passed them over.
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I by no means intend to imply that during the period
previous to that date (1641), embracing as it does, five
centuries of England’s history, society was not agitated,
and, from time to time, distinctly divided on questions of
importance and even of magnitude to the whole English
race. As a fact, that period witnessed some of the most
severe and most memorable struggles for civil and religious
liberty which have been recorded in our country’s history—
including, indeed, those never-to-be-forgotten instances
which culminated in the Charter of Henry I.; the Great
Charter of King John; the establishment of parliament as a
medium for the expression of the people's wants—even the
Reformation itself. One might even characterise that
period (from the 11th to the 17th century) as the most
important—so far as our liberties are concerned—in the
whole of English history. Indeed Macaulay says, speaking
of the 13th century, * sterile and obscure as is that portion
of our annals, it is there that we must look for the origin of
our freedom, our prosperity and our glory. Then it was that
the great English people was formed, that the national
character began to exhibit those peculiarities which it has
since retained ; and that our forefathers became emphati-
cally islanders—islanders not merely in geographical position,
but in their politics, their feelings, and their manners.
Then first appeared with distinctness that constitution which
has ever since, through all changes, preserved its identity ;
that constitution of which all the other free constitutions in
the world are copies, and which, in spite of some defects,
deserves to be regarded as the best under which any society
has ever yet existed, during many ages.”*

Even at the time of which I am speaking, considerable
progress had been made in the levelling up of classes,
which was effected by reducing the power of the Sovereign
and his nobility, and increasing the freedom of the masses.

3 V' History of England,” chap. 1.
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Three centuries before, *there had been barons able to bid
defiance to the sovereign, and peasants degraded to the
level of the swine and oxen which they tended ;” but now
(in the 14th century) “the exorbitant power of the baron
had been gradually reduced. The condition of the
peasant had been gradually elevated. Between the aristo-
cracy and the working people, had sprung up a middle
class, agricultural and commercial. There was still, it may
be, more inequality than is favourable to the happiness and
virtue of our species, but no man was altogether above the
restraints of law, and no man was altogether below its
protection.*

Thus it will be seen that much had been .done during and
even prior to the r4th century, towards the attainment of
our civil liberties. Yet, as I have already said, over none
of the gradual or spasmodic social movements, by which
these altered conditions were secured, do there seem to
have arisen any political party-titles which were widely
adopted and rendered current as a means of implying the
championship of some great principle of government. It
was not, I repeat, until the year 1641 that any such party-
titles came to be widely used.

From that year we must date ‘““the corporate existence of
the two great parties which have ever sinee alternately
governed the country.” “In one sense” says Macaulay,
‘“the distinction which then became obvious had already
existed and always must exist; for it has its origin in
diversity of temper, of understanding and of interest, which
are found in all societies, and which will be found till the
human mind ceases to be drawn in opposite directions by
the charm of habit and the charm of novelty.”t - .

“ There can be no doubt,” says the same eloquent writer,
“that in our very first patliaments might have been discerned
a body of members anxious to preserve, and a body eager

# Macaulay's ** History of England,” chap. 1. t ** History of England,” chap. 1
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to reform. PBut while the sessions of the legislature were
short, these bodies did not take definite and permanent
forms, array themselves under recognised leaders, or assume
distinguishing names, badges, and war cries.*

How these parties came into existence has thus been
described : “In October 1641, when the parliament re-
assembled, after a short recess, two hostile parties, essentially
the same with those which, under different names, have
ever since contended, and are still contending for the
direction of public affairs, appeared confronting each other.
During some years they were designated * Cavaliers” and
“ Roundheads ” : They were subsequently called * Whigs”
and “ Tories”t These particular party-titles served as
terms of classification during many political struggles, but
there is, as I shall show, traceable, throughout the whole
period during which they were in constant use, one main
principle, which was never lost sight of until our own
day.

“No doubt” says a specialist, “in dealing with the question
of parties, the various phases of these struggles were
infinitely intricate, and complicated throughout, by personal
interest and questions of the day, which interfere with our
vision of their general drift ; but, taking a view over these
centuries, from the vantage ground we have reached, we sece
that, in the main, the battle was being fought of freedom of
thought, civil and religious, against the dynastic and despotic
in politics, and the saterdotal and mysterious in religion.”}
The origin of the former of these terms “ Cavalier ” and
“Roundhead ” is sufficiently explained by Hume. Writing
of the disordered and disturbed state of affairs which existed
in 1641 between the Commons, the Lords, and the King,
over questions of parliamentary privilege, he says, with
reference to one particular collision between the royalists

* History of England,” chap. 1. t Macaulay's ** History of England,” chap. 1.
"VPha:eanf Pugt*;“ (C.H. Chambers), 1872, p. &
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and the popular party; ‘“Several reduced officers and
young gentlemen of the Inns of court, during the time of
disorder and danger, offered their services % the King.
Between them and #%¢ populace there passed frequent
skirmishes which ended not without bloodshed. By way of
reproach, these gentlemen gave the rabble the appellation of
“ Roundheads,” on account of the short cropped hair which
they wore ; these called the others “ Cavaliers” : and thus
the nation, which was before sufficiently provided with
religions as well as civil causes of quatrels, was also supplied
with party names, under which the factions might rendezvous
and signalise their mutual hatred.”*

At this time, a bill was introduced into the Commons, the
object of which was to enable soldiers to be pressed into the
service of Ireland. The bill quickly passed the Lower
House. ‘““In the preamble, the King’s power of pressing—
a power exercised during all former times—was declared
illegal, and contrary lo the liberty of the subject.”t Here was
a most distinct resuscitation of the same sacred principle,
which had underlain such great movements as Magna
Charta, centuries before—a principle unmistakable in its
aim, and susceptible of only one interpretation. It was, in
fact, a distinct challenge on the part of the people, by which
the principle of * equal rights” was again demanded recogni-
tion: a protest, in short, against the assumed power of the
monarch to interfere with the individual llberty of his
subjects.

The fate of the measure in question is interesting and
worth mentioning. “In order to elude this law the King
offered to raise 10,000 volunteers for the Irish service, but
the Commons were afraid lest such an army should be too
much at his devotion. Charles, still unwilling to submit to
so considerable a diminution of power, came to the House
of Peers and offered to pass the law without the preamble

& ¢ History of England,” chap. 55. + ** History of England,” chap. sg.
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by which means, he said, that ill-timed question, with regard
to the prerogative, would, for the present, be avoided, and
the pretensions of each party left entire. Both Houses
were plunged into conflict over this measure. . . . The
Lords, as well as the Commons, passed a vote, declaring it
to be a high breach of privilege, for the King to take notice
of any bill, which was in agitation in either of the Houses,
or to express his sentiments, regarding it, before it be
presented to him for his assent in a Parliamentary manner.”*
The confidence of the Commons now rose to a great
height. They ventured to tell the Lords, in the most
open manner, ‘“that they themselves were the representative
body of the whole kingdom, and that the peers were nothing
but individuals who held their seats in a particular capacity ;
and, therefore, if their lordships will not consent to the
passing of acts mecessary for the preservation of the people,
the Commons, together with such of the Lords as are more
sensible of the danger, must join together and represent the
matter to his Majesty.”{ Notwithstanding the threatening
action of the Commons in this matter, “the majority of
the Lords adhered to the King, and plainly forsaw the
depression of nobility as a necessary consequence of
popular usurpations on the Crown.”{ “The King,” adds
Hume, “was obliged to compose all matters by an
apology.”

It is probable, therefore, that the real reason for these two
party-names having outlived the particular quarrel over which
they originated, is to be found in the fact that they at once
crystalised certain popular sentiments of freedom and
liberalism, which were rife in those troubled times, during
which they served so conspicuously. Such sentiments
were then probably ever present among the people, who
frequently found it necessary to revive the memory of earlier
ou Hht?‘y &%nmgltnd&:ﬁp; 5. % “Clarendon,” vol. i, p. 415, § * History
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struggles for the same principles. That these were the
sentiments of the contending parties, who were afterwards
known by the above-mentioned names, there can be little
doubt. Macaulay, speaking of them, and their respective
principles, says, “If in her (England’s) institutions, freedom
and order, the advantages arising from innovation, and
the advantages arising from prescription, have been com-
bined to an extent elsewhere unknown, we may attribute
this happy peculiarity to the strenuous conflicts and alter-
nate victories of two rival confederacies of statesmen: a
confederacy zealous for awthorily and antiguity, and a
confederacy zealous for Ziberty ard progress. . . . Twice in
the course of the seventeenth century,” he adds, *‘ the two
parties suspended their dissensions, and united their strength
in the common cause. Their first coalition restored
hereditary monarchy. Their second coalition rescued con-
stitutional freedom.”* And again, the same writer, summing
up the arguments of these two contending parties, credits
the ¢ Cavaliers” with the following sentiments :—¢ Hence-
forth, it will be our wisdom to look with jealousy on schemes
of innovation, and to guard, from encroachment, all the pre-
rogatives with which the law has, for the public good, armed
the Sovereign.” Regarding the “ Roundheads,” on the other
hand, they contended thus, “ If once the check of fear were
withdrawn, if once the spur of opposition were suffered to
slumber, all the securities for English freedom resolved them-
selves into a single one—the Royal word; and it had been
proved by a long and severe experience that the Royal word
could not be trusted.”

Elsewhere, speaking of the character of a famous states-
man of the times, Macaulay says, “ He was, by hereditary
connection a Cavalier; but with the Cavaliers he had
nothing in common. Z%gy were zealous for morarchy, and
condemned in theory all resistance.’t '

s # History of England,” chap. 1. t © History of England,” chap. 2.



LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM. 37

From the foregoing quotations and authorities, it must, 1
think, be sufficiently evident that the redpective parties,
concerning which I have been speaking, derived their
political inspiration and enthusiasm from the same principles
which have since given life and vigour to the Whig and the
Liberal, respectively, of subsequent times.

The author of *“Phases of Party,” from which I have
already quoted, says :—** The Cavaliers proved the starting-
point or nucleus of what, in our own times, is still, by some,
called the Tory party.* And Macaulay himself, speaking of
the Cavaliers and Roundheads, says, “They were sub-
sequently called Whigs and Tories.”t

Let us turn then to the latter terms, as coming next in
order after those with which we have dealt; and further
confirmation will be found of that, for which I am contend-
ing—viz., that the same spirit, the same sentiments, the
same fundamental principles, in fact, which actuated the
Roundheads, in the time of Charles, influenced the Whig
party in later times.

The actual origin of the word * Whig” is not as clear as
archeologists might wish, but it is sufficiently clear for my
purpose. “The name of Whig,” says Hallam, * meaning
sour milk, as is well known, is said to have originated in
Scotland in 1648, and was given to those violent Covenanters
who opposed the Duke of Hamilton’s invasion of England,
in order to restore Charles 1L’} “ The Whigs,” says another
authority, “during the first half of the seventeenth century,
had one object of paramount national importance, to which
all their energies had to be devoted—the maintenance of
the Protestant settlement and dynasty. On-this hung our
religious and political /berties.™ Macaulay, speaking of
certain othér political party-titles, with which we are not
now concerned, says:—* These appellations soon became

& ¥ Phases of Party,” p. 17. t“H % " chap. 1. !"Cmsumtlonnl
History of England,” chap. 12, note. 9 nghsh arties and Conservatism,” page 69.
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obsolete, but at this time were first heard two nicknames,
which, though ®riginally given in insult, were soon assumed
with pride ; which are still in daily use, which have spread
as widely as the English race, and which will last as long as
the English literature. It isa curious circumstance that one
of these nicknames was of Scotch, and the other of Irish
origin. Both in Scotland, and in Ireland, misgovernment
had called into existence bands of desperate men, whose
ferocity was heightened by religious enthusiasm. . . . .
These zealots were most numerous among the rustics of the
Western lowlands, who were vulgarly called “ Whigs.”
Thus the appellation of “Whig” was fastened on the
Presbyterian zealots of Scotland, and was transferred to
those English politicians, who showed a disposition to
oppose the Court, and to treat Protestant Nonconformists
with indulgence. The bogs of Ireland, at the same time,
afforded a refuge to Popish outlaws, much resembling those,
who were afterwards known as ‘“ Whiteboys.” These men
were then called “Tories.”* Hallam says much the same
thing regarding the origin of the word. He speaks of it as
“a nickname for some of the Wild Irish of Ulster.” The
author of * Phases of Party ” says it was “ equivalent to the
word ragparee, used of the Wild Irish beyond the English
pale.” Regarding the political application of the term,
Macaulay says, further: “ The title of Tory was given to
Englishmen, who refused to concur, in excluding a Roman
Catholic prince from the throne.”

Carlyle, in his “ Cromwell’s Letters” mentions 1648 as the
“first appearance of the Whig party on the page of history,
called” he says, “the Whiggimore Raid,” while Hume,
writing of 1680 says, “ This year is remarkable for being the
epoch of the well-known epithets Whig, and Tory, by which,
and sometimes without any material difference, this island

# Macanlay's- ‘' History of England,” chap. 2. f Macaulay’s “ History of
England,” chap. 2. -
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has been so long divided.- The Court party, he adds, ‘“re-
proached their antagonists with their affinity to the fanatical
Covenanters in Scotland, who were known by the name
of Whigs ; the Country party found a resemblance between
the Courtiers and the Popish Banditti in Ireland, to whom-the
appellation of “Tory” was affixed, and, after this manner,
these foolish terms of reproach came into public and general
use.”® ¢TIt was” says Hallam again, “in the year 1679 that
the words Whig and Tory were first heard, in their application
to English factions, and though as senseless as any cant terms
that could be devised, they became instantly as familiar in
use, as they have since continued. There were then ques-
tions in agitation, which rendered the distinction more broad
and intelligible, than it has generally been in later times.
One of these, and the most important was the Bill of Exclu-
sion in which, as it was usually debated, the republican prin-
ciple that all positive institutions of society are in order
to the gemeral good, came into collision with that of mozn-
arcky.”t “Then,” says the same writer, “ were first ranged,
against each other, the hosts of Whig and Tory, under their
banners of Aerty, and loyaity.”

The same principles of individual liberty, on the one
hand, and monarchical authority on the other, are ob-
servable throughout the history of these terms. A study of
that history will prove that, with one or two temporary
exceptions, which, indeed, prove the rule, the terms served
to suggest the same principles, the same longings and
aspirations for a state of society under which the “equal
rights” and “ equal opportunities” of all men should be fully
recognised. Nor, is it difficult to understand, that such a
contention should be urged with some warmth of feeling,
by the least influential classes, who would, naturally, be
disregarded by the more wealthy and better educated
section of society, then possessing the balance of political

¢ History of England,” chap. 68, {*‘Constitutional History of England,” chap. 12,
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power. Such was, in fact, the case. Macaulay says, in
dealing with the history of the seventeenth century :—* The
gentry and clergy . . . . were, indeed, with few exceptions,
Tories. But the yeomen, the traders of the town, the
peasants, and the citizens, were generally animated by the
old Roundhead spirit.”

It has been often contended that these terms were
frequently reversed, and, to such an extent, as to render
it impossible to associate them with any well-defined
principles ; but this view is, as we shall, upon good authority,
show hereafter, erroneous. Meanwhile, however, let us look
further to history, or similar writings, for information con-
cerning the meanings attached to these terms, as they were
generally understood. The apparent exceptions can be dealt
with afterwards. Macaulay says, in his essay on the * Earl
of Chatham :"—* 1§, rejecting all that is merely accidental, we
look at the essential characteristics of the Whig and the
Tory, we may consider each of them as the representative
of a great principle, essential to the welfare of nations. One
is, in an especial manner, the guardian of /ider?y, and the
other of erder. One is the moving power, and the other the
steadying power of the State—one is the sail witheut which
society would make no progress, the other the ballast, with-
out which there would be small safety in a tempest.”¥*

Elsewhere Macaulay says, “ The Whig theory of govern-
ment is that &#ngs exist for the people and not the people for
kings".t Hallam says that no clear understanding can be
acquired of the political history of England, without dis-
tinguishing with some accuracy of definition, these two
great parties.] They differed, he says, mainly in this, * that
to a Tory the constitution, inasmuch as it was the constitu-
tion, was an ultimate point, beyond which he never looked,
and from which he thought it altogether impossible to

@ ““ The Earl of Chatham.” Collected Essays. t " Ristory of England,” chap. r1.
1 “ Constitutional History of England,” chap. 16.
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swerve ; whereas a Whig deemed all forms of government
subordinate to the pubdlic good, and therefore liable to
change, when they should choose to promote that object.
The one (he continues) loved to descant on /tderfy, and the
rights of mankind, the other on the mischiefs of sedition,
and the rights of kings.”* The Tory was “hostile to the
liberly of the Press and to freedom of enquiry, especially in
religion ; the latter their friend. The principle of the one
was amelioration ; of the other conservation.” The respec-
tive banners of the two parties, he says further, were those of
“lIiberty or loyalty.”t

Hume says “ A Tory may be defined, in a few words, to
be a lover of menarchy, though without abandoning liberty.”
A Whig may be defined, he adds, as a “lover of /Jiersy,
though without renouncing monarchy.”}

Macaulay again says, in his “ Essay on the History of the
Revolution,” * It had always been the fundamental doctrine
of that (the Whig) party, that power is a trust for the pegple ;
that it is given to magistrates, not for their own, but for the
public advantage.” And once more in the same essay he
speaks of the same party as looking *with complacency
on all speculations favourable to public Zbersy, and with
extreme aversion on all speculations favorable to arbitrary
pm"r.,)

Hallam, too, in a note to his history (Chap xvi), speaks of
a distinction having been drawn, in the reign of Queen
Anne, between what were known as the “Old Whigs” and the
“ Modern Whigs;” but, he adds, that the distinction lay in the
fact that the former professed “a more sfeady attachment
(than the latter) to the principles of civil liberty.”

It will be observed that throughout these implied defini-
tions, there is one word prominent above all others, and
that which must be regarded as the watchword of the party,

* ' Constitutional History of Enghn%“'iclmp. 16, t * Constitutional History
ﬁnghnd," chap 12. t Essay on ‘' The Parties of Great Britain,”  Collected
ys.
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I refer to the word “liberty.” Whether we take the defini-
tions of the term ““ Roundhead ” or the term “ Whig,” we
find the same word, and the same principle, underlying every
action, and even every attempt at action, entered upon by the
party, working as an organisation. There can therefore be
no doubt, that as far as history is able to enlighten us on the
subject, these parties were ever struggling to reach the goal
of freedom of citizenship : liberty for the individual.

Let us revert now to the exceptions which have been
mentioned as disturbing the continuous and uniform inter-
pretation of the words ‘‘ Whig” and “ Tory.” That there
have been some apparent exceptions to that uniformity of
signification, there is no doubt; but they are only what we
would call surface objections, that is to say exceptions which
disappear upon a closer examination of the facts surrounding
and underlying them. The true explanation concerning
most of these exceptions is to be found in the fact that the
Whig party were always iz advance of the Tories, in the
demand for more liberty—more freedom.

By continuous efforts and successes, on the part of the
Whigs, the Tory party, at different stages of history,
became gradually less exclusive, and morée liberal in their
view of social questions. Having started from an attitude
of absolute exclusiveness, at which time the demands of the
Whig party were comparatively modest, it would naturally,
and actually did happen, that the Tories came to view
favourably a-class of legislation which they had at one time
resisted. Meanwhile the Whigs had become more pressing
in their demands, and, slep by step, the Tory party, as a
whole, was forced to recognise principles and claims, which
it had, at one time, strenuously opposed. By this means
the policy of the Tory party, when viewed from a distance
(as is the case in the reading of history), appears at one time
to approve -principles which the Whigs had, at a former
period, been advocating. ’
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This is in fact the case, as I shall show. Mr. Gladstone
has lately defined the Tory policy to be *mistrust of the
people, qualified by fear” a definition which, though
extremely vague and unsatisfactory, nevertheless throws
some light on this feature of my subject. The Tory party
never had any fxed standard. Their’s has always been the
policy of the ¢ brake,” retarding the progress of the
Whigs. The mistrust of the people (to follow out Mr.
Gladstone’s definition) would (if m#gualified) have prompted
the Tory party to offer physical resistance to the Whig
principles; but doubtless the ¢fear,” of which Mr.
Gladstone speaks, has, throughout the struggles of these
two parties, served always as a subject for reflection in
cooler moments, and ultimately led to a gradual giving way
to the Whig demands.

What then are these exceptions? 1 venture the opinion
that they merely indicate the advancing steps which
Whiggism has made in its struggles for liberty. What the
Tories at one time resisted, at another time they approved
—that would follow as a result of their gradually giving way
to Whig demands. But no case can be quoted in which the
Whigs, as a body, approved, at one time, that which. they
had, at another period, disapproved. Macaulay in his essay
on “The Succession in Spain,” which constitutes a review of
a history of that epoch, finds reason for again touching upon
this subject of political party-titles. Lord Mahon, the author
of that history, had said:—*“I capnot but pause for a
moment, to observe how much the course of a century has
inverted the meaning of our party nicknames—how much a
modern Tory resembles a Whig of Queen Anne’s reign, and
a Tory of Queen Anne’s reign a modern Whig.” Comment-
ing upon these words, Macaulay says, “We grant one half
of Lord Mahon's proposition; from the other half we
altogether dissent. We allow that a modern Tory resembles,
in many things, a Whig of Queen-Anne’s reign. It is natural
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(be adds), that such should be the case. The worst things
of one age often resemble the best things of another,”
“The science of government” he continues, “is an ex-
perimental science, and, therefore, it is, like all other experi-
mental sciences, a progressive science. . . . . If Lord
Mahon lives fifty years longer, we have no doubt that, as
he now boasts of the resemblance which the Tories of our
time bear to the Whigs of the Revolution, he will then
boast of the resemblance borne by the Tories of 1882 to
those immortal patriots, the Whigs of the Reform Bill.”*
“Society ” he adds, *is constantly advancing in knowledge.
The tail is now where the head was some generations ago.
But the head and the tail still keep their distance.

In the same way, though a Tory may now be very much
like a Whig of a hundred and twenty years ago, the Whig
is as much in advance of the Tory as ever.” * Though,
therefore,” he concludes, on that feature of his subject “we
admit that a modern Tory bears some resemblance to a
Whig of Queen Anne’s reign, we can by no means admit
that a Tory of Queen Anne’s reign resembled a modern
Whig.”

One very distinct instance there is, in which the Tory
party were to be found strongly resisting the one institution
of all others, which it has been the aim of the party, on all
occasions, and under all other circumstances, to suppott, viz.,
the Crown ; and, on the other hand, the Whigs were to be
found as strenuously supporting that same institution.
Here is a seeming inconsistency ; but the inconsistency is
only superficial. The period to which I refer is the half
century or so, which followed the accession of the House of
Hanover. “ There can be no doubt,” says Macaulay, * that,
as respected the practical questions, then pending, the Tory
how mich Futh ther . . prcion. Lard Randelh Choreil 2 o ot
leading spirits of the Tory party of to-day, lately advocated eguhuv:

measores,
which would have been considered very ‘' advanced * Whiggism in 1832, in fact was
only lately advecated by the extreme Radical party.]
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was a reformer, and, indeed, an intemperate and indiscreet
reformer ; while the Whig was a Conservative, even to
bigotry. Thus the successors of the old Cavaliers had
turned demagogues : the successors of the old Roundheads
had turned courtiers.*

But it is now necessary to observe what were “the
practical questions of the day,” as Macaulay calls them ?
The most prominent question, then at issue, was that of the
Protestant dymnasty. The Whig party was strenuously sup-
porting it, while the Tory viewed it with the most intense
animosity, At first there seems to be here an unmistakable
contradiction in principle, but, as we have already said, the
contradiction was only upon the surface. Both parties were,
to use Macaulay’s words,  thrown into unnatural situations ;
and both, like animals transported to an incongenial
climate, languished and degenerated.”

Macaulay, however, supplies elsewhere the following
explanation of the situation. “The Whig conceived that
he could not better serve the cause of civil and relsgious
Jreedom than by strenuously swpporting the [Prolestant
dynasty.”t Thus the support of an institution, ever
previously distasteful, was made a means to the great end
of Whiggism—viz., Liberty,

It may be added that the fact of any other * practical
questions then pending,” receiving any other than genuine
Whig treatment, is due to the circumstance, that, to use
Macaulay’s words, “ both parties were thrown into unnatural
situations, and came, by degrees, to attach more importance
to the méans than to the end.” This, however, in a short
time, rectified itself, so that the period of departure, even if
it may be so regarded, was a mere *“fly in the amber,” as
affecting the fundamental principle of Whiggism. Indeed,
Hallam, treating of that particular period, says, in confirma-
tion of this conclusion, that, “In the conduct of this (Whig)

© % Eaeay on the Earl of Chatham.” Collected Essays by Lord Macaulay.
{ ¥ Essay on Earl of Chatham.” Collected Essays.
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party, generally speaking, we do mot, I think, find any
abandonment of the cause of Iliberty”*

Turning, now, to the more modern terms of political
classification, it will, in the first place, be seen that their
adoption, as party-titles, has been anything but spontaneous.
1t will be equally evident, on a closer study of their original
application to men and measures, that they were used for
the purpose of connoting the same principles, which had
been implied in the respective terms which preceded them. -
The term * Liberal ” will perhaps be found to be better
adapted 'to the spirit of the times, in which it was first used,
yet, nevertheless, to represent the same principle of
individual freedom which was involved in its two prede-
cessors “Roundhead” and * Whig.”

The term * Conservative ” likewise, will be found to
represent the same principle of resistance to the wave of
popular government, the gradual but certain approach of
which is observable throughout history. There is this
difference, however, between the respective sets of terms,
that whereas those, which have always represented the
popular side (Roundhead, Whig, Liberal), have, from first
to last, been associated with one particular principle of
individual liberty, those which represented the more exclusive
side (Cavalier, Tory, Conservative), have been alike in their
meaning, only in their general tendency to resist the growth
of popular government. Towards what measures that resist-
ance should be offered, has depended upon the epoch, at
which it has been demanded by the people; for, as I have
shown, the Conservative party has, at times, acquiesced in
legislation to which the Tory party had offered resistance,
and in like manner, the Tory party acquiesced in legislation
which the old Cavalier party had opposed.

The one party has been ever reaching forwards, in
the direction of the same goal—the other has always

¢ ¢ Constitutional History of England,” chap. 16
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consistently acted the part of the brake, giving way only
when the force of public opinion was plainly incapable of
resistance.

Before proceeding now to a closer consideration of the
words “ Liberal,” ¢ Conservative” and “Radical,” let us in a
few words trace, what I would term, their dove-tailing with
those other terms which preceded them, in order to show
when, and for what reason, they came into existence. As far
as my present knowledge serves me, the word “Liberal” is
much older, as a political term, than the word “ Conservative.”
The latter is said to have first ‘““come into fashion” about
the year 1837. The original use of the word, as describing
a particular political party, is attributed to Mr. Wilson
Croker, who had used it, some years before, in a Quarferly
Review article, in which he avowed his attachment to
“what is called the Tory, but which,” he said, “might,
with more propriety, be called the Conservative party.”
During the general election for the year mentioned, Lord
John Russell, in thé course of a public utterance, twitted
the Tory party with the new name, which was beginning to be
used by themselves. ‘“If,” said he, “that is the name that
pleases them ; if they say that the old distinction of Whig
and Tory should no longer be kept up, I am ready, in
opposition to their name of ‘Conservative,’ to take the
name of *Reformer,” and to stand by that opposition.”*
- This, however, is not the first time at which the term was
used in a political sense, for I find that Macaulay, in a
speech upon reform, in 1831, that is six years before Mr.
Croker’s article appeared, spoke of “a Liberal Govern-
ment” making a “ Conservative people.” Mr. Croker may,
however, have been the first to advocate its definite adoption
as a party-title.

The word “Liberal” does not seem to have had so
definite and spontaneous an origin. I am not aware even

* 1 History of Our Own Times." Justin McCarthy, vol. i, p. 20
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that the actual origin of the word, as a party-tide, is
anywhere mentioned, with any degree of definiteness,
whether in works of modern history or in that class of
literature which deals more particularly with party-names.
It has been supposed, by some, to have been first used in
the Corn Law times ; by others in the year of the Reform
Bill. Mr. Chambers in his short treatise on * Phases of
Party” says: “The Liberal party may be said to have its
rise as a technical section of the country from the time of
the Reform Bill of 1832,”* but I have found it used, and
with a certain degree of familiarity as far back as the year
1820—in such a way, too, as to confirm and strengthen my
contention that, just as the word “Whig” served as a
substitute for its predecessor Roundhead, in signifying that
class of politicians who were ever striving for more individual
freedom in our social arrangements ; so the word “ Liberal ”
came gradually to take the place of the word “ Whig” in
the same behalf. “They mean” says Mr. Chambers,
speaking of the Liberal party, *that body of men, who,
whether originally Whigs or converts from the Conservative
side . . . hadall along advocated Liberal principles.”
They, in mental tone, were little removed from the Whig
party of the 17th and 18th centuries.t

In the published collection of Lord Jeffrey’s contnbutxons
to the ZEdinburgh Review, the following phrase is used,
as a sort of page-heading, over one of the essays, entitled,
“United States of America”’—* English Liberals, more
abused than American.” The essay itself was published as
far back as 1820, but the edition, in which it is collected, is
of a much later date. The phrase, therefore, might not
have occurred -in the eriginal publication.

In a later essay, however, originally published in 1826,
and entitled *“Middle and Extreme Parties,” the word
“ Liberal” is used more than once in the text itself, and, in

& ¢ Phases of Party,” p. 64. t ¥ Phases of Party,” p. 64.
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such a way as, not only to designate a class of political
opinions, but also to show what the particular principles
were, which such term signified and comprehended.
Speaking of the party attitude of the Rewew, in which
the essay was then published, and, of which he himself was,
at the time, editor, Lord Jeffrey says :-—* It is but fair, how-
ever, before concluding, to state that, though we do occupy
a position between the intolerant Tories and the thorough
Reformers, we conceive that we are considerably nearer to
the latter than to the former. In our principles, indeed, and
the ends, at which we aim, we do not materially differ from
what is professed by the more sober among them; though
we require more caution, more securities, more exceptions,
more temper, and more time. That is the difference in our
theories. In practice, we have no doubt, we shall all have
time enough; for it is the lot of England, we have little
doubt, to be ruled, in the main, by what will be called a
Tory party, for as long a period as we can now look forward
to, with any great distinctness—by a Tory party, however,
restrained more and more in its propensities, by the growing
influence of Whig principles, and the enlightened vigilance
of that party, both in parliament and out of it; and now
and then admonished by a temporary expulsion, of the
necessity of a still greater conformity with the progress of
Hberal opinions than could be spontaneously obtained.”*

It is evident from this essay, as I shall by quotation
show, that the two extreme parties then existing were the
“Tories” on the one hand, and the * Radical Reformers”
on the other. The “Whigs” stood between, and it is
equally evident, that the Whigs were being looked to, to
display that liberal moderation which constitutes true
“ Liberalism.” Speaking, for instance, of the prospects of
parties, the same writer says:—® The thorough Reformers

* ¢ Middle and Extreme Parties.” Collected Essays.
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mever can be in power in this country, but by means of an
actual revolution. The Whigs may, and occasionally will,
without any disturhance to its peace.” The Whigs, he goes
on to say, cannot approach the Radical Reformers, because
of the “dangerous” and *“unreasonable” nature of the
latter’s principles, and their mode of asserting them. The
Radical Reformers, on the other hand, can, he contends,
come to the Whigs, because of the preference which the
former must have for the principles and measures of the
latter over those of the Tories.

“This accordingly,” he says, *“will ultimately be the
result, and is already, we have no doubt, in the course of
accomplishment; and, taken along with the gradual
abandonment of all that is offensive in Tory pretensions,
and the silent adoption of most of the Whig principles,
even by those who continue to disclaim the name, will effect
almost all that sober lovers of their country can expect, for
the security of her liberties, and the final extinction of all
extreme parties, in the Jfbaral mederation of Whiggism.™*
The latter words are significant as showing what I have
already said, that the school of politics, which has now
- distinctly acquired the name “ Liberalism” is * Whiggism”
itself, or, as Jeffrey says, a ‘ liberal moderation” of it.

Elsewhere, in the same essay from which I bave -quoted,
Lord Jeffrey says :—‘“We are entitled to reckon that every
one who is detached from the Tory or the Radical faction,
will make a stage at least, or half-way house of Whiggism."”
Again, “If there was no natural war between Democracy
and Monarchy, no true ground of discord between Tories
and Radical Reformers—we admit there would be no
vocation for Whigs ; for the true definition of that party, as
matters now (1826) stand in England, is that it is 2 middle
party, between the fwo extremes of high monarchial prin-
ciples, on the one hand, and exzremely popular principles on

Middle and Extreme Parties  Collected Essays.
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the other.” Again, the same authority speaks of ‘this
middle party, which we take to be now represented by the
old Constitutional Whigs of 1688.”

The two essays in question are full of interesting allusions
to the different and then existing parties, all of which I
cannot find room for here ; but from a careful perusal of
which I deduce the following general conclusions, viz.,—
That the Whig party stood mid-way between the Tories
and the “Radical Reformers;” that the party who then
championed the cause of Liberty, if not identical with the
Whig party of the day, at least comprehended all the moderate
section of that party; that the Radical party of that day
were extreme in their policy, inasmuch as the middle party
—the nucleus of the present Liberal party ; advocates, too,
for freedom—regarded their policy as “unreasonable and
dangerous.”

The term ** Liberal ” js used in much the same sense, in
Hallam’s *Constitutional History,” written in 1827. Speak-
ing there of the Revolution of 1688, he says :—*“It was
the triumph of those principles which, in the language of
the present day, are denominated Liberal or Constitutional,
over those of absolute monarchy, not effectually controlled
by State boundaries.”

I find, also, constant reference to the term in Burke’s
“Letter on the Penal Laws against Catholics,” and his
‘“ Address to the British Colonists in North America,”
written in 1777 and 1790 respectively ; but, in both cases,
the word, though used in a political sense, is evidently
intended to characterise a condition of mind towards
political questions rather than a distinctly recognised poli-
tical creed. ’

So much then for the date of the first use of this term as
a party-title; and, if, turning again to the question of its
original meaning, we consult well-known dictionaries of half
a century ago, we find the term explained thus : *“ One wha
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advocates greater freedom from restraint, especially in
political matters.” That, however, is by no means the
signification attached to it by present-day politicians; and
the fact of its having undergone so complete 2 change in
its connotation has been frequently commented on. “ The
admirable maxims,” says the Z¥mes, “which, a generation
ago, were the watchwords of Liberalism, are disappearing
with an alarming rapidity from the minds of men. Long
after the Prime Minister entered parliament, one of the
chief notes of instructed Liberalism was the dogma that the
best government is that which fmferferes least with social
affairs. The grandeur of the principle, that the free play of
individual character is the surest guarantee for the well-being
of the nation, was #hex unquestioned, save by the retrograde
and disaffected. It required as much courage to deny its
universal truth and applicability, as to doubt the sphericity
of the earth. Now, it is hardly too much to say that every
liberal measure, of any consequence, involves, directly or
indirectly, a negation of that principle.”

Let us consider now the later signification which has
come to be attached to the term with which I am dealing.
The task is not an easy one, inasmuch as the volume, to
which I have had occasion to refer in the previous chapter,
supplies me with definitions by upwards of fifty *‘ reputed
Liberals,” the greater number of whom are so far from
being unanimous that one would scarcely think they were
endeavouring to explain the same term.

I shall first deal with those definitions which, in my
opinion, attach to the word the meaning which it was
originally intended to convey; aund, afterwards, I shall
enumerate several of those which point to a neglect or mis-
reading of history on the part of the * Liberals” who
supplied them. These latter have, as I shall show, fallen
into the popular error by which the term is interpreted,
as meaning a * generous, open-handed ” policy on the part
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of the State—altogether forgetful of the ulterior results
which such a policy must produce on the character of
citizens, and equally unmindful of the fact that such
generosity towards the people must ultimately be paid for
out of their own or their neighbours’ pockets.

First, let us take the definition given by Mr. Henry
Broadhurst. That I regard as the most truly scientific
among them all, and, coming as it does, from a representa-
tive of the working classes, it is all the more valuable.
“ Liberalism,” he says, “does not seek to make all men
equal : nothing can do that. But its object is to remove all
obstacles erected by men, which prevent all having egwal
opportunities.”™ Iu the whole course of my reading on this
subject, which has been necessarily wide, I have come across
no definition so comprehensive, yet so terse and correct as
this. Whether we take the struggles of our forefathers in
fendal times, the struggles of the Roundheads, in the time of
Charles; the struggles of the Whigs through the succeeding
three or four centuries, or the struggles over the last Reform
Bill in England, by which two millions of agricultural
labourers were admitted to the franchise, we find one general
principle involved, and one which this definition at once
touches and completely defines, viz., the desire to remove
some ‘“osbtacle” or obstacles of “human origin,” such as
royal prerogatives, aristocratic privileges, or class disabilities,
which prevent all men from enjoying equal opportunities.

While any such restrictions or obstacles exist, and, as it
were, block the way to wealth or position, or equal political
power for any citizen, or class of citizens, it must be at the
expense of that citizen’s, or that class of citizens’ liberty.
To remove such obstacles, therefore, is one of the provinces
of true Liberalism. In July of 1886 Lord Hartington
delivered a speech at Derby, in which he asked, *“ What are
the distinctive features of the Liberal policy? 1 should

¢ “Why am | 2 Liberal 1" p. 35.
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say,” he adds, “in the first place, that what all Liberals
most strongly, most ardently, desire, is that as Jarge an
amount of personal freedom and liberty should be secured for
every individual and every class in the countyy as is possible.”
These definitions, though in different words, are practi-
cally one and the same thing. Another member of the
House of Commons—Mr. Sydney Buxton—gave, as a
reason for belonging to the Liberal party, that it promotes
“ personal, civil, and religious liberty (liberty of the weak
as well as of the strong).”* He might have added, *“Liberty
of the minority as well as of the majority.”

The editor of Lloyd’s newspaper, in the course of his
answer, said “ Free-trade, a free press, the free expression of
opinion, and all our social and religious liberties have been
won by beating down the narrow conservatism, which, so
long, barred the way. . . . I desire (he adds) the triumph
of the Liberal cause, which means progress, the growth of
freedom, and the advancement of the general good.”{

Another prominent Liberal expresses the opinion that
“Liberal measures have given freedom of speech and
action. The monarch, the peer, the commoner, the manu-
facturer—all feel its power, but that power is not the power
of the autocrat—it is the gentle breath of liberty, givén to
us Britons, by the Liberal party.”{ Mr. George Jacob
Holyoake, well known as an ardent political reformer,
says, “A political liberal is one who seeks no right, not
equally shared by the entire community, nor any social
distinction which they do not sanction.™ * The true
Liberal,” says. another of the “fifty reputed,” “is opposed to
monopoly and privilege, to legislation on behalf of vested
interests, to the burdening of the many for the advantage of
the few. Its watchword is justice, justice to all, high or low,
rich or poor. From this,” he adds, “flow freedom of

* “Whyam 1 a Liberal? p. 36, t ““Why am 1 2 Liberal 7’ p. 39. t *“ Why
am 1 a Liberal 7" p. 53. ﬁ?“ Why am I a Liberal ™ p 37.
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apinton, liberty of person, equal political rights at home, but
conciliatory bearing to the nations abroad.”*

Lastly, the Marquis of Lorne answers the same pertinent
question as follows: * Crvil and religious freedom are the
fruits of its (the Liberal party’s) past victories, and I am a
Liberal, in the hope that freedom from tyranny, of mob, or
monarch, will be the safeguard of its future triumphs.”§

It must be always remembered that upon the borderland,
as it were, of every political party there are many men, who,
with variously actuated purposes, hold aloof from con-
sistent party action, and, as a consequence, cannot be
always definitely classed with either group. There are
others again, who see, or believe they see, so much abuse of
party government, that they decline to be influenced by
that consideration merely, and give their support, or offer
their resistance to particular measures, just as they appear
desirable, or undesirable, in the public interest.

Again, there are, and have been, many politicians, willing
to advocate and assist in the passing of measures of
“reform,” who yet insist on a limited definition of its
meaning, claiming, in all things, care and moderation ; and,
particularly now-a-days, there are many men, who, though
unwilling .to abandon their party-title, are yet forced, by
reason of its altered meaning, to frequently vote against the
party which professes it.

On the other hand, there are men who are never content,
unless they see everything carried out in a thorough and
radical manner. They are, in most cases, men of a more
emphatic and impulsive nature, who, too frequently, devote
insufficient time to deliberation and judgment, concerning
whatever they happen to have in hand. Such men more
often than not fail to discern and fully realise all the diffi-
culties and dangers which accompany sudden social and
political changes. Beyond all this, many men, who even

% “Whyam Ia Liberal?” p. 6o.  t‘ Why am 1 & Liberal 7" p. 70.
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agree as to the principles desirable to be observed in legis-
lative movements, frequently differ substantially regarding
certain measures, as to whether, or how far, such principles
are involved. These, and many other disturbing elements
in political matters must always prevent clear and definite
crystalisation in party divisions; and, as a consequence,
there has always been, and, probably ever will be, much
difference of opinion as to the precise meaning of party-
titles, after they have served their immediate purpose.
Instance, in the present day, the distinction between
Liberals and Radicals, according to the popular accepta-
tion of the two terms. Who shall say, with any degree
of definiteness, where the province of one ends and that
of the other begins? Mr. Chamberlain formulates and
supervises the publication of a volume, entitled, “The
Radical Programme,” then, almost in the same breath,
states his reasons for belonging to the Liberal party !

If T were asked to lay down some distinction between the
professions of men, classing themselves under the two
banners, in the present day, I should be inclined to resort
to some such division as that which was adopted by Lord
Jeffrey in 1826. When distinguishing the Liberals from the
Radical Reformers, he preferred to regard the difference as
one of degree only, the former being more “moderate ” in
their views. Meantime, however, both parties have con-
siderably ‘“advanced.” The Radical Reformers have
become Socialists, and the Liberals have become as im-
moderate as the Radical Reformers were in Lord Jeffrey’s
time. Anyone who has kept himself fairly informed con-
cerning the course of English domestic politics, during the
last few years, must have observed that whereas men like
Lord Hartington, Mr. Goschen, and Mr. Chamberlain
profess the same general principles, the former two distinctly
refused to follow the latter in the extreme doctrines involved
in his allotments scheme ; yet, within a few months of that
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event, we hear of its inclusion in the Conservative pro-
gramme as announced by Lord Randolph Churchill!

I shall, I think, be able to show as I proceed, that such a
divergence could not possibly occur, if the meaning of the
term “ Liberalism” were scientifically determined. There
are authorities to show that the Radical party have, in the
past, viewed themselves as merely an “advanced ” wing of
the Liberal party; and that is made known in more ways
than one. For instance, Mr. Wm. Harris, in his * History
of the Radical Party in Parliament,” says ¢ The liberal
party always has been, and probably always will be, com-
posed of men, differing, to some extent, as to the rate o
progress, which should be made in the direction in which
all desire to go.” “ If,” he adds, it is no longer desirable
that all its movements should be directed by the section
which is least advanced, it does not follow that the coun-
sels of men, who call themselves moderate, should not be
listened to.”

The Radicals of the present day profess many truly
Liberal principles; but either from the want of a clear
recognition of the limits to which State interference should
go, or from having placed a strained and unscientific inter-
pretation upon the word “liberty,” they are actually favour-
ing a reaction, in the direction of Toryism—of a democratic
type. In other words, while striving to confer *‘equal
liberty ” on all, they are really conferring, or seeking to confer
privileges on a class, to the curtailment of the liberties of the
remainder.  This feature of my subject I shall pursue
further in a subsequent chapter. But as to the term
“Radical ” itself, it no doubt has a history, though by no
means a clear one. The term is said by Harriet Martineau
to have been first assumed by the reformers in the year
1819,* and the name is said to have been given, or taken,
in immediate connection with an agitation for parliamentary

# * History of the Thirty Ye ars’ Peace,” vol. 1., p. 226,
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reform ; though it is, at the same time, claimed to have
been ¢ used, and properly used, to designate those who, not
only sought, directly, to increase the power of the democratic
element in the Government, but who tried to utilise existing
institutions for obtaining some material, intellectual, or
social advantages for the unrepresented masses of the
people.”*  Whether the “advantages,” which it is said to
properly seek to obtain for the masses, are anything beyond
the “equal opportunities ” which Mr. Broadhurst speaks of,
or something much more tangible, we are not made aware.
If they are something more, then we can only say that
Radicalism, in the sense in which it is used by Mr. Harris,
must be closely related to “Socialism,” and even ‘Com-
munism” in a modified form. Such an interpretation
would then harmonise with the admission in the authorised
“Radical programme” as to the parallel between the two
policies—Radicalism and Socialism. Though the date
mentioned by Miss Martineau (1819) may be the first time
that party name came into use, we have the authority of
Mr. Lecky, to the effect that the spirit of Radicalism made
its appearance much earlier. “ The year 1769,” he says,
‘s very memorable in political history, for it witnessed the
birth of English Radicalism, and the first serious attempt
to reform and control Parliament by a pressure from
without, making its members habitually subservient to their
constituents.” {

Such being the origin of the party, and of the name
itself, let us see what meaning was, or is now intended to
be attached to the latter. Throughout the * History of the
Radical Party in Parliament,” a large, closely written, and,
withal, extremely discursive volume, there is not a single
clearly expressed definition of the policy or principles of the
party. The word * reform ” seems always to be the author’s

= ¢ History of the Radical Party in Parliament,” William Harris, p. 8.
t ‘“ History of England in the Eighteenth Century,” vol. iii., p. 174 See alsq
Wingrove Cooke's ' History of Parties,” vol. iti.,fp. 188,
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synonym for Radicalism; but whether such reform is
intended to be eof a moderate, or extreme—deliberate, or
hasty character, is not indicated ; nor, indeed, is there any-
thing, in the volume, to show what the author conceives to
come within the meaning of that word—in itself so com-
prehensive, and, at the same time, so equivocal.

The volume, however, supplies us with one or two
passages, which will go to prove that the Radical party, like
the Liberals and their predecessors, rank the principle of
liberty, or freedom, among their most cherished aims.

“Whilst it is impossible,” says its author, “to point,
with certainty, to any particular year, as marking the origin
of a party, whose existence was the result, not of an act of
creation, but of growth and development, it is quite possible
to refer to a time, when movements took place amongst the
Whigs, which led to the grouping of different sections round
particular leaders, and in defence of special ideas, and
which gave to politicians, without traditional or family con-
nections with them, the desire to appeal to a wider con-
stituency. This period was the beginning of the reign of
George II1. It was then that the old fight, between royal
prerogative, and popular liberty, was re-commenced. . . . It
(the Government) was regarded, partly by classes whose
special interest it served, and partly by the general reverence
of the country, whose /liberties it had protected, as sacred in
form as well as beneficial in spirit.”*

Elsewhere, the same writer says, in writing of the year
1766 ; * Three subjects now come up for consideration, of
not merely temporary importance, but raising questions
affecting the authority of government, the rights and liberties
of irdividuals, and the true source of political power.”t
One of these was the struggle between England and the
North American Colonies. There were, he says, three

& “History of the Radical Party in Parliament,” p. 8.

¥ “ History of the Radical Party in Parliament,” p. 15.
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main lines, upon which opinions ran. The first was the
“Doctrine of the absolute authority of the Imperial
Government, over the lives and [liberties of its subjects,
either in America or elsewhere.” The second was *that
parliament had, of rigA?, the power of taxing the colonies;
but that it was inexpedient, and wsjus?, to do so.” The
first was, he says, the Tory view, and the latter * was
eventually the Whig doctrine.” Thus we see that the
Radical party followed the true Liberal doctrine over this
matter at least.

A perusal of the volume, from which I have been quoting,
will show that, though the Radicals and the Liberals have
been, and even now, are, or profess to be actuated by the
same principles—differing for the most part only in degree—
they have frequently had occasion to join issue in a very
marked manner. With such differences I cannot here
attempt to deal.

This, however, is very certain, that the terms ¢ Radical ”
and “ Radicalism,” are, like the other party-titles, with
which I have been dealing, now undergoing a change of
meaning, of the most thorough character.

The original watchword of the Radical party, may have
been, as Mr. Harris says, “popular liberties.” If that is
50, there was probably (as he also implies) little difference
—except in degree—between the Liberals and the Radicals.
1t is, however, very evident that in our own day, Radicalism,
as professed by, what is known as the Birmingham school,
is not actuated by motives half so sound, or half so
beneficial to the community. The New Radicalism is of a
totally different order, and practically impossible to gauge.
In one breath, it advocates *the reduction of incomes over
a certain amount,” and, in another, disclaims any tendency
towards “the paralysis of private industry.” At one
moment, it advocates *increasing the comforts, securing
the health, and muitiplying the luxuries of the masses,” by
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means of government, and, at another, repudiates, as
tending to communism, legislation likely to lead to “the
atrophy of private enterprise.” It may well be said
“Under the head of Neo-Radicalism must on no account
be included the Radicalism of the old Manchester school,
which was merely advanced Liberalism. Indeed the old
and the new Radical are more widely separated by principle,
than the Conservative and Liberal. The old Radical was
all for freedom, and was gpposed to stale interference ; the
new Radical is for despotism and government control in
everything.”*

But this uncertainty of principles, and inconsistency in
the various attempts to state them, are not confined to
comparisons between the new and the old schools. If we
take the professions of the new order alone, we find a
contradiction in statement which must be sadly bewildering
to the “rank and file” of their own party. Observe for
example the following comparisons :—

‘“ Government is only the or-
ganisation of the wkole people, for

“I have never supposed you
could egualise the capacities and

conditions of men. The idler, the
drunkard, the criminal, and the
fool miust bear the brunt of their
defects, The strong man, and the
able man will always be first in
the race.”—JosePH CHAMBER-
LAIN, Speech, January 14, 1885.

“I am not a Communist,
although some people will have it
that I am. Considering the dif-
ference in the character and
capacity of men, I do not believe
that there can ever be an absolute
equality of ronditions, and T think
that nothing would be more un-
desivable than that we should

® “ Capitalisation of Labour.”

the benefit of all its members . . .
The community . . . ought to pro-
vide, for all its members, bemefils
which it is impossible for indi-
viduals to provide by their solitary
and separate efforts.”—JOSEPH
CHAMBERLAIN, Speech, April 28,
1883,

** Local government will bring
you into contact with the masses.
By its means you will be able to
increase their comforts, to secure
their health, to multiply the
fuxuries, which they may enjoy
in common ; to carry out a gast
co-operative system for mutual aid
and support; to lessen  the

Wordsworth Donisthorpe, 1887.
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remove the stimulus to industry,
and thrift, and exertion, which is
afforded by the security, given to
every man, in the enjoyment of the
Jruits of kis own individual exer-

tions.”—JosePH CHAMBERLAIN, -

Speech, August 5, 1885.

‘¢ Communism means the reduc-
tion of everything to a dead level,
the destruction of private adven-
ture, the paralysis of private in-
dustry, the atrophy of private
effort.”—** Radical Programme.”

LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

Enequalities of our social system, and
to raise the standard of all classes
in the community. I believe that,
in this way, you may help to
equalise to a great extent, the con-
dition of men.”-—JOSEPH CHAM-
BERLAIN, Speech, April 28, 1885.

“It Delongs te the authority
and duty of the State—that is to
say, of the whole people, acting
through their chosen representa-
tives, to utilise, for this purpose,
all local experience, and all local
organisation, to profect the weak,
and to provide for the poor; to
redress the inequalities of our social
condition, to alleviate the harskh
conditions of the struggle for
existence, and to radse the average
enjoyment of the majority of the
population,”—JOSEPH CHAMBER-
LAIN, Speech, April 28, 1885.

““The goal towards which the
advance will probably be made at
an accelerated pace is that in the
direction of which the Jegislation
of the last quarter of a century has
been tending—¢ke intervention of
the State on behalf of the wsak
against the strong, in the interests
of labour against capital, of want
and suffering against luxury and
ease.”—** Radical Programme,”

“A general reduction of in-
comies.”

““ Fines for misuse of property.”

““ duthority to purchase (land)
withowt allowance for prospective
value or compulsory sale.”

! The expense of making towns
habitable for the toilers, who dwell
in them, must be tirown on the
land.”—* Radical Programme.”
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All this has, I think, a sufficiently strong flavour of com-
munism (let alone Socialism), about it, to call for a dis-
tinction to be drawn by those who advocate it. That dis-
tinction 'is not forthcoming; but, instead, we have the
following confession :—*If,” says the author of the Radical
Programme, in reference to the measures which are therein
advocated, “If it be said that it is legislation of a socialist
tendency, the impeachment may readily be admitted” And
he adds: ““Socialism is not a stigma, but a modern tendency
pressing for recognition.” The Radical Programme being
an authorised publication, and founded, for the most part,
on Mr. Chamberlain’s speeches, I may, without further
enquiry conclude that the Radicalism of the present day is
synonymous with socialism. Such a school of politics can
have little in common with true Liberalism, for directly the
State stretches out its octopus-like arms to attempt an
equalisation or approximate equalisation of, not only the
“ opportunities,” but also the ‘“conditions,” the “enjoy-
ments,” and the “luxuries” of life, such as are therein
advocated, there is begun a series of reversals of the most
legitimate and most important function of government, viz.
(to use Mr. Chamberlain’s own words), the affording “ secu-
rity to every man, in the enjoyment of the fruits of his own
individual exertions.”

My present object has, I hope, now been sufficiently
attained, viz., to show that, amid the changes and chances
of party government in England ; amid the oft-occurring,
and somewhat confusing kaleidoscopic transformations, to
which such party-government, and the concurrent want of
definiteness in party-names must inevitably lead, there is
observable, to the student of history—looking back from a
bird’s-eye view, over centuries of historical record—a com-
paratively distinct transmission of certain political doctrines,
which consist in regarding “the liberty of the individual ”
as one of, if not #he principal of the corner stones of the
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social fabric. It has been a further object on my part to
show that those inherited doctrines have been, respectively,
held and maintained, in the past, by the several political
parties known as Roundheads, Whigs, Liberals, and Radi-
cals ; though, as I shall show hereafter, many steps have
been already taken, and many more appear likely to be
taken, under cover of the latter two terms, which are false
to the traditions of the parties who originated those titles,
and which, if persisted in, as precedents for future legisla-
tion, bid fair to deal a serious blow sooner or later, at our
present social organisation, by destroying the chief source of
individual effort and excellence among men.

It has been said by a writer of some authority on this
subject that ‘“as a political power, Toryism is utterly
extinct.” The author of “The Radical Programme” has
defined Toryism as aiming at “the preservaton of class
privilege.” If “to creafe class privileges” can be taken as
having practically similar aims, then Toryism (that is to say,
Democratic-Toryism) is—far from being extinct—in a
condition of the most robust health. The above authority
says ‘““the occupation of the old Liberal party is gone.”*
No doubt what I have ventured to call its aggresssve func-
tion is exhausted ; but if to be a Liberal means, as it did
of old, to be *“one who advocates greater freedom from
restraint, especially in political matters,” then, I con-
tend, its occupation is by no means gone. It is, indeed,
time that every true Liberal *‘buckled on bis armour,”
and prepared himself for the coming political contest.
The struggle for freedom in the past was by the many
against the few; by the masses against the privileged
classes ; but, in the future, if I judge the political barometer
aright, the contest will be longer and much more severe,
since it will have to be fought by the few against the many ;
by the minority against the majority, who, in their ignorance

* ‘ Democracy,” Wordsworth Donisthorpe, p. 53.
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of the political science, think that right is to be gauged
by might, and wisdom by the number of mouths which
proclaim it. -

I venture to affirm that Liberalism has by no means lost
its occupation. ‘The advocate is wanted as much in defence
as in attack, and the function which will have to be exercised
in defence of “individual liberty ” and *freedom from re-
straint ” will more heavily tax the resources of its adherents
than was the case when its history was but a record of
uninterrupted victories.
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CHAPTER IIIL

HistorIic LIBERALISM.

A bricf review of the principal struggles for civil liberty, from the Norman Conquest
¢ to the Reform Bill of 1832.

“ The history of England is the history of a government constantly
giving way, sometimes peaceably, sometimes after a violent struggle,
but constantly giving way, before a nation which has been constantly
advancing.”—LORD MACAULAY,

‘“ English history stands alone as the history of the progress of
a great people towards liberty, during six centuries.”—SIR JAMES
MACKINTOSH.

It seems needful to remind everybody what Liberalism was in the
past, that they may perceive its unlikeness to the so-called Liberalism
of the present.”—HERBERT SPENCER.

HATEVER else may be claimed to be connoted by

the word “man,” in the hundred and one definitions

which have been attempted concerning him, he may at least

be written down, and with some degree of safety, as a “ pro-

gressive animal.” ‘“Man alone, among organised beings,”

says Sir George Cornewall Lewis, * possesses the moral and

intellectual qualities which render one generation of human

beings unlik¢ anotker, and which enable him to alter his

own condition and that of others by self-culture. Hence,
he alone, of all living beings, possesses a history.”*

% ‘“Influence of Authority in Matters of Opinion,” p. 95-
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Whether we judge man by the meagre evidence which
we possess concerning him and his movements in prehistoric
times, or by the more elaborate accounts which have been
handed down to us from different ages, since he acquired
the faculty of committing his thoughts to writing, we are
irresistibly forced to the conclusion that he is constantly on
the move towards what he conceives to be, and hopes to be,
a more civilised condition of living, that is to say, a con-
dition of living which he supposes will afford him a larger
share of happiness than he has hitherto enjoyed. 1 say
“what he conceives to be” advisedly, because he, not
unfrequently, loses his way, mistakes retrogression for
progression, and, not seldom, is forced to retrace his steps
and start afresh in another and quite different direction or
course of conduct.

History affords very numerous instances of communities
having got off the track, as it were, of real progress, and
being compelled thus to make, in some cases, many
attempts, before they could regain the course from which
they had diverged—having become, in the meantime wiser,
if not sadder, by the painful experience. The *decline and
fall” of the Romans, as a people, was nothing more than
this—a falsely conceived social organisation, lacking sound-
ness of foundation, which therefore had to come down.
The edifice had to be recommenced from what remained
of the scattered fragments. Man had in this case simply
missed his way, mistaken a state of society for progressive
which was really retrogressive, and the march had again to
be commenced, after travelling a considerable distance in a
circle,

The French Revolution is another remarkable instance of
the same process. The wanton extravagance of the Cou_rt,
the Church and the Aristocracy ; the concurrent disregard
for the interests of the masses of the people as also for their
civil and religious liberties—all this meeting a broad current
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of political enlightenment which was then spreading over
Europe, could end in one way only, that is, as it did. The
social fabric fell to pieces, and out of the débris had to be
constructed a differently organised society: a new order of
things. All this, too, after 2 momentous lesson had been
taught to mankind in general.

These memorable events in history are the great human
errors which have been committed by reason of a want of
knowledge of the nature of man, of the science of society, of
the art of government. “ History,” says Bolingbroke, *is
philosophy teaching by example,” and the philosophy or
moral of al] such great events is that we should study, more
than those who went before us did, the nature of man
as an individnal, the science of society as an organisation,
and the art of government as applied to that organisation.

“The scignce of government,” says Macaulay, “is an
experimental science, and like all other experimental
sciences it is generally working itself clearer and clearer and
depositing impurity after impurity.” There was a time,”
he says, ‘“when the most enlightened statesmen thought it
the first duty of a government to persecute heretics, to
found monasteries, to make war on Saracens; but,” he
adds, “time advances; facts accumulate; doubts arise.
Faint glimpses of truth begin to appear and shine more and
more unto the perfect day. The highest intellects, like the
tops of mountains, are the first to catch and reflect the

dawn. . . . First come hints, then fragments of systems,
then defective systems, then complete and harmonious
systems.”™*

If one wishes to fully realise the steady but sure progress
which man is making, throughout all these great political
errors and miscalculations regarding his fellow-men, their
wants, their passions, and their proclivities, one must view
history broadly. Then, and then only, shall we see that the

# ** History of the French Revolution.” Collected Essays
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temporary delays and backward movements, which in them-
selves present the appearance of absolutely retrogressive
steps, are mere oscillations in the great forward march of
the human race. This thought also has been beautifully ex-
pressed in regard to England by the eloquent and versatile
Macaulay. “The history of England,” he says, * when we
take a comprehensive view of it, is a history of progress;
but when examined in small separate portions, it may, with
more propriety, be called a history of actions and reactions.
The public mind résembles a sea, when the tide is rising; ,
each successive wave rushes forward, breaks and rolls back ;
but the great flood is steadily coming in. A person who
looked on the waters, only for a moment, might fancy that
they were retiring. A person who looked on them, only
for five minutes, might fancy that they were rushing capri-
ciously to and fro. But when he keeps his eye on them
for a quarter of an hour, and sees one sea-mark disappear
after another, it is impossible for him to doubt of the
general direction in which the ocean is moved. Just such
has been the course of events in England. In the history
of the national mind, which is, in truth, the history of the
nation, we must carefully distinguish between that recoil
which regularly follows every advance, and a general ebb.”
Buckle says much the same thing: “ This is the ebb and
flow of history : the perpetual flux to which, by the laws of
our nature, we are subject. Above all this there is a far
higher movement ; and as the tide rolls on, now advancing,
now receding, there is, amid its endless fluctuations, one
thing and one alone which endures for ever.”

That these receding movements have their use there can
be no doubt, though it would be better if we could learn
the truths which they convey less painfully. It is from
them, however, that we store up the reactionary power
which gives impetus to the next onward movement. France
emerged fram the Revolution a more free, a more happy
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and withal a wiser nation, and one of the greatest lessons
in the science of government which was ever taught to men,
was thus handed down for subsequent generations. Now,
it will be found, from what I term a ‘ broad” view of history,
that the progress of society (using the word in its widest
acceptation) has always been proportionate to the freedom
of its institutions. The tyranny of monarchy and aristo-
cratic government in France, as also the unequal opportuni-
ties afforded to its citizens, together with the erroneous

.notion regarding fundamental differences among men, pro-
duced a reaction in favour of such sentiments as “ Liberty,
equality and fraternity.”

The despotism of the Eastern world, under which millions
of human beings lived and died in the enjoyment of less
freedom than the dumb animals around them, has resulted
in nothing but ruin—ruin of whole nations, extending over
whole ages.

That these millions of human beings should have never
organised themselves and resisted the slavish treatment, to
which they were subjected, is only to be accounted for by the
fact that they were physically a poor race of people, whose
wants were simple, and whose lot was cast in climates of the
most enervating character; with whom the struggle for exist-
ence also was not sufficiently keen to lead to insubordination
and rebellion,  ““ History and observation,” says Sir Erskine
May, ‘““alike attest that tropical regions have been the ever-
lasting abodes of despotism : where kings, chiefs and priests
have governed, from time immemorial, without control, and
where the people have been unresisting subjects and slaves.
Temperate climes alone,” he adds, “ bave been the homes
of freedom.”*

Elsewhere the same writer offers an explanation of this
distinction. ““ A hot climate and a fertile soil multiply the
means of subsistence and foster the rapid growth of popula-

& Y Democracy in Europe.”—Introduction.
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tion. The wants of the multitude are few and easily
gratified. . . . Nor can it be doubted that great heat is
enervating alike to the minds and bodies of men—dis-
inclining them to vigorous thought and action, and disposing
them to a languid acquiescence in their accustomed lot.”

The inhabitants of Europe, and especially of the northern
parts, might have easily had predicted for them a different
history. Living in a cold and bracing climate, not warm
enough to enervate, and not rigorous enough to limit
activity, where the amount of nourishment required by the
human body is much greater than in a warmer zone;
where, too, on account of the same cause, much more
elaborate wants in the form of clothing and habitations had
to be supplied to secure ordinary comfort, it can be easily
understood that by the continuous energy, enterprise, and
industry rendered necessary to such a people, they should
not long allow to remain unused the powers of self-help
and of resistance, which they might, at any time, by a little
organisation, bring to bear on their oppressors. Sir Erskine
May himself, drawing his conclusions from Buckle, says:
“In colder climates . . . the bounties of nature are less
prodigal : their wants are multiplied and more difficult to
satisfy : their good clothing and dwellings are more costly.
Hence the growth of population is checked : the value of
labour is sustained : the people share in the distribution of
the wealth of the country, and the general condition ot
society is improved and progressive. The strength and
spirit of such men are braced by a temperate climate, by
constant labour and enterprise, and by the hope of social
advancement. And these (he adds) are the qualities which
arouse resistance to oppression and fit men for the enjoy-
ment of freedom.”*

The step which man has made from the condition of
mere slavery, under which he lived in the earlier stages of

® ' Democracy in Europe. —Introduction.
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the world’s history, to the condition of civilisation and
freedom which he now enjoys in the Western world, is
indeed difficult to realise.

When I speak thus of man, I refer to the masses of the
human race who, in former times, were regarded as the
mere creatures of the comparatively few who then held the
reins of power, but who now stand, each and all, at least in
English-speaking communities, possessed of the most abso-
lute freedom of thought, of opinion, and of action *limited
alone by the like freedom of all.” This great stride. from
the lowest depths of slavery and degradation to the highest
level of civilised citizenship, would, if traced through
all its stages, involve not simply much, but aZ history.
These stages, however, are well marked for those whose
province it is to study them. My present purpose covers a
much narrower ground, viz., the history of the struggle for
civil liberty in Great Britain, so far as it is capable of illus-
trating that principle of social evolution by which man is
ever striving for a larger degree of personal freedom and
individual development, even though it frequently happen
{as we have seen) that he fails to rightly judge how, or in
what direction, that end is to be most surely attained.

I have thought fit to make the foregoing general abserva-
tions because the principle of the gradual growth of civil
freedom, which the wider history involves, is, in my
opinion, the key-note, to the narrower branch of history
with which I am chiefly concerned. It is in the highest
degree probable that the practice of designating any mem-
ber of any legislative or other deliberative body by some
name, which briefly summarised the principles which had
been observed as a general rule to actuate his conduct and
demeanour as such member, came into existence almost, if
not quite, as soon as the institution of Parliament itself.
Nor do I refer merely to the advent of constitutional
government, for the same practice would doubtless obtain in
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large assemblies of the most primitive character—even
among tribal communities.

The actual origin of legislation or government is, as far as
written history can inform us, obscure. Many writers,
necessarily somewhat speculative on such a subject, offer
theories, tracing back the institution even to * the family "*

r “‘the household,” which I presume is the most extreme
limit, since it reaches almost to the level of ordinary animal
life. The stage of society, next in advance of the family or
household, would obviously be the tribe, and it is highly
probable that, at that stage, when many heads of families or
“ households ” came into close communion, it was regarded
as desirable to determine upon some governing individual,
or group of individuals, to settle questions, regarding which,
the undivided action of the whole, was essential to the
welfare of the individual families. It is equally probable that
the head or chief of the tribe was frequently self-constituted
—that is, assumed the position by sheer force of character
or of arms, and derived his authority as leader from the
mere fact of the rest of his tribe tacitly acknowledging his
superiority, and grouping themselves about his person as
subjects and dependents. The following is an interesting
(and of course speculative) opinion by Hooker, who is
extensively quoted by Locke in dealing with the subject of
“ primitive government :"—* To take away all such mutual
grievances, injuries, and wrongs, such as attend men in the
state of nature, there was no way but only by growing into
composition and agreement among themselves ; by ordain-
ing some kind of government public, and by yielding
themselves subject thereto, that urto whom they granted
authority to rule and govern them, the peace, tranquility,
and happy estate of the rest might be procured.” “ The
end of civil society (to use the words of Locke himself)
B ¢ It cannot rcnsonaul{ te doubted that the family was the great source of

personal law.” illage Communities,” Sir Henry S. Maine.
R
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is to avoid and remedy those inconveniences of the state
of nature which necessarily follow from every man’s being
judge in his own case, by setting up a known authority to
which everyone of that society may appeal upon any injury
received or controversy that may arise, and which everyone
of the society ought to obey.” That the *“known authority”
of Locke, and the ‘“government public” of Hooker origi-
nated in the parent, is confirmed by Sir Henry Maine,
who says, “The most recent researches into the primitive
history of society point to the conclusion that the earliest
tie which knitted men together in communities, was con-
sanguinity or kinship,”* and the *learned” Sir Robert
Filmer commences the first chapter of his * Patriarcha”
with the proposition * That the first Kings were Fathers of
Families.”

Assuming, then, that these are correct statements of the
origin of government, an assumption requiring no great
stretch of imagination, but rather one which recommends
itself to the reason, there can be, I venture to think, little
doubt, that if, from such a starting-point, all rules of con-
duct, which were subsequently laid down by chiefs, kings
and legislatures respectively, had been based upon the
sound principle of ‘“equal opportunities,” instead of that
which reserves special privileges for the few, society would,
at the present day, be far in advance of its existing con-
dition of growing unrest and discontent.

But the idea of “ equal opportunities” was obviously far
from being recognised as the scientific or even just test by
which tribal rules, or, in more advanced times, sovereign
edicts and parliamentary legislation should be tried. When
it became necessary, as a stage beyond the parent, to obtain
the “known authority” of whom Locke speaks, he was
provided in the shape of a chief, or king, or “able man,” as
Carlyle calls him. But it would then (and probably did)

® “ Karly History of Institutions,” Sir Henry Maine, p. 64.
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become a question, whether the chief, or king himself, could
do wrong. There would be no one to appeal to, in the
event of such a contingency arising, nor could his decision,
if favourable to himself, be questioned ; and he would,
naturally drift, as he became more conscious of his
unlimited or at least very wide powers, into the position and
habits of a dictator, whose word was incapable of being
questioned. Moreover, if he were the brave or ‘“‘able”
man of his tribe, there would be little inclination to
question his authority, or even the justice of his decisions.
Thus, most probably, did society drift into the condition
of subservience to kingly power, the abuse of which ulti-
mately led to the spirit of rebellion against Royal pre-
rogatives, as opposed to what were termed the “rights of the
people.”

Locke says, bearing upon this point, “ Wherever any
persons are, who have not such an authority to appeal to
and decide any difference between them there, those persons
are still in the state of nature. And so is every absolute
prince in respect of those who are under his dominion.”

Coming now to history proper—that is to say, written
history—we find that kings, and probably chiefs and other
less important monarchs before them, developed a dis-
position to adopt what historians call “favourites,” that is to
say certain persons who proved congenial as companions to
the particular monarch, and had a sort of kingly license by
which they enjoyed mare than an “ equal” share of *“oppor-
tunities.” This was probably the first departure from true
liberalism in history, next after that by which the king claimed
to himself greater privileges than he could allow between
his subjects. These favourites have almost invariably been
recipients of some distinguishing mark of patronage, as an
expression of the favour in which they were held. Hence
the order of “ nobles ;> and, following upon this distinction,
it is but an easy stage to that state of things, by which they
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became invested with some of the “privileges,” not enjoyed
by the ordinary people of their time.

Herein lies what I conceive to be the explanation of
the origin of the feudal system, as introduced into England
by William the Conqueror in the eleventh century.

The nobles of that monarch, as is well known by every
reader of early Bnglish history, exercised over their vissals
the most complete and absolute dominion ; and instead of
the latter possessing or enjoying *“equal opportunities,”
they, and their families, were overwhelmed with duties and
obligations, and burdened with restrictions on their liberty,
which left them with about as much freedom as was
possessed by the African slave previous to 1806. To use
the words of a historian : * The masses of the people were
depressed by heavy burdens, enslaved by varied wrongs and
paralysed by superstitious fears. They were credulous and
poor, and had neither liberty, knowledge, nor ambition.”

From this condition of things, there is discernable,
throughout history, a gradual growth of popular freedom,
marked more particularly by such epochs as the Magna
Charta in 1215, the Petition of Right in 1628, the Habeas
Corpus Act in 1648, the Revolution in 1688, and the Reform
Bill of 1832. First the king was supreme ; then the people
were allowed to take a part in the government; next the
people imposed restrictions upon the power of the king, and
finally the monarch was transformed, as is the case now,
into a sort of national *figure head,” receiving income and
privileges by the consent of a free and self-governing people.
All these great social movements, each constituting, as it
were, the practical expression of a long-pent public grievance,
may be classified under the heading of “the growth of
liberalism.” Those movements consisted (with one excep-
tion) of public protests against the abuse of power on the
part of the respective monarchs, in whose reign they
developed, and culminated ; and they had the effect of
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“ freeing” or *liberating” the people from the yoke of
monarchical power, under which they and their ancestors
had lived for centuries. The exception was the Reform
Bill, which was a protest against the monopoly of parlia-
mentary representation by a class.

“1t has been usual,” as Sir Erskine May says, in his
“ Democracy in Europe,” “to conduct controversies regard-
ing political institutions and forms of government as if they
were simply founded upon abstract experience; as if
monarchies and republics had been established upon
& priori theories, and were to be judged according to their
approach to some ideal polity. It is not in this spirit that
history is to be studied. If any instruction is to be gained,
it will be by the investigation of the moral, social, and
physical causes which have contributed to the rise, growth;
and overthrow of institutions—of despotism, of free mon-
archies, of aristocracies, and of republics” These last
words, in fact, stand in the order in which the various social
steps, which led to their overthrow, have occurred.

Though the word *‘liberalism” has been first used in,
and received its interpretation from much later times than
those of which I have been speaking, nevertheless it is very
necessary to study those periods in order to fully and clearly
understand the principle which underlies the spirit of Ziberty
and freedom that the word is intended to signify.

Such an investigation, especially if prosecuted with some
particularity, will show that the more modern school of
politics, to which that title has been applied, is founded
upon the identical principles of freedom of thought, freedom
of speech, and freedom of action, for which the people of
various countries, but especially our own, have, for centuries,
been struggling—the determination to possess, at all hazards,
“equal opportunities” with other men, irrespective of
family, irrespective of kingly favour, and irrespective of
wealth. * Britain,” says an eloquent writer on Reform,
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“once a land of savage pagans, was long subsequent to
the Norman Conquest, the abode of ignorance, superstition,
and despotism. And, though for centuries past, she has
witnessed a steady advance in knowledge and in civil and
religious liberty—though her men of letters have sent down
to posterity works that shall live till science, philosophy,
and poetry are known no more; though her lawyers have
gradually worn off the rugged features of the feudal system
till the common law of England has been adopted as the
basis of the Republican Code of America; though her
Church long since yielded to the attacks of non-conformity
and sanctioned a liberal toleration—though all that was
vital and dangerous in the maxim, ‘The king can do no
wrong,’ fell with the head of Charles I. in 1649—yet it is
only within the last fifty years that she has sanctioned the
changes in her institutions long counselled by a class of
innovators designated as Reformers.”*

It is over the longer period that we need to ponder, in
order to discover, and arrive at some certainty, regarding the
general principle which should be conveyed by the particular
term under consideration. Let us turn to history itself, as
recorded by those who have made it their special study.

Though the term ‘¢ Liberalism ” is, therefore, of compara-
tively modern use, in order that its meaning and bearing may
be traced and understood, it is necessary to go back to these
earlier times, and investigate the history in which, without
resort to political party-titles, the same principle which
animates the truer interpreters of the word in our own day,
spurred on our forefathers in the earlier struggles for free-
dom and the building up of our oft-extolled constitution.

The Norman Conquest was naturally and of necessity a
great shock to the inhabitants of England, and so unequal
were they to the comprehensive and overwhelming invasion
to which they were subjected, that, as a nation, they dropped,

% # Reform and Reformers.” H. B. Stanton.
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for the time being, into a condition of absolute slavery.
But, says De Lole, “it is to the era of the Conquest that
we are to look for the real foundation of the English con-
stitution.”

I shall, from this epoch in English records, trace, with
fitting brevity, the history of the principle of Liberalism-—a
principle which has, at various periods, been recognised and
acted upon, under different and changing titles, and has, at
all times, spurred on, to fresh thoughts and fresh actions,
all who could see, in the future, an improved condition of
civil and religious freedom, based upon the even broader
principle of the “equality of men.” To go behind this
period in history would lead me into fields quite beyond
my present purpose—into the histories, in fact, of the
various peoples who formed the constituent parts of the
much mixed nation, now known as €reat Britain. 1 need
not, therefore, carry my investigations further back than the
Conquest of England, to discover how, and under what
circumstances that principle first took root.

The author of the “History of the English People” has
characterised the charter granted on the accession to the
throne of Henry 1. as not only the “direct precedent for
the Great Charter of John,” but, also, as “the firs? limitation
which had been imposed on the despotism established by
the Conquest.”*

This epoch is therefore in every way a suitable starting-
point for my short sketch. In order to fully and clearly
realise the nature and extent of the memorable con-
cession to civil freedom, which that charter involved, it
is necessary to remember what were the social and political
conditions of the people of England, prior to that event.
Macaulay says, * The battle of Hastings, and the events
which followed it, not only placed a Duke of Normandy on
the English throne, but gave up the whole population of

% Green’s ‘' History of the Englich People,” p. 87.
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England to the tyranny of the Norman race. The sub-
jugation of a nation by a nation,” he says, “has seldom,
even in Asia, been more complete. The country was
portioned out among the captains of the invaders. Strong
military institutions, closely connected with the institution
of property, enabled the foreign conquerors to oppress the
children of the soil. A cruel penal code, cruelly enforced,
guarded the privileges, and even the sports of the alien
tyrants.”¥ Hume speaks of William the Conqueror as
having “ appeared,” immediately after ascending the English
throne, “solicitous to unite, in an amicable manner, the
Normans and the English, by inter-marriages and alliances,”
and says that “all his new subjects, who approached his
person, were received with affability and regard.”t “But,”
he adds, “amidst this confidence and friendship, which he
expressed for the English, he took care to place all real
power in the hands of his Normans.” However, notwith-
standing any good disposition which he may, as a conqueror,
have felt towards the English, in the first flush of victory,
there can he little doubt that, after his almost immediate
return to Normandy, and reappearance in England, during
which time the English and the Normans had again come
into conflict, he showed little, if any respect, for the promises
which he had made under the coronation oath, one of which
was “to administer justice and to repress violence.”{ Asa
fact, the conquerors and the conquered failed to harmonise,
and though in public and domestic life everything seemed
favourable to the king, ““the discontents of his English
subjects augmented daily, and the injuries, committed and
suffered on both sides, rendered the quarrel, between them
and the Normans, absolutely incurable. The insolence of
the victorious masters, dispersed throughout the kingdom,
seemed intolerable to the natives.”™l

s Y History of England,” chap. 1. t ¢ History of England,” ;:hap. 4 Hume

24
quotes Malmesbury, as saying that he Pmmised also ‘‘to govern the English
and Normans 3y egual lows.” ~ 9§ Hume's ** History of England,” chap. 4.
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Hume adds that the English people, in a great mea-
sure, had “lost all national pride and spirit,” by their
recent and long subjection to the Danes. However that
may be, they quickly fell into a condition of abject sub-
ordination to their insolent and high-handed victors.
Instead of being governed by “equal laws,” as had been
promised, they were, on every occasion, and, under all
circumstances, denied even the most common justice. * It
was crime sufficient in an Englishman to be opulent, or
noble, or powerful ; and the policy of the king, concurring
with the rapacity of foreign adventurers, produced almost a
total revolution in the landed property of the kingdom.
Ancient and honourable families were reduced to beggary,
the nobles themselves were everywhere treated with
ignominy and contempt; they had the mortification of
seeing their castles and manors possessed by Normans, of
the meanest birth, and lowest stations, and they found
themselves carefully excluded from every road which led
either to riches or preferment.* Then was introduced the
feudal laws and the feudal system. - The whole of the lands
of England, with few exceptions, were divided into baronies,
which were conferred, subject to certain services and pay-
ments, upon the most important among the king’s followers.
These barons, then, subdivided their estates, among the
less important of the Normans, called knights or vassals.
These latter became liable to the same obligations to the
particular baron, under whom they held, as had been
undertaken by him in the king’s behalf. The whole of
England is said to have been thus divided into seven
hundred chief tenancies or baronies, and sixty thousand two
hundred and fifteen knight-fees. No Englishmen were

*  Hume's History of England,” chap. 4.

t Robert, Earl of Montaigne, had 973 manors and lordships; Allan, Earl of
Brittany and -Richmond, 442; Odo, Bishop of Baienx, 439 ; and a score more of the
Congueror’s chief followers were treated with the same lavish generosity, It has
been computed that the whale county of Norfolk was divided among sixty-six

progprietors,
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included among the former class, and the few, who managed
to retain their.property, were compelled to reconcile them-
selves to being included among the latter, subject, of course,
to a Norman baron as landlord, as also to the numerous
burdens of setvice, etc., which such a tenancy entailed—
this, too, notwithstanding that their respective estates had
been, previously, freeholds, acquired by inheritance, and
in no way encumbered with any such obligations.* These
under tenants were required to swear allegiance to their
particular baron, in the following words : ¢ Hear, my Lord, 1
become liege man of yours, for life, and limb, and earthly
regard ; and I will keep faith and loyalty to you, for life and -
death ; God help me”; and this comprehensive obligation
was entered into while the dependant kneeled, without arms,
and bare-headed, at the feet of his superior ; his hands being
placed in those of the latter.t It is said that, under this
system, the king could at any moment summon sixty
thousand knights to the royal standard. In addition to
these two classes, it must be remembered that there was a
lower order, called Ceorls, or Villeins, concerning whom it
is an open question whether they were not actual slaves.
They certainly were so, in all but name, inasmuch as the
lord had the power of life or death over them. In summing
up his account of the oppression which this conquest
inflicted upon the English people, Macaulay says : ‘“ During
the century and a half which followed it, there is, to speak
strictly, no KEnglish Aistory,” and Hume, in the same way
says: “The introduction of the feudal law had much
infringed the /iderties, however imperfect, enjoyed by the
Anglo-Saxons in their ancient government,.and had reduced
the whole people to a state of vassalage under the king or
barons, and even the greater part of them to a state of real
slavery.”

¢ ¢« Hume's History of England,” chap. 4.
t “Green’s Short Histary of the English People,” chap. 2.
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Such then was the condition of the English people after
the Norman Conquest. The King had upon ascending the
throne promised *equal laws.” The promise had been
broken, and the most glaring inequality existed, not only in
possessions, for that had always been and ever will be so,
but én the eye of the law, which need not, and should not
have been. The Normans were, in short, the recipients of
extensive privileges, at the expense of those they had
conquered. Let us now see the course which events took.
Discontent must have followed, and quickly found expres-
sion; for a collection of laws, called the “Magna Charta
of William the Conqueror,” has been preserved, in which
the King seems to have entered into the following treaty
with his subjects, constituting a substantial concession, con-
sidering the times, to the principle of liberalism or freedom:
“We will enjoin and grant, (so it runs), that all freemen
of our kingdom shall enjoy their land in peace, free from all
tallage and from every unjust exaction, so that nothing but
their service lawfully due to us shall be demanded at their
hands.”

William the Conqueror died in 1087, and, notwithstanding
the above undertaking, the condition of the people at his
death does not seem to have been in any way an advance-
ment on that of twenty years previous. Hume says, speak-
ing of the year 108%: “It would be difficult to find in all
history a revolution more destructive, or attended with a
" more complete subjection of the ancient inhabitants.
Contumely seems even to have been wantonly added to
oppression; and the natives were universally reduced to
such a state of meanness and poverty, that the English
name became a term of reproach.*

William Rufus claimed to succeed his father, but inas-
much as by doing so he was consciously violating his elder
brother's (Robert) right, he took very hasty measures to

* “Hume's History of Esgland,” chap. 4.
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secure the Crown. He displayed a willingness to concede
any condition, in order to secure himself in the estimation
of his subjects. ““As an earnest of his future reign he
renounced all the rigid maxims of conquest, and swore to
protect the Church and the people, and to govern by St.
Edward’s laws ; a promise extremely grateful to all parties;
for the Normans, finding the English passionately desirous
of those laws, and only knowing that they were in general
Javourable to liberty, and conducive to peace and order,
became equally clamorous for their re-establishment.”*

These resolutions, likewise, were ignored, very much in
the same manner as was the case with those of his father
before him. ¢*The forest laws were executed with rigour,
the old impositions revived, and new laid on.”t

William Rufus died in the year 1100, and was succeeded
by his younger brother, Henry I., who thus, in his turn,
usurped his elder brother’s lawful rights. “ Knowing,” says
Hume, ‘“that the Crown, so usurped, against all rules of
justice, would sit unsteady on his head, he resolved by
fair professions at least, to gain the affections of all his
subjects.”{

He seized the opportunity to address the nobility and
““a vast concourse of inferior people,” who had been drawn
to Winchester, by the news of his brother’s death. After
plausibly setting forth his title, on the ground of having
been born next after his father had acquired the kingdom,
—a ground upon which the nobility retired to consult—he °
“threw himself entirely upon the populace.” He began

by drawing his sword and swearing with a bold and
determined air to persist in his pretensions to his last
breath.” He *turned to the crowd,” and made * promises
of a milder government than they had experienced, either
beneath his brother, or his father : the Church should enjoy
& % Abridgment of English History.” Edmund Burke, chap. 3.

$ o Ahridgment of English History,” Edmund Burke, chap. 3,
} ‘' Hume’s History of Englaad,” . 6 .
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her immunities, #he pesple their liberties, . . . the dis-
tinction of Englishman and Norman be heard no more.”*
As might be expected *the people received this popular
harangue, delivered by a prince, whose person was full of
grace and majesty, with shouts of joy and rapture.
Immediately they rush to the house where the council is
held, which they surround, and, with clamour and menaces,
demand Henry for their King."t{ He confirmed and
enlarged the privileges of the city of London, and, in the
words of Edmund Burke, “gave to the whole kingdom a
charter of liberties, which was the first of the kind, and laid
the foundation of those successive charters, which at last
completed the freedom of the subject””} Among the numerous
provisions of this charter, was one, in which the King
promised that the vassals of the barons should enjoy the
same privileges which he granted to his gwn barons¥ In
order to give guarantees for his sincerity in making these
concessions, he lodged a copy of the charter which con-
tained them, in an abbey of each county ; yet it is evident
that, as soon as his immediate object had been attained, he
showed that he had never seriously intended to observe
any part of it. “The whole of it fell so much into neglect
and oblivion, that, in the following century, when the
barons, who had heard an obscure tradition of it, desired to
make it the model of the great charter, which they exacted
from King John, they could, with difficulty, find a copy in
the kingdom.§ This charter was, though by no means
observed, “the first limitation which had been fmposed on
the despotism established by the Conquest.”|| and formed
one of the “two great measures, which, following his
(Henry’s) coronation, mark “the =ew relation which was
then brought about between the people and their King.”**

*  Abri t of lish History.” Edmund Burke, chap. iv. t * Abridgment

of En‘:l‘;mismry% Edmunc?‘ﬁurke, chap. iv. 1% Abridgment of English

History.” Edmund Burke, chap. iv. 9§ “ Hume's History of England,” chap. 6.

§ “Hume's History of Englm:i.," chap. 6. i " Green's Short Histo the
2.

English People,” chap. % Green's Short History of the English People,”
m 2.
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Such was the first great concession, in English history,
to the spirit of true liberalism; and it consisted in the under-
taking to grant egual Jiberties to all men, irrespective of race
or social status. We shall presently see that this obligation,
like most others of those times, was made, only to be ignored
and forgotten by him who made it.

Let us pass now to a still greater epoch in the history of
liberalism. Hume says, speaking generally of these charters :
“Henry 1., that he might allure the people to give an
exclusion to his elder brother Robert, had granted them a
charter, favourable in many particulars to their Zberties,
Stephen had renewed the grant; Henry II. had confirmed
it. But the concessions of all these princes had still
remained without effect, and the same unlimited, at least
irregular authority, continued to be exercised, both by them
and their successors.”*

In the succeeding reign of John, all the unreasonable and
irritating demands, which had been made by his predecessors,
were greatly intensified, and accompanied with further acts
of tyranny, of an even more unbearable nature. “One is
surprised,” says Hallam, “at the forbearance displayed by
the barons, till they took arms at length in that confederacy
which ended in establishing the Grea? Charier of Liberties”t
Historians seem to vie with one another in their endeavours
to picture the domineering and oppressive conduct of King
John. “Equally odious *and contemptible,” says Hume,
“both in public and private life, he affronted the barons by
his insolence, dishonoured their families by his gallantries,
enraged them by his tyranny, and gave discontent to all
ranks of men by his endless exactions and impositions.”}
In addition to all these forms of insolence and tyranny,
which it is difficult to understand that one man should be
altowed to practise on a whole nation, there yet remained
many portions of the feudal law, as introduced by the

LR Hutory of England,” chap. 1r. t * Constitutional History of England,”
chap. 1 $« HlstoryofEngland, chap. 11.
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Conqueror, which had, by abuse and arbitrary administra-
tion, become constant sources of discontent and rebellious
feeling.

One of the most useful generalisations which, in my
opinion, it is possible to draw from history is that which
teaches what I might term the law of social oscillation.
Every historical student must have observed that society,
when viewed over long periods of time, seems to pass
through successive stages, somewhat analagous to the motions
of a pendulum—that is to say, whenever, by reason of its
surrounding circumstances, it is forced into any extreme con-
dition, involving an abnormal state of mind on the part of
the individuals who compose it, there almost inevitably
follows a reactionary movement, similarly extreme, though in
the contrary direction. Thus, as Burke says, “Our best
securities for freedom have been obtained from princes, who
were either warlike, or prodigal, or both,”* and again, as
stated by De Tocqueville, * Liberty is generally established
in the midst of agitation ; it is perfected by civil discord.”t

We have an instance of the sociological law in question,
in the fact that this very oppression and tyranny, to which
the people of England were subjected, and the almost
slavish condition, to which they were, in consequence,
reduced, constituted the very source of their future
freedom.

“It was,” says De Lolme, “the excessive power of the
king which made England free; because it was this very
excess that gave rise to the spirit of union and of co-
resistance. Possessed of extensive demesnes, the king
found himself independent ; vested with the most formidable
prerogatives, he crushed, at pleasure, the most powerful
barons in the realm. It was only by close and numerous
confederacies, therefore, that these could resist his tyranny;

% ‘“Tetters on a Regicide Peace.” Collected Works, vol. v.
t ** Democracy in America,” vol. i., p. 250.
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they even were compelled to associate the people in them,
and make them partners of public liberty.”

The confederacy which was entered into, to put an end
to this unbearable state of things, as it existed under John,
was greatly assisted, if not even initiated by the then Arch-
bishop of Canterbury—by name Langton—who, conceiving
that an acquisition of liberty to the people would contribute
towards the powers of his Church, took an extremely
practical and useful part in framing some of the most
important clauses of the Great Charter, and insisted upon
them, as conditions precedent to his (John’s) avoidance
of excommunication. He obtained possession, from one of
the monasteries, of a copy of Henry the First’s charter,
and, having shown it to some of the most influential barons
of his time, urged them to demand its recognition and
observance by the King. The feeling grew from day to day,
and a large meeting of barons was again held, this time
“under colour of devotion.” Langton once more used his
powerful and eloquent exhortations, in order to bring about
the desired result. The barons, thereupon, entered into a
solemn compact, sealed with an oath, that they would never
desist until they had obtained an equally solemn undertaking
from the King on the subject of their liberties. They
resolved to prepare an armed force, and to meet again when
their plans were matured. When the time arrived for
taking the final step, they boldly demanded of the King *“ a
renewal of Henry’s charter, and a confirmation of the laws
of St. Edward.” * Hitherto the barons had fought for them-
selves alone : now they became the national leaders in main-
taining the liberties of England.”* The King asked for
time, and offered valuable sureties. Meanwhile he sought,
by conceding great privileges to the Church, to baffle the
plans of the barons, and certainly succeeded in some
measure in winning the partisanship of the Pope; but the

# % Democracy in Europe,” Sir Erskine May, vol. ii., p. 347.
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barons, having first made an appeal to Rome, quickly
assembled a large force of armed retainers, and advanced
towards the King’s residence, whence he sent a messenger
desiring to know the barons’ terms. They delivered him a
record of their principal demands ; but when he learned its
contents, he broke into a furious passion, and vowed he
would never grant such concessions.

Immediately the barons chose a leader, and proceeded to
levy war upon the King: besieged castles and palaces
belonging to him, threatened anybody and everybody who
ventured to join in his defence, and, finally, became such
masters of the position, that, after numerous attempts at
compromise, the King, surrounded by only a few followers,
was forced to arrange a meeting, in order to confer with the
barons finally, regarding their demands. The meeting-place
was the celebrated Runnymede, between Windsor and
Stainés. The two parties formed separate camps, and, after
several days’ debate, the King was forced to sign the
Great Charter, which, in the words of Hume, “secured very
important Zberties and privileges to every order of men in
the kingdom, to the dergy, 2o the barons, and to the people.”

Let us consider now, in less general terms, what this
Great Charter did for our ancestors, and for us.

It is but natural and reasonable that, inasmuch as the
barons were themselves the head and front of the move-
ment, they should have turned their attention more par-
ticularly to their own interests ; but, inasmuch also as they
required the concurrence of * the people,” in the bold step
they were taking, they found it advisable, if not necessary,
to take into consideration the interests of that class also,
which they accordingly did. Sir Erskine May says:
“ Hitherto the barons had fought for themselves alone, now
they became the national leaders in maintaining the Ziberties
of England.” Moreover, it is evident that the barons them-
selves had been guilty of tyranny and oppression to those
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under them, quite as great, and as galling, as that displayed
by the King.*

It would not be interesting, and, even if it were, it
would scarcely be 1n place, here, to go fully and particularly
into the numerous aspects of civil liberty which the Great
Charter attempted to place upon a firm and settled basis.
The provisions of the charter have, as a whole, been
described as *strung together in a disorderly manner.”t
Generally speaking, they were as follow, consisting princi-
pally of “either abatements in the rigour of the feudal Jaw,
or determinations in points which had been left by that law,
or had become by practice arbitrary and ambiguous.”

The preamble or opening address to the charter begins
thus: “To all archbishops, bishops, abbots, priors, earls,
barons, sheriffs, provosts, officers, and to all bailiffs and
other our faithful subjects, etc. . . . Know ye that we . . .
have granted . . . these Ziberties following, to be kept in
our kingdom of England for ever.” Following this there
were thirty-seven chapters, the first being a confirmation of
liberties in the following words : *“ We have granted to God,
and, by our present chapter have confirmed for us, and our
heirs, for ever, that the Church of England shall be free,
and shall have all her whole »ights and liberties inviolable.
We have granted also, and given to all the freemen of our
realm, for us, and our heirs, for ever, these Zbersies under-
written : to have and to hold them and their heirs of us and
our heirs for ever.”
© Chapter 2 deals with the subject of “reliefs.” As all the
King’s tenants were supposed to have received their lands
by his gift, it was customary, upon the death of an ancestor,
for the heir to purchase a continuance of the king’s favour,
by paying a sum of money called a “relief,” for entering
into the estate. When the conquest was over, this practice

4 Reeve's ‘ History of English Law,” vol. i., pp. 262-3.
Reeve's ' History of English Law,” vol. i., p. 266.
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was ““much abused and perverted.” The above-mentioned
chapter therefore provided that such payment should not be
arbitrary, but fixed according to the rank of the heir.

By chapter 7 it was enacted that widows of knights might
marry as they chose, without deductions being made from
their dower ; and that if they chose to remain single, they
should not be compelted to marry. Hitherto the baron
had possessed the power of compelling widows of their
knights to marry whom they pleased, and, as may be easily
imagined, the power had been greatly abused.

The gth chapter perpetuates the right of self-government,
“the source and bulwark,” as it has been called, *of our
constitutional freedom,” and it preserved to London and all
other cities, boroughs, and towns” all their /iberties and
free customs. The 1oth chapter prevented excessive distress
for more service than was due for a knight's fee. This
power to distrain -had previously been greatly abused by
“ compelling a compliance with unjust demands.”

The 14th chapter provided against excessive fines; laid
down the principle that they should always be in proportion
to the gravity of the offence, and instituted the now well-
known rule of law that a man’s tools, instruments, or other
possessions necessary for his support and maintenance
should be free from any such fine or process. This was in
all probability demanded by the barons, in order that their
dependants might not be deprived of their only means of
performing their service to them, for we are told that
“ nothing more required mitigation than the rigour with
which the King’s debts were exacted and levied.”

During the reigns of Richard and John, many exactions
had been made for erecting bulwarks, fortresses, bridges,
and banks, contrary to law and right. The x5th chapter of
the charter declared that no freeman should be distrained
for the purpose, except in certain specified cases, limited in
number. Previous to the charter also, there seems to have
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been a tendency, possibly a common practice, of appro-
priating certain fisheries in various parts of the different
rivers, which were common property. This practice was
" probably indulged in by the more powerful. The 16th
chapter, however, remedied the abuse, and restored to each
his original rights.

The 29th chapter is the most important of all, and con-
stitutes the very corner-stone of our civil liberties. It runs
thus: ‘“No freeman shall be faken or imprisoned, or be
deprived of his jreehold or liberties or free customs, or be
outlawed or exiled, or any otherwise destroyed; nor will
we pass upon him, nor condemn him but by /lzseful judg-
ment of his peers, or by the law of the land. To no man
will we sell, to no man dezy, to no man delay justice or
right.”

The 3oth chapter provided that all merchants (meaning
foreigners) should pass in and out of England by land or
by water, for purposes of buying or selling, without tolls or
extortions of any kind, and established the principle that 1n
time of war, merchants from other countries, when found
in England, should have just the same treatment extended
to them which was being accorded to English merchants in
that particular country from which those merchants came.
Reeve says : “ Previous to the charter, and for many years,
merchants had been subjected to ruthless extortion, under
the names of tolls, in going through the lands of these
feudal tyrants to get to the towns where they carried on
their trade.” This chapter removed the restriction, or at
least gave them whatever protection the law could afford in
such rude times.

The concluding chapter of the charter contains the curious
fiction that the whole of it has been bought from the
Crown for a certain proportion of movable property, in
consideration of which, the King grants “for us and our
heirs, that neither we nor our heirs shall attempt to do
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anything whereby the Jiderties contained in this charter may
be infringed or broken.” There were numerous other pro-
visions, in this great and memorable document, but not
such as would be of interest to set forth here.

Throughout all those which we have quoted, there must
be evident to every intelligent reader, one great principle,
viz.,, that the sovereign was simply giving to his subjects
additional liberty, to do as they chose with their oon property,
and to exercise in what direction they chose the personal
Jreedom, which the law should secure to every human being,
subject only to the equal freedom in others. By the feudal
law the king was, rightly or wrongly, taken to possess and
to be justified in exercising the most complete control over
the property and personal liberty of his subjects. That con-
trol had, as is natural, been much abused, until the tyranny
of the monarch became unbearable. Then the subjects
turned, and going back as it were to first principles, ques-
tioned the right of the monarch to hold his subjects in such
a condition of thraldom. The result was nothing more or
less than a giving up by the sovereign of a large part of
such contro/, whereby the previously curtailed /liderties of
_the barons, and the people, were extended. Both classes
experienced an acession of freedom. This great charter
therefore is, accerding to the principle for which I am
contending, true Liberalism, inasmuch as it was a con-
tribution towards the aggregate amount of Zfer?y enjoyed
by the members of the community ; or, in other words,
inasmuch as by it, a larger aggregate amount of liberty was
bestowed than was taken away. To show, too, that in putting
this construction upon the great charter, I am not striving
after any strained interpretation—or seeking to exaggerate
its true bearing—let me quote some of the opinions found
concerning it by historians :

Guizot, the French historian, has characterised it as
‘“ the origin of free institutions in England.”*

* * History of Civilisation in Europe,” chap. r3.
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Hume says, speaking of the concessions which it con-
tained : “ The barbarous Zicense of the kings, and perhaps of
the nobles, was thenceforth somewhat more restrained ; men
acquired some more security for their properties and their
ltberties,”®

Elsewhere Hume speaks of its provisions, as constituting
““the most sacred rampart to national liberty and independ-
ence”t

Hallam characterises it as the “ great charter of ZJerties,”
and ‘“the key stone of English Zberty.” ‘Its beauty con-
sists,” he says in ““an egual distribution of civil rights to all
classes”; and again, referring to the two leading spirits
whose names are associated with the great measure, he
adds: “To their temperate zeal for a legal government,
England was indebted, during that critical period, for the
two grealest blessings that palriotic slatesmen could confer ;
the establishment of c/ivé/ Jiderty, and the preservation of
national independence.”

Elsewhere the same great constitutional authority speaks
of the celebrated 2gth chapter, as containing clauses which
profect the personal liberty and property of all freemen, and
in further proof of the statement, that no important portion
of the people was passed over, he says: ““An equal dis-
tribution of civil rights, to all classes of freemen, forms the
peculiar beauty of the charter.”}

Edmund Burke speaks of the charter as having first dis-
armed the Crown of its unlZimited prerogative, and laid the
foundation of Englisk liberty,§ and De Lolme characterises
it as “the bulwark that protected the freedosm of indi-
viduals.” So much, then, for this great epoch in our
country’s history. The demand for liberty had been made,
and the concession, which followed it, became a valuable

* ' History of England,” chap. 11., appendix 2. t * History of England,”
chap. r2. 1 “ Middle Ages,” vol. il., p. 108. § “ Abridgment of English
History,” chap. 8.
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precedent for future monarchs : constituting, as it did, an
admission, which could not henceforth be honourably, or
even legally gainsaid. That so comprehensive a treaty,
extracted from the king, contrary to his real wishes, might
not be always fully recognised and acted up to by subse-
quent monarchs, or even by John himself, was probably
anticipated by those who obtained it for themselves and
posterity. Indeed, as Sir Erskine May says, * Society was
not yet sufficiently advanced to ensure the enjoyment of
liberties so extended;” yet, nevertheless, those who had
succeeded in winning it from their despotic monarch had
the satisfaction and consolation of reflecting that any such
disregard on the king’s part to conform to its provisions,
would at once become an indefensible transgression of the
laws of England.

I pass now to another important epoch in our history—
that marked by the “ Petition of Right.” It will be seen,
from what is to follow, that the same principle of liberty for
the individual inspired every movement which led up to its
ultimate adoption as a part of our constitution.

When Charles I. succeeded to the throne, “ grave issues
were pending between prerogative on the one side, and law
and parliamentary privilege on the other”™ The most
strained relationship existed between the institution of
monarchy and the existing parliament, as representing the
people of England. But, notwithstanding this feeling,
Charles was met by his first parliament in a “passion of
loyalty.” One oversanguine member of the Commons
exclaimed : “ We can hope everything from the king who
now governs us.” Though, therefore, the times-were full of
trouble everything promised fairly well for the young
sovereign, except that some of the cooler heads in the
Commons, knowing his character, had serious misgivings as
to his future conduct. Green says he had already “ revealed

# Green's ‘' History of the English People,” chap. 8.
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to those around him, a strange mixture of obstinacy and
weakness ;” a “duplicity which lavished promises, because
he never purposed to be bound by any,” and a * petty pride,
that subordinated every political consideration to personal
vanity, or personal pique.”*

No sooner had he taken in his hands the reins of
government, than he displayed an impatience to assemble
the Commons. His first parliament was accordingly called
together in the year 1625. He immediately asked for sup-
plies. At that time the House of Commons was almost
entirely governed by a set of men of the most uncommon
capacity, and of the largest views, including such as Coke,
Seymour, Wentworth, Pym, Hampden, and others—all
‘““animated with a warm regard for liberty,” and “ resolved
to seize the opportunity which the king’s necessities offered
them, of reducing the prerogative within more reasonable
compass.”t It was in their opinion necessary to fix a choice ;
either to “abandon, entirely, the privileges of the people, or
to secure them by firmer and more precise barriers than the
constitution had hitherto provided for them.”} They,
accordingly, “embraced the side of freedom,” and resolved
to grant no supplies to their necessitous prince, without
extorting concessions “in favour of civil liberty.”f A
war was being maintained with France and Spain, which
caused a continuous drain upon the king’s funds, and,
every day, rendered the necessity for further supplies more
urgent. Though it had been long the custom to grant
the duties of tonnage and poundage for the king’s life, the
parliament declined to do so for more than one year.
This somewhat unexpected check upon kingly power
greatly astonished Charles. Taught as he was “to consider
even the ancient laws and constitution more as lines to
direct his conduct, than bamriers to withstand his power,
= Greens ' History of the English People,” chap. 8. t Hame's “ History of

;&nd chap. { Hume's ** History of England,” chap. so. ¥ Hume's
y of England,” chap 50-
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this conspiracy to erect new ramparts, in order to straiten
his authority, appeared but one degree removed from open
sedition and rebellion.”*

The bill, granting one year’s supplies, was thrown out by
the Lords, and the parliament, thereupon, granted twe
subsidies. But this extended vote was only offered con-
ditionally upon the king’s conforming to the wishes of the
Commons, upon the subject of modifying the prerogative.
The king immediately dissolved parliament, and raised a
certain amount of money by Letters under Privy Seal
With the money thus raised he fitted out his fleet, and pro-
ceeded to prosecute the Spanish War; but, failing in the
attempt to capture a Spanish fleet, the English vessels
returned, and the king’s funds were again exhausted. He
now summoned a second parliament (1626). The Com-
mons, thus re-assembled, voted a very liberal supply, but
deferred its final passing until the king should concede the
limitation to the prerogative, which had been previously
demanded. The struggle which followed *exceeded in
violence any that had yet taken place.”{ Acts of reprisal
followed one another in quick succession. The Commons
denied the right of the king to levy tonnage and poundage?
without their consent. The king now threatened the Com-
mons, that if they did not furnish him with supplies, he
would be obliged to try “mew counsels.” *This,” says
Hume, “was sufficiently clear.” Lest, however, it should
be misunderstood, it was carefully explained by the Vice-
Chamberlain. “ I pray you consider,” said that functionary,
‘“ what these new counsels are or may be. I fear to declare
those I conceive. In all Christian kingdoms,” he continued,
“ you know that parliaments were in use anciently, by which

%+ Hume's “ History of England,” chap. 50.
t “ Memorials of Hampden.” Macaulay's Essays.

1 “Tonnage duties, those imposed on wines imported according to a certain rate
per ton. This, with poundage, was formerly granted to the _sovereiw for life, by acts
of parliameut, usaally passed at the beginning of each reign.” —Wharton's “ Jaw
Lexicon,” p. g65.

t
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those kingdoms were governed in a most flourishing manner,
until the monarchs began to know their own strength, and,
seeing the turbulent spirit of their parliaments, at length
they, little by little, began to stand on their prerogatives,
and, at last, overthrew the parliaments throughout Christen-
dom, except here only with us. Let us be careful, then,” he
concluded, “to preserve the king’s good opinion of parlia-
ment, which bringeth such happiness to this nation, and
makes us envied of all others, while there is this sweetness
between His Majesty and the Commons, lest we lose the
repute of a free people by our turbulency in parliament.”
“These imprudent suggestions,” says Hume, “ rather gave
warnings than struck terror. A precarious liberty, the
Commons thought, which was to be preserved by unlimited
complaisance, was no liberty at all.”® Two prominent
members of the Commons were thrown into prison, on
false charges of seditious language, and the House was
exasperated to “ show some degree of precipitancy and in-
discretion.”

The House of Lords now roused itself from a condition
of inactivity. 'The king resolved to agdin dissolve parlia-
ment, and the Lords interposed, and desired him to post-
pone his decision; but the king replied, “ Not a moment
longer,” and thereupon effected the dissolution. The Com-
mons at once framed a remonstrance, in order to justify
their conduct in the eyes of the people. The king, as a
counter move, promulgated a vindication of his conduct, in
which he gave his reasons for having so suddenly dissolved
parliament. Material was thus supplied to the partisans of
both sides with which to intensify the dispute. The king
now resorted to the new counsels, which had been threatened.
He granted a commission to compound with the Catholics,
and to dispense with the penal laws which were enacted
against them. This at once supplied him with funds; but

= * History of England,” chap. s0.
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it at once, also, stirred up one of the most dangerous of politi-
cal influences. He called upon the nobles for contributions,
and demanded from the city a loan of one hundred thousand
pounds. The nobility unwillingly responded to his demand,
but the city, under cover of many excuses, refused to do so.
In order to fit out a fleet, each of the maritime towns was
called upon to assist in the expenditure. The city of
London was rated at twenty ships. * This,” says Hume,
““is the first appearance, in Charles’s reign, of ship-money—a
taxation which had once been imposed by Elizabeth, but
which, afterwards, when carried some steps farther by
Charles, created such violent discontents.”

Innumerable methods were now adopted to obtain money
from the people, and the most ingenious and insinuating
arguments were advanced to justify them. First, a general
loan was demanded, as an equivalent for the subsidies
which parliament had refused to grant. *No stretch of
prerogative so monstrous,” says Sir Erskine May, ‘““had
yet been tried.” The public feeling, which had arisen by
this time, can be better imagined than described. Through-
out the whole country, these so-called loans were refused by
many ; some, too, encouraged others to resist them, and were,
in consequence, thrown into prison. Five English gentlemen
displayed the courage of their opinions, by positive refusals,
and, in the words of Hume, *“had spirit enough, at their
own hazard and expense, to defend the public Ziberfes.”
John Hampden was among this number, and, when asked
for his reasons for refusal, replied, “that he could be con
tent to lend as well as others, but feared to draw upon
himself that curse in Magna Charta, which should be read
twice a year against those who infringe it” The] Privy
Council thereupon committed him to prison. He was again
brought up; again refused to give any other reason; and,
again, committed to prison. He and his four companions
endeavoured to obtain their release, by the assistance of the
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writ of kabeas corpus ; but, on a technical point, which told
in favour of the king, they failed to obtain their freedom.
“This judgment,” says Sir Erskine May, “ was opposed to
the most cherished doctrines of English Ziderty.”* Matters
went on thus for some time. A foolish war was undertaken
against France; soldiers were billeted on the people;
crimes of various kinds were punished by martial law ; but,
withal, the funds which had thus been raised, in various
illegal or unconstitutional ways, were found wholly insuffi-
cient. Charles now found himself again compelled to call
his parliament together. He endeavoured to conciliate the
people, by setting free those who had been committed to
prison—Hampden among the number. The discontent,
which had meanwhile been engendered on every side,
justified the apprehension of insurrection, and the assembling
of parliament was looked forward to, by the king, with
dread. He hoped that the Commons would now be-content
to forget the past, and be found willing to make reasonable
compliances.

These hopes were by no means realised. When parlia-
ment did meet, it was as stubborn as ever, on the old points
of difference. “ No parliament,” says May, “had ever met
in England with more just causes of resentment against a
king.” He told them, in his first speech, that “If they
should not do their duties, in contributing to the necessities
of the state, he must, in discharge of his conscience, use
those other means which God had put into his hands, in
order to save that which the follies of some particular men
may otherwise put in danger. Take not this for a
threatening,” he said, “for I scorn to threaten any but
equals, but as an admonition from him, who, by nature and
duty, has most care of your preservation and prosperity.”
The Commons saw, by this, that the king was only seeking
a further opportunity for dissolving parliament, and it was

¢ emocracy in Europe,’ volii., p. 376.
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further apparent that, should such a step be taken, the
results, to all concerned, would be more calamitous than any
which had yet happened. Sir Francis Seymour eloquently
protested against this transparent attempt to frighten mem-
bers from their public duty. “He is no good subject,” he
said, “ who would not, willingly and cheerfully, lay down his
life, when that sacrifice may promote the interests of his
sovereign, and the good of the commonwealth. But, he is
not a good subject—he is a slave—who will allow his goods
to be taken from him, against his will. and his Zzéer?y, against
the laws of the kingdom.”

Sir Robert Phillips, in the same strain, said “I read of a
custom among the old Romans, that once every year they
held a solemn festival, in which their slaves had liberty,
without exception, to speak what they pleased, in order to
ease their afflicted minds; and, on the conclusion of the
festival, the slaves severally returned to their former servi-
tude. This institution,” he continued, “may well set forth
our present state and condition. After the revolution of
some time, and the grievous sufferance of many violent
oppressions, we have now at last, as those slaves, obtained
for a day, some /iberty of speech ; but shall not, I trust, be
hereafter slaves, for we are born free. . . . The grievances
by which we are oppressed, I draw under two heads: acts
of power against law, and the judgments of lawyers against
our liberites. O, unwise forefathers!” he continued, “to
be so curious in providing for the quiet possession of our
lands and the /iberties of parliament ; and, at the same time,
to neglect our personal ltberty. . . . If this be law, why do
we talk of Ziberties 7’

These sentiments, Hume says, were unanimously em-
braced by the whole House. ‘And the spirit of /iderty,”
he continues, “having obtained some contentment by this
exertion, the reiterated messages of the king, who pressed
for supply, were attended to with more temper.” Five
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subsidies were thereupon voted, with which the King
was extremely pleased; but the supply was not finally
passed into law. They resolved, says Hume, ‘to employ
the interval in providing some barriers to their rights and
Fiberties, so lately violated.”

They proceeded to draw up the document which was
ultimately called the Petition of Right—so called in order
to imply that it was a mere “corroboration or explanation
of the ancient constituticn ; not any infringement of royal
prerogative, or acquisition of new liberties.” Meanwhile, the
subject of the bill was being eagerly debated throughout
the kingdom. There were abundant reasons advanced on
both sides in parliament, and in the country. The king
endeavoured to evade the Petition, and went so far as to
write a letter to the Lords, in which he declared that he
would never again imprison any man for not lending money,
and that he would never “pretend any cause, of whose
truth he was not fully satished.” This was all of no avail.
The Lords endeavoured to append a clause to the Petition,
which, while providing for the “preservation of /Jiberties,”
would have had the effect of negativing the whole purpose
of the document.

All obstacles of the kind having failed to influence the
Commons, the Petition passed throughthat House, and was
sent to the Lords. They quickly passed it, and nothing
was left to give it the force of law but the royal assent.
The king went to the House of Lords, and sent for the
Commons, upon the arrival of whom, the Petition was read
to him. Instead of giving utterance to the usual formal
words which serve to indicate the royal confirmation or
rejection of a measure, he indulged in a comparatively
lengthy and equivocal answer, in which he merely expressed
his willingness to see the existing law put in force for the
preservation of the “just rights and liberties ” of his subjects.
The Commons were much displeased at this unusual and
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practically negative answer. They returned to their cham-
ber, and proceeded to impeach certain persons, notably
Dr. Mainwaring, who had preached a sermon, which had
been subsequently printed by royal command, and in which
he advocated the *divine right” and other ‘doctrines
subversive of all civil liberty.” ¢We must vindicate our
ancient liberties,” said Sir Thomas Wentworth in the Com-
mons, when they were about to deal in a somewhat similar
manner with the Duke of Buckingham—the king’s friend
and favourite—as they had done with Mainwaring. The
king, however, fearing the trouble which was about to fall
on that nobleman, and, in order to divert it, *“thought
proper, upon a joint application of the Lords and Commons,
to endeavour giving them satisfaction with regard to the
Petition of Right. He came therefore to the House of
Peers, and pronouncing the usual form of words,  Let it be
law as desired,” gave full sanction and authority to the
Petition.”*

“ The acclamation,” says Hume, “ with which the House
resounded, and the universal joy diffused over the nation,
showed how much this Petition had been the object of all
men’s vows and expectations.”

“It may be affirmed, without any exaggeration,” he
continues, “that the king’s assent to the Petition of Right
produced such a change in the government, as was almost
equivalent to a revolution; and by circumscribing, in so
many articles, the royal prerogative, gave additional security
to the liberties of the subject.”’t

By ratifying that law, the king bound himself never again
to impose taxes, or in any way demand money, by loan or
otherwise, except by consent of parliament; never again to
commit any of his subjects to prison, or otherwise deprive
them of their personal liberty, except in due course of law,

* Hume's *‘ History of England,” chap. sz,
t Hume'» ' History of England,” chap. 51,
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duly enacted by the same authority. He undertook also,
never again to subject them to the jurisdiction of courts-
martial, as he had previously done, and never to repeat the
practice of billeting soldiers upon the people, “all which”
the Petition concluded © they (the king’s subjects) humbly
pray of your most excellent Majesty as their rights and
liberties, according to the laws and statutes of the realm.”*

Macaulay speaks of this great measure as ‘‘the second
great charter of the /iZersies of England.”t

The fact that it was violated, almost as soon as granted,
though rendering it almost valueless for the time being,
could not affect its actual existence, as evidencing a great
and memorable victory in the cause of civil liberty; as
constituting a great and welcome standard of right, to which
future generations could turn in justification of their resist-
ance to royal encroachments, or in vindication of their
demands for popular freedom. That it was so ignored and
violated is one of the hard facts of history; and that continual
encroachments upon the limits which it provided for kingly
power, were persisted in, has been rendered ever memorable
by the penalty of death which Charles had, ultimately, and in
consequence, to suffer. It would be beside my present
purpose to follow, further, the somewhat checkered history
of this great measure. I have briefly traced it from its
earliest immediate causes; and I have shown how it was
ultimately placed among the sacred traditions of our race.
1t witnessed, even after its final adoption, many years and
generations of trouble and civil disturbance, before the
principles which it involves were unexceptionably acknow-
ledged ; and it often served, meanwhile, as the logical battle-
ground of many bitter controversies and disputes.

These and many other surrounding events have passed
away, but the Petition itself lies preserved in the traditional

% Green's ** History of the English People,™ char. 8.
fM“ His{.oﬁ"of England,” vol. i., p. 89, and Collected Essays: '‘ Lord Nugent's
emorials.”
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archives of our race, and stands out from the pages of Eng-
land’s statute book in all its stern reality, constitvting, like the
great charter itself, one of the most valued buttresses of our
cherished constitution.

As a measure, it involves the same important principle,
which runs, like a thread, through all the great reforms of
early English history. The people claimed freedom for the
individual, in the disposal of his legally acquired possessions;
and ventured to restrain a king even from transgressing that
right, except by consent of themselves, and for a constitutional
purpose. They were willing to contribute, upon a grant by
the parliament, constituted from their duly authorised re-
presentatives, but theyresented all compulsion, such as was
involved in the power of committment and the denial of
their ‘ habeas corpus.” It was in truth a determined
protest against the then kingly practice of appropriating the
legally acquired property of a subject, against his will, by
other than constitutional methods—a demand in short for
““more liberty.”

Within about half a century of the last mentioned
memorable charter, we find the English people engaged in
another great struggle for the same ever pressing claims of
personal freedom and liberty of citizenship. I refer to the
Habeas Corpus Act of 1679. Macaulay has characterised
the enactment of this measure as a “great era in our history.”
“From the time of the great charter” he says, “the sub-
stantive law, respecting the personal Ziderfy of Englishmen,
had been nearly the same as at present; but it had been
inefficacious, for want of a stringent system of procedure.
What was needed was not a new right, but a prompt and
searching remedy ; and such a remedy the Habeas Corpus
Act supplied.”™ According to Hallam, the origin of this
important measure consisted in the *“arbitrary proceedings
. of Lord Clarendon.” That nobleman was actually

¢ < History of England,” chap. 2.
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impeached, in the reign of Chas. II., for having caused
many persons to be imprisoned contrary to law. They were
released by the administration of the Duke of Buckingham,
which administration, according to Hallam, ‘facted, in
several respects, on a more liberal principle, than any other
in that monarch’s reign.” The practice does not, however,
seem to have been discontinued. Probably the disregard for
the great charter, so far as its provisions in defence of
personal liberty were concerned, was present to the minds ot
the leaders of this movement. It was not indeed a matter
to be quickly forgotten that the great Hampden, together
with four other knights, had been met by the most technical
objections, when seeking their release under the writ, as
clearly provided for in Magna Charta. * The fundamental
immunity of English subjects had never before been so
fully canvassed ; and it is to the discussion which arose out
of the case of these five gentlemen that we owe its continual
assertion and its ultimate establishment, in full practical
efficacy, by the statute of Charles I1.*

Hallam says it is a very common mistake, and that, not
only among foreigners, but with many from whom some
knowledge of our constitutional laws might be expected, to
suppose that this statute of Charles I1. (Habeas Corpus Act)
enlarged in a great degree our liberties, and forms a sort of
epoch in our history. Though, he says, a very beneficial
enactment, and eminently remedial in many cases of illegal
imprisonment, it introduced no new principle, nor conferred
any right upon the subject, beyond that which was already
contained in Magna Charta. He admits that it ¢ cut off
the abuses by which the government’s lust of power, and
the servile subtlety of crown lawyers had impaired so
fundamental a privilege,”t It is evident that the Habeas
Corpus Act, at least made mare cerfain the provision in

® Hallam’s ‘* Constitutional History of England," chap. 7.
t * Constitutional History of England,” chap. 12.
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Magna Charta which protected personal liberty. If it
did this, then the adoption of the Act must, as Macaulay
says, be entitled to be regarded as indeed a “great era in
our history.” TUnder the great charter the provision which
was aimed at—guaranteeing personal liberty—was not suffi-
ciently surrounded with safeguards against legal quibbles ;
as evidenced in the case of Hampden. The Habeas Corpus
Act provided those additional safeguards, and, therefore,
may be confidently said to have enlarged our liberties, by
making them secure where they were formerly insecure.
The history of the passing of the measure is as follows: “A
bill to ‘prevent the refusal of the writ of habeas corpus’
was introduced into parliament in 1668, but did not pass.
A second was passed by the Commons in 1669-70, but was
thrown out by the Lords. The Commons then persisted in
their efforts for its passage, and, in 1673-4, passed two bills,
ohe to prevent the imprisonment of a subject ‘beyond
seas,” and the other to secure greater expedition in the
matter of the writ in criminal matters. These were again
rejected by the Lords, and, though they appear to have
. been persistently repeated, it was not till 1679 that they
were passed by that body, consolidated in one act called
the ‘Habeas Corpus Act’” Hallam accounts for this
determined oppeosition to the bill on the ground that *“The
House of Lords contained, unfortunately, an invincible
majority for the court, ready to frustrate any legislative
security for public Jiberty.”*

Green, in his “ History of the English People,” says: “To
the freedom of the press, the Habeas Corpus Act added a
new security for the personal freedom of every English-
man.”}

Macaulay says: “It is indeed not wonderfu] that this
great law should be highly prized by all Englishmen, with-
out distinction of party; for it is a law, which: not by

» 4 Copstitutional History of England,” chap. rz. t Chap. 12.
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circuitous, but by direct operation, adds to the security and
happiness of every inhabitant of the realm.”*

Hume says : “ The great charter had laid the foundation
of this valuable part of /fberty ; the Petition of Right had
renewed and extended it; but some provisions were still
wanting to render it complete and prevent all evasion or
de/ay from ministers and judges. The Act of Habeas Corpus
served these purposes.”t

Buckle says: “ By the Habeas Corpus Act, the Zieréy of
every Englishman was made as certain as law could make
it, it being guaranteed to him that, if accused of crime, he,
instead of languishing in prison, as had often been the case,
should be brought to a fair and speedy trial.”}

As this is the first of the more important struggles for
liberty which took place after party names had been clearly
adopted and understocd in England, it may be worthy of
mention that the measure was passed “during the ascenda.ncy
of the Whigs.”l

During the two centuries which have elapsed since this
memorable act was placed upon the statute book, there
have been occasions, upon which it has been claimed to be
justifiable, and statesmen who have had the resolution to
attempt, to suspend its operation. Charles James Fox, in
1794, when criticising such an attempt said that “the evil
they were pretending to remedy was less than the one they
were going to inflict by the remedy itself.”§

Edmund Burke, in a letter to the sheriffs of Bristol,
dated 1777, having reference to certain acts passed with
regard to the troubles in America, expressed his grief for
one of the results—*legislative regulations which subvert
the Jiberties of our brethren.” ¢ All the ancient, honest,
juridical principles and institutions of England,” he says,
“are so many clogs to check and retard the headlong course
» « History of England,” chap. 6. t “* History of England,” . ha{mg'y

F o Humry of Cw:hsat.lon,' chap. 7. L'l Macau.lay‘s “ H_l.story o
chap. 6. § Buockle'’s  History of Civilisation,” vol. i, p. 496, note,
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of violence and oppression. They were invented for this
one good purpose, that what was not just should not be
convenient. Convinced of this” he continues, “I would
leave things as I found them. The old cool-headed general
law is as good as any deviation, dictated by present heat. [
could,” he adds, “see no fair justifiable expedience pleaded
to favour this new suspension of the Ziberty of the subject.”™

The Revolution of 1688 marks an epoch in English
History, which I cannot afford to omit from this brief
and hurried glance at the gradual growth and development
of Liberalism.

Notwithstanding the great and memorable struggles for
liberty, which had preceded this important event, it remained
yet for the seventeenth century to witness a resuscitation of
many of the old contentions for civil and religious freedom, as
opposed to the constantly recurring claims for monarchical
supremacy. One would have thought that history con-
tained, for subsequent monarchs, lessons sufficiently clear
and impressive to have convinced them of the hopelessness
of attempting to deal with the inhabitants of Great Britain
as if they were a people constituted after the type of
Eastern subjects, upon whom despotism had ever been
practiced without producing irritation or rebellion ; and
upon whom the blessings of free government might perhaps
be bestowed without any pleasurable response. With
greater reason might it have been anticipated that the
sons of the unfortunate Charles 1., who had paid the price
of his life for his persistent encroachments upon the public
liberty, would have sufficiently deeply realised the great
lesson for which that death was partly intended, and have
been content to wield, with judgment and moderation, the
“already large powers which their father's subjects were
only too willing to vest in them as his successors. Unfortu-
nately this was not so. Either those two princes—Charles IL

* * Collected Works,” vol. ii., p. 4.
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and James IT—had studied their country’s history and
their father’s life, with indifference to the great principles
which they involved, or must have possessed an amount of
vanity which neo trouble or calamity could eradicate. It
was thus reserved for England to be again plunged into a
condition of revolution, in order to re-impress royalty with
the fact that the inhabitants of Great Britain were destined,
despite all counter influences, to become a free and a self-
governing people.

The death of Charles I.—the direct result of the abuse
of kingly power—should, and, to men of fair intelligence,
must have taught a life-long lesson, regarding the folly of
attempting, or even hoping, to stifle in those in whom it had
been once found to exist, the deep craving for freedom, and
for the liberty of disposal of one’s legally acquired possessions,

That this was not so, may be said to be the main cause
for the further social upheaval which was rendered necessary
in 1688, and which is known as the second English Revolu-
tion,

When Charles II returned to England in 1660, after his
enforced absence abroad, subsequent to the death of his
father, he was received by the whole nation with open arms.
The joy and enthusiasm with which he was welcomed was
almost unprecedented. He was, says Macaulay, “at that
time, more loved by the people than any other of his
predecessors had ever been. The calamities of his house,
the heroic death of his father, his own long-sufferings and
romantic adventures, made him an object of tender interest.”
He is described, as to character, by the same writer, as
possessing * social habits, with polite and engaging manners,
and with some talent for lively conversation ; but. fond of
sauntering, and of frivolous amusements ; incapable of self~
denial and of exertion; without desire of renown, and
without sensibility to reproach.” Much was expected of
him—more, in fact, than those who knew his real character
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were justified in anticipating. The great and only feature of
his character, with which we are concerned, is that which
was involved in the question as to possible future move-
ments in the liberal government of his people. He, as
might be supposed, promised that he would rule his subjects
according to the laws of the land, and that he would grant
liberty of conscience to all his people. These were im-
portant as fundamental principles, but, inasmuch as they
had been promised by all his predecessors, even by his
father, they probably carried little, if any import, to those
who were familiar with what had gone before in the history
of their country.

Without attempting to go through the reign of this prince
in detail, some part of which I have already touched upon
in tracing the history of the Habeas Corpus Act, it may be
said, generally, that no sooner had he ascended the throne
than he began to display the same disregard for promises,
which his father had exhibited before him. He entered into
a secret alliance with France, and offered to declare himself
a Roman Catholic, in order to obtamn certain pecuniary aid
from Louis XIV., which should render him independent of
his own parliament; he acquiesced in, and, by doing so,
encouraged a gross breach of public faith in order to raise
money, by repudiating banking debts to the extent of
thirteen hundred thousand pounds; during his reign “ pro-
clamations, dispensing with acts of parliament, or enjoining
what only parliament could enjoin, appeared in rapid suc-
cession.”™* -

He brought to his aid five corrupt statesmen, known col-
lectively by the name of “the Cabal,” by whose influence in
the House of Commons many disgraceful acts were per-
petrated. Religious persecution was carried to a high pitch
of cruelty ; the old penal laws of Elizabeth were revived,
under the infamous judicial administration of the notorious

* Macaulay’s * History of England,” vol. i, chap. 2.
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Jefireys ; and, generally, the conduct of the King was about
as bad as could be well imagined. His whole reign was, in
truth, a continuous attack upon public liberty. It was
ignored in every direction—freedom of opinion in matters
of religion ; freedom of the citizen to do as he wished with
his own possessions, except such only as parliament, in its
constitutional right, required for lawful purposes; freedom of
the individual, subject only to the verdict of his peers, but
uninfluenced by a corrupt and blood-thirsty judge : at the
beck and call of the monarch ; freedom of citizens, grouped
as juries, to form their own verdict : undeterred and uncoerced
by a corrupt judge, with regal influence at his back ; lastly,
freedom of citizenship for each to live as he may think
fit, limited only by the constitutionally-made and justly-
administered laws of one’s country. In all these particulars
Charles II. trampled upon the rights and liberties of his
subjects, and, by so doing, contributed largely towards the
oppression and consequent anger of the English people,
which was continued and aggravated by his brother James,
and culminated in his expulsion from the throne of England.

Charles II. died in 1685, and was succeeded by James II.
With the accession of this prince, good and peaceful times
were again hoped for. When he appeared before the Privy
Councillors, after the death of his brother Charles, he, in
the course of a speech, repudiated the reputation which he
had already acquired in anticipation—that of possessing an
arbitrary character. He announced his intention of main-
taining the established government in church and state,
and, without relinquishing any of his own rights, expressed
his intention of going as far as any man in support of his
country’s liberties. One reads with feelings of irony that
“The members of the Council broke forth into clamours of
delight and gratitude.” He began, within a few hours of
becoming king, by issuing a proclamation to collect duties

¢ Macaulay's “ History of England,” chap. 4.
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which had not yet been constitutionally voted to him. As
soon as parliament assembled, he addressed to the Com-
mons a speech, in which he admonished them not to sup-
pose that by doling out supplies they would cause him to
call them frequently together; and he warned them to use him
well, if they wanted to meet often. He further insulted his
own subjects, by apologising to Louis XIV. for having called
the English parliament together without that monarch’s
consent. He begged for a French subsidy, and sent an
embassy to Versailles with assurances of submission, though
the Commons and the Scotch Parliament bad just granted
a handsome vote. His motive, in obtaining money from
Louis, was that he might be independent of his parliament.
He sanctioned the most cruel religious persecution, and
acquiesced in the inhuman maladministration of the law by
the notorious Jeffreys. He used every available means to
restore Roman catholicism in its most despotic form ; and,
with equal zeal, endeavoured to destroy the established
church. He grossly abused his prerogative, by the creation
of an unconstitutional tribunal known as the High Com-
mission, He issued special commissjons to enable him to -
effect objects which the ordinary law could not reach, and
endeavoured to overturn the constitutional parliament of his
country, by the creation of a new and illegally constituted
assembly of privy councillors. He contemplated obtaining
a “repeal of the Habeas Corpus Act, which he hated, as it
was natural that a tyrant should hate, the most stringent
curb that ever legislation imposed on tyranny.”*

It now became obvious to all classes of his subjects, that
James was, as a monarch, absolutely indifferent to his obliga-
tions, whether expressed or implied. He had violated
the constitution ; ignored or overridden acts of parliament ;
used every effort to destroy the established church and o
restore a religion, against which the pation had rigidly

® Macaulay’s * Histary of England,” vol. &., chap. 6.
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legislated ; endeavoured to subvert one of England’s most
cherished guarantees for personal liberty, and prevented
the constitutional parliament of the country from assembling.
All classes joined in unqualified condemnation of his
conduct, and a powerful conspiracy was initiated for the
purpose of dethroning him. The Prince of Orange was
made familiar with these designs, and he agreed to invade
England. James II. at first treated this rumour with scorn,
but, as he commenced to realise more and more its truth
and reality, he began to offer concessions to the people. The
Prince of Orange landed in England, and though, at first,
there were signs that a conflict would take place between
his forces and those of James II., a short time sufficed to
cause all the supporters of the latter to abandon him, and he
was compelled to fly the kingdom, fearful, doubtless, that he
would, if arrested, share the fate of his unfortunate father.

Before all this was accomplished, and, while the invasion
of William was yet in preparation, that prince had subscribed
to the celebrated document, known as ‘“The Declaration
of Right.” This Declaration was ‘“a recital of certain
established laws which had been violated by the Stuarts,
and a solemn protest against the validity of any precedent
which might be set up in opposition to those laws.”

The words run thus: “They do claim, demand, and
insist upon all and singular the premises, as their undoubted
“rights and liberties.”* The Declaration was, in fact, a
sort of consolidation of the principle enactments which had
been in dispute, from time to time, between the people and
the crown. It began with a solemn preamble, setting
forth the necessity for the strict observance of the law, as
contributing to the happiness of nations and the security of
governments. It recited the viclation of the constitution ; the
usurpation of power by the monarch in dispensing with
Acts of Parliament; the necessity for maintaining the

® Macaulay's Essays: ‘‘ History of the Revolution.”
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established religion ; the necessity for strictly regarding “ the
great charter of the liberties of England ;” the advantages of
a free and lawful parliament; and this it stated to be his
{William's) chief object. It was not till this Declaration was
circulated in Holland that James II. clearly realised his posi-
tion, The numerous concessions which he had offered had
not been well received. He had fled the country, and, after
much deliberation, the throne was declared vacant, upon the
ground ““that James had broken the fundamental laws of
the kingdom.” William and Mary were then crowned as
King and Queen of England.

The coronation, which I cannot here dwell upon, was
perfornied amid great ceremony, and William gave the
most profound assurances of his intention to promote
the welfare of the kingdom. The rejoicings were loud and
universal. Thus was consummated the English Revolution.

Let us consider for a moment, what it effected. In order
to do so it is necessary to turn to the Declaration of
Right itself, for Edmund Burke says: “If the principles
of the Revolution of 1688 are anywhere to found, it
is in the statute called the Declaration of Right.”* And
Hallam says: “The Declaration was indissolubly con-
nected with the Revolution settlement, as its motive
and its condition.”t The Declaration consists of three
parts, viz., a recital of the illegal and arbitrary acts of
James, and of the consequent vote of abdication; a
decjaration that such enumerated acts are illegal; and a
resolution that the throne shall, subject to certain limita-
tions, be filled by the Prince and Princess of Orange.

The Lords and Commons, in this important instrument,
declared, among other things, that the pretended power of
suspending laws and the execution of laws by regal
authority, without consent of parliament, was illegal ; that the
pretended power of dispensing with laws by regal authority,

© % Reflections on the Revolution in France” Collected Works, vol. ii-
t "' Constitutional History of England,” chap. 15.
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““as it hath been assumed and exercised of late,” was illegal ;
that the levying of money for or to the use of the Crown,
by pretence of prerogative, without grant of parliament, for
longer time, or in any other manner than the same is or
shall be granted, was illegal; that election of members of
parliament ought to be free ,; that the freedom of speech, or
of debates, or of proceedings in parliament, ought not to be
impeached or questioned in any court or place out of
parliament.*

The Declaration was, some months afterwards, conﬁrmed
by a regular act of the legislature, in the Bill of Rights,
which (with the addition of one clause), was a copy of the
Declaration. The Declaration of Right is called *“An act
for declaring the rights and liberties of the subject, and for
settling the succession of the crown,” and the whole care of
the two Houses was “to secure the religion, laws, and
liberties, that had been long possessed, and had been lately
endangered.”t

The two houses ‘““taking into their most sericus considera-
tion the best means for making such an establishment, that
their religion, laws, and /iderties, might not be in danger of
being again subverted, auspicate all their proceedings
by stating, as some of those best means, in the first
place to do as their ancestors in like cases have usually
done, for vindicating their ancient rights and liberties, to
declare—and then they pray the King and Queen that it
may be declared and enacted that all and singular the rights
and liberties, asserted and declared, are the true ancient and
indubitable rights and liberties of the people of this
kingdom.”} All historians, and other writers of note,
concur in characterising this epoch in history, as one of the

¢ Hallam's ‘ Constitutional Histary of England,” chap. 15. See also Green's
“ Short History of the English People,” chap. g.
t Burke’s ** Reflections on the French Revolution.” Collected Works, vol. &i.

t 1. William and Mary, quoted by Burke. *‘Reflections on the French Revolu-
tion.” Collected Works, vol
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very first importance among those which touch the question -
of our civil and religious liberties. )

Guizot, the French historian, in his “History of civilisation
in Europe,” speaking of the end of the sixteenth century,
says: “ There were, then, two national wants in England at
this period ; on one side was the need of religious revolution
and /Ziberty, in the heart of the reformation already
commenced ; and on the other, was required political
Jiberty, in the heart of the pure monarchy then in progress;
and, in the course of their progress, these two wants were able
to invoke all that had already been done in either direction.
They combined. The party who wished to pursue religious
reformation invoked political Ziderty to the assistance of its
faith and conscience, against the king and the bishops.
The friends of political /iberty again sought the aid of the
popular reformation. The two parties united to struggle
against absolute power in the temporal, and in the spiritual
orders—a power now concentrated in the hands of the king.
This” he says, “is the origin and purport of the English
Revolution.”

“Jt was thus,” he continues, “ essentially devoted to the
defence or achievement of /iberty. For the religious party
it was a means, and for the political party an end ; but w:zA
both liberty was the question.”

Again the same writer says : * Taking everything together,
the English Revolution was essentially political ; it was
brought about in the midst of a religious people, and in a
religious age; religious thoughts and passions were its
instruments ; but its ckief design end definite aim were
political ; were devoted to liberty, and the abolition of all
absolute power.”*

Hallam says: “It” (the House of Stuart) ‘““made the
co-existence of an hereditary line, claiming a sovereign
prerogative, paramount to the /iberties they had vouchsafed

* “ History of C'ivilisal'\ou in Enrope,” vol. iy lecture 13,
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to concede, incompatible with the security or probable
duration of those Ziderties. This incompatibility is the true
basis of the Revolution of 1688.”*

Elsewhere the same writer says: “The glorious Revolu-
tion stands in no need of vulgar credulity, no mistaken
prejudice, for its support. It can only rest on the basis of
a liberal theory of government, which looks to the public
good as the great end for which positive laws, and the con-
stitutional order of states have been instituted.”t And
again, “1I consider the Revolution to have been eminently
conducive to our freedom and prosperity.”t “It was the
triumph of those principles, which, in the language of the
present day, are denominated /Jiberal, or, constitutional’™

Macaulay, in his essay on Milton, speaks of the Revolu-
tion as “the expulsion of a tyrant, the solemn recognition
of popular rights, liberty, security, toleration.” And Burke
says: “ The revolution was made to preserve our ancient
indisputable laws and liberties, and that ancient constitution
of government, which is our only security for law and
liberty.”§

Burke, again, in a proposed address to George III., on
the American War, written nearly a century after this great
epoch, so eloquently and comprehensively summarises its
aim and effect, that I shall venture to again quote his
words. “ The revolution,” he says, “is a departure from the
ancient course of the descent of this monarchy. The
people, at that time, re-entered into their original rights;
and it was not because a positive law authorised what was
then done, but because the freedom and safety of the
subject, the origin and cause of all laws, required a proceed-
ing paramount and superior to them. At that ever-
memorable and instructive period, the letter of the law was
superceded in favour of the substance of liberty. To the

L Constitutional History of Enghnd, chap. t ** Constitutional History
of England chap. 14. Consmuuonal Hlstory of England, chap. 14.
9 “ Constitotional History of England chap. 14. § ““Reflections on the

French Revolution.” Collected Works, vol. ii.
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free choice, therefore, of the people, without either king or
parliament, we owe that happy establishment, out of which
both king and parliament were regenerated. From that
great principle of liberty have originated the statutes, con.
firming and ratifying the establishment from which your
Majesty derives your right to rule over us. Those statutes
have not given us our liberties ; our liberties have produced
them.”*

I need scarcely say that the Whigs took a very pro-
minent part in this great event of our history. The fact
that the bulk of the Tories, also, assisted in the struggle, does
not affect my contention, viz., that in every such movement
for the preservation of civil liberty, all friends of truly Liberal
principles were to be found among the front ranks, when the
time for action had come. “The two parties,” says Macaulay,
“whose strife had convulsed the empire during half a century,
were united for a moment; and all that vast royal power,
which, three years before, had seemed immovably fixed,
vanished at once, like chaff before a hurricane.”

I pass now to another and still later epoch in the history
of my subject—that which is marked by the struggle for,
and acquirement of independence, by the American colonies,
now known as the United States. This struggle involved
that important branch of civil liberty which is comprehended
in the question of national taxation. It will be seen, from
the following short sketch, that the right of a monarch or
his government to impose taxation is, for obvious reasons,
watched always with the utmost jealousy; and that one of
the most sensitive characteristics of a liberty-loving people is
touched, the moment an attempt is made to trespass beyond
the most strictly legitimate limits of a State’s true functions
in that direction.

The settlement of the American colonies, which, as
Hume says, were * established on the noblest footing that

© * Address to the King." Collected Works, vol. v., p. 473
{ ** History of the Revolution.” Collected Essays.
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had been known in any age or nation” had taken place in
the reign of James I. In them *the spirit of independency,
which was reviving in England, shone forth in its full lustre,
and received new accession from the aspiring character of
those who, being discontented with the established church
and monarchy, had sought for freedom in those savage
deserts.”*

There can be no doubt that those early settlers, who
sailed for the American continent to found a new home
and a new country for themselves, carried with them
all the liberty-loving traditions of the race from which
they sprang. The memory of the great historic struggles,
which stood as landmarks in their country’s history, had,
in all probability, left a deep impression upon the lead-
ing spirits of that enterprising and now historic expedition.

Edmund Burke, in his celebrated speech upon “Con-
ciliation with America,” which he delivered in 1775, said —
“The people of the colonies are descendants of English-
men. England, sir, is a nation which, still I hope, respects
and formerly adored her freedosn. 'The colonists emigrated
from you when this part of your character was most pre-
dominant; and they took this bias and direction the
moment they parted from your hands. They are, therefore,
not only devoted to Jiderty, but to liberty, according to
English ideas, and on English principles.” Again, in the
course of the same utterance, he said: *“ This fierce spirit of
liberty is stronger in the English colonies, probably, than in
any other people of the earth.”t

The American colonies, thus formed, had, almost all, after
several struggles, succeeded in securing for themselves a
form of government which fostered these feelings, rather
than allowed them to fade from the memory. * The
¢ Hume's “ History of England,” vol. iv., p. 120. Note. —Though this quatation
written upwards of a century ago, is mwcurnta in speaking of the site of the United
States as consisting of * savage deserts,” it is nevertheless of value, as recording, in

ncral words, the it by which the early colonists were actnated.
f‘Burkes Collected orks, vol. i, p. 464
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executive power was vested in a governor appointed by
the king. He was assisted by a coumcil, which sometimes
conjoined the functions of a Privy Council and a House of
Peers. The people were represented by a House eof
Assembly, consisting of persons chosen by the freeholders in
the country parts, and the householders or corporations of
towns. The governor could levy no money without the
consent of the House of Assembly. The British parliament,
however, claimed, but scarcely ever exercised, the privilege
of imposing taxes upon the colonists, without consulting
them.* This claim, however, was by no means admitted,
but, in fact, was regarded rather as an encroachment on
the rights and privileges of the colonists. The taxes
which were collected in the colonies at the time with which
I am dealing, were not large, and the expenditure of them
was confined to the local wants. The political condition
of the colonies was of the freest character, and they were
also in a state of great prosperity. It was this prosperity
indeed, added to the growing indebtedness of England,
which prompted the British government to impose taxes
upon the American colonies, Sir Robert Walpole had been
sounded, and had refused to ac¢t on the suggestion, but Mr,
Grenville, less able to foresee the ultimate effect of his
act, and thinking to lighten the monetary bardens which
continuous wars had entailed on the mother country, pro-
jeeted the celebrated Stamp Duties as a precedent. The
takx was in itself, small, but there was a principle involved in
it which the colonists immediately detected and regarded as
dangerous to their future civil liberty ; they therefore offered
to it the most strenuouns objection.

Grenville’s contention was that inasmuch as the colonists
received protection from the English government, they were
bound to contribute toward the revenue, out of which that
protection was defrayed. In the words of Green, “ As the

% Encyciopedia Britannica, ninth edition, ** Asnerica.”
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burden had been partly incurred in the defence of the
American colonies, Grenville resolved that the colonies
should bear their share of it. The colonists, on the con-
trary, contended that ‘taxation and representation should
go hand in hand’ ; and, as America had no representatives
in the British parliament, they declined to be taxed without
their consent. The question was ane purely of principle,
for the representatives of the colonists, in their local
parliaments, were willing to vote moneys of a much larger
amount than that which had been demanded by the Home
government. But they protested against its being levied on
them by the English legislature, in which they had no voice,
They therefore deputed the famous Benjamin Frapklin to
proceed to London, and there protest against the proposed
taxation. This determined stand rendered Grenville more
resolved than ever to have his own way. The first colony to
take up this firm attitude of protest was Virginia. Among
those in England, who took up the colonists cause, was the
elder Pitt, afterwards Lord Chatham, who said: “In my
opinion, this kingdom has no right to lay a tax on the
colordes. . . . Americais obstinate! America is almost in
open rebellion! Sir, I rejoice that America has resisted.
Three millions of people,” he added, “so dead to all the
feelings of JZberty, as voluntanly to sobmit to be slaves
would have been fit instruments to make slaves of the rest.”*

The opposition of the colonists took many forms—
including resolutions, petitions, and various other publica-
tions. At a certain point of this growing resistance, the
then existing ministry displayed great vacillation, and, in a
very short time, the celebrated Stamp Act, which had been
the source of all the discontent and excitement -among the
colonists, was repealed ; but, unfortunately, the matter was
not allowed to end here. It was necessary, in the opigion
of .those who were charged with the cartying os of Her
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Majesty’s government, to offer some consolation to the
pride of the -English people, and probably to themselves
also; and with this view, an act was passed, which simply
declared the right of the mother country “to bind the
colonies in all cases whatsoever.” The determination to
impose taxes upon the colonies was, however, by no means
abandoned, but it was thought advisable to try some other
means of securing the end in view. Import duties were
imposed, at the colonial ports, on several articles of
merchandise, including tea, but no sooner was the step
made known than the indignation of the colonists became
mare intense than ever. It was at this stage that Edmund
Burke made his ceiebrated speech upon the subject of
* Conciliation with America,” to which I have already
referred, and, in which he commented with so much force and
elpquence upon the “love of freedom,” and the “fierce spirit
of liberty ” which was so strongly marked in the colonists,
with whom England was, every day, being placed mofre and
more at issue. “On this point of taxes,” he said, “the ablest
pens and the most eloquent tongues have been exercised. . .
They (the English) took infinite pains to inculcate as a
fandamental principle, that in all monarchies the people
must, in effect, themselves, mediately or immediately, possess
the power of granting their own money, or no shadow of
Hberty could subsist The colonies draw from you,” he
said, “their life-blood, these ideas and principles. Their
love of liberty, as with you, fixed and attached on this
specific point of taxing. Liberty might be safe or might be
endangered in twenty other particulars, without their being
much pleased or alarmed. Here they felt its pulse, and as
they found that beat, they fret themselves sick or sound.”*
. A new administration now came into existence under
Lord North, and, almost immediately, the whole of the
ob;ecuonable duties were repmled, with one exception—

& “Callected Warks,” vel. i, p- 465
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that upon tea—which was retained in order to assert the
principle of England’s r7g4¢ to impose taxes on her colonies.
In addition to the retention of this duty, a series of remark-
able innovations were introduced. Here again, Edmund
Burke's voice was heard, in all its force and eloquence, in
criticising the weakness and vacillation of English policy.
 Your act of 1767,” he said, “asserts that it is expedient to
raise a revenue in America ; your act of 1769, which takes
away that revenue, contradicts the act of 1767.”* And
then he added, in touching the vital principle which this
struggle involved : “Could anything be a subject of more
just alarm to America than to see you go out of the plain
high road of finance, and give up your most certain
revenues, ahd your clearest interests, merely for the sake of
insulting your colonies. . . . The feelings of the
colonies were formerly the feelings of Great Britain, Their's
were formerly the feelings of Mr. Hampden, when called
upon for the payment of twenty shillings. Would twenty
shillings have ruined Mr. Hampden’s fortune? No! but
the payment of hal twenty shillings, on the principle it was
demanded, would bave made him a slave.”{ The principle
contained in this argument had already been attempted to
be answered by Lord Carmarthen, who had contended that
the Americans were England’s children, and that, therefore,
they could not revolt against their parent. “If they are
not free in their present state,” then, he urged, “ England
is not free; becauvse Manchester and other considerable
places are not represented.”} Burke was ready with a
complete answet to such an argument, and, like all his
reasoning, it -contained a principle of importance. “So
then,” he said, *becalise some towns in England are not
represented, America is to have no representative at all
® 1 Speach on American Taxation.” Collected Works, vol. i,

t “ Speech on American Texation.” Collected Works (Behn), vol, i, p- 39a-

t This I was a reference to the great inequalities in mentary

representation, which left Manchester and such towns as had grown up into sudden
prominence comparatively disfranchised.
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They are our ‘children,’ but when children ask for bread, we
are not to give them a stone. Is it because the natural resist-
ance of things, and the various mutations of time hinder
our government, or any scheme of government, from being
any more than a sort of approximation to the right; is it
therefore that the colonies are to recede from it infinitely ?
When this child of ours wishes to assimilate to its parent,
and to reflect, with a true filial resemblance, the beauteous
countenance of British Zderty,; are we to turn to it the
shameful parts of our constitution? Are we to give them
our weakness for their strength; our opptobrium for their
glory? -and the slough,of slavery, which we are not
able to work off; to serve them for their freedom? If this
be the case, ask yourselves this question: Will they be
content in such a state of slavery? If not, look to the
consequences. Reflect how you are to govern a people,
who think they ought to be free, and think they are not.
Your scheme yields no revenue; it yields nothing but
discontent, disorder, disobedience ; and such is the state ot
America, that, after wading up to your eyes in blood, you
could only end just where you began ; that is, to tax where
no revenue is to be found.”®

Burke’s eloquence and reasoning were unavailing. The
King (George I11.) had determined to seize the first oppor-
tunity to rescind the “fatal compliance of 1766.” Some
unimportant riots had marked the rising indignation of the
colonists, and the occasion was at once grasped, as a reason
for steps of a niost rigorous character.

A petition from the Legislative Assembly of Massachusetts,
praying the dismissal of certain public officers located in
the colonies, who had advised the Home authorities to
deprive the colonies of their free imstitutions, was rejected
as “frivolous and vexatious” by an act of the Commons.
The port of Boston was closed against all commerce ; the

® “ Speech on American Taxation.” Collected Works, vol. i., p. 433-4
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State of Massachusetts was deprived of the kiberties which
it had enjoyed since the Ianding of the Pilgrim Fathers;
it was made what we now term a Crown colony; the
appointment of its judges was transferred from the people
to the governor ; and the latter was empowered to send to
England, to take their trial, all persons charged with having
taken part in the disturbances which had already oc-
curred. A strong military force was established under the
commandership of a general, who, at the same time, became
governor of Massachusetts. The King was jubilant at the
prospects, and wrote to his minister : “ The die is cast;
the colonies must either triumph or submit.” The colonists,
meanwhile, were preparing for resistance. They deter
mined to refuse all commercial negotiations with the mother
country ; and preparations for war were set on foot in
every direction. Legal proceedings were suspended ; jurors
declined the oath; and, on every side, were apparent
symptoms of social disorganisation. The whole of the
colonies, between whom there had existed, in times of
peace, various local jealousies, noew co-operated in one
common cause—the defence of their liberties. Thus, in a
short time, were both countries plunged into a war of the.
most painful character, inasmuch as the combatants were
practically feliow-countrymen. In Burke’s speech on ““Con-
ciliation,” delivered in March, 1775, are collected some
interesting figures showing the population and extent of
the trade of the colonies shortly before the war. . He
estimates the former at ““two millions of inhabitants of our
own European blood and colour, besides at least 500,000
others, probably slaves.” The exports to the colonies con-
stituted half of the whole export trade of England—that is
to say, six millions out of twelve. The war began in 1775,
and lasted till 1783, when the British troops evacuated New
York, and the American army was disbanded. It was on
July 4th, 1776, about a year after the war began, that the
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American Congress published its celebrated Declaration of
Independence. It begins with the following words: * We,
the representatives of the United States of America, in
Congress assembled, appealing to the Supreme Judge of the
world for the rectitude of our intentions, solemnly publish
and declare that these united colonies are, and of right
ought to be free and independent States.” Thus may be said to
have commenced the history of the United States of America,
and to have been attained one of the most signal victories
for true Liberalism which the new world has yet witnessed.
Among the many reflections, which a study of this great
struggle must produce in the mind of every student of
history, is that which pointsto the attitude of George IIL,
and his assumption of the old kingly powers, which had led
to 50 much trouble with his predecessors. This was probably
the chief cause of the struggle. “His wish was not to govern
against law, but simply to govern: to be freed from the
dictation of parties and ministers; to be, in effect, the first
minister of the state”* ‘“In ten years,” says the same
writer, *“ he reduced government to a shadow, and turned
the loyalty of his subjects into disaffection. In twenty he
had forced the colonies of America into revolt and inde-
pendence, and brought England to the brink of ruin.”} He
spoke of the colonists, at an early stage of the quarrel, as
“rebels,” and characterised the elder Pitt (who had pro-
tested against the whole policy of the Home government)
as a “trumpet of sedition.” The speeches and writings of
Edmund Burke are replete with philosophic observations
upon this great struggle, which will be found deeply interest-
ing to all who can give more attention to it than is
demanded here. In a proposed address to the king
which was evidently written while the struggle with the
colonies was at an -early stage, he said, “It will be

97 Green's ** History of the English People,” chap. 1o.
+ Green's ** History of the English People,” chap. 1a.



128 LIBERTY ' AND LIBERALISM.

impossible long to resist the powerful and equitable argu-
ments in favour of the freedom of these unhappy people,
that are to be drawn from the principle of our own Zperty ;”
and, in an “Address to the British colonists in North
America,” he says, even more powerfully : “We view the
establishment of the English colonies on principles of
literty, as that which is to render this kingdom venerable to
future ages. In comparison of this, we regard all the
victories and conquests of our warlike ancestors, or of our
own times as barbarous, vulgar distinctions, in which many
nations, whom we look upon with little respect or value,
have equalled, if not far exceeded us. This is the peculiar
and appropriated glory of England. Those who Zave, and
who hold to that foundation of common liberty, whether on
this, or on your side of the ocean, we consider as the true,
and the only true Englishmen. Those who depart from it,
whether there or here, are attainted, corrupted in blood,
and wholly fallen from their original rank and value.
They are the real rebels to the fair constitution and just
supremacy of England.”*

Let me conclude my hasty sketch of this pa.rtxcular
epoch by a quotation from Sir Erskine May. “ When the
Great Republic,” he says, “was fully established as an
independent state, it afforded an example of freedom and
egwality unknown in the previous history of the world.”t

The last event with which we are concerned in this
chapter, is that which is shortly and generally summarised
under the heading of “ Catholic Emancipation.” I- shall
endeavour to show that, just as all the previous movements,
with which I have already dealt, have been inspired by the
strong love among men for personal liberty, and the equally
strong desire for freedom in the disposal (as best conforms
to each individual’s wishes) of such property as society
Tecognises as one’s own ; o, in the event, with which I am

# Collected Works, vol. v., p- 481. t ** Democracy in Europe,” vol ii., p. 531.
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now about to deal, theve is evident the struggle to obtain
recognition of an analogous, and, at the same time equally
vital principle to society—the liberty of action in the matter
of worship, and the liberty of conscience in the choice of a
creed. To trace, with any degree of detail, the origin of the
issue, which was ultimately settled in the movement known
as Catholic Emancipation, would indeed involve more space
than I have here at my disposal. I shall, therefore, touch
upon the various stages of the movement in general terms
only, taking care to make as distinct as possible, those
particular points which turn on the principle underlying the
struggle.

It has been considered by historians that the depressed
and degraded condition which characterised the people of
Europe during the fifteenth century, is attributable to the
papal as much as to the feudal despotism of those times.
The papal power which was wielded during that period
was, indeed, not confined to matters of a spiritual nature,
but it obtruded itself into almost all such as can fairly be
comprehended under the term ‘temporal.” It, in fact,
claimed, and, for the most part, exercised a jurisdiction over
all human relations, whether spiritual, political, social, or
intetlectual,

The Church was then, in truth, the depositary of almost all
learning and intellectual superiority; and, as a consequence,
in such times, it acquired an influence, in the various courts
of Europe, which made it practically the supreme authority
among all civilised peoples.

This great power, as might have been predicted, Itd to
many and great abuses. What was originally intended as a
means towards the elevation of the human race, became an
end in itselfi—the original object being in time lost sight of.
Worship degenerated into idolatry; ritual and ceremony
became nothing more than extravagant aud meaningless
pomp ; faith and reliance in a supreme power were allowed
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to drift into superstition and ignorant credulity. Inquiry
was stifled by persecution, and intellectual doubt, as soon as
discovered, visited with tyranny and cruelty of the most
revolting character.

Martin Luther carried in his mind the great intellectual
lever by which this old and rotten edifice was to be shaken
and ultimately thrown down. The Reformation, of which
he was the pioneer and leading spirit, may be said to have
begun with the sixteenth century; and its influence swept
over England as well as the other countries of Europe. The
Church of England did not acquire independence till 1535,
and may be considered the first step of that great movement
in England. During the reign of Henry VIIL., the influence
of Rome was boldy resisted. That monarch, under cover
of other motives; resolved to enrich himself, and, at the
same time, to abolish corruption, by suppressing the monas-
teries within his realm. By an act of parliament of his reign,
380 of those institutions fell into his hands, enriching him
to the extent of thirty-two thousand pounds a year—an
immense sum in those days. The spoils were largely dis-
tributed among his own favourites. Serious riots followed.
In 1539, the king decreed the suppression of a#/ monas-
teries ; and church property of all kinds, including land,
buildings, and gold and silver relics of great value, were seized
and confiscated. The king renounced the papal supremacy,
and the religion of the English people was thenceforth
changed. '

Cranmer, Archbishop of Canterbury, endeavoured to
complete the Reformation. He further removed Roman
abuses and established the Evangelical creed; circulated the
Bible among the people, and altered the service and ritual of
the national church.

With the reign of Mary, however, a reaction set in.
Protestantism had again to give way to the church of Rome.
Many bishops of that church, who had been deposed by
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Henry, were reinstated : and the queen acknowledged her
allegiance to the pope. Then followed persecution, in all
its worst and most revolting forms. The prisons were filled,
and the terrible fires of Smithfield were called into constant
requisition. Two hundred and eighty-eight persons, includ-
ing bishops, clergymen, women and children, were burned
at the stake ; and many thousand of others suffered different
forms of persecution. Then it was that Latimer, Ridley,
Hooper, and the great Cranmer sacrificed their lives for their
creed.

With the accession of Elizabeth, in 15358, the protestant
religion was again restored: the re-establishment being
effected upon the basis laid down by Cranmer and his
followers. During that reign every catholic priest was
branded as a traitor, and all catholic worship as disloyalty.*

In the reign of Charles I, “the persecution of the
catholics, which had long been suspended, out of deference
to Spanish intervention, recommenced with vigour;”f but,
subsequently, that wayward monarch, for various reasons,
became much more tolerant. Even as late as the protector-
ship of Cromwell, when *liberty of worskip was secured
for all,” an exception was made in the case of Papists.
“Liberty of comscience;” however, was secured for every
citizen.} William of Orange, after the battle of the Boyne
in 1690, entered into the Treaty of Limerick, by which he
guaranteed religious toleration to his Irish catholic subjects.
He undertook to bind his heirs and successors; but the
treaty was afterwards disregarded, and twenty years or so
later, was completed the celebrated catholic penal code,
consisting of several acts of the .legislature, passed at
different times, in and about that period.

“ A statute was fabricated,” says Burke, “in the year
1699, by which the saying mass was forged into a crime,

'Gtms"ﬂhhrydtheEﬂﬁuhPﬂple chnp. t Green’s “ Short History,”
chap. 8. 4 Grms"ShmHmory, 7 3 4
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punishable with perpetual imprisonment. The teaching
school , . . evenin a private family was, in every catholic,
subjected to the same punishment. . . . Every Roman
catholic was to forfeit his estate to his nearest protestant
relation, until he redeemed by his hypocrisy, what the law
had transferred to his kinsman as the recompense of his
profligacy. When thus turned out of doors from his
paternal estate, he was disabled from acquiring any other,
by his industry, donation, or charity, but was rendered a
foreigner in his native land, only because he retained the
religion along with his property, handed down to him from
those who had been the old inhabitants of that land before
him. Does any one who hears me,” added Burke, ““ approve
this scheme of things, or think there is common justice,
common sense, or common honesty in any part of it P*

The Penal code, shortly summarised, provided as follows :
—No papist could take real estate by descent or purchase, A
conveyance to a papist was void. A protestant who turned
papist was guilty of high treason. A papist father was,
under penalty of five hundred pounds, debarred from being
guardian to papist children. A papist was prohibited from
marrying a protestant, and the priest, who celebrated such a
marriage, was guilty of felony. Papists were prevented from
becoming barristers; from teaching in schools; from saying
or hearing mass; from holding office, civil or military;
from sitting in parliament, or voting at an election. )

Popish recusants—that is, persons who did not attend the
establisbed church—could not hold office, keep arms, come
within ten miles of London, or travel five miles from their
own home, except upon license obtained for the purpose.
They were debarred the right of maintaining an action at law,
or in equity. Any one baptising, marrying, or burying such
a person was liable to heavy penalties. A woman of that
class, who married, forfeited two-thirds of her dower or

» i Speech at Bristol.” Collected Works, vol. ii.
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jointure, and, during marriage, she could, at any time, be
imprisoned, unless her husband redeemed her at the rate of
ten pounds per month. Al other recusant females were
compelled to renounce popery or quit the realm—otherwise
they could be put to death. In addition, papists were
excluded from grand juries; and many other liberties, too
numerous to mention here, but all of which were enjoyed
by protestant subjects, were denied to those who professed
the creed of Rome. It was,” said Burke, *“a machine of
wise and elaborate contrivance, noted for its vicious per-
fection, and as admirably fitted for the oppression, im-
poverishment, and degradation of a people, and the
debasement in them of human nature itself, as ever
proceeded from the perverted ingenuity of man.” The
same writer, in his tracts on the popery laws, written
about 1780, says that they affected two-thirds of the whole
nation, numbering 2,800,000 souls. Such was the condition
of things as affecting catholics previous to 1779.

In 1779, and again a few years afterwards, the harshness of
this code was considerably ameliorated. The elective fran-
chise was extended to catholics, but they were still excluded
from parliament. To secure these slight privileges, however,
rigid oaths and declarations had to be submitted to, and
even then it was maintained an offence to worship according
to the Roman catholic ritual.

- Burke, in a * Letter to a Peer of Ireland,” upon the sub-
ject of these laws, written just previously-to the amelioration
of which I have spoken, speaks of them, to that nobleman, as
“a code of statutes, by which you are totally excluded from
the privileges of the commonwealth, from the highest to the
lowest—from the most material of the civil professions,
from the army, and even from education.”* The bill of
1782, which effected this amelioration referred to, re-affirmed
many of the old acts ; and this revival led Burke to say of

* Collected Works, vol. iii.
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the measure by which that was effected: “To look at the bill
in the abstract, it is neither more nor less than a renewed
act of wniversal, unmitipated, indispesisable, exceptionless
DISQUALIFICATION.” *“One would imagine,” he con-
tinues, “that a bill, inflicting such a multitude of incapaci-
ties, had followed on the heels of a conquest made by a
very fierce enemy, under the impression of recent animosity
and resentment.”* In 1801, when Pitt was concerned with
the great question of conciliation with Ireland, he conceived
the question of religious equality to be one of the most
powerful means towards that end. “In proposing to the
English parliament the union of the two countries, he had
pointed out that when thus joined to a protestant country
like England, all danger of a catholic supremacy in Ireland
—should catholic disabilities be removed—would be practi-
cally at an end.”t The hope, which was thus held out to the
catholics, prevented opposition to the bill which brought
about the legislative union, though it is acknowledged that
the catholic influence could have secured its defeat.
 After the passing of the bill, Pitt prepared to lay before
the cabinet a measure, which would have raised, not only
the catholic, but the dissenter also to perfect equality of civil
rights. He proposed to remove all religious tests which
limited the exercise of the franchise, or were required for
admission to parliament, the magistracy, the bar, municipal
offices, or posts in the army or the service of the state.”}
George II1., whose unjustifiable assumption of historical
prerogatives I have already instanced, in dealing with the
subject of American independence, here also obstructed the
passage of a most genuine piece of Liberal legislation.
Having heard of Pitt’s intention to submit such a scheme to
his cabinet, that monarch said: *1 count anmy man my
personal enemy, whe proposes any such measure.” Pitt,

© Collected Works, vol. fii. Note.—The ca'mtals are 50 printed in the original.
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thereupon, laid his whole plan before the king ; submitting
that *the political circumstances under which the exclusive
laws ornginated, arising, either from the conflicting power of
hostile and nearly balanced sects ; from the apprehension
of a popish queen as successor; a disputed succession and
a foreign pretender ; a division in Europe between catholic
and protestant powers, are no longer applicable to the
present state of things.” The king was -obdurate, giving as
a reason, that he held himself bound by his coronation oath
to maintain the tests.* Pitt, equally firm in his resolution,
resigned.

In 1823, the Irish Liberal party being united, “they
closed hands in defence of their common liberties.”
O’Connel and Shiel, long estranged, met, and became
reconciled. Qut of that meeting a league was formed
under the title of the * Catholic Association.”

It became in a short time a great political power. The
greatest orators which Ireland could produce were enlisted
in the cause, and parliament immediately became the
recipient of numerous and powerful petitions. Tracts and
circulars, bearing upon the questions which inspired its
members, were widely distributed ; and, in many other
ways, not always to be commended, its influence was felt
over the whole political field of its time. So great was its
power, that parliament, in 1825, passed an act terminating
its existence; but, almost immediately afterwards, it was
reorganised. The general election of 1826 was the next
battle ground; and the growing feeling was prominently
represented in the result. The term “emancipation ” was
then used to designate the element of liberty.

From this time forward the agitation continued. In 1828
O’Connell was induced to become a candidate for a seat in the
House of Commons. His address ran as follows :—* Fellow
countrymen : your country wants a represent}ltive. I respect-

© Green's “ History,” chap. 1a.
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fully solicit your suffrages to raise me to that station.

You will be told I am not qualified to be elected, and to be
your representative. It is true that, as a catholic, I cannot,
and of course never will, take the oaths at present prescribed
to members of parliament. But the authority which created
those ocaths can abrogate them ; and I entertain a confident
hope that, if you elect me, the most bigoted of our enemies
will see the necessity of removing, from the chosen repre-
sentative of the people, an obstacle which would prevent
him from doing his duty to his king and to his country.”
O’Connell was duly elected. The Duke of Wellington wasat
the head of the government, and, at once, saw that the matter
must be dealt with. Parliament was convened on March
sth, 1829, and, immediately, Mr. Peel moved that the House
go into committee, “to take into consideration the civil
disabilities of his Majesty’s Roman catholic subjects.” Two
days’ debate followed. A bill was introduced, and, notwith-
standing the presentation of a thousand petitions, intended
to defeat its progress, the bill was passed by the Commons
and the Lords, though by the latter after a great struggle.
On April 13th, it received the royal assent. * It was hailed
with joy by the friends of religious freedom in England, as
well as in Ireland.”® O’Connel], having been elected before
the passage of the act, was refused admission to the House
of Commons ; and his seat was, after much debate, declared
vacant. He returned to Ireland, and was returned unop-
posed, having acquired the title of “the Liberator of his
country.” In order to justify my inclusion,of this epoch,
among others, as one of the great “struggles for liberty,”
and therefore, as an instance of the true Liberalism in
politics, I feel bound to quote the following additional
passage from Edmund Burke, contained in a letter to his
son, on the subject of the popery laws. It indicates his

¢ “Reform and Reformers,” (H. B. Stanton, London, 1853.) Note:
indebted to this admirable little work for most of the dates a.ndbclsvhu:hlhve
given cancerning this important evens,
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view of those laws in such a way as to show how he would
have regarded their repeal. ** A liberty made up of penalties!
A liberty made up of incapacities! A liberty made up of -
exclusion and proscription—continued for ages—of four-
fifths, perhaps, of the inhabitants of all ranks and fortunes !
In what does such liberty differ from the description of the
most shocking kind of servitude?* Sir Erskine May says,
speaking of this cause: “It was supported by eminent
English statesmen, and by the liberal judgment of an
enlightened party in parliament, and in the country.”}
Thus, then, was ended this great and memorable struggle
known as * Catholic Emancipation,” and thus concludes
my sketch of what I have termed * Historic Liberalism.” I
may say of the several movements with which I have thus
dealt—to use the words of Macaulay, *‘the Charter of
Henry Beauclerc, the Great Charter, the Extinction of
Personal Slavery, the Separation from the See of Rome, the
Petition of Right, the Habeas Corpus Act, the Revolution,
. the Abolition of Religious Disabilities . . . all these
seem to us to be the successive stages of one great revolu-
fion.” The whole of these great events have been so ably
and so eloguently summarised by the inexhaustible Edmund
Burke that I shall again venture to quote his words:
“Qur oldest reformation is that of Magna Charta. You
will see that Sir Edward Coke, that great oracle of our law,
and indeed all great men who follow him, to Blackstone, are
industrious to prove the pedigree of our Jderties.
In the famous law of the third of Charles I., called the
Petition of Right, the parliament says to the kmg, “Your
subjects have inherited this freedom ,” claiming their fran-
chise, not on abstract principles, as * the rights of men,’ but
as the rights of Englishmen, and as a patrimony derived
from their forefathers. . . . The same policy pervades

* 5 Collected Works,” vol. wi. "Dunomcymﬁ‘.u.mpc vol. ii., p 46t
1 * History of the Revolution ” (Collected Essays.) ' ?
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all the laws which have since been made for the preservation
of our liderties. 1In the first' of William and Mary, in the
famous - statute called the Declaration of Right, the two
Houses utter not a syllable of ‘a right to frame a govern-
ment for themselves” You will see that their whole care
was to secure the religion, laws and Zertres, that had been
long possessed, and had been lately endamgered. Taking
into- their most serious consideration the best means for
making such an establishment, that their religion, laws and
liberftes might not be in danger of being again subverted,
You will observe” he adds, *“that from Magna Charta
to the Declaration of Right it has been the uniform policy
of our constitution to claim and assert our Jiderties, as an
entailed inheritance, derived to us from our forefathers, and
‘to be trapsmitted to our posterity. . . . We have an
inheritable crown ; an inheritable peerage ; and a House of
Commons; and a people inheriting privileges, franchises,
ang liberties from a long line of ancestors.”*

I know of no passage with which I can more suitably
close this chapter than the following from the pen of Sir
Erskine May:—* The whole history of England ” says that
writer, “is in fact the history of popular rights and franchises
acquired, maintained, extended, and developed, without
subverting the ancient constitution of the State. Itis the
history of reforms, not of revolutions. It is the history of a
monarchy under which the people have acquired all the
freedom of a republic.”}

& “ Reflections on the Revohmon in Fram:e. Collected Works, vol. ii.
t De'lmcnqr in Eurppe.”
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CHAPTER IV.

MODERN LIBERALISM.

A brief review of the pri ions of civil libevty from the Reform Bill of
xB3z to the Ballot Act of 1872

“LIBERAL.—One who advocates greater freedom from restvaint,
especially in political institutions.” — Webster’s Dictionary, 1547.

“In the sphere of the State, the business of the last half century has
been, in the main, a process of seftimg fres the individual man, that ke
may werk oul Ais vocation without wanton hindrance, as his maker will
have him do.”—W, E. GLADSTONE, ** Locksley Hall and the Jubilee,”

(Nincteenth Century, January, 1887.)

HE Reform Bill of 1832, with which I open this
chapter, constitutes one of the greatest victories for
Liberal principles which modern English history affords.
Prior to it, as I shall show, the represcntation of the people,
in the English legislature, was distributed, in a manner, at
once unequal and inequitable. Parliament—the medium
through which the public revenue was collected and, after-
wards, expended, and by which all the laws which determined
the rights and liberties of the people were enacted—was,
practically, in the hands, and under the influence of a
comparatively infinitesimal section of the nation; and, asa
consequence, there was nothing to guarantee, and every-
thing to prevent the equitable distribution of civil rights
under the constitution.
The gradual growth of theqmportant popular movement,
which. culminated in the Reform Bill of 1832, can be told
in few words.
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The supreme legislative power of England in the eleventh
-century was lodged in the king and the great Council, or
what was afterwards called the parliament. It is not
doubted but that the archbishops, bishops, and most
considerable abbots were constituent members of that
council. The bargns were another constituent part of the
same body, and, in addition, the knights who held their
estates under them. So far the nature of the ancient
parliament is beyond- doubt.* It seems, however, equally
certain that the commons were no part of the parliament,
nor became so “ till some ages after the conquest.”t+ The
“meetings of the wise men ” are spoken of as having taken
place Je¢fore the conquest, but their constitution and pro-
ceedings are so vaguely recorded, that beyond mere
mention, they do not call for further comment. * There
are traces of the attendance of a few of the lesser knight-
hood, gentry perhaps of the neighbourhood where the
Assembly was held, in some of its meetings under Henry
II1. (thirteenth century) ; but, till a late period in the reign
of his successor, the great Council practically remained a
gathering of the greater barons, the prelates, and the officers
of the crown.”} In 1265 two burgesses from each town
were summoned to parliament, but “rather to afford
financial information to the great Council than as representa-
tives.”f In r1ags “the admission of the burgesses and
knights of the shire to the assembly completed the fabric of
our representative constitution.” The great Council of the
Barons had then become the parliament of the realm, a
parliament in which every order of the state found itself
represented, and took part in the grant of supplies, the work
" of legislation, and the control of govermment.”§ The
proclamation by which this Council was convened, im'ited

& Hume's ** History of Engln.nd . z "I-hst of Eng-
fand,” vol. i " ﬂm
1Gmnl"limoftheEnglthwpk l:lup ﬁw"f‘ﬁmﬂ the

English People,”
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“all who had any grace to demand of the king in parlia-
ment, or any plaint to make in matters which could not be
redressed or determined by ordinary course of law, or who
had been in any way aggrieved by any of the king’s
ministers, or justices, or sheriffs, or their bailiffs, or any
other officer, or have been unduly assessed rates, charged or
surcharged to aids, subsidies, or taxes,” to deliver their
petition to the Receivers at the great hall of the Palace of
Westminster. ¥

These petitions were then forwarded to the Council. It
appears tolerably certain that the first liberal extension of
the franchise, in the direction of the “commoners,” was
effected, not so much on the score of a consideration for their
rights, as for the purpose of constituting a check upon the
barons, who had gradually become haughty and powerful;
and to facilitate the collection of certain subsidies.

As England grew in population, in commerce, and in
civilisation, the middle classes began to claim, as a right,
what had been originally granted as a concession ; and what
had been originally used as a means to facilitate the
exercise of the royal prerogative, became, in time, an ever-
growing check upon its hitherto practically unlimited power.

As the country progressed, and as wealth accumulated
and became more widely distributed, claims for representa-
tion were more confidently expressed by the people. At
first, all counties, and cities, and boroughs sent representatives
to the parliament thus constituted. As fresh fowns came
into notice, they too were admitted to take part in its
deliberations ; but no provision was made for contracting or
reducing the representation of such towns and boroughs as,
in the natural order of things, fell away in population and
importance, with the evolution of commerce and society.
In 1509, the House of Commons consisted of 298 members,
some of whom represented constituencies, the population of

% Green's * History of the English People,” chap. 4.
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which had in some cases shrunk almost out of existence.
In fact, (except in a very small number of cases resulting
from bribery,) from this date to the Reform Bill of 1832, no
town or borough was curtailed in its representation, yet no
less than 255 additional members were added to repre-
sent new towns and boroughs. Thus the Commons had
come to consist of upwards of 5§50 members. The condition
of English representation, in 1832, previous to the great
Reform Bill of that year, was of an extraordinary nature,
and it is somewhat surprising that it should have been
allowed thus to drift so_ far away from a condition of even
approximate justice and equity to the different classes of the
community. Burke had already said, in his “ Thoughts on
the Causes of the Present Discontents :—* I see no other
way for the preservation of a decent attention to public
interest in the representatives, but the interposition of the
body of the people itself,” but he had said this without
effect, and, in 1776, Wilkes had asked leave to introduce a
measure, in order to increase the proportion of representa-
tion allowed to the metropolis and certain growing and
increasingly important counties; and, further, to give, for
the first time, representation to a number of the modernly
developed manufacturing towns—such as Manchester, Bir-
mingham, Sheffield, and Leeds. * Reform,” in fact, became,
for the time being, a popular cry, but it led to nothing
practical.

In 1830, the condition of things had become almost
ridiculous, and it was in consequence of that fact that
certain boroughs acquired the unenviable reputation of
“rottenness.” They consisted for the most part of places
which, having been at one time opulent and important, had,
in the course of generations, sunk into commercial inactivity
and unimportance. One of the most notorious was known
as “0Old Sarum.” No business had been conducted, nor
had any inhabitants resided in the place for generations ;
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yet it was as fully represented in the House of Commons
as the county of Lancaster, the population of which was
uver a million. In such cases the representation was in the
hands of wealthy peers or “log-rolling” commoners, who
had uses for them; and such constituencies were passed
from hand to hand with the property within which they
were comprehended. It is said that an East Indian prince
was possessed of estates which entitled him to send fwensty
members to the House of Commons. In the course of the
debate upon the subject it was asserted that certain con-
stituencies, with an aggregate population of less than five
thousand, returned one hundred members to the House of
Commons.  Manchester,” said Macaulay, in one of his
Reform speeches, “with two hundred thousand inhabitants,
has no members. ‘Old Sarum,” with #0 inhabitants has
fwo members.” As a fact, thirty-eight noblemen com-
manded one hundred and fifty votes,* and two hundred
persons, already sufficiently represented in the House of
Lords, were said to have returned a majority of the House
of Commons. The expulsion of the Bourbons from the
French throne in 1830 intensified the agitation for reform,
which was already becoming powerfully felt. The masses
of the people were beginning to more vividly realise their
numerical strength. The cry of “reform” was going up
on all sides, and being rendered more simultaneous, and
therefore more effectual for agitative purposes, by means of
the increasingly powerful labour organisations which had
then lately sprung into existence.

The election of September, 1830, resulted in a consider-
able gain by the Liberals. The King’s Speech, instead of
promising, or even mentioning reform, boasted of the
prosperity and social contentment of the people. In the
House of Lords, in the debate on the Address, Earl Gray,

* Harris' “ Radical Party in Parliament,” p. 203.
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referring to France, said : “ We ought to learn wisdom from
what is passing before our eyes; and when the spirit of
liberty is breaking out all around, it is our first duty to
secure our own institutions, by introducing into them a
temperate reform.” The Duke of Wellington, in reply, in-
sisted on the existing condition of parliamentary representa-
tion as being eminently satisfactory in every way, and boldly
asserted that he would strenuously resist any measure of
reform.

A fortnight after this, the ministry was defeated on a
financial question, and resigned. Lord Grey’s ministry
followed—the first Liberal ministry (with one or two excep-
tions, covering as many months,) which had existed for
upwards of sixty years.

On 1st March, 1831, Lord John Russell introduced a
Reform Bill. It did not provide for any alteration in the
number of members, but, in the matter of their distribution,
great changes were proposed to be effected. The *rotten *
boroughs were proposed to -be completely abolished. By
the bill, fifty-six of them were wholly disfranchised ; thirty-
one were partially disposed of in the same way ; and forty-
one new towns were afforded parliamentary representation :
some receiving two members, others only one. The large
cities were increased in the number of their representatives:
the same treatment being accorded to Scotland and
Ireland, as well as to England. The aggregate number of
electors was doubled, by means of this extension of the
franchise.

Macaulay, in speaking upon the bill, said: “I have no
hesitation in pronouncing it a wise, noble, and compre-
hensive measure, skilfully framed for the healing of great
distempers, for the securing at once of the public Zideries,
and of the public repose, and for the reconciliation and
knitting together of all the orders of the state.” Speaking
of the principle of the bill, he said: “It is to admit the
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middle class to a large and direct share in the representa-
tion, without any violent shock to the imstitutions of our
country.”

Macaulay, however, liberal as he was, did not consider that
the principle of manhood suffrage was then defensible. He
admitted its success in America, but argued that, inasmuch
as the labouring classes in England were occasionally in a
state of great distress, and as the condition of mind which
that distress would produce was calculated to render men
“irritable, unreasonable, credulous, eager for relief, and
heedless of remote consequences, it was expedient to
require a pecuniary qualification for the suffrage.” Many
Tories, of course, predicted *revolution,” instead of
“ reformation.”

The bill passed its second reading by a majority of one !
Parliament was dissolved. The excitement of the populace
was intense. The supporters of the bill carried nearly all
the counties; and all the cities, and large towns. The
Tories relied, for the most part, upon the constituencies
which were speaking for the last time. The bill was now
passed by a majority of 109, and was sent up to the Lords.
In advocating the measure before them, Lord Brougham made
what has been regarded as the greatest oratorical effort of
his ife. He spoke for five hours, and the speech is said to
have constituted “an era in the history of that House.”
The peroration is somewhat thrilling : terminating as follows :
“Rouse not a peace-loving, but resolute pepple. Alienate
not from your body the affections of a whole empire. 1
counsel you to assist with your uttermost efforts in preserving
peace, and upholding and perpetuating the constitution.
‘Therefore, I pray and exhort you not to reject this measure.
By all you hold dear—by all the ties which bind every one
of us to our common order and our common country, I
solemnly adjure you, I wam you, I implore you, yea, on my
bended knees, I supplicate you, reject not this bill|”

H
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The bill was rejected notwithstanding. The public excite-
ment now became intense, and frequent riots occurred. The
property of various anti-reformers was destroyed, and the
whole country was profourdly -agitated. The bill was again
introduced, and again boldly opposed. Ut, however, passed
the second readimg ; but an amendment, which destroyed its
wsefulness, was adopted. The head of the administration
(Lord Grey), now demanded the creation of sufficient peers
to carry the bill, which request the king refused. The
ministry resigned, and the people rose in a body, and
petitioned the Commons to stop supplies. At many public
meetings resolutions were passed that the payment of taxes
should be resisted. The king proposed a compromise
between the two parties, and immediately public indignation
rose to a dangerous pitch. The king then recalled Lord
Grey, and agreed to create peers for- the purpose required.
The peers now saw that further resistance was useless, and the
bill was quickly passed through all its stages, and became
the law of the land.

Thus was placed upon England’s statute book one of the
most famous and the most Liberal of enactments—the
Reform Bill of 1832. ‘It broke down the monopoly which
the aristocracy and landed classes had enjoyed, and admitted
the middle classes to a share of the law-making power. " The
representation was divided between the aristocracy and the
middle class, instead of being, as before, the exclusive
possession of the former.”™ o

Macautlay, in his speech of March, 1831, upon the subject
of this measure, said when it was introduced by Lord John
Russell, “ A great plan of reconciliation, prepared by the.
minister of the crown, has been bronght before ois in a
manner which gives additional lustre to6 a noble name
inseparably associated, during two centuries, with the dearest
liberties of the English people.” I need scarcely spend

e * History of Our Own Times,” vol. i., p. 59.
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time in showing that this great measure comes unmistakably
within the definition of Liberalism, in its historical and
genuine interpretation. “The taking away of a vote ” says
Burke, “is the taking away of the shield, which the subject
has against the oppression of power.”*

To have withheld this fair distribution of voting power, by
conserving the unequal and inequitable state of things
which existed prior to the bill, would certainly have been to
deprive the masses of the English people of the political shield
with which to protect their civil rights. '

Finally, Macaulay said of the great measure, “I call it,
and the nation calls it, and our posterity will long call it,
this second Bill of Rights : this great charter of the liberties
of England.”}

The abolition of slavery in one country, by means of the
generosity and love of freedom in anothey, is unprecedented
in the world’s history, as a spontapeous expression of
genuine Liberalism.

The abolition of slavery itself, as an institution, in 1833,
was preceded by the abolition of the slave trade with
Africa, which was effected a quarter of a century before—
viz,, in 1806-7.

The latter movement is said to have originated from the
fact of a vice-chancellor of one of the colleges at Cambridge,
having, in 1483, chosen, as a subject for a Latin dissertation,
the following question : *Is it right to make slaves of others,
against their will?” Thomas Clarkson, one of the competi-
tors, concentrated his whole mind upon the question, and
won the prize. His essay was translated and supplemented.
He then became seized with an overwhelming enthusiasm
for the sobject, Having collected every obtainable fragment
of information concerning the question, and having con-
viuced himself of the truth of the frightful tales of

# S Speech on the Penal Laws against Cathalics.” Collected Works, val. il
t “Speech m_Wem Reform,” sth July, 1B31.
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kidnapping which he had heard, he published the results,
and called together a committee, of which he was afterwards
appointed secretary. The eminent Wilberforce, in 1787,
lent his sympathy and great abilities to the movement. In
1788 Clarkson published a work, entitled *The Impolicy of
the Slave Trade.” He visited France, and enlisted further
sympathy among the most famous men of that country;
and, by unceasing labour and advpcacy, succeeded in
bringing the matter under the notice of parliament. In the
same year, Mr. Pitt carried a resolution to the efféct that it
was desirable .that the subject should be dealt with by
parliament. In 1790, Wilberforce himself brought forward
a proposal for the total abolition of the traffic. The
proposal was supported by such men as Pitt, Fox, and
Burke. Strong opposition was raised by the West-India
interest; they claimed that the system was justified by
Biblical writings, and declared that its abolition would ruin
Enrglish commerce. Two years afterwards, petitions in
favour of the movement were sent into the House of
Commons from all quarters of the country; and the same
distinguished statesmen again gave it their earnest support.
Wilberforce was stigmatised as a “meddling fanatic.”
The subject was fevived annually, until 1806, when, by a
vote of the Commons, the whole system was condemned.
In the following year it was totally abolished. The name
of Granville Sharpe is inseparably connected with this great
movement. In 1767, he had interested himself in the case
of a negro slave, who had been cruelly whipped and ill-used
by his master in London. Sharpe’s interference involved
him im a law snit. His legal advisers discouraged him in
his contention that the law should not, and would not
tolerate slavery in England. He devoted ail hiis energies to
a searching examination of English law in support of his
views, and succeeded in persuading some eminent authori-
. ties of their soundness. He completely circumvented his
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adversary, and mulcted him in heavy costs. In 1772, a
negro slave, named Somersett, who had been brought to
England by his master, claimed his freedom. Every effort
was made, and' the ablest advacacy employed on both sides
to attain success. The subject was argued and re-argued:
occupying several months in being thus dealt with, Sharpe
was throughout deeply interested in it, and frequently
assisted in the case, in various capacities. Lord Mansfield,
én June 22nd, 1772, delivered judgment, deciding (ad
mittedly against his own inclinations) that the institution
of slavery, being inconsistent with natural law, must require
actual and pesitive law to support it. No such positive law
being in existence, he pronounced the man free, and, thereby,
laid down the general principle that such must always be
the result as soon as a slave *“touches English soil.”

The success which had thus attended the efforts put forth
against the slave trade was now only diverted to the in-
stitution of slavery jjself. In 1823 public sympathy had
became sufficiently excited to enable Mr. Canning to carry
resolutions affirming the desirability of measures to
ameliorate the wretched condition of the slave population in
British colonies. "The resolutions were not then further acted
upon. An insurrection in the West Indies, followed*by the
barbarous treatment and ultimate death of a clergyman,
who was suspected by the planters of having incited the
people by his religious teachings, roused public indignation in
England. Lord (then Mr.) Brougham moved in the House
of Commons a vote of censure on the government and
court of the West India colony, in which the outrage had
occitured. The motion was lost by a very small majority,
but its effect again aroused public feeling. The year 1830
saw the subject still fresh in the minds of the people. It
then became a question whether the abolition should be
gradual or immediate. Daniel O’Connell said: “I enter
into- ne compromrise with slavery; I am for justice, in the
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name of humanity, and according to the law of the living
Gw." ’
Lord Brougham, in the same year, again introduced resolu-
tions on the subject, and literally thundered denunciations
on what he termed the * traffic of blood.” Then came the
French Revolution of 1830, absorbing, as it did, all public
attention. In 1831-2, however, that event “having passed
into the list of reconciled occurrences, and another outbreak
having taken place in Jamaica, the public sympathy was
once more aroused ; and, in 1832, a committee of enquiry
was appointed by the House of Lerds. The Commons
adopted a siavilar course, on the motion of Mr, T. Fowell
Buxton. The result of the two committees was most favout-
able to the cause. The ministry of the day gave its
advocates an assurance that it would be dealt with * without
delay.” The government proposal was made in May, 1833.
The measure was pronounced a compromise, inasmuch as
it limited emancipation to slaves under six years of age, and
subjected those above that age to a further term of service
of twelve, afterwards reduced to four or six years. The bill
then stipulated that, at the end of those terms, the slaves
should be free, and further provided for compensation
amounting to £z20,000,000. The bill was most doggedly
opposed. The abolitionists themselves, at first, objected to
compensation. The West India interest objected to the
whole measure. The subject afforded epportunities for
several great oratorical efforts; and, in the course of the
debate which it gave rise to, many hard things were said,
and many harder ones predicted. But the bill was passed
in August, 1833, and constitutes a glorious monument to
true Liberalism—the love of pertonal freedom -among
men, irrespective of race. For the English people to have
contributed 5o enormous a sum towards the manumission of
a race of people, separated from them by thousands of
miles—a race, too, of a different colour, having nothing in



LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM. 151

common with themselves but their humanity, is sufficient in
itself to have placed England in the very van of freedom
and civilisation.

it is perhaps dificok to find, now-a-days, any intelligent
person who is prepared to advance a single argument in
favour, ot in justification of the institution of slavery ; yet it
is evident, from the fact of its having required so many
years of agitation to overturn, that the institution had many
advocates as well as opponénts.  Buckle says that “ George
I11. looked upon slavery as one of those good old cus-
toms which the wisdom of his ancestors had consecrated.”*

I come now to a legislative movement which has had
the most far-reaching consequences in determining the occu-
pations, affecting the commercial prosperity, and generally
influencing the modern history of the English people. I refer
to that alteration of 1846 in the fiscal policy of Great Britain,
which consisted of the repeal of the Corn Laws, which had,
as a fact, been established, off and on, for some centuries,

This was, of all the legislative acts with which I have
dealt, one of the most unmistakably Liberal in its character.
It consisted in the removal of certain misconceived restric-
tions upon the right of a citizen to purchase one of the first
necessities of his daily life; viz.,, his bread, where it was
obtainable at the cheapest price. This most ordinary liberty
had - been subjected, for centuries, to the most arbitrary
interference on the part of parliament ; and it was not till
the year 1 have mentioned (1846), that public opinion
became sufficiently unanimous to bring about a repeal of
the meddling legishation in question, and to secure to the
subject,.in the purchase of his corn and bread, that fuil
liberty of action which, in other departments of his daily life,
had been fought for by his ancestors with so much vigour and
determination. At the present day, in Great Britain, it is
the frequent wonder of enlightened citizens, and leading

@ ' History of Civilisation,” vol. i, 447.
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Liberal statesmen, that such a restriction upon civil liberty
could have been allowed to remain so long upon the statute
book of a country, which was recognised as standing in the
very van of human progress. Lord Staniey, when defending
the Com Laws, sought to be repealed, boasted that the
principle of protection to the agricultural interest had lasted
for eight centuries ; but the bgast was of no avail in stemming
the tide of popular intelligence. The truth is that, for many
centuries, there existed in England a strong belief that the
general prosperity of the people could be artificially guarded,
and even ¢realed, by means of legislative action and reaction
upon the one staple article—corn. Glancing cursorily at
histery, we find that, so far back as the year 1272, (Henry
I11.), the price of bread was fixed by statute to rise and
fall according to the value of corn; and Hume, the
historian, mentions that this statutory regulation was
“copied from a preceding assize, established as far back as
the reign of King John.”* 1In 1461, (Henry VL), the
permission of parliament had to be obtained for the exporta-
tion of corn, and even the carrying of that commodity from
one county to another was restricted, except by license
from a collector of .customs.t In the reign of James I, a
proclamation was issued, establishing national magazines,
and empowering commissioners to purchase corn to fill
them.] In 1753, (George IL), a bill was introduced for
the purpose of offering a premium on the exportation of
corn.Y  So that, in the eighteenth century, we find parliament
offering a premium for that which it expressly prohibited in
the fifteenth century. Again, in 1757, a bill was passed to
prohibit the exportation of com, and many other articles of
commerce, because it was feared that there might be a dearth,
and consequent distress to the poorer classes. In the same
year, an act was passed removing the import duty on foreign

* ¢ Hist ofEni " vol, i., chap. 12. t "H:smry ofEngh.nd voL .
cha p."nry uw:'yofEnglnnd vol. iv., app S is-
tory of l:.ngland, vol. ii., chap. 23.
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corn and flour; and a resolution of the Commons was
passed to prevent spirits from being distilled from wheat,
lest, by that means, it should reach too high a price.* Later
again, in the same year, further interference was exercised by
parliament. In 1758, an act was passed, prohibiting the
exportation of corn, or its use in the distillation of spirits,
and, at the same time, removing the import duty on that
article.t

In 1759, the subject again occupied the attention of
parliament, and was afterwards repeatedly dealt with in
1774, 1791, 1804, 1815, and 1828. The system, which is
generally known under the title of the ** Corn Laws,” arose
by virtue of the revisions which took place in 1815 and
1828. The whole object of these statutory provisions was
to produce a monopoly for English agriculturalists, or
perhaps, more correctly speaking, English landlords, by
practicaily prohibiting the importation of foreign corn.

The import duty was fixed on what was known as a
sliding scale, by which, when the home comn rose in price
beyond a certain sum, the import duty fell proportionately :
thus allowing the introduction of the foreign article when
the home article became too high in its value. The price,
however, to which it was necessary for the home article to
rise, before the foreign article could come in, was altered
from time to time. In 1774, it was 48s. per quarter; in
1791, it was 54s.; in 1804, it was 66s.; and in 1813, it was
80s.—the quarter containing eight bushels. In 1828 the
maximum price was again lowered to 73s. By means of
these laws the English farmers, or -rather the English land-
owners, had a magnificent monopoly secured to them ; and
the whole bread-consuming population, rich and poor alike,
were compelied to subsidise this wealthy class, by con-
tributing, in the high price of the loaf, towards that great

"® Smollett’s * History of England,” vol. ii., chap. 26.
t Smpflett’s *‘ History of England,” vol. i, chap. 28,
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monopoly. * The theory of this law had,” says Mr. McCarthy,
%2 charming give and take—live and let live air about it
‘You give me a little more tlan the market price for my
corn, and, don't you see, I shall be able to buy all the more
of your cloth and tea and sugar, or to pay you the higher
rent for your land’ Such a compact,” he adds, *seems
reasonable and tempting.”*

By the scale which was thus adopted, the duties fell as
the prices rose, and rose as the prices fell. The act of
1828 had twenty or thirty degrees in its scale, three or four
of which are given as illustrations. When the average price
of wheat in the kingdom was §2s. per quarter;, the duty on
foreign wheat was 34s. 8d. When the price reached 6os
the duty fell to 26s. 8d. When the price rose to 7jos., the
-duty sank to 1os. 8d. When the price attained 73s. and
upwards, the duty went down to 1s.f The prices were
ascertained every Saturday, at 150 of the chief market places
in the kingdom, and an average taken; then the averages of
the preceding five weeks were added and the ‘general
average’ of the whole six taken. This price was proclaimed
every Thursday by the government, as the standard for the
ensuing week. The greatest influence which was wielded
during the struggle that led to this important epoch, was
that which emanated from an association known as the
Anti-Corn Law League. It has been said of it that, “in
seven years it revolutionised the minds of the most intelli-
gent nation of Europe; bent to its will the proudest legis-
lature in the world ; and overthrew a system, rooted to the
the earth by the steady growth and fostering culture of
centuries.”}

Thestrugglefortherepealofthe(:om Iawswas,mdecd,
a broader and more comprehensive political conflict than
the terms, in which it is described, would at first indicate.
It was, in fact, a decisive trial of strength, between the

* ' Bistory ol'()ur Own Times. val. L, 174. t '"Reform and Reformers
chap. z2. t “ Reform and Reformers,’ p. 517 - ’
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advocates of the two economic doctrines, known under the
respective titles of “ Free Trade” and “ Protection.” The
latter of these theoties had, as I have said, held the field for
centuries ; and the Anti-Corn Law League was really a Free
Trade League, and set itself to fight for the broad doctrine,
of which the Com-Law question was only an example.
So far back as the year 1581, free trade in comn was
recommended in an essay, referred to by Buckle ; and that
writer says of it, that it “should be read by every student of
English history.”

Adam Smith, again, writing his “ Wealth of Nations,” in
1776, had said that “to give the monopoly of the home
market to the produce of domestic industry, in any particolar
art or manufacture, is, in some measure, to direct private
people in what manner they ought to employ their capital ;
and must, in all cases, be either a useless or a hurtful
regulation.” And he added that * the statesman who should
attemipt to direct private people in what manner they ought
to employ their capital, would not only load himself with a
inest unnecessary attention, but assume an authority which
could safely be trusted not only to no single person, but to
no council or senate whatever ; and which would nowhere
be to dangerous, as in the hands of a man, who had folly,
and presumption enough to fancy himself fit to exercise it."*

He had argued that, inasmuch as different countries
possess different qualifications, which render them more or
less adapted to the production of certain articles of human
wat, it was desifable, on the ground of “the division of
labour,” that each should produce that to which it was best
suited ; that inasmvich as “every individual endeavoirs, as
much #s he can, both to employ his capital in support ot
domestic industry, and so to direct that industry, that its
produce may be of the greatest value,” each country was
more Tikely to produce the best aggregate result by

@ “ Wealth of Nations,” Book iv., chap. 2.
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unrestricted trade. It is,” he said, “a maxim of every
prudent master of a family, never to attempt to make at
bome, what it will cost him more to make than to buy ;"
and that “all people find it for their interest, to employ
their whole industry in a way in which they have some
advantage over their neighbours, and to purchase with a
part of its produce, or what is the same thing, with
the price of a part of it, whatever else they have occasion
for. What is prudence,” he added, “in the conduct of
every private family, can scarce be folly in that of a
great kingdom.”¥

It is not my province to enter here into this wide con-
troversy, but merely to set forth the general terms of Adam
Smith’s arguments, as constituting one of the many factors
which operated in the movement with which I am dealing.

These arguments, however, did not prevail. Though
Adam Smith is spoken of familiarly, in the present day, by
hundreds and thousands of people, there is good reason to
believe that comparatively few have actually read his
writings ; and it is more than likely that, in the times about
which they were first published, they. enjoyed a still more
limited perusal

In 1837, England suffered a great commercial crisis, partly
attributable to previous bad harvests, and aggravated by
the same cause in that year. Many intelligent people
attributed the national trouble. to the Corn Laws; and, in
consequence, there was formed at Manchester, an Anti-
Corn Law Asspciation. Mr. Justin Macarthy, in his * History
of Our Own Times,” says :—* Naturally, it wgs in places like
Manchester, that the fallacy of all this theory,.was first com-
monly perceived, and mest warmdy resented. The Man-
‘chester manufactyrers saw that the customers for their
goods were t6 be found in all parts of the world ; and they
knew that at every turn they were Aamfered in their. dealings

% 4 Wealth of Nations,” Book iv., chap. 2.
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with the customers, by the system of profective duties. They
wanled fo sell thetr goods wherever they conld find buyers, and
they chafed at any barrier between them and the sale.”*
“ Manchester,” he adds, “had always spoken out for free
trade.” Mr. Richard Cobden was the real leader of the
Anti-Corn Law movement. In December, 1838, the Man-
chester Chamber of Commerce presented a petition to par-
liament, praying for an immediate and total repeal of the Corn
Laws. In 1839, an immense meeting was called of delegates
from all parts of the kingdom. In pursuance of this meeting,
the Anti-Comn Law Association, which had now become
possessed of large funds, sent deputies to London on the
opening of parliament. They petitioned parliament to allow
them to appear at the bar of the House, in order to expose
the injurious effects of the Corn Laws. The motion, which
was brought forward by Mr. Charles Villiers, was negatived.
The protectionists called the association the “Anti-Com
Law Parliament,” which titie they at once adopted ; and, a
month later, Mr. Vjlliers again brought forward his motion,
which was ridiculed, and again negatived, He brought it
forward again apd again with no greater success; but
meanwhile, the League was vigorously engaged in the pro-
vincial centres. In the beginning of 1849, over one hundred
important towns had had established in them branches of .
the League. The cry for “cheap bread ” was now raised,
and spread like an epidemic through the whole country.
The public feeling was gradually but surely working up to a
hlgh pitch of enthusiasm. In 1841, Lord John Russell,
seeing the coming change in popular opinion, and, having
determined -on a dissolution of parliament, gave notice of a
motion, -which had for its object the abandonment of the
sliding scale, and the adoption, in its place, of a fixed duty
of eight shillings per quarter on imported wheat. This was,
of course, a political ruse, canceived with a view to catch the

© " History of Our Own Times,” vol.i., p. 173
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current of public feeling which was then discernible. The
effect of this false ‘move was felt throughout the country.
The Conservatives, who represented the landed interests,
thus threatened, (to use the words of an able wtiter
upon this subject), “swept the kingdom.” When Lord
John Russell returned with the new parliament his motion
was defeated. - He then resigned, and Sir Robert Peel
succeeded. him ; but, meanwhile, Richard Cobden had
become a member of the new House of Commons. It was
fully expected that though the new member had moved Man-
¢hester audiences as he liked, he would be lost in the
crowd, now that he had entered parliament. It was
not so. He became a power, almost from the moment
he entered its portals. - The year 1842 was one of great
distress in the manufacturing centres. The duties were now
sought to be much reduced by Sir Robert Peel himself.
Mr. Villiers' motion for absolute repeal came forward again,
as a counter movement, but the government measare was
adopted by a large majority. It was,.however, distinctly
stated by Sir Robert Peel, that parliament had no power to
secure, for the producer, by means of any fixed or movable
duty, a certain price for his cormn. Sir Robert Peel had
adopted the Free Trade doctrine—that was evident—and to
many of his followers, galling ; but nevertheless a fact; for
in the same year he expressed his belief that, ““on the
general principle of Free Trade, there is now no great
difference of opinion; and that all agree in the general rule
that we should buy in the cheapest, and sell in the dearest
market™ This confession was followed by ‘ironical
cheers,” to which he gave answer that the Corn Laws were
# exceptions to the general rule,” and added “I will net go
into that question now.” At the end of 1843, it was pro-
posed by the League to raise Jf50,000; and Messrs.
Cobden, Bright, and Thompson, were depated to traverse

* “ History of Our Own Times,” chap. 14
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the country and address the people. The great Free Trade
Hall was now built at Manchester, and opened in the
beginning of 1843. Some twenty-four years or so previcusly,
a meeting of Manchester reformers had been held, and had
been dispersed by an attack of soldiers and militia, with the
loss of many lives. “The memory of that day,” says Mr.
McCarthy, “rankled in the hearts of Manchester Liberals,
for long after.”™ The land, upon which this meeting had
taken place, was the property of Mr. Cobden, and he had
given it to the League. This hall was now built upon it.
At the opening of the building it was announced that
A 44,000 of the £50,000 had been collected. London was
next made the centre of the League’s operations. Drury
Lane Theatre was the scene of nightly crowded meetings,
and, meanwhile, Cobden traversed thirty-two counties,
holding numberless meetings, and coming face to face with
the advocates of the protectionist doctrines;

In 1844, it was proposed to mise #100,000, and to
distribute ten million anti-corn law tracts ; £ 20,000 of this
sum was contributed by the Manchester branch, at a single
meeting. In the same year, Cobden moved a resolation
that the effects of the protective duties should be investi-
gated; and it is the speech which he made on that occasion,
which is supposed to have completed Sir Robert Peel’s
conversion to Free Trade principles. The Leagué was now
sending many of its members into parliament, and matters
were -becoming somewhat urgent. In 1845 duties were
repealed on 450 articles—in fact, the whole tanff was
re-arranged ; but corn was left untouched,

Covent Garden now became the scene of numerous and
excited meetings. Many noblemen were numbered among
its audiences, and the ery of “cheap bread ” went up from
many thousand throats. A single bazaar, organised by
ladies, realised L15,000. At the end of 1845 the League

* *'History of Our Own Times,” vel. i., chap. 14,
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was engaged in ralsing a quarter of a million of money.
Macaulay, speaking at Edinburgh, said: “1 have always
considered the principle of protection of agriculture as a
vicious principle. I have always thought that 'this vicious
principle took, in the act of 1815, in the act of 1828, and
in the act of 1842, a singularly vicious form.* There was
a time,” he said, ‘““when politicians were not ashamed to
defend the Corn Laws, merely as contrivances for puttmg
the money of the many into the pockets of the few.

Nobody now ventures to say in public that ten thOUSand
families ought to be put on short allowance of food, in order
that one man may have a fine stud, and a fine picture
gallery. . . . Itseemsstrange that Conservatives—people
who profess to hold new theories in abhorrence; people who
are always talking about the wisdom of our ancestors—should
insist on our receiving, as an undoubted truth, a strange
paradox, never heard of from the ereation of the world, till
the nineteenth century.”t The end had now come. The
session of 1846 opened. The Corn Laws were repealed.
Sir Robert Peel said, in the speech in which he annonnced
that famous measure : “ I will not withhold the homage which
is due to the progress of reason, and of truth, by denying
that my opinions on the subject of protection have under-
gone a change”; and he afterwards added : “Not to the
Tory party, nor to the Whig party ; not to myself, nor to
the noble lord at the head of the opposition, is this change
to be attributed ; but the people of this country are indebted,
for this great measure of relief, to the rare combination of
elements which centre in the mind and heart of Richard
Cobden.” Mr. Harris, in his “ History of the Radical Party,”
says, in speaking of the divisions on the bill which repealed
the Corn Laws : “1In all these divisions the government had
* © Speech at Edinbusgh,” December znd, 845, (Collectedchhes.

Macsromch 2, Eddborgh, Deenber ) itg, (Collecnd Spmche), Newiy

sersisted in by some of the _supporters of the existing Com Laws, that
of bread was calcylated to #njyre the working classes.
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the aid of nearly the whole of the Liberals, the opposition
being almost entirely Tory*

In the final division, 202 Liberals and 102 Conservatives
voted for the bill and 208 Conservatives and only eight
Liberals agafnst it.+ Thus ended, for the time being, the
Conservative theories of protection to home industries ; and
thus was concluded the Liberal struggle for freedom of action
ia the matter of trade, by which was permanently established
the principle of liberty to the individual to buy where he
can do so most cheaply, and to sell where he can det the
best price for his products, “A permanent revival of the
old order of things,” says the author of “Reform and
Reformers,” “is no longer hoped for, or even desired;

‘unless, by a few superannuated members of the House of
Peers, and some half dozen unyielding old Tories and
Quixotic young Hotspurs in the House of Commons.”

Let us turn now to a few of the innumerable comments
which have been, from time to time, made regarding the
passing of this great Liberal measure.

Sir Erskine May says : “ The employers of labour, and the
working classes, were combined insupport of interests common
to them both. This agitation, if an illustration of the force
of democracy, is also an example of the power of reason in a
free State.”{ Buckie says: “The abolition of the Corn
Laws is undoubtedly one of the mos! remarkable facts in the
history of England during the century. The propriety, and
indeed the necessity of their abolition is now admitted by
every one of lolerable tnformation”N “Those who knew
the facts, oppnsed the laws; those who- were ignorant of
the facts, favoured the laws. It was clear that, whenever the
diffusion of knowledge reached a .certain point, the laws
maust fall”§ * The Reform Bill, the Emancipation of the

= " History of the Radical Party in Parliament,” p. 348. i"H:storyofthe

in Parliament,” p, 348 t * Democracy in Europe,” vol.u.,p.467
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* Catholics, and the Repeal of the Corn Laws, are adwitted
to be the three greatest political achievements of the present
generation.™* Mr. Harris, in his * History of 'the Radical
Party,”. says, in commenting on the policy of Lord Patmerston
in 1850-55 : “It was in Free Trade alone that Palmerston
was a Liberal” John Bright, than whom England " has
never produced a mare thorough or more consistent Liberal,
said in 1845 : “The Corn Law is as grea? ¢ robbery of the
man who follows the plough, as it is of him who minds the
Joom, with this difference that the man who follows the
plough is of the two nearest the earth, and it takes less
power to press him into it.”} )

In 1858, the same statesman said : * Twelve years ago
there was a great party in parliament, Jed by a duke in one
House, and by the son and brother of a duke in the other,
which declared that utter ruin must come, oot only.on the
agricultural interest, but upaon the manufactures and com-
merce of England, if we departed from our old thearies
upon the “subject of Protection. . . . The plain, honest,
common sense of the country swept away their cobweb
theories, and they are gone. What is the result? From
1846 to 1857 we have received into this country, of grain of
all kinds . . . not less than ar amount, equal in value to
A 224,000,000, . . . During that period your home growth
has been stimulated to an enormous extent. . . . With all
this, agriculture was never more prospercus; while manu-
factures were . never, at the same time, more extensively
exported; and with all this the labourers, for whom the
tears of the protectionists were shed, have, according to the
admission of the most violent of the class, never been in a
better state, since the beginning of the great French War.”}

In 1866, speaking on the subject of Ireland, and Daniel
O’Connell’s connection with the Corn Law agitation, Mr.
Bright said : “ We owe much to his exertions in connection

& i* History of Civilisation,” vol.s., h on Freetrade,” I b
tgth,x&gs. 1“5 o g'ollcy, chbn'm, 838
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with that question ; for almost the whole Lsberal—1I suppose
the whole Liberal party of the Irish representatives in parlia-
ment supported the measare of Free trade, of which we
were the prominent advocates.”™ In October, 1885, when
addressing a targe audience in Somerset, he dealt at length
with the Corn Law repeal movement. He said, in the
course of that speech: “I should like, if ‘T might be
allowed, to -state a few things which deseribe the state of
affaits im this district in the year 1845, which is now exactly
forty years ago. 1 should begin by stating that, at that
time, there was'an extraordinary law in this country, which
you would suppose could not be possible—I will not say
among Christian men, but among Mhinking men—that is a
law, which prevented the importation of grain, and especially
of wheat, from foreign countries into this country. At that
time, there were a great many men, who thought that law
very wicked—a gteat many more men have come to that
conclusion since—and these men, who thought it a wicked
law, formed themselves into an association with a view, not
violently to overthrow it, but by persistent labour and
discussion, to bring the great body of the people, and
ultimately the legislature, to the conclusion that that law
ought to be repeated.”t

Mr. Herbert Spencer, commenting upon this matter in the
abstract, says: “In putting 2 veto upon the commercial
intercourse of two nations, or ia putting obstacles in the
way of that intercourse, a government trenches upon men’s
liberties of actioh; and, by so doing, directly reverses its
furiction. . . . Trade prohibitions, and trade restrictions
not only do not secure this freedom, but they take it away.”}

- 'The Chartist movement, which cutminated, and also sub-
sided, in 1848, is' an epoch which cannot consistently be
passed over here; though, uniike the other movements with
which | have dealt, it failed to terminate in the legislative

: :Speenhsm lreland'aNov.ember 2, 1866 1 The Times, October 16, 1885,
Social Statics,” p. 3
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enactment of the principles which inspired it. There cam
be little doubt that the six *points” of “the Charter,”
which, yet, failed to receive legislative recognition, were
conceived in the true Liberal spirit; and the chief use of a
study of that movement.is to be found in a consideration of
the reasons why it did not, as a whole, meet with a larger
share of success. I shall be able, I think, to show that the
movement so failed, by reason of its including among its
demands a condition of affairs which comes distinctly
within the definition of *“Socialism,” which the English
people, of that time at least (whatever may be the tendency
now), were by no means inclined to view favourably.

I shall have occasion, hereafter, to carefully define the
limit of state functions, as determined by the principles of
true Liberalism. 1 shall then show that such principles
favour the possession, by each citizen, of the maximum of
personal liberty, limited only by such restrictions as are
necessary to secure equal liberty to all other citizens; or,
as Mr. Herbert Spencer puts it, af “ the fullest liberty to
exercise his faculties, compatible with the poessession of like
liberty by every other man.”*

1 shall show, in this chapter, that the demands of the
Chartists, of 1848, included principles which, when carried
into practice, meant nothing more nor less than social anarchy.
I am not aware that at the time, these excessive demands
were analysed with any degree of scientific accuracy, for the
purpose of showing that they really were excessive; but
there is little doubt that the majority of the public, and
their legislators, were, however vaguely, impressed with the
fact that the movement was being pushed on by the
advocacy of principles, which would, if realised, overturn,
or at lJeast permanently disturb the social orgamisation.
Macaulay himself showed this, in a speech which he
delivered in parliament, in criticism of the Charter, and

% “ Social Statics,” p. 94.
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from which I shall quote hereafter. 1t is to these excesses;
to the unnecessarily violent and unpopular means adopted for
the purpose of forcing on the movement, that is to be attributed
its ultimate non-success. . A proof of this is to be found in
the fact that all that was included in the Charter, which was
reasoiable, has since been made the law of the land, though
the Charter, as a whole, failed in 1848. This movement,
like all others of its kind, has a history. Its cause can be
pretty clearly traced ‘to certain other events and circum-
stances which preceded it.

“ The year 1838,” we are told, “ chronicled the avowed
and open beginning of chartism.” The same authority*
informs us that the year 1837 was one of great commercial
depression ; that there were heavy failures in London,
Liverpool, Manchester, and Glasgow ; that, ere the summer
-arrived, deep distress had reached the houses of the working
classes ; and that, in Lancashire, thousands of factory hands
were discharged.  *The Chartists,” says Mr. McCarthy, “who
represented the hulk of the artizan class, in most of the large
towns, did in their very hearts believe that England was
ruled for the benefit of aristocrats arnd millionaires, who,
were absolutely indifferent to the sufferings of the poor.”t

‘The manifesto, which afterwards came to be known as
the Chartist Petition, was adopted at a great Radical meet-
ing, held in Birmingham, a few weeks after the queen’s
coronation.} The movement was supported by a large
amount of genuine enthusiasm, passion, and intelligence ;
and it appealed, strongly and naturally, to whatever there was
of discontent among the working classes.f Thousands upon
thousands of the unthinking masses joined in the move-
ment, who were yet reslly indifferent as to’its real political
objects. “They were poor; they were overworked; they
were badly paid ; their lives were altogether wretched ; they
® Gilchriat's " Life of Richard Cobden.” t '* History of Our Own Times,” vol. i.
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got into their heads some wild idea that the people’s Charter
would give them better food and wages, and lighter work, if
it were obtained.”*

The manifesto to which I have already referred, and
which came to be known as the “people’s Charter,” con-
tained six * points.” One was manhood suffrage, another
was annual parliaments, a third was the ballot, a fourth was
the abolition of the property qualification for parliamentary
candidates, a fifth was payment of members of parliament,
and a sixth was the division of the country into equal
electoral districts. It has been said of Chartism that it
soon becam: divided into two distinct divisions—the
“moral force” Chartism and the ‘ physical force”
Chartism. Some of the leaders were men of great ability
and eloquence; and the movement brought into existence a
newspaper literature of its own ; for every town of import-
ance was possessed of its Chartist press.

The agitation for the parliamentary recognition of this
movement and for the legislative realisation of its “points,”
was energetically maintained. Torch light processions were
held, and here and there ricts were the result. There began
to spring up, in many minds, a desire to resort to.arms and
physical force, in order to push on the movement. - The
town of Newport became well known in connection with it, in
consequence of a serious and fatal disturbance which occurred
there. Newport was possessed of a large mining population,
and a procession was arranged to take place after midnight,
with the further intention of attacking the gaol, and releasing
certain Chartist prisoners. They came into collision with
the authorities, and a large number of people were killed and:
wounded. The ring-leaders were transported for life. Still the
agitation went on, Thn government, meanwhile, were on the:
alert.; and prasecuuons, in bundreds, were instituted iw
different parts of the country. ~ Many of the leaders were

« * History of Our Own Times,” vol. i., p. 56.



LIFERTY AND LIBERALTSH. %67

«convicted and fmprisoned. The Chartists began to acquire
considerable political influence, and it is said that, in 1841,
by resson of their support of the Tory party, they assisted in
the downfall of the Melbourne admimistration. Im 1842,
pariament was moeved in the matter ; the Petition containing
the now celebrated “six points,” coneluding with the following
paragraph :—* Your petitioners therefore, exercising their just
constitutional right, demand that your Honourable House,
to remedy the many gross and manifest evils of which your
petitioners complain, do immediately, without alteration,
deduction, or addition, pass into law the document entitled
‘ The Peoples’ Charter.’ ”—The motion was rejected by 287
votes ta 49.

In 1848, The Revolution in France had cast its influence
over the other European countries, and had created a feeling
of dissatisfaction among a large number of the working
classes. Mr. McCarthy says+—-“In England and Ireland the
effect -of the events in France was instantly made manifest.
The Chartist agitation instantly came to a head. There was,
as I have said, a widespread belief, among the artizan class,
that the country was being corruptly govemed to their detn
ment, and with a disregard for their misery.”*

On the other hand, “ Most of what are called the ruling
class did really believe the English workingmen, who joined
the Chartist movement, to be a race of fierce, unmanageable,
and selfish communists, who, if they were allowed their own
waty for a mement, would prove themselves determined to over-
throw throne, altar, and all established securities of society.” {
It was in this year (1B48) that the most celebrated pro-
cession of the Chartists was arranged. A convention, for the
purpose of ils prganisation, sat in London, and some very
wild language was indulged in. It was resolved to present
a monster petition to the Commons, demanding the enact-
mient of the Charter. A serious difference occurred upon

‘”M“O&ﬂnm wol. L
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the point of obeying the authorities, in case an atterpt
should be made to interfere with the procession. The
demonstratin took place on Kennington Commeon, but,
.though the numbers were large, they fell far short of what
was anticipated. It was said that half-a-million people
would be present, but only about 25,000 appeated upon the
scene. The air was full of wild rumours as to what the day
would bring forth, and many people believed England was
upon the eve of a revolution. The Duke of Wellington
undertook fo perfect all the arrangements for the protection
of the metropolis ; and, in order to remove any doubts, nearly
200,000 persans were enrolled as special constables.

The eagerly looked for procession collapsed, and the
great Chartist petition itself, concerning which such wild
and various rumours were current, proved a failure. It was
duly presented to Parliament by Feargus O'Coannor, the
great Chartist leader, and, ‘at the time, ‘was 'said to contain
five millions of signatures. When examined, however, by a
committee of experts, it was found to fall short of two
millions, a, large proportion of which, evem, were not
genuine. This terrible figsco was the death of Chartism ;
for it became, from that hour, a subject of ridicule, rather
than of .serions consideration. Another monster gathering
was attempted, two months afterwards ; but it, likewise, was
a failure, and has, moreover, been deseribed as “the last
gasp of Chartism.”

Maost writers upon the subject. agree, in opmmn, as to the
causes of its failure as a political movement. Macaulay,
when criticisiag it in 1842, in his speech in the House of
Commons, said: “There is anly one of the six points on
which [ .am diametfically opposed to-them (the petitiongrs).
One of the six points,” he said, “is the ballot. . T have
voted for the ballot, and I have seén no -reason to change
my opinion on that subject. Another @ point is: the
abolition of the pecuniary qualification for members of this
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Heuse. On that point I cordially agree with the peti-
tioners. The Chartists demand armual parliaments. There
wertainly 1 differ from them ; but I might, perhaps, be
witling to consent 0 some compromise, I differ from
them also as to the expediency of paying the representatives
of the people, and of dividing the coumtry into electoral
districts ; but I do not consider these matters vital. The
essence of the Charter,” he added, *“is ‘umiversal suffrage.’
If you grant #4af, it matters not at all what else you withhold.
If you grant shaf the country is lost. . . . My firm
conviction is that in our country universal suffrage is incom-
patible, not with this, or that form of government, but with
all forms of government, and with everything for the sake
of which forms of government exist ; that it is incompatible
with property, and that it is incompatible with civilisation.
. + . I entertain no hope that, if we place the govern-
ment of the kingdom in the. hands of the majority of the
males of one and twenty, told by the head, the institution
of property will be respected.” This, at first sight, seems a
very extreme view to take of an institution, which has, since
the year in which these words were uttered, been in actual
work, in more than one of our colonies; but a further
passage of the same speech shows what circumstances had
led to such anticipations. “If,” he said, “I am asked why
I entertain no such hope, I answer :—Because the hundreds
and thousands of males of twenty-one, who have signed this
petition, tell me to entertain no such hope; because they
tell me that, if I trust them with power, the first use which
they will make of it will be to plunder every man in the
kingdom who has a good coat on his back, and a good roof
over his head. God forbid,” he added, “that I should
put an unfair construction on their language! I shall read
their own words.. ¢ Your petitioners complain that they are
enonmously taxed to pay the interest of what is called the
national debt, a debt arounting, at present, to eight hundred

1
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millions, being only a portion of the emormous amount
expended in cruel and expensive wars for the suppression of
all liberty, by men not authorised by the people, and who,
consequently, had no right to tax posterity for the outrages
committed by them upon mankind.’ If these words mean
anything,” continued Macaulay, *they mean that the present
generation is not bound to pay the public debt, incurred by
our rulers in past times; and that a national bankruptcy
would be both just and politic. . . . They tell us that
nothing will unshackle labour from its misery, until the
people possess that power under which all monopoly and
oppression must cease; and your petitioners respectfully
mention the existing momopolies of the suffrage; of paper
money ; of mackinery; of land; of the public press,; of religion;
of the means of travelling and transit ; and a host of other
eoils, too numerous to mention: all arising. from class
legislation. What,” says Macaulay, “can the monopoly of
land mean except property in land? The only monopoly
of land which exists in England is this, that nobody can sell
an acre of it which does not belong to him. And what can
the monopoly of machinery mean but property in machinery?
Another monopoly, which is to cease, is the monopely of the
means of travelling. In other words, all the canal property
and railway property in the kingdom is to be confiscated.
What other sense do the words bear? And these are only
specimens of the reforms which, in the language of the
petition, are to unshackle labour from its misery. . ..
In short, the petitioners ask you to give them power, in order
that they may not leave a man of a hundred a year in the
realm.”¥

A subsequent passage, in the same speech, affords some
further explanation of the apparently exaggerated view of
the institution of universal suffrage. * What we are asked to
do,” he says, “is to give universal suffrage before there i

8 “ Speech on The People’s Charter,” May 3rd, 1842,
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aniversal education,” and he adds, “Have I any unkind
feeling towards these poor people? No more than I have
to a sick friend who implores me to give him a glass of iced
water which the physician has forbidden. 1 would not give
the draught of water because I know that it would be
paison. . . . I would not give up the keys of the
granary because I know that, by doing so, I should tumm a
scarcity into a famine ; and, in the same way, I would not
yield to the importunity of multitudes, who, exasperated by
suffering, and blinded by ignorance, demand, with wild
vehemence, the liberty to destroy themselves. . . . But
the doctrine of the Chartist philosophers is that it is the
business of the government to support the people. It is
supposed by many that our rulers possess, somewhere or
other, an inexhaustible storehouse of all the necessaries and
conveniences of life, and from mere hard-heartedness refuse
to distribute the contents of this magazine among the poor.”*
I have quoted Macaulay at some length, because the speech,
referred to, sets forth, better than I know it to be done
elsewhere, the extreme and revolutionary portions of the
Charter, to which I consider its failure was in a great measure
owing ; and further, its comments, upon those portions, are so
much better than any that have been made by others.

Mr. McCarthy says: “The effect of this unlucky petition, on
the English public mind, was decisive. From that day,
Chartism never presented itself to the ordinary middle-class
Englishman as anything but an object of ridicule.”t And,
clsewhere, the same writer says: “Its active or aggressive
influence ceased with 1848. . . . All that was sound inits
claims asserted itself, and was in time conceded.”! It is
highly probable that, if the Chartist movement had been
conducted, throughout, without the constant references to
physical force ; and if, in addition, the Charter had been
confined to the “six points,” which professed to sum up

® “Speech on The People’s Charter,” Ma , 18¢2. 1 * History of Our Own
Times” vol. i, p. 240,  § * History of Ozr;odwna'ﬁme%,’ vol. i, ;’;42.
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the wants of the petitioners, but to which were added the ill-
considered and revolutionary demands which I have noticed,
it might have received early legislative sanction, instead of
having proved a failure ; and men like Feargus O'Connor,
who now stand in English History as mere visionary
agitators, would have been ranked among the reformers of
modern times.

The connection which this movement has with the other
subjects of this chapter, consists in the fact that, amid the
noise, clamour, and fevered agitation which surrounded it,
there were, at least, three genuinely Liberal demands, which,
nevertheless, were lost sight of, or pushed out of considera-
tion, by reason of the revolutionary character of many of
the other sentiments which it contained, and to which
Macaulay took such serious exception. The ballot,
universal suffrage, and the abolition of a property qualifica-
tion for parliament are principles, which have long since
been adopted in British colonies, without, so far, leading to
any great amount of injury to society ; and there can be little
doubt that, although the second of these “points” was
somewhat before its time, the first and the third would have
met with a favourable reception by the English people, if they
had not been introduced in a document, which contained,
also, so much that pointed to a social revolution.

It is certainly somewhat difficult to realise, in the present
day, that, less than a quarter of a century ago, the fact of
an English citizen professing the Jewish religion, was
deemed a sufficient reason for excluding him from the
Council of the nation, even though he had been duly
elected by a competent constituency. Yet, such is the fact.
The admission of Jews into the House of Commons, as

representatives of the people, was allowed for the first time

in 1859; and a study of English history will show that,
from the Conquest downwards, to that date, the treatment
of this able and industrious -race has consisted of a
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gradually reducing, and mitigating system of persecution :
begun in absolute cruelty and practical exile from all
political privileges, and ending in the acquirement of the
fallest civil liberty accorded to Englishmen themselves. The
removal of the disabilities, which had hitherto prevented
this consummation, constitutes one of the most unmistake-
able steps in the history of Liberalism. It was nothing
more or less than a concession, to a section of citizens, of
one of the most clearly recognised of civil rights—freedom
of thought and belief, in matters of religion ; and a section
of citizens, too, whose ancient traditions, as a race, were
essentially free and liberal in their character. Sir Erskine
May speaks of the Jews as being *“ by far the most interest-
ing example of freedom in an Eastern race,”* and adds,
that the fact “that a race more entitled to our reverence,
than amy people of antiquity, should have afforded an
example of popular freedom, notwithstanding their Eastern
origin, and the influence of Eastern despotism, by which
they were surrounded, is a conspicuous illustration of the
principle that the spirit and intelligence of a people are the
foundations of liberty.”+ I shall now take a brief survey
of the condition of the Jews from the Conquest, down to the
date of the removal of their disabilities, in order that the
justice of that removal may be the more fully realised.

The Jewish traders, who followed the Congueror from
Normandy, and from whom that monarch found it
extremely convenient to draw advances for his immediate
wants, were, in return, afforded royal protection, and allowed
to éstablish themselves in separate quarters or jewries of the
‘chief English towns. He (the Jew) then had no civil rights,
and the "jewry,” in which he lived, was exempt from the
common law of the country.}] * He was simply the king’s
chattel, and his life and goods were absolutely at the king’s

® * Democracy tn Earope,” vol. L, 32. 1 “ Democracy in Europe,” vol. i., p. 38.
} Green's * History of the English People,” chap. 2. .
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mercy.”* But, upon the principle of royal indulgence, the
Jewish merchant was, in many ways, protected from persecu-
tion and affront, and his valuable possessions were allowed
to be deposited in the royal palace at Westminster. He
was the only capitalist- in Europe ; and, heavy as was the
usury he exacted; his loans gave an impulse to industry, such
as England had never felt before . . . . nor was the
influence of the Jews simply industrial. Through their con-
nection with the Jewish schools, in Spain and in the East, they
opened the way for the revival of physical science. . . .
To the king, the Jew was simply an engine of finance,
. it was in his coffers that the Norman kings
found strength to hold their baronage at bay.”{

A century or more later, (1189), they seem to have been
less fortunate; for their industry and frugality had *put
them in possession of all the ready money, which the idleness
and profusion of the English had enabled them to lend, at
exorbitant and unequal interest;” { and they were held in
the greatest hatred and detestation by the English people in
consequence. They were, by royal edict, prohibited from
appearing at the coronmation of Richard I.; but some of
them ventured to do so notwithstanding: bringing with
them considerable presents from their nation. They were
grossly insulted, and put to flightt A rumour became
current that the king had ordered their massacre, and a series
of dreadful outrages followed. The people, moved by
rapacity and zeal, broke into their houses, which they
plundered, after having murdered their owners ; and, where
the Jews barricaded their houses, and defended themselves
with vigour, the rabble set fire to the houses.™ This
terrible outrage extended to all the most important towns of
England. “In York, 500 of them, who had retired into the
castle for safety, and found themselves unable to defend the
® Green's ‘“ History of the English People.” chap. 2. 1 Green's ** History of the

English People,” chap. 2. 1 Hume's ** History of England,” vol. i, chap. 10.
T ﬁnﬂu's t"':’g}l.storry o%Englnnd," vol. i, chap. 10. !
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place, murdered their own wives and children, threw the
dead bodies over the walls upon the populace, and then
setting fire to the houses, perished in the flames.” *

In 1275, great dissatisfaction existed, on account of the
very prevalent adulteration of the coinage, and, *“as this
crime required more art than the English of that age, who
chiefly employed force and violence in their iniquities, were
possessed of, the imputation fell upon the Jews.”{

Edward, who entertained a strong prejudice against them,
-as a race, and whose zeal for Christianity was intensified by
an expedition to the Holy Land, “let loose the whole rigour
of his justice against that unhappy people.” In London
alone, two hundred and eighty were hanged for this
crime, besides those in other parts of England. Their pro-
perty was confiscated, and half of it given to such as were
willing to profess Christianity. Edward determined to clear
the kingdom of the race, and seized the whole of their
praperty for himself. No less than fifteen thousand of them
were robbed and banished the kingdom.§

Green describes the condition of these people, previous
to their expulsion from the kingdom. * Statute after
statute,” he says, ‘“ hemmed them in. They were forbidden
to hold real property; to employ Christian servants; to move
through the streets, without the coloured label of wool on
their breast, which distinguished their race. They were
prohibited from building new synagogues, or eating with
Christians, or acting as physicians to them.™

In the midst of this reign of tyranny over a class, it is
refreshing to find, so far back as the 17th century, a spirit
of fairness—a spirit in fact, of true Liberalism, springing out
of a juster conception of moral rights.

Green, again, speaking of Cromwell during the protector-
ate, says that he ‘“remained true, throughout, to his cause
@ Eume's u HumryofEngiand vol i., chap, t Hame's “ History of Eng-

1 E clnp. :3 1 Hngx;;le': cl:ta:y of England,” vol. i., chap. 13.
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of religious liberty.” “The Jews (he adds) had been
excluded from England since the reign of Edward 1., and a
prayer, which they now presented for leave to return, was
refused by the Commission of merchants and divines, to
whom the protector referred it for consideration. But the
refusal was quietly passed over, and the connivance of
Cromwell, in the settlement of a few Hebrews in London
and Oxford, was so clearly understood that no one ventured
to interfere with them. From this time forward, the Jews
seem to have been accorded a moderate amount of fair and
liberal treatment, and, as a consequence, they increased in
number and influence. In 1753 *An act to permit persons,
professing the Jewish religion, to be naturalised by parlia-
ment’ was introduced into the House of Lords, and was
passed without much opposition. In the Commons, it was
favourably regarded by the ministry; and it was further
supported by petitions from manufacturers and merchants.
The mayor, aldermen, and commons of the city of London,
lodged a counter petition, on the grounds of ‘dishonour of
the Christian religion,” ‘danger to the constitution,” and
¢ prejudice to the trade of the kingdom.' This was sup-
ported by a further petition from merchants and traders.
Counsel were heard, and violent debates ensued. Extravagant
arguments were used against the measure. It was  prog-
nosticated that the Jews would multiply so much in number,
engross such wealth, and acquire so great power and
influence in Great Britain, that their persons would be
reverenced, their customs imitated, and Judaism become the
fashionable religion of the English’ It was contended,
further, that *such an act was directly flying in the face of
the prophecy, which declares that the Jews shall be a
scattered people, without country or fixed habitation, until
they shall be converted from their infidelity, and gathered
together in the land of their forefathers’”* The measure

Smollett’s ** History of England,” vol. i, chap. s3.
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excited a complete ferment throughout the pation, and
created a renewed and intense feeling against the Jews;
but the bill passed through both houses, and was duly
assented to. 7

In the following session, however, public disfavor had been
again worked up to a high pitch, and the ministry, who had
supported the measure, were held up to the most universal
reproach. Ministers became, now, as anxious to repeal, as
they had formerly been to pass the measure, and its passage
through the Commons was correspondingly rapid. Though
somewhat more deliberate, the House of Lords finally
sanctioned the bill, and it was duly assented to, so that the
Liberalism of the preceding session was completely nullified.
The feeling against the Jews, throughout the country, was
now more bitter than before the Naturalisation Act ; and an
attempt was actually made to repeal some former acts
favourable to them. Fortunately, there was sufficient sense
of justice to prevent such a palpable piece of tyranny. The
atternpt therefore failed. In 1830, leave was asked, in
Parliament, to bring in a bill to remove the civil disabilities
under which the Jews laboured. The claim, then made on
their behalf, was * simply that they should be allowed to
enjoy all those rights which we may call fundamental to the
condition of the British subject, without having to profess
the religion of the State.”* During the debate on this
motion, Macaulay delivered his maiden speech. © The bill
was strongly opposed, and defeated by a majority of sixty-
three votes. In 1833 the bill was again introduced. It
passed the Commons, but was thrown out by the Lords, by
a majority of fifty. On this occasion Macaulay again spoke,
and there are one or two passages, in his speech, which are
well worth quotation, as presenting a brief summary of the ’
claims which the Jews had upon a people like the English,
who prided themselves in their freedom, and, as a fact,

® McCarthy's * History of Our Qwn Thmes,” vol. ii., chap. 45.



178 LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM,

owed 50 mauch to the civilisation and intellectual progress of
older nations.

“In the infancy of civilisation,” he said, “when our
island was as savage as New Guinea; when letters and arts
were still unknown to Athens; when scarcely a thatched
hut stood on what was afterwards the site™ of Rome, this
contemned people had their fenced citfes, and cedar palaces;
their splendid temples ; their fleets of merchant ships; their
schools of sacred learning; their great statesmen and
soldiers, their natural philosophers, their historians, and
their poets. What nation ever contended more manfully
against overwhelming odds for its independence and religion?
What nation, ever, in its last agonies, gave such signal proofs
of what may be accomplished by a brave despair? And,
if, in the course of many centuries, the oppressed descen-
dants of warriors and sages have degenerated from the
qualities of their fathers ; if, while excluded from the bless-
ings of law, and bowed down under the yoke of slavery,
they have contracted some of the vices of outlaws and of
slaves, shall we consider this as a matter of reproach to
them? Shall we not, rather, consider it as a matter of shame
and remorse to ourselves? Let us do justice to them. Let
us open to them the door of the House of Commons. Let
us open to them every career, in which ability and energy
can be displayed.”*

The resolution, upon which this speech was made, was
ingeniously phrased, in order to appeal to the liberality of
those who were to have the determination in their hands.
It affirmed “that, in the opinion .of this committee, it is
expedient to remove all civil disabilities, at present existing,
with respect to His Majesty's subjects professing the Jewish
religion, with the like exceptions, as are provided with
respect to His Majesty’s subjects professing the Roman
Catholic religion.” Seeing that the Catholic Emancipation

®  Speech on Jewish Disabilities,” 17th April, 1833
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movement had been crowned with success, only four years
before, this ingenious reference to that long oppressed, but
so lately liberated people, was well calculated to arouse what-
ever spark of liberty there might be in the minds of
those who were about to be appealed to, on the question
which it involved ; but, as I have shown, that spirit was want-
ing among the peers of England, who, consequently, threw
out the measure. In the following year the same fate
attended it.

"In 1847, a new turn was given to the movement, by the
election of Baron Lionel Rothschild, for the city of London;
and in the following year the bill was again thrown out by
the House of Lords; whereupon Baron Rothschild at once
resigned his seat, and was re-elected. In 1850, Lord John
Russell moved a resolution, affirming their eligibility, and it
was carried by a large majority. Baron Rothschild had
'presented himself at the table of the House, and offered to
take the required oaths. He went through with all the
ceremony, excepting that portion, in which he was required
to use the words, “ On the true faith of a Christian, ” which
he thereupon omitted. He was, in consequence, forced to
withdraw from the body of the House, and take up his seat
in the gallery. Lord John Russell's bill was passed by the
Commons, but again rejected by the Lords. In 1831,
another Jew (Mr. David Salomans), was elected. He, like-
wise, refused the part of the oaths referred to, and was
forced to withdraw. But, subsequently, he re-entered the
House, and took his seat among other members. Consider-
able excitement followed, and many prominent members of
the House were really-at a loss to know what ought to be
done. Lord John Russell tested the question by moving
that Mr. Salomans be ordered to withdraw. An irregular
discussion followed, in which the latter spoke, and even
took part in the divisions. Lord John Russell’s motion was
carried.  Mr. Salomans refused to withdraw. The serjeant-
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at-arms approached, to take the usual course of physical
removal, when Mr. Salomons, being touched upon the
shoulder, withdrew. Two actions were brought against Mr.
Salomons, and, after careful argument and consideration,
the Court of Exchequer, by three to one, decided against
him. The bill, for the removal of the disabilities, was again
and again introduced, and thrown out by the Lords. In
1859, when the measure was again rejected by the same
authority, the question was raised whether the Commons
should not deal for itself with the question of admission of
its members. This had the desired effect, for, on the 26th
July, the bill, having passed both Houses, Baron Rothschild
took his seat in the ordinary way, having been, under the
provisions of the act, permitted to omit the words, * On
the true faith 'of a Christian.”

As T have said, it is difficult to understand, even now,—
so short a time since the passage of this measure—how the
reform should have been so long delayed. ‘The arguments,
to a fairly constituted mind, are overwhelming. In fact, as
Macaulay said, in 1833, ‘“the strength of the case was a
serious inconvenience to an advocate, for it was hardly
possible to make a speech without wearying the andience
by. repeating truths which were universally admitted.”

Macaulay had occasion, in 1829, to write upon the subject
of the “ Civil Disabilities of the Jews,” and he dwelt with
great force and effect upon the glaring anomalies in-

volved in their exclusion from parliament. ‘Government
exists,” he said, “for the purpose of keeping the peace ; for
the purpose of compelling us to settle our disputes by
arbitration, instead of settling them by blows; for the
purpose of compelling us to supply our wants-by industry,
instead of supplying them by rapine.” This is the only
operation for which the machinery of govermment is
peculiarly adapted, the only operation which wise govern-
ments ever propose to themselves as their chief object. If
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there is any class of people who are so? interested, or who
do not think themselves interested, in the security of
property and the maintenance of order, that class ought to
have no share of the powers which exist for the purpose of
securing property and maintaining order. But, why a man
should be less fit to exercise those powers because he wears
a beard ; because he does not eat ham ; because he goes to the
synagogue on Saturday, instead of going to the church on
Sundays we cannot conceive.”* “ Bat,” he continued, “it
would be monstrous, say the persecutors, that Jews should
legislate for a Christian community. This is a palpable
misrepresentation. What is proposed is not that the Jews
should legislate for a Christian community, but that a legis-
lature composed of Christians and Jews should legislate for
a community composed of Christians and Jews.”t

Mr. John Bright, speaking upon the same subject at a
much later date, (1853), uttered very similar. sentiments,
when he said, “ What can be more marvellous than that any
sane man should propose that doctrinal differences in
religion should be made the test of citizenship -and politi-
cal rights. Doctrinal differences in religion, in all human
probability, will last for many generations to come, and may,
possibly, last so long as man shall inhabit this globe ; but if
you permit these differences to be the tests of citizenship,
what is it but to admit into your system this fatal conclusion—
that social and political differences, in all nations, can never
be eradicated, but must be eternal ?’  The same speaker
went on to remind the Commons that, up to that time even;
the -bill had been passed by them, and in each case rejected
by the Lords fouréeen times, and he concluded by exhorting
them in the following words :—* Let us then get rid of this
question, which has been discussed and decided year after
year; and, above all, let us see that the Commons House

* Collected Essays, ‘* Civil Disabilities of the Jews.” $ Collected Essays, “ Civil
Dmhilitizsof the Jews." |} Collected Speeches, “ Admission of Jews 1o Parlia-
ment, .
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of England is open to the Commons of England, and that
every man, be his creed what it may, if elected by a
constituency of his countrymen, may sit in this House, and
vote on all matters which affect the legislation of this
kingdom.”* Let me close this sketch by adding that the
oppasition to the claims of the Jews came almost exclusively
from the Tories, and especially from the Tories in the
House of Lords; from the High churchmen, also from the
bishops.”{

The Trades-Union Act of 1871, which stands next in my
category of modern Liberal measures, marks an epoch of
great and memorable import to a very large section of
Englishmen, viz., the whole of -the working classes.  This
measure was undoubtedly of a truly Liberal character, as it
had the simple and beneficial effect of conferring additional
liberty upon a large class of subjects, who had previously
suffered under the disadvantage of legislative restriction, for
which no good defence or justification can, or cowdd at the
time, be urged. This act removed the last remnant of
formidable legislative barriers, which had previously curtailed
the liberty of workmen, in their endeavours to strengthen
their position by combination and unanimity of action, in
dealing with employers.

It will be necessary, hereafter, for me to dtstmgulsh between
that part, or those features of trades-unionism which can, and
those which cannot be justified upon the true principles of
Liberalism. That part which I am now justifying, as
having been legalised by.the measure of 1871, -1 shall
cacefully define hereafter, ,. It is not generally known that
tiafes-nionism is really a very old institution, and that
strikes and locks-out are by no means novel, as means of
increasing the power of employers or employés respectively.
So far back, in fact, as 1349, it was considered necessary- to

* Collected Speeches, * Admission of Jews to Parliament.”
t McCasthy's ** History of Our Own Times,” vol. ii., page 48.
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introduce legislation for the purpose of dealing with the
subject of labour.

The previous year had witnessed what was known as the
“Black Death,” described by Green as ‘‘the most terrible
plague the world ever witnessed.” In consequence of its
ravages, “ the organisation of labour was thrown out of gear.”
As a result of the scarcity of hands, farms were abandoned,
and cultivation became impossible. * The sheep and cattle,”
says a contemporary, “strayed through the fields of com,
and there were none left who could drive them.” Wages
suddenly rose, “ harvests rotted on the ground; and fields
were left untilled, not merely from scarcity of hands, but
from the strife which now, for the first time, revealed itself
between capital and labour.”* ‘ While the landowners of
the country, and the wealthier craftsmen of the town, were
threatened with ruin, by what seemed to their age the ex-
travagant demands of the new labour class, the country itself
was torn with riot and disorder. The outbreak of lawless -
self-indulgence, which followed everywhere in the wake of
the plague, told especially upon the “landless men,” wan-
dering in search of work, and for the first time masters of the
labour market.”}

A remedy for all this was attempted, by means of the
Statute of Labourers of 1349. By this act, “every man or
woman, of whatever condition, free or bond, able in body,
and within the age of three score years . . . . mnot
having of his own, whereof he may live, nor land of his own
about the tillage of which he may occupy himself, and not
serving any other, shall be bound to serve the employer
who shall require him to do so, and shall take only the
wages which were accustomed to be taken in the neigh-
bourhood, where he is bound to serve, two years before the
plague began.” The statute further provided for punishment

* Green's “ History of the English People,” chap. 5.
1 Green's * History of the English People,” chap. 5.
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by imprisonment.  Shortly afterwards, (1350) further and
even more stringent measures were adopted.  The price
of labour was fixed ; the labourer was forbidden to leave his
parish in search of better wages; and, if he did so, he was
deemed a “ fugitive, and subjected to punishment.” Green
observes that it was impossible to enforce such a law,
inasmuch as corn had risen to such a price, that a day’s
labour on the old terms would not purchase sufficient for a
man’s support. The original penalties were so insufficient
for their intended purposes, that a * fugitive ” was punished
by being branded on the forehead with a hot iron. By
means of legal ingenuity, many duly emancipated serfs
were successfully claimed to still belong to the class from
which they had been regarded as having been freed. “In
the towns, where the system of forced labour was applied,
with even more rigour than in the country, strikes and
combinations became frequent among the lower craftsmen.”
A lawless spirit began to show itself among the class affected
by these restrictions on personal liberty ; and, from this time
downwards, the working classes, and those in authority—
—whether parliament or the monarch—have carried on a
series of reprisals in the attempt to, on the one hand
regulate, on the other hand resist the regulation of such
matters as rates of wages, hours of labour, etc.

In 1362, for instance, after a violent storm, when much
damage was done to roofs, a royal order was issued that
neither the price for materials for roofing, nor the wages
of tilers should be increased in consequence. This was an
attempt to interfere with the free play of supply and de-
mand in labour and material, which had been suddenly dis-
turbed by the damage mentioned.  In the following year,
in consequence of the continued rise of wages, and the
increased prosperity of the peasant population, an act was
passed admonishing agricultural labourers generally not to
eat or drink “ excessively,” or to wear any material in their
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clothes except “ blanket and russet wool of twelvepence.”
At the same time domestic servants were declared entitled
to no more than one meal a day of flesh and fish, and
were required to content themselves, for the remainder,
with “milk, butter, cheese, and other such victuals.” This
attempted interference touched even more near home in
the direction of personal liberty, and of course met with
some resistance. Still wages rose. In 1383 a proclama-
tion was issued from the City authorities of Londen,
prohibiting all *congregations, covins, and conspiracies of
workmen.” The punishments were very severe, but, not-
withstanding, the combinations continued to be maintained.

In the beginning of the sixteenth century, Sir Thomas
Moore published his ¢ Utopia,” and he dealt, at considerable
length, with the - bardships of the working classes. He
advocated the “nine-hours’” system, with a view to the
intellectual improvement of the workmen.

In 1548, an act of parliament was passed, by which any .
man who refused to work at statute prices, could be branded
“V” for vagabond, and reduced to a condition of slavery for
two years; and, if he att¢empted to escape, he could be
branded “S,” by which he became a slave for life. If he
further objected, he was hanged. The preamble of the act
in question evidences the existence, even then, of combina-
tions of workmen, and of their being regarded as illegal and
injurious to commerce ; for it recites that artificers, handi-
craftsmen and labourers have made confederacies and
promises, and have sworn mutual oaths, not only that they
should nat meddle with one another’s work, and perform and
finish what another had begun; but also to constitute and
appoint how much they shall do in a day, and what hours
and times they shall wark, contrary o the laws and statutes of
this realm, and to the great impoverishment of his Majesty's
subfects.” Under this act, a third conviction resulted in the
prisoner’s ear being cut offl. Down to the year 181z, the
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justices had the power to fix the rates of wages for certain
classes of workmen ; but the exercise of the power fell into
disuse, sometimes for long periods, and was only revived
when the wages had risen to a level which attracted notice,
and appeared to require regulation. As affecting weavers’
wages, o interference was attempted up to 1720, when an
effort was made to re-assert the almost forgotten preroga-
tive. The attempt was not successful, but was again made
in 1745. In 1768, an act was passed, by which the hours
of labour for London journeymen tailors were fixed at * 6 a.m.
to 7 p.m.” with an allowance of one hour for meals. By the
same act, the wages of cloth-workers were fixed, and an em-
ployer who engaged a workman, living more than five miles
from London, was liable to a fine of £500. The miners of
Scotland, at this time, were subjected to’ great oppression,
in consequence of the statutory provisions affecting them.
Down to so late a time as 1779, that class were not at
liberty to come up out of a pit, unless with the consent of
their master ; and it is said that they were actually sold as
part of the property. If they attempted to obtain work at
another mine, they could be taken, brought back, and flogged
as thieves, for having robbed him of their labour. All their
hardships and oppressions naturally tended to mourish the
growth of combination, which was carried on, notwith-
standing the many attempts at repression. Up to the same
date which I have just mentioned, a workman could not
travel out of his own district in search of work. So great
continued to be the fear of the law, as affecting the members
of trade organisations, that, as late as 1810, a society of
ironfounders held their meetings at night, * on the water and
moors on the highlands of the Midland counties;” and all
the papers connected with the association were kept buried
in the peat.

Down to the year 1824, with the exception of a certain
modification in 1813, the act of Elizabeth remained in force,
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by which the acceptance of wages was rendered compulsory,
and the hours and wages were definitely fixed; and down
to the year 1825 the mere combination of workmen
was absolutely illegal. Previous to 1871, the date of the
measare with which we are more particularly concerned,
trades unions were, in the eye of the law, illegal, and, as a
consequence, no contract made by such an organisation
could be enforced, or made the groundwork of a prose-
cution.

In 1869, a secretary of a trade’s association misappro-
priated a large sum of money, and was accordingly
prosecuted. The charge was, however, dismissed, on the
ground that the society was established for illegal purposes.
Inasmuch as combinations do exist, and have nearly always
existed among merchants and others, for the purpose of
securing better terms in the disposal of their particular com-
modities, it is ebviously unfair and inequitable, that those
who have their labour to dispose of should not be allowed"
the same right of combination. Yet, such was the case; for,
whereas, if a servant of such a merchant had appropriated a
sum of money, he could be duly prosecuted for the offence,
while the servant or secretary of a trades union couid not
be so prosecuted. This was obviously unjust, and consti-
tuted a denial of the “equal opportunities,” or the * equality
in the eye of the law " to which every citizen is entitled.

It was to remedy this unjust state of things that the act of
1871, was passed. By it, workmen were allowed the liberty
to act in unison in matters of the hours of labour, or the
rates of pay ; and its concessions, amount to nothing more nor
less than what every other class of citizen was enjoying.
The act provides that “the purposes of any trades unign
shall not, by reason merely that they are in restraint of
trade, be deemed to be unlawful,” (sec. 2) that ‘“‘the pur-
poses of any trades union shall not, by reason merely that
they are in restraint of trade, be unlawful, so as to render
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void or voidable any agreement or trust.” The same act
contains many provisions regarding the registration of trades
unions. The practical effect of the act was simply to
permit men to exercise their civil liberty, by accumulating
their funds for combined purposes, without being thereby
deprived of the protection of the law, in the event of such
funds being criminally appropriated by any officer happen-
ing to have it under his custody.

Shortly described, this measure had for its object the
bestowal of more liberty and more equal opportunities for
the perfecting of trades-unionism—an institution perfectly
legal in itself, though frequently used for purposes just as
tyrannical as the very laws which, for centuries, retarded its
own growth and develupment.

The Ballot Act of 1872, which should be classed among
the most important of modern Liberal measures, finally dis-
posed of a question, which had, with more or less frequency,
and with greater or less intensity, occupied and agitated the
public mind for upwards of a century and a half. This
feature of the movement is not generally known. The
author of * The Radical Party in Parliament,” writing of the
year 1778, says: ‘At a meeting on the 22nd March, with
Fox in the chair, and Burke, Sheridan, and Beckford pre-
sent, we come upon the firs/ reference to the ballot.” The
resolution which contained that reference ran as follows :—
“That the obtaining of a law for taking the suffrages
of the people, in such 2 mode as to prevent both expense in
elections, and the operation of undue influence therein, is
necessary towards the Jfreedom of parliament.”*

This is, bowever, not the first reference to that subject ; for
Hallam, in a note to his “Constitutional History,” mentions
the publication, in 1705, of a tract, entitled “ A Patriot’s
Proposal to the People of England,” which consists of a
recommendation of election by ballot.t The same writer

® * History of the Radical Party in Parliament,” p, 30. t “Vol. iil., p. 204."
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also mentions the introduction into the Commons of a bill
“ for voting by ballot,” in 1710.

Notwithstanding that Lord John Russell once said that
“gecret voting was opposed to the open and free constitu-
tion of the country,”* a moment’s reflection will convince
any one that, as the resolution of the Westminster committee
ef 1778, discloses, the ballot was “ necessary towards the
treedom of parliament.” The Ballot Act simply gave voters
the liberty to vote secretly, if they thought it desirable ; but
by no means compelled them to maintain secrecy, afterwards,
as to how they had voted. Previous to the act, a voter
possessed less freedom than after its passage, inasmuch as
he had not the power to vote secretly if he wished. The
effect of the:act was to leave it optional with a voter whether
he kept as a secret, or made it known, how he expressed
himself at the poll. This option was, too, a necessary
liberty, inasmuch as thousands of voters have been in the
past, and are, in the present, liable to intimidation by
employers, landlords, creditors, and others; and, if this
privilege, or rather liberty, to express a choice at the poll,
were not possessed by all citizens, much of the freedom of
opinion on matters political which now exists would be
withheld from those who at present possess it.

The employer, the landlord, and the ereditor were able to
record their votes without fear of suffering disadvantage, if
it happened to be contrary to the wishes of others; but the
employé, the tenant, and the debtor were frequently com-
pelled to choose the alternative of stultifying themselves at
the poll, or incurring the displeasure, perhaps the serious
ermﬁty of others, on whom they were dependent, by voting

“ contrary to orders.”

The ballot then conferred freedom on a class who dld
not previously possess it, without any corresponding curtail-
ment of liberty in regard to any other class. This is true

* “Life of Richard Cobden ™ (John McGilchrist), p. 157.
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Liberalism ; and, therefore, such an institution could not
have been “opposed to the open and free constitution of
the country.” Cobden said it would do much to put an
end to that corruption in the boroughs, and subserviency in
the counties, which we have now to deplore.”

When Burke wrote his * Reflections on the French
Revolution,” in 1790, he took a very jaundiced view of
society, to which we may attribute the gloomy prognostica-
tion that “all contrivances by ballot were vain and childish,
to prevent a discovery of inclinations.” He was certainly
wrong ; for, nowadays, unless a man is weak enough to lose
control of his tongue, he may carry to the grave with him
the secret as to how he voted at an election; and, if he finds
it necessary to do so, he may even ‘‘ prevent a discovery of
his inclinations.” When Burke wrote this, however, he was
despondent of society, which had been subjected to so com-
plete an upheaval in France. Many of his most cherished
Liberal opinions and theories, concerning it, had appeared
_to be for ever doomed to disappointment, by that great
revolution; and, he was, in consequence, rendered per-
manently sceptical as to the popular judgment.

Mr. Bright, in one of his speeches, mentions that John
Stuart Mill, even, had considerable scruples on the question
of the ballot, though he seems to have been curious to see
it tried.®* We are not without high authority as to the
intimidation to which voters were subjected, previous to the
passing of this liberal measure. Sir Erskine May says:
“The Ballot Act of 1872, by introducing secret voting,
struck at the influence of patrons and employers over the
independence of electors.”t

It is somewhat interesting to trace the history and
vicissitudes of this proposal, from the date of the Reform
Bill (1832) down to 1872, when it became law.

L] h on Ireland,” March 14, 1868. Collected Speeches
t “Imﬁcy in Europe,” vol. i1, p. 473-



LIBERTY ARD LIBERALISM. ig1

It was O’Connell who asked for leave in the former
year to introduce a bill to establish triennial parliaments,
universal suffrage, and vote by ballot; and, in 1832, Lord
Durham did his utmost to have a provision, dealing with
the subject of voting by ballot, introduced into the Reform
BillL* 1In fact, according to Mrs. Grote,{ it was actually
inserted in the original draft of that measure, though
subsequently omitted. The same writer informs us that, as
a principle, it had always formed a * leading article of the
Radical faith.”

In 1833, George Grote himself undertook to introduce the
question in the ensuing session of Parliament. The decision
appears to have arisen out of a meeting between a num-
ber of distinguished men, including Joseph Hume, John
Romiily, Prescott the histortan, Grote himself, and the elder
-Mill. Grote is said to have introduced the subject in a
speech, which *not only conferred honour on the speaker,
but strengthened the party to which he was attached.”}
The division resulted in there being 134 for the motion,
and 239 against the motion.  From this time forward,
Grote made his motion on the subject annually. In 1837,
155 members voted for the motion and 267 against it, and out
of the latter number, 200 of the votes were given by Tories.
In 1838 Lord John Russell declared himself opposed to the
ballot, and prominent Radicals protested against such an
expression of opinion. In 1839 the annual motion was
affirmed by 217 votes as against 335, and Macaulay’s name
was included in the former number. In 1848 the same
resolution was included in a larger and more comprehensive
one, dealing With extension of suffragé &nd triennial parlia-
ments ; and it did not therefore afford a test as to the growth
of feeling on the subject. In 1849 the matter was taken in
hand by Mr. H. Berkely, who repeated it year by year until

® McCarthy's * History of Our Own Times,” vol. i-, p. 35.
t * Personal Life of George Grote,” p. 76, !
1 ** Radical Party in Parliament,” p. 236.
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his name became as inseparably connected with it as that
of Sir Wilfred Lawson with the subject of Local Option.
For some years the divisions were very small, and show
that the interest taken in the motion was by no means
intense ; but, in 1855, the proportion was' much more
favourable, there being 157 for and 194 only against the
motion. In 1858 Mr. John Bright, speaking upon the
subject of the ballot, said: “The argument has been
already exhausted for twenty years,” and, a few days later,
he said, in speaking of the large class of people interested
in Reform : “I believe the ballot alone will give them the
power of exercising the franchise, in accordance with their
own convictions.”® In the same speech, he added, “I
cannot comprehend why any man should oppose the ballot.
I can understand its importance being exaggerated, but I
cannot understand the man who thinks it would be likely
to inflict injury upon the country. . . . The educated
man, the intellectual man, the benevolent man, the man of
religious and saintly life, would continue to exercise a most
beneficent influence, which the ballot, I believe, would not
in the slightest degree impair; but the influence of the
landlord, of the creditor, of the customer—the influence of
the strong and unscrupulous mind over the feeble and the
fearful —that influence would be as effectually excluded,
as I believe it could be, by any human contrivance whatso-
ever.”

Mr. Bright then speaks of the “moral aspect” of the ques-
tion. ‘““How,” he says, “ would canvassing be conducted
under the hallot? I do not know how you conduct the
canvassing of electors in this great city, but-I will tell you
how it is managed in small and moderate boroughs in Eng-
land. The candidate goes to see as many electors as
possible. In calling on any particular elector, the canvassers
endeavour to find out his employer, his landlord, some one

# “Speech on Reform,” Glasgow, December z1, 3858,
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who has lent him money, or done a kindness to some of his
friends, or who has some influence over him ; and half-a-
dozen meet tagether, and though there may be nothing said,
the elector knows very well there is somebody in that small
number who has done him a benefit for which he expects a
return : somebody who has power over him, and who expects
to be obliged; and while the object is professedly a canvass, it
is little better than a demonstration of force and tyranny.
Every man who, for want of the ballot, votes contrary o his
convictions, is a demoralised and degraded man.

There is no portion—I can assure this meeting there is net
one of the propositions for Reform that have been submitted
to the public-—there is no other portion that is received with
such unanimity, such enthusiasm of resolution, throughout
all the meetings in England, as the proposition that the
ballot shall form a portion of the coming Reform.”*

In 1860, the division on the ballot was very close, though
it is evident, from the smailness of the numbers, that the
amount of interest taken in the matter was very slight.
Ninety-nine votes were recorded for, and 1oz against the
motion. In subsequent years, down to 1866, the divisions
were not so favourable. )

In the same year we find Mr. Bright again mentioning the
subject, in a speech upon Ireland. * The ballot,” he said,
“is almost universal in the United States. It is almost uni-
versal in the colonies, at any rate in the Australian colonies;
it is almost universal on the continent of Europe; and, in
the new parliament of North Germany, which is about
soon to be assembled, every man of twenty-five years of age
is to be allpwed to vote, and to vote by ballot. There is,”
he adds, “ no other people in the world that considers that it
has a-fair representative system, unless it has the ballot.”t A
remarkable fact, in connection with the ballot, is that John

2 ““Speech on Reform.” Glasgow, Dec. 21, 1858,
“ Speech on kretand.” Dublin, Nov. 2, 1366.
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Stuart Mill, who had begun by advocating it, subsequently
became an opporeat of it, on the ground that it was un-
manly to conceal one’s vote,* and, strange to say, in the very
speech in which he condemned it, he quoted an opinion of
Edmund Burke, which appears to tell completely against
the conclusion which he was actually founding upon it.
The sentence was to the effect that “ the system which Iays
its foundations in rare and heroic virtues will be sure to have
its superstructure in the basest profligacy and corruption.”

In 1871-72, a change was taking place in public feeling
upon the subject of the ballot. *The gross and growing
profligacy and violence, which disgraced every election, began
to make men feel that sumething must be done to get rid of
such hideous abuses.”t  “The objection to the open vote
was that, in a vast number of instances, the elector could not
safely vote according to his conscience and his convictions.
If he was a tenant, he was in terror of his landlord ; if he
was a workman, he was afraid of his employer; if he was a
small shopkeeper in a country town, he was in dread of
offending some wealthy customer ; if he was a timid man, he
shrank. from exposing himself to the violence of the mob.
In many cases, a man giving a conscientious vote would have
had to do so with the certainty that he was bringing ruin
upon himself and his family. In Ireland, the conflicting
power of the landlord, and of the crowd, made the vote a
mere sham. A man in many places dared not vote, but as
the landlord bade him. Sometimes, when he thought to
secure his safety by pleasing the landlord, he ran serious risk
by offending the ¢rowd who supported the populsr candidate.
Voters were dragged to the poll, like slaves or prisoners, by
the landlord and his agents.”}

In 1869, a committee had been appointed to enqguire into
the method and manner of conducting elections, and that
# McCarthy’s  History of Qur Qwn Times,” vol. iL, p. 359 .

t McCarthy's * History of Onr Own Times,” vol. ii., page 36o.
t ¢ History of Our Own Times,” vol. ii., p. 359.
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committee had reported in favour of the principle of the
ballot. In 1872 the Ballot Act was, after a good deal of
hesitation on the part of the House of Commons, passed.
Having been affirmed on the third reading by 276 votes
against 218, the measure was sent to the Lords; and, inasmuch
as they had rejected a similar measure in the preceding
session, they made several amendmenfs in the bill, the
principal one being that which rendered the ballot optional.
This modification was resisted on the motion of Mr. Forster,
but supported by Lord Beaconsfield, (then Mr. Disraeli) who
charactensed the system as a new-fangled experiment, which
he considered of a degrading character, and no better, as
an expedient against corruption, than the Riot Act was
against the tending to riot.* Ultimately, a compromise was
arrived at between the two Houses—the Commons admitting
the right of scrutiny, on demand by a defeated candidate,
and accepting the limitation of the operation of the act to
1880: the “optional” fcature being of course eliminated.
The bill then passed. The 1874 election which followed,
is said to have been *‘ one of the most quiet and most orderly
ever known,” and the same may be said of that of 1880,

The Ballot Act has by no means rendered corruption a
thing of the past; but it is acknowledged to have almost
completely prevented intimidation being exercised over
voters.

“Let me now, before closing this chapter, briefly glance back
over the several Liberal measures dealt with, in order to show
how one and all of them conform to the principle we have
laid down as the true foundation of that school of politics,
viz,, the conferring of “'equal liberties” by the removal of class
privileges, which have grown up by prescription, or been
actually conferred by the action of parliament. I have, in
the opening of this volume, used, as a sort of text for my
subject, an admirable, and, at the same time 2 most scientific

? “Life of W. E. Gladstone,” Lewis Agiolm, p. 205,
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definition of “liberalism,” by Mr. Henry Broadhurst. I
shall deal with it at greater length in a subsequent chapter ;
but shall also quote it here, in order that I may, by the
hight it affords, criticise the several Liberal measures dealt
with in the present chapter.

* Liberalism,” says Mr. Broadhurst, “does not seek to
make all men equal—nothing can do that. But its object is
to remove all obstacles erected by men, which prevent all
having equal opportunities”’*

The affirmative part of this definition can be further
abbreviated into “the securing, to all, equal opportunities.”
But, it is necessary to observe that # Liberalism does not seek
to make all men equal,” that is to say, that, while aiming at
the bestowal of egual opportunities, it does not attempt to
produce an uniformity of wealth, or an equality in social con-
ditions ; but aims merely at securing * equal opportunities,”
such as may result from the removal of “obstacles of
human origin.” Mr. Joseph Cowen, in his admirable
speech upon “ Principles,” says much the same thing.
“ The first of Liberal principles is equality. I do not mean
equality of social condition. That is a speculative chimera
which can never be realised. . . . If they were made
equal to-day, they would be unequal to-morrow. I mean
equality of opportunity—a clear and equal course, and
victory to the wisest and the best.”{ We may from. these
two definitions of Liberalism, offered by prominent Liberals
of the most pronounced type, draw the conclusion that the
object of Liberalism is to secure ‘‘equality of opportunity ®
to all men; and from this it follows that any attempt to
approximate to a more extended equality, such as equality of
wealth, or of social conditions, would involve a departure from
true Liberalism, inasmuch as it would at once have the effect
of rendering the opportunities uzequal. Men will always be
unequal in wealth, in social position, and even in the extent

® “Why am I a Liberal 7" p. 48. t“G 1 Election Speoches,” 1885
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of happiness which falls to their lot, so long as they are born
with different abilities, among different surroundings, and
with different constitutions and susceptibilities. To attempt
to equalise them with regard to the natural gifts which they
possess would be to attempt an impossibility ; to attempt to
equalise their surroundings would be similarly impracticable ;
and, at the same time, it would be open to the objection that
it was an attempt to make men equal in ¢social conditions.”
To attempt to equalise the constitution or susceptibilities
of men would be ridiculous. So that one is brought back
to the conclusion that all “Liberalism” can do is to secure to
every man ‘““equal opportunities” for the exercise of whatever
faculties he may possess : unrestricted by any actual obstacle
or hindrance, which nature has not herselfimposed. When
that is secured, victory must be allowed, as Mr. Cowen says,
to go to “the wisest and the best.”

An examination of the various instances of Liberalism,
which I have dealt with in this and the preceding chapter,
will show that they have all conformed to this definition,
and, therefore, come correctly under the category of Liberal
legislation, even ‘ though that party-title was not known
when many of them were made part of the constitution
under which we live. It will be found that this expression
“equal opportunities” is almost identical with the older and
more traditional word “liberties.”

De Lolme, in his treatise on the British constitution, says
“ Private liberty, according to the division of the English
lawyers, consists, first, of the right of propersy, that is of the
right of enjoying exclusively the gifts of fortune, and all the "
various fruits of one’s industry ; secondly, of the right of
personal security ; thirdly, of the locomotive faculty - taking
the word Liberty in its more confined sense. Each of these”
continues that writer, “is inherent in the person of every
Englishman.” In my chapter entitled “Historic Liberalism,”
Thave sufficiently shown how each of the events, therein dealt
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with, involved the principle of “liberty,” thus defined. I
shall now show how each of those reforms coming under
the category of “Modern Liberalism” does likewise, and
conforms also to the “ equal opportunities ” principle.

The Reform Bill of 1832, produced a closer approxima-
tion to that “equality of opportunity” which consists in
possessing, as fully as one’s fellow-men, the right to a voice
in the election of the national legislature, and in the conse-
quent management of the public funds in which every
citizen is interested. If, as Edmund Burke has said, a
citizen's vote is his shield against the oppressioh of power,
then, it is essential to his possessing equal opportunities,
that he should have that shield in his possession.

The Anti-Slavery movement certainly needs no apology ;
for, so long as a man was deprived of personal freedom,
he was deprived of his equal opportunites by reason of
“obstacles ” of the most distinctly “ human origin.” The
Anti-Slavery movement of 1833, was, therefore, one of the
most Liberal measures ever proposed.

"The Repeal of the Corn Laws in 1846, was a most un-
mistakably liberal piece of legislation. Previous to its
passing, the great majority of the English people were
prohibited, by legislation, from purchasing their bread where
they chose, and where they could buy it at the cheapest
price. The Corn Laws, which were in existence, practically
imposed a2 penalty on all who purchased corn abroad, by
requiring a duty to be paid. The effect of those laws was
to give the landowners of England an artificial price for the
produce of their land, which they could not otherwise have
obtained : thus affording to them opportunities which the
legislature could not secure for all citizens equally. The
Repeal Act removed this inequality of opportunity, without -
in any way trespassing upon the rights of others.

Regarding the Chartist movement a distinction must be
observed. As I have pointed out, the Charter failed because
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it contained erroneous and revolutionary proposals. Those
which have since been made the law of England, were truly
liberal, inasmuch as they clearly conform to the principle of
* equal opportunities.” The ballot simply gave to the poor
and dependent man the right to record his vote without fear
of punishment. The rich and powerful citizen enjoyed that
privilege ; and the ballot, as a principle, sought only that all
should be similarly free.

The desire that the pecuniary qualification for the House
of Commons should be removed was equally liberal. The
necessity for a money qualification was an. *‘obstacle ” of
“human origin,” which prevented many men from enjoying
the privilege of entering parliament if elected. The removal
of such an obstacle was therefore in strict accordance with
true Liberal principles.
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CHAPTER V.
THE PrincipLES oF TRUE LIBERALISM.*

An attempt to define, in general terms, the sociological basis of government.

“] should say, in the first place, that what all Liberals most
strongly, most ardently desire is that as Jarge an amount as possiblé of
personal freedom and liberty should be secured for every individual, and
for every class in the country.,”—LorD HARTINGTON (Speech at
Derby, July 12, 1886).

*“ The maximum right of the individual to please himself, subject to
the mznimum right of the community to control him.”— Z7%e Times,

(Oct. 29, 1886.)

“1 think that nothing would be more undesirable than that we
shounld remove the stimulus to industry, and thrift, and exertion, which
is afforded by the security given to every man in the enjoyment of the
fruits of his own individual exertions.”—JOSEPH CHAMBERLAIN

(Speech at Hull, Aung. 5, 1885).

N order to clearly and correctly comprehend the nature
of Liberalism, in its original and scientific meaning, it is,
above all things, necessary to recognise that that which is so
glibly spoken of in our every-day conversation as “ politics,”
comprehends one of the most profound and complex of

¢ My reason for choosing the above heading, for the present chapter, is that 1 may
be enabled to draw as clear as possible a distinction between what I conceive to be
the true principles upon which all movements, attempted under the authority of the
political term ‘‘ Liberalism,” should be based, and those other principles which,
while claiming to rightly conform to the teaditions of that title, are in fact entirely
and absolutely false to them, and really calculated to undermine and destroy some of
the greatest Liberal results associated with our nation’s history. I have, accordingly,
enti the one set of principles* True Liberalism,” and, in the next chapter ¥ have
dealt with what I conceive to be the false and perverted school referred to, under the
title ! Spurions Liberalism.”
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sciences. This important fact is, with most people, com-
pletely lost sight of, or, 10 speak more correctly, never
actually realised, except by the comparatively few who have
made of the subject a close study. There is, in truth, no
other topic in which all men alike are called upon to take
an interest, which, to be rightly understood, requires so
much and so continuous study and concentration ; and yet,
contradictory though it may be, there is no subject, in con-
nection with which men act with so little real reflection,
or concerning which they express settled convictions with
so much confidence and seif-satisfaction. “Over his pipe in
the village ale-house,” writes Mr. Herbert Spencer, ‘“the
labourer says, very positively, what parliament shou/d do.”
This confidence, and the widespread ignorance which
begets it, are, by no means, confined to the working classes.
Among the more educated of society—cven among what are
termed University men-—there is a surprising lack of know-
ledge concerning the fundamental principles of government.
Some of the simplest axioms of political economy are as
systematically ignored as if they had never been established ;
and equal disregard is displayed, in the ordinary political
“talk,” for some of the first principles of sociology which
bear upon the practical government of the day.

As long as this is so, there is little hope that the genuine
and scientific meaning of the political term in question will
be widely understood, and so made to operate in the forma-
tion of public opinion. Milton’s well-known line, regarding
the *“fear of angels,” has no apter illustration than that
which is afforded by “the people,” in their confident treat-
ment of political matters. Political problems are, from time
to time, raised for settlement, in these days of “popular
government,” such -as would require, for a correct solution,
all the knowledge and concentration of a Mill or a Burke;
yet, they are disposed of, for the time being, as if the ques-
tions involved were of the very simplest nature. “The
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enthusiastic philanthropist, urgent for some act of parliament
to remedy this evil or secure the other good, thinks it a very
trivial and far-fetched objection that the people will be
morally injured by doing things for them, instead of leaving
them to do things themselves. He vividly realises the
benefit he hopes to get achieved, which is a positive and
really imaginable thing: he does not realise the diffused,
invisible, and slowly accumulating effect wrought on the
popular mind, and, so, does not believe in it; or, if he
admits it, thinks it beneath consideration. Would he but
remember, however, that all national character is gradually
produced by the daily action of circumstances, of which
each day’s result seems so insignificant as not to be worth
mentioning, he would see that what is trifling, when viewed
in its increments, may be formidable when viewed in its
sum total.™*

In the ordinary way, and more especially at times when
party feeling runs high, any appearance of doubt in connec-
tion with political matters is immediately interpreted as
evidencing want of *“ back-bone,” *shilly-shallying,” * sitting-
on-a-rail,” or some other reprehensible condition of mind.
At election time, a voter experiencing such misgivings would,
if not abused, certainly be considered a fit subject for
sympathy. Vet, if the truth were known, such a man, provided
his hesitation were the genuine result of doubt, arising from
a recognition of the great difficulties of any particular political
question, would be a far safer citizen, in a democracy, than
the thousands of confident electors who have, in their own
minds, and to their own satisfaction, reduced all the great
social problems of our day to a cut-and-dried condition, such
as leaves no doubt whatever regarding the course to be
pursued. Without, however, dwelling longer upon that point,
let me say that, in the opinion of all the greatest thinkers
who have dealt with this subject, what we call * politics ” or

# ¢ Qver-Legislation,” (Collected Essays.) Herbert Spenc
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“pevernment” is regarded as a science; and, what is more,
as one of the most profound with which the human mind
has so far had to deal. And this is a conclusion to which
everyone must come, who sets himself to its investigation
with any degree of seriousness. )

“The constitution of a State,” says Edmund Burke,
“and the due distribution of its powers, is a matter of the
most delicate and complicated skill. It requires a deep
knowledge of human nature and human necessities, and of
the things which facilitate or obstruct the various ends which
are to be pursued by the mechanism of civil institutions.”*
Again, the same writer, says: “The science of government
requires experience, and even more experience than any
person can gain in his whole life, however sagacious and
observing he may be.”t And further, * The nature of man
is intricate, the objects of society are of the greatest possible
complexity ; and therefore no simple disposition, or direc-
tion of power can be suitable either to man’s nature, or to
the quality of his affairs. When (he adds) I hear the
simplicity of contrivance aimed at and boasted of in any
new political constitutions, I am at no loss to decide that
the artificers are grossly ignorant of their trade, or totally
negligent of their duty.”t{ A more modern authority
has said much the same thing ; thus :—* Legislation is so
complex, that only those who give themselves wholly to the
study can be acquainted with any considerable part of it.
The true method of approaching a legislative measure
assumes the form of a complicated logical and scientific
problem.”™  Unfortunately, the bulk of our fellow-men do
not take the same view. Those who have cast upon them
the responsibility of electing the paliticians or legislators of
our day have formed their own copinions ; and, what is more,
2o Reﬂecucms on the French Revolution.” (Collected Works, val. ii., p. 333.

t * Reflections on the French Revolution.” (Collected Works, vol. il., p. 334.}

1 *‘ Reflections on the French Revolution,” (Collected Works, vol iiy p. 334
% “‘The State in Relation to Labour,” W. Stanley Jevous, p. 18.
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placed their own value upon their own abilities, in calculating
the importance and correctness of those opinions.

Representatives for parliament appear to be chosen (if we
can judge from the amount of confidence displayed in the
operation) upon the assumption that a knowledge of
politics, or of the science upon which they are based, is a
matter of simple intuition ; and that, in fact, the exercise of
the franchise, or the correct criticism of a measure, is one of
the most easily and lightly discharged of our every-day
duties. .

* A man,” says Mr. Joseph Cowen, *is expected to serve
an apprenticeship, or to pass a competitive examination for
every profession save criticism and government. Legislators
(he adds, somewhat ironically) are ready-made. Politics,
however, are not personalities ; yet the man who can ratde
off a list of names and measures, with "the chronological
exactness of a sporting prophet, recounting the pedigree of
a horse, is deemed a politician. . . . These personal
data may be entertaining enough for gossip, but they are a
trumpery contribution to the philosophy of government.”*

We have heard a good deal from time to time upon the
subject of direct representation for the working man, in
parliament, a proposal which is, of necessity, based upon the
supposition that it is not only possible, but out of the region
of doubt that a journeyman could lay aside the tools, with
which he has been engaged during the day in constructing
a door or laying bricks, and, without any difficulty, take a
really useful part in the making of laws for his country.

About two years ago a debate took place upon the
question of “Payment of members of parliament,” among
the delegates present at an Intercolonial Trades’ Union
Congress held in the colony of Victoria. The proceedings
have since been published and are indeed instructive. One
member said, that it was necessary to give “an opportunity

¢ Political Speech (Newcastle-upon-Tyne, r4th Nov., 1885.)
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to men who had every guality necessary to make a govd
legislator, but had not the means to live without labour, to
enter parliament.” Another speaker “ maintained that there
were as good men to be found among the working classes as
ever sat in the legislative assemblies.” These speeches were
both cheered ; sothat we may infer that the sentiments which
they expressed met with general approval,

It would, perhaps, not be very seriously entertained by
these gentlemen, if they were told that they, in fact,
possessed zery few of the requisite qualifications ; yet they
have been frequently so informed already, and by “ Liberals”
of considerable authority.

Mr. Frederick Harrison, for instance, in a lecture on
the *“ Political Function of the Working Classes,” delivered
in March, 1868, to the London Trades’ Council, said, in his
usual candid manper: “I tell you plainly that, in my
opinion, if the people were to manage their own concerns
they mever would be worse managed. Manage your own
concerns for yourselves!” he exclaimed. “Do you ever
make your own boots and shoes, or turn your own engine-
driver on a railway, or cut off your own leg when amputa-
tion is inevitable? If we all managed our own concerns
for ourselves, we should be reduced to a state of the merest
savages. Civilisation simply means the adjustment of parts
to the most efficient hands—putting the round men in the
round holes. We get our law done by men trained all their
lives to the work. We get taught by professed teachers;
we have our armies led by experienced and scientific
~ generals; and if, in all things of life, great and small, we
rely on men of special gifts and attainments, and know that
even they can do us no good service, unless we entrust
them with full freedom of action and concentration of
power, how can we venture to dispense with these advantages,
in the greafest and mast difficult art of ali—the art of govern-
ment? What would be the result if the passengers in a
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train insisted on turning this or that handle of the engine
in the course of the journey; if we insisted on substituting
one drug for another in a physician’s prescription ; if the
operations of an army in the field were directed by the
votes of the rank and file? et {(he says) these are wm-
puratively easy to the art of government, especially in these
days. Of all quacks (he adds) distrust most those who tell
you that it Is an easy thing to govern such a couptry as
ours.”*  Sir George Cornewall Lewis, one of the very
highest authorities on this and kindred subjects, says :
“There is no branch of human knowledge; no art or
applied science, which may not be -put in requisition for
the purposes of civil government.”t

The truth is that, in addition to government being a
science, and an extremely complex one, very little is under-
stood regarding it, even by those who most confidently
profess a “ practical ” knowledge of its principles..

“In the great science of politics,”} says the Duke of
Argyle, “which investigates the complicated forces, whose
action and reaction determine the condition of organised
societies of men, we are still standing, as it were, only at the

4

# ¢ Orderand Progiess,” pp. 228, 229.

t *“ Influence of Authority in Matters of Opinion,” p. 173.

t Although frequently using and quoting others in the use of the expressions
** science of politics,” * science of government,” I am aware that they are, by some
authorities, considered incorrect. J. S. Mill, for instance, has said ;—*‘ The science
of legislation is an Incorrect and misleading expression.  Legislation is making laws.
We do not talk of the science of making anything. Even the ‘science of govern-
ment," would be an objectionable expression were it not that ‘government ’ 1s often
loosely taken to signify, oot the act of governing, bat the state or condition of being
governed, or of being under a government.” (* Unsettled Questions of Political
Economy,” p.136,) With the greatest respect for so_high an authority, I venture to
think that the word ‘' government,” when coupled with the word ** science,” is more
often used to signify that body of natural laws which ate the ‘“ order and pro-
gress " of mankind, and a knowledge of which is essential to the successful govern-
ment of a people. A knowledge of the science of astropomy, or of some portion of it,
isessential to a practice of the art of navigation. A knowledge of the science of
sociclogy, and of the other sciences which are subordinate to it (biovlogy and
sociology) are equally essential to the art of government. I venture to think, there-
fore, that the expression * science of government * is rather intended to signify that
body of laws (included in sociology) upon which government depends. That is,
evidently, the sense in which Butke uses it, for, he says, it requires ‘‘a deep know-
ledge of human nature and human necessities.” I shall henceforth use the expression
"‘science of government,” as signiflying the science of the body of laws ppon which
good government depends. Sir Geo. Cornewall Lewis, in his ‘* Treatise on Politics *
(vol. il., p. 132) has spoken.of ' the scienice of the natoral laws, which regulate the
condition of nations, and determine their prosperity, decline, or stagnation.”
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break of day.”* Can we then, in the face of these reflec-
tions, fortified, as they are, by endless authorities, resist the
conclusion that the position and responsibilities of a law-
maker, or, as he is glibly called, a “ politician,” call for a
special training, at least as difficult ‘and laborious as that
needed in other professions? Mill was of opinion that
“ there is hardly any kind of intellectual work, which so
much needs to be done, not only by ekperienced and
exercised minds, but by minds trained to the task through
long and laborious study, as the business of making laws ;}
and Mr. Joseph Cowen is of much the same opinion, as are
indeed all writers of eminence on the subject. “If,” says
Mr. Cowen, “the science of legislation is to be learnt, it must
be cultivated. No man can do this in a day. It must be
the ladour of years, and to that labour must be brought the
powers of a mind, prepared by previous training, and
strengthened by preliminary discipline.”}

However government may have been regarded in the
past, by students of history and others, who have directed
their attention to the theory of the subject, no past govern-
ments have thought fit, even if they were so inclined, to be
guided by the true principles which underlie it. “If (says
Humbolt) we cast 2 glance at the history of political organiza-
tions, we shall find it difficult to decide, in the case of
any one of them, the exact limits to which its activity was

4 R“eign of Law,” p. 384
1] .

ve Gover ) P 30. ' - )
1 “ Political Speech” (—Newcastlgqnll‘yne),. November 14, 1885s. Note.—Mr,
Stapley Jevons goes into considerable ‘derail on this point :—'* At whatever the
legislator aims, he most consult all those sciences whese probabilities bear upon
this end. H, for.instunce, the matter onder consideration be colliery explosions,
suppased to arise from the firing of shots or biasts, there is (1) the prohability that
the blasting is really the cause of the ezplosion; (2? the rubabllit¥ that more
efficient ventilation would render the blasting harmiess; (3) that, if guapowder
were prohibi air or some other agent would te ght into suctessful
operation ; () that if blasting were confited to‘the mighttime the .mines could stilt
be worked ; and so forth, untit we come finally to the probability that if the mines
in question were actually thrown out of use, more harm than good would Tesult,
The fegislator (he adds) must look at sitch questions in an all-round manmer. He is
neither chemist, nor physicist, nor physician, nor economist, hor moralist, bat al/ of
these in some degree, and something wiore as well, in the sense that he must gather,
to & foeus, the comjilex caleulus of probabilities, the data of wirich are supplied by
the sepatate imvestigators.” (“' The State in Relation to Labour,” p. 25.)
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conformed, because we discover, in none, the systematic
working out of any deliberate scheme, grounded on a
certain basis of principle.”®* * There is (says Mill) no
recognised principle by which the propriety of government
interference is customarily tested.”t

It may fairly be said that these statements regarding the
scientific side of politics, and its complexity and pro-
fundity as a study, require some support in the nature of
facts. One might, to that, reply that such authorities should
be conclusive in themselves ; but it is unnecessary to take
refuge in such an answer, for the same writers have given
sound reasons and facts for their conclusions, and some of
the latter are indeed somewhat startling. In the first place
the effect of measures is, as a rule, quite different to that
which has been aimed at and expected. Indeed, it would
be an extremely difficult matter to calculate the number of
legislative disappointments which have resulted in our own
history, by reason of this want of political knowledge; or
the amount of harm which has, at different times, been
inflicted upon society, as the result of abortive attempts at
statesmanship. “ Every great reform,” says Buckle, ““which
has been effected, has consisted, not in doing something
new, but in undoing something o/d. The most valuable
additions made to legislation have been enactments destruc-
tive of preceding legislation, and the best laws which have
been passed have been those by which some former laws
were repealed. . . . We owe no thanks to lawgivers as
a class; for since the most valnable improvements in legis-
lation are those which subvert preceding legislation, it is
@ ' Sphere and Duties of Government " (Wilhelm von Humbo]dt)
t'On Liberty,” p. 5. Note.—Mr. Stanley Jevons bas the” o
(though sitimately true) maxim that "anythm is right and expedlcnt \v}uch ndds
{llzl:lgl:r: l;::ﬁi to arise fro?ltl- :lt‘s hasty applfcatloxl;‘t toeliegzzvﬁm?p:;aﬂmc‘f‘llllﬁsﬁ
(he says) sufficient to show, by direct experiment, or other incontestable evidence,
that an addition of happmes: ismade. We must also assure ourselves that there is
wo equivalent or grealer subtyaction of happiness—a subtraction which may take

effiect either as regards other people or subsequent times. This (he adds) it need
hardl; be said is a more difficult matter.” (“The State in Relation to Labour,”
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clear that the balance of good cannot be on their side. It
is clear that the progress of civilisation cannot be due to
those who, on the most important subjects, have done so
much harm that their successors are considered benefac-
tors, simply because they reverse their policy, and, thus,
restore affairs to the state in which they would have remained
if politicians had allowed them to run on in the course which
the wants of society required.”* Again, “It is no exagge-
ration to say that the history of the commercial legislation
of Europe presents every possible contrivance for hampering
the energies of commerce.”t “For no government having
recognised its proper limits, the result is that every govern-
ment has inflicted, on its subjects, great injuries, and has
done this, nearly always, with the best intentions.”}

Here is an even stronger piece of evidence. *“It would
be easy to push the enquiry still further, and to show how
legislators, in every attempt they have made to protect some
particular interests, and uphold some particular principles,
have, not only failed, but have brought about results,
diametrically opposite to those which they proposed.”™

If facts are needed we have not far to go for them. Ina
paper read to the Statistical Society, in May 1873, Mr.
Janson, vice-president of the Law Society, affirmed that,
“from the Statute of Merton (20 Henry II1.), to the end of
1872, there had been passed 18,110 public acts, of which
he estimated that four-fifths had beem whoily or partially
repealed.”§ Nor is this very strong evidence of the ignorance
of legislators confined to remote times. Mr. Spencer has
himself ascertained that (speaking of the time at which he
wrote) ‘“in the last three sessions of the English parliament
there have been totally repealed 650 acts éelonging to
the present reign alone.”||
wu Hmm—y of Cwihﬁﬁv.::,m r;otfl (levg.h 2:60.71 vl "II)-hs:éolry of Cu*hsa}tﬂ«;:érywﬂf

Cwﬂl:sauon *vol. i., p. 283. § ** Man w¢rsus The State.” Herbert Spencer, p. 50
§ *“ Man mer sus The State,” p. ro.
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Can one doubt, then, the soundnéss of the contention
that the science of government is not the very simple
study which most people imagine, but a science, in the
strict sense of the word, involving a knowledge, and a
profound knowledge of the laws “of human nature and
human necessities,” and of whatever other laws may
regulate the operations and prospects of the numerous and
varied institutions grown and growing up around us as a part
of our social organisation? If, then, politics are a science,
surely they should be so treated, instead of being dealt with in
the haphazard immethodical manner adopted towards them
by the bilk of our fellow-men.

Now, true Liberalism, as I understand it, is based on
scientific considerations. It has regard for the happiness of
all who comprise the state ; not only for their immediate
happiness, nor for the happiness of the present generation
exclusively. It looks rather to the happiness immediate and
remote ; and of the race rather than of any single generation.
Aristotle says: “Since, in every art and science, the end
aimed at is always good, the greafest good is particularly the
end of that which is the most excellent of all, and this is the
political science.”*

Bentham has defined the object of legislation to be the
“greatest happiness of the greatest number,” and Mr.
Herbert Spencer, in his * Social Statics,” has contended that
such a definition brings one no nearer than before to the
point sought to be defined.t The word ¢ happiness”
has certainly many objections, for it does not, in the
minds of all men, bear the interpretation of the
“greatest good.” It might, and probably does mean, to

@ ¢ Politics,” book iii., chap. 12.

1 When Macaulay was criticising the essay on Government by the elder Mill, in the

Edinburgh Review, he said of Bentham'’s definition of the end of government,

which Mill had quoted, that it was * far less precise than that which is in the mouths

of the vulgar,” and added, '* The first man with whom Mr. Mill may travel in a stage-

coach, will tell him that government exists for the protection of the persons and

%mperly)of men.” (Essay on " Mill on Government,” March, 1B29. Edinburgh
eview.
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many -men, a *short life and a merry one,” which is
certainly not ‘““good” in the sense in which Aristotle used
the word. A wise government must, as I have said, have
regard to the real good of its subjects, and must not lose
sight of the whole race, one generation only of which it is
called upon to govern,

How best is that good to be considered? Not, certainly,
by “feasting and wine bibbing,” nor, indeed, by carelessly
expending the wealth of a state over any single generation
orage. Every government has entrusted to it the charge of
a great inheritance, which has to be handed on, again, to
its successors, If we were asked how any individual should
live the most worthy and successful life possible, we should
all agree tolerably well in our answer ; but the multiplication
of individoals somewhat complicates the problem.

A government should, no doubt, aim at the w/imate as
well as the fmmediate happiness of the whole people. But
how 1s this to be attained? That is the great problem
which, in different forms, every legislator is called upon to
assist in solving. Men will of course differ greatly as to the
best methods to be adopted, in order to attain success.*

At the outset, we find it necessary to resort to human
nature in order that we may first ascertain what it is that is
to be governed. Man, as an individual, is the real starting-
point, and a study of the individual is preliminary to
a study of the group, which we call society. “To
me,” says Mr. Joseph Cowen, “politics are the science
of mundane existence. The starting-point is the individual,
free and seif-centred.” Before all things, man must see
that he lives, and it therefore becomes necessary that he
be allowed to do so, by his fellow-men. His first want,
therefore, is security to the person. From this want springs

% Sir T. Erskine May, in the inleresting preface to his *‘ Democracy in Europe,”
says: * It should be the aim of enligh d. to prepare society for s
Iucrrasing responsibilities; to educate the people, to train them in the ways of
freedont ; 1o dntrast them with farger franchises ; to-reform the laws, and to bring
the government of the state into harmony with the judgment of its wisest citisems.
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the necessity for the family or tribal combination, by
which that security is, to some extent, obtained. It is, next,
essential that he shall have food. If he live in any but a
tropical climate, he stands in almost equal need of clothing
and shelter from the elements. In a primitive state of
society, the greater part of a man’s time is occupied over
these three wants, especially if he have offspring. In
primitive society, men are also liable to famine, arising from
failure in crops, failure in sport, or from illness and conse-
quent inability to follow the daily calling. Man too, being
naturally disinclined to exertion, will not, voluntarily,
undergo more toil than is necessary to acquire sufficient to
satisfy the wants of himself, and of those who have claims
upon him. From this, it follows that, in a primitive state of
living, men will not, without good reason, provide for the
wants of others, unless such as nature has bound to them by,
what we term, ‘' ties of affection,” “love,” etc. In all com-
munities, men are forced to either make provision for
emergencies, or, as an alternative, suffer the consequences.
In less civilised communities, where food or material for
clothing are obtainable only at certain seasons, the more
provident take care, and the less provident are forced to lay
by more than sufficient for their inmmediate wants. Upon
those who systematically neglect such providence, the law
of ‘“the survival of the fittest” inevitably operates, unless,
indeed, as is sometimes the case, now-a-days, society offers
encouragement to improvidence. From the above condition
of things accumulation results, and, thereupon, a new
necessity arises—that of preventing such accumulations
from being taken by those who are, either too lazy, or
too improvident to adopt similar precautions for them-
selves.

Here therefore, in the very infancy of society, there arises
the necessity (life, even, depending on it), for “security for
property.” These may, therefore, be rightly termed the
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first duties of government—¢ security to the person” and
“ security for property.”

* Without security of property, and freedom to engage in
every employment, not hurtful to others, society can make
no considerable advances.”™ * Therefore,” adds the same
writer, “we have, first, to consider the means of obtaining
security, and protection.”t * The great and chief end,”
says Locke, *of men’s uniting into commonwealths, and
putting themselves under government, is the preservation of
their property.”}

There is an obvious reason in thus regarding this principle
as paramount. The safety of society depends upon accumu-
lation. The uncompromising character of the laws of
nature is a principle firmly established in the mind of every
observant person; and it is a remarkable and noteworthy
fact that, though many of our fellow-beings honestly believe
that supernatural interference can be brought to bear upon
the marural operation of those laws, in answer to human
requests, yet, those very persons neglect no effort to resist
or divert the operation of the laws themselves, by natural
means.Y! Man, in a primitive condition, is liable to a
hundred and one dangers, of which famine is the most terrible.
Where any tribe, or larger community of men, is content to
depend, for food and clothing, upon that which can be
obtained from day to day, its members are in constant danger
of this greatest of all calamities, and, while such a possibility
is impending, no feeling of safety or security can exist in the
minds of those over whom the danger hangs. Hence
follows the importance of this particular function of

* “ Principles of Political Economy,” J. S. Mill, p. 264.
t ‘Principles of Political Economy,” J. S. Mill, p. 264.
1 “‘Two Treatises on Government,” chap. 8

% It has been ingemiously observed that almost simultanecusly with the setting

2 special day for thanksgiving on the recovery of health by the
m of Wales, l.ge man who attended his Royal Highness was

kmgh:edfmdml'uum bad displayed.
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government—the giving security to property ;* and, up to
a certain point, it may be also said that the extent of hap-
piness of a people will be in correspondence with the
extent of its accumulation, since it will be, thus, the
farther removed from the condition of danger which famine
would entail. Accumulation, therefore, and human happi-
ness itself, depend upon security for property.

Having then obtained this security for the person and for
whatever food or property may be acquired, and seeing
further that, #p fo a certain point, the greater the accumula-
tion, the greater the happiness, it becomes necessary to
enquire what is the next want for which society calls. It is
acknowledged to be “freedom.” Now, why is freedom, or
liberty a necessity among men, and what do we mean by the
expression ?

Mr. Herbert Spencer answers the question for us from
first principles. ‘Animal life,” he says, *involves waste;
waste must be met by repair; repair implies nutrition,
Again, nutrition pre-supposes obtainment of food; food
cannot be got without powers of prehension, and usually of
locomotion ; and that these powers may achieve their ends,
there must be freedom to move about. If you shut up an
animal in a small space, or tie its limbs together, or take
from it the food it has procured, you eventually, by per-
sistence in one or other of these courses, cause its death.
Passing a certain point, hindrance to the fulfilment of these
requirements is fatal. And all this, which holds of the
higher animals at large, of course, holds of man.”t

Without freedom, it is obvious that man could not choose
the time, place, means, or methods of obtaining the require-
ments of life; and, as I shall show hereafter, the more

# Mr. Herbert Spencer has classified in the erder of their importance what he calls
‘“the leading kinds of activity which constitute human life.” He places, first, thase
activities which directly minister to self-preservation, viz, the actiuns and precantions
by which from moment to moment we secure persanal sai‘ety ; second, thase which by
securing the fiecessities of life indirectly minister to selt-preservation. ('* Education,

Physical, Moral, and Intellectual,” p. 9.)
t “ Man rersus The State,” p. of
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crowded a community becomes, and the more artificial the
condition of living within it, the greater the mnecessity for
freedom to the individual, upen whom depends the
responsibility -of a livelihood for himself, and perhaps for
others. Therefore, as Locke says, “the end of law is not
to abolish, or restrain, but to preserve and enlarge freedom.”*
The argument stands thus: The object of man (upon which
all sane people must be agreed) is to be happy. The first
essential to that end is that he may live. In order to live,
others must be prevented from killing him. Hence the
necessity for “security for the person.” To maintain life
the body must be nourished. Food, therefore, is essential ;
and inasmuch as the uncertainty of supply of food
renders life precarious, it is also essential, to man’s continuance
of life, that he should accumulate. Security is essential
to accumulition, for without it man would have no
encouragement to accumulate. Security, however, being
obtained by common consent and common assistance, it
becomes necessary ta offer every additional encouragemert
to accumulation. A certain amount of freedom is
indispensable to that end, and beyond that, the greater the
freedom, the greater the chances of accumulation, provided
that the freedom be sufficiently limited to enable every
member of the community to enjoy the same protection
and security ; that is to say, “the liberty of each, limited
only by the like liberty of all.”}

Lt us pass away now from these considerations regarding
a primitive condition of society, to those regarding a more
advanced form. In the latter, the necessity for freedom
becomes, as I have said, even greater than in the former.
With an advanced civilisation comes division of labour, and
the much more elaborate requirements of our daily life. It
becomes almost a physical impossibility for any individual to
live as he might do in a primitive community. Al the

® ‘‘ Two Treatises on Government,” chap. 6.
t ' Social Starics.”



21b LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

circumstances which surround him combine to force him
into the more artificial and complex mode of existence.
He is compelled to devote himself to the acquirement of
some special knowledge, possibly very indirectly connected
with the production of food, in order that he may obtain the
means of livelihood ; for, having had afforded to him, by
society, some guarantee regarding the safety of his person,
he is compelled to effect an exchange, with some other
member of society, of his special knowledge for a supply of
the necessaries of life, or for some other medium by which
those necessaries can be obtained from a third person. On
account of the adoption by society of the principle of
“division of labour,” he finds himself unable to produce
these necessaries for himself, and he is thus forced to devote
himself to some occupation which will be most valuable for
the purposes of exchange with his fellow-citizens. Every
individual needs, then, the fullest freedom to choose that
occupation for which his nature and abilities best suit him,
in order that he may obtain the largest amount of exchange-
able value with which to purchase those necessaries of life.
Moreover, eating, drinking, sleeping, and generally rendering
oneself and one’s belongings comfortable in life, are only a
small part of man’s mission. To have secured such ends is
certainly the first duty of every citizen, and security and
liberty are absolutely essential in order that they may be
attained. But man has other wants besides the mere bodily
ones. With leisure, and the opportunities for reflection,
such as are, or can be enjoyed by every man in our present
civilisation, there come desires, even yearnings, for far higher
satisfactions. According to the constitution of our minds,
or the nature of the early training which we have under-
gone, we find ourselves inclining in the direction of certain
occupations, accomplishments, or amusements. One dis-
covers, and finds pleasure in cultivating a faculty for
painting ; another for literature ; a third for music. One is
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ed, by the bent of his mind, into the mazes of philosophy
and abstract speculation; another finds pleasure in
mechanics ; while a third is drawn to the study of
nature, either in the direction of astronomy, geology,
or, may be, natural history. Many are content to
concentrate their attention, wholly, upon the happi-
ness and improvement of their fellow-beings, while others
prefer to leave the busy haunts of men and lead the
life of a recluse, in some occupation of a more
primitive character. As Joseph Cowen has said, “Every
human being has an organisation peculiar to himself. He
has his own life to live, his own work to do, and no one can
live the one or do the other for him. It is with man as with
nature. Each plant grows by itself, in the sunshine or the
shade. The thistle gives no laws to the convolvulus. The
oak and the willow have their different growths; the rose
and the daisy their different forms and hues. But each has
its separate function, and each its distinctive beauty. In
humanity there is the same unbounded diversity. So all
men, however different their capacity, should have equal
liberty of germination. The same sun warms them, and the
same wind breathes to them melodiously. Let each have
the space and the culture most fitted for the unchecked un-
folding of his powers. One man is a heretic; another is
orthodox. Give both equal liberty to preach their doctrines. ”*
This liberty to open up one’s individuality is not for one only,
or for any particular class. It is essential to the happiness
of a/Z. The race, the nation, the city, the village, are made up
of individuals, all, if we could but ascertain, possessing, and
desiring the realisation of, some ideal. The liberty to
“follow up ” that ideal is essential to individual happiness
and, therefore, to the happiness of the nation, of which the
individuals are but the units. “That a good man be ‘free,’
as we call it—be permitted to zafo/d himself, in works of

°® Speech : * Political Principles,” Nov. 16, 1885.
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goodness and nobleness—is,” says Catlyle, * surely a blessing
to him, immense and indispensable —to him and to those
about him.”* “Reason cannot desire'*for man any other
condition than that in which each individual, not only enjoys
the most absolute freedom of developing himself by his own
energies, in his perfect individuality, but in which external
nature even is left unfashioned by any human agency, but
only receives the impress given to it by each individual, of
himself and his own freewill, according to the measure of his
wants and instincts, and restricted only by the limits of his
powers and his rights.” So says the famous Von Humbolt,t
and he adds that this principle * must, therefore, be the basis
of every political system.”] Such a principle would secure what
Joseph Cowen calls “a clear and equal course,” so that
victory might go “to the wisest and the best.” Byit, the
paths are opened up to wealth, success, honour, fame, every-
thing, in fact, worth man’s aspirations.  “ Personal liberty,”
says Cowen again, ‘‘ develops individual energy, and raises
the level of human dignity, by inspiring, in it, sentiments of
self-reliance.”  * Every human being,” he repeats, *has a
quality peculiar to himself, that distinguishes him from every
other human being that has been, that is, or will be. Those
distinctive qualities constitute his character, and his life. To
develop those attributes—moral, intellectual, and physical,
—is his mission. To accomplish this mission, he requires
freedom, without which there can be no responsibility, and
equality, without which, liberty is a deception.”§ Hear, too,
what Mr. Bright has said upon the same subject :—* Do you
not know that all progress comes from successful and peace-
ful industry, and that, upon it, is based your superstructure
of education, of morals, of self-respect among your people,
as well as every measure for extending and consolidating
LA Mlsscellaneous Essays,” vol. vii, p. 206. o Sphare and Dmlesc{ Govm

ment,” p. 18. 1 "Sphere and Duties of Government,” p. 1B
“ Political Principles,” Nov. 16, 188s. § “ Speech : "Polmxal Principles,” Nov

16, 1885.
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freedom in your institutions.”* ¢ For liberty,” says Burke
“is a good to be improved, and not an evil to be lessened. It
is not only a private blessing of the first order, but the vital
spring and energy of the state itself, which has just so
much life and vigour, as there is liberty in it.”f This
principle of liberty is no new doctrine, though it has been
preached in vain, in many ages, and in many lands.
Aristotle dwelt upon it upwards of two thousand years ago,
whilst Eastern nations lay mouldering into oblivion, for want
of it. ‘
Having defined a democracy to be “a state where the
freemen and the poor, being the majority, are invested
with the ‘power of the state,” as distinguished from an
oligarchy, in which “the rich and those of noble family being
few, possess it,” he adds: “The very foundation of a demo-
cratical state is Zzber¢y.” And, further, a criterion of that state
is “that everyone may Zve as ke likes, for this is a right
peculiar to liberty, since he is a slave who must live as
he likes not.” I Just as history, the record of all political
experiments, shows what liberty has accomplished for those
who enjoyed its many and great blessings, so it discloses
the melancholy existence and end of nations, which expired
for want of it. ‘“The nations,” says Sir Erskine May,
“which have enjoyed the highest freedom, have bequeathed
to us the rarest treasures of intellectual wealth, and, to them
we owe a large measure of our own civilisation. The history of
their liberties will be found concurrent with the history of
their greatest achievements in oratory, literature, and the
arts. In short, the history of civilisation is the history of
freedom.” 1 But what of the other side of the picture?
What is the history of those countries in which this great
principle, this great motive power in human nature has been
ignored, and, as it were, stifled out of existence? The same
* Speecrh: “ Foreign Policy,” Oct. 29, 1858, - + ‘““Letter on the Affairs of

America,” 1777, Works, vol. ii., p. 31. 1 “ Politics.” Book iv., chap. 4. Book
vi., chap. 2. 9 “ Democracy in RBurope,” vel. i., 0. 22.
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authoyity, whose opinion in the fields of comparative
politics and comparative history, is of high value, says,
of the Asiatic mind: “It has failed to reach the mental
elevation of the West. It has proved itself inferior in religion,
in morals, in science, and the arts ; and above all, in freedom,
and the art of government. Not only has liberty been
practically unknown through thousands of years: it has been
even ignored in theory. Never did the founders of Eastern
religions, or lawgivers, or philosophers, dream of it. Not
a word is to be found in the Vedas concerning freedom,
or national rights. The Buddhists, indeed, favoured the
doctrine that all men are equal; but it was barren, until
quickened, a thousand years later, by Christian faith; and
wherever Buddhism has flourished, first in India, and, after-
wards, in China, Japan, and Eastern Asia, liberty has been
beyond the conception of the races who have embraced that
religion. Not even in Indian poetry or song is utterance
given to any sentiment of liberty.”* Let us now examine
the nature of this great national characteristic, con-
cerning which so much has been said. What is liberty?
Where does it begin? and what are its limits, if it has any ?

The word in its primary signification means * freedom to
do as one wishes; freedom from restraint.” That is, in
fact, the condition of primitive man, before such a thing as
“law” is known. It Is, in truth, the condition of the
animal world, subject, as in the case of primitive man, to
one limitation only, viz., physical capability.

It requires no explanation to show that this is not the
meaning which attaches to the word, in the sense in which it
is being here advocated. Under such conditions, society
would be impossible —would become anarchical. We have
already seen that one of the indispensable conditions of the
happiness and progress of humanity, when raised above the
level of the savage, is “security,” whether of the person, or of

* “Democracy in Europe,” vol. i., p.3.
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what is termed * property.” This security is not compatible
with such an extended and unqualified liberty. To be able
to  do as one wished ”—to be “ free from restraint "—would
mean to be allowed to injure or destroy others, whose
existence or presence was objectionable. It would mean
one man being allowed to take the property of another,
merely because he enjoyed superior physique. It would,
as I have said, mean anarchy, and, if not mutual destruction,
certamly mutual injury—social stagnation and disorganisa-
tion.

It is’ evident, then, that the- kind or extent of liberty,
which is calculated to encourage industry and the accumula-
tion of the necessities and luxuries of life, and which is
essential to the mental and moral development of a people,
is not that which is signified by the word in its primary
meaning. We must look for the true signification in the
same source, but subject to certain important limitations.
Liberty in the sense in which I understand it, and in which
I take it to be used by those writers from whom I have
quoted, means *“the freedbm to do as one wishes ; freedom
from restraint—swubject to the same or equal freedom in our
Jellows,” or, to use the words of Mr. Herbert Spencer,
“the liberty of each, limited only by the like liberty of
all.” .

Sir George Cornewall Lewis, in his valuable treatise on
‘ Political Terms,” says, “ Persons who speak of liberty in
general ; of the blessings of liberty ; of the cause of liberty,
may be understood to use the word to denote an immunity
or exemption from certain restrictions, which they consider
as gernicious fo sociefy.”* Sir James Mackintosh says that
liberty is * security against wrong,” and Blackstone defines
it thus:—** Political or- civil liberty . . . is no other than
natural liberty, so far restrained by human laws (and no
further), -as is necessary and expedient for the general

* “ Remarks on Political Terms,” 1832, p. 20a-
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advantage of the public.”* This definition leaves, unexplained,
the extent to which it is “ necessary and espedient” to
restrain ‘‘ natural liberty,” by human laws, for “the general
advantage of the general public” It is sufficiently clear,
however, from it, and the preceding observations, that the
liberty which men originally possessed should be lssened
only so far as to secure equal liberty to all.

This, then, is the conclusion at which I arrive by what I
conceive to be a scientific investigation of the conditions of
man’s progress and development—~2#kat in order to oblain for
a community the largest aggregate amount of happiness,
each member of it should have secured to him the most
absolute freedom or Liberly ; subject only to such limstations as
are necessary in order lo secure equal freedom or liberty to all
other members. And this I contend is the true principle of
“ Liberalism,” whether tested by the light of the sociological
science, or by the political history of our race.

Having then ascertained the true principle upon which
this particular school of politics is founded, it is necessary to
consider, still further, what are its functions in regard to
practical legislation. If it were about to be applied to the
regulation of a newly constituted society, there would be
little difficulty in determining the proper course to be
pursued. Seeing that the units of such a community are,
in a primitive state, in possession of absolute freedom,
limited only by the physical capabilities of each, all that
would be necessary would be to enact laws which would
prevent any one or more of such units from depriving any
other one or more of their fellows of the same amount of
liberty enjoyed by himself or themselves. It would be
@ “ Commentaries,” vol. ii., p. 500. Note.—1 have, in & subsequent chapter, dealt
with the somewhat complex question of ‘‘rights,” which this latter definition raises.
That question appears to me to depend lEueﬂfy upon the view we take as to the
sousce of our liberty. Blackstone and others consider that man, in becoming an
unit of society, entirely gives up a gart of his natwral liberty, Sir Geo. C. Lewis and
others consider that we give up the liberty we really and then have afl
which is considered gond for society that individnals should possess, secxred to us by

the laws of our conntry. Mr. Spencer seems to adopt Blackstone's view. 1 defer to
a subsequent chapter any detailed treaiment.
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found essential to provide against bodily trespass of all kinds,
which would include injury to the person and interference
with personal freedom. It would be found essential,
also, to provide against the usurpation, by one or more, of
property, lawfully acquired by others of their fellows.

As the community progressed and developed, and other
classes of rights grew up, it would be found necessary to
protect them in a similar way. The number, and extent,
and nature of snch rights would depend upon the stage of
civilisation which the community had reached. But, what-
ever they might be, so soon as all members of the com-
munity were, alike, protected from the invasion of their
individual freedom, the “home” functions of the governing
power (however constituted it might be), would, for the time
being, be exhausted, until some new class of rights, not
previously dealt with, had been similarly protected.

1t would, simultaneously, become necessary for the govern-
ing power to take steps for protecting the community, as a
whole, from outside, or, as it is ternied, foreign aggression, lest,
otherwise, the liberty of the whole should be jeopardised ; and,
with this view, the governing power would be justified in
calling upon each member of the community to contribute
his proportiom of assistance (or some recognised equivalent)
towards the general security. This would, in a civilised com-
munity, take the form of conscription, or of taxes.for the
maintenance of land or sea forces, or both. In the same
way, with a view to rendering effectual the laws for the
security of liberties against internal attack, the governing
power would be justified in calling upon each member
of the community to contribute his proportion towards the
maintenance of the police and the judiciary, with all their
necessary and incidental adjuncts. .

Having accomplished all this, the governing power would
have exercised the whole of its immediate functions, and
have merely to watch for the development of new liberties,
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requiring protection, as also for any threatening dangers from
within or without.

With the completion of such a policy, it would be found
that each member of the community was in the enjoyment
of the most absolute liberty, subject only to such limitations
as were necessary, in order to secure equal liberty to all
members.

But, with regard to practical legislation, that is to say,
legislation applicable to the times in which, and the cir-
cumstances under which we now live, the case is quite
different. Legislators are not now called upon to arrange a
“ newly-constituted ” community, but, on the contrary, to
regulate, and in some cases to reform, a very old and com-
plicated one, interwoven with traditions requiring careful
and delicate treatment. We are living in a time which
stands many centuries later than the period at which
many of the existing laws and customs were originated
and enacted. Society is surrounded by legislative restric-
tions, in the enactment of which the present generation has
taken no part; and, as a consequence, thosé who profess to
legislate on true Liberal principles are confronted with a
twofold duty. First, to waltch over and preserve, in their
integrity, the liberly of their feliow-countrymen, subject only
to equal liberties for all.  Serondly, to examine, dosely, the
legislation of our ancestors, and, after careful investigation,
endeavour to repeal suckh as they find lo have been enacted in
contravention of true principles.

Liberalism, in the nineteenth century, therefore, is charged
with a second jfunction, which would not pertain to a com-
munity newly constituted.

It will be observed that in the definition of Liberalism,
at which I have arrived, no provision whatever is made
for depriving the stronger, or the more capable, in any
way, of the right to enjoy, to the utmost, the fruits of that
superiority, so long as he regards the like liberty in others.
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Under such a principle of government, as practised in a
primitive community, the swiftest, or the keenest, or the most
ingenious hunter would obtain, and Aave secured to /im, when
obtained, the largest amount of sport. If a member of any
tribe, more anxious than others in regard to the comfort
of his family, chose to spend a greater part of his time in the
erection and decoration of a dwelling, he would have
secured to him the fullest enjoyment of the result of his
labour. If, on the other hand, any member of such a tribe,
either from stupidity or laziness, neglected to provide himself
with the requirements of existence, he would, nevertheless, -
be forced to have regard to the rights and liberties of his
fellows, and be restrained from helping himself to the fruits
of their labour and exertion. Such a person, having failed to
display the necessary qualifications of a self-supporting unit
of society, would be thrown upon the ckerity or good nature
of his fellows, instead of acquiring a claim to any proportion
of their accumulations. In a more advanced society, such
as that in which we are now living, citizens, standing in a
somewhat analogous position to the commuunity, are fre
quently encouraged, rather than discouraged, by reason of
the indiscriminate charity of society. -

It will be seen at a glance that by such means as those
mentioned above, the swift hunter and the keen sportsman
would be incited to become still more swift and more
keen, while, on the other hand, the stupid member of the
tribe would, by force of circumstances, be aroused to a
keener condition of mind, and the lazy would be ultimately
starved into a condition of physical activity, and thus
compelled to exert himself in the chase, as others
around him were doing. By the operation of such
principles, the whole tendency of a people would be in
the direction of a higher development, and an improved
method of living. The effects of such principles, upon a

people, living in a more advanced state of civilisation, would
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be the same ; though, necessarily, more complex and more
subtle in their operation. In both cases, there would be
a strong influence in the direction of self-reliance ; there
would be no tendency towards equalising men, but rather
towards rendering more prominent the inequalities in human
nature, which operation in its turn would engender emulation,
and lead to an uniform progression.

The best, that is to say the most capable in the qualities
essential to success in life, would find their reward in that
superiority ; and by reason of the maximum amount of
freedom enjoyed by everyone, there would be no position
of honour in the community, and no kind of success in
life, which would not be open alike to the humblest and the
most pretentious member of it.

Having, then, progressed so far with my chain of reason-
ing, and in order that I may not be suspected of originality
in my theories, (a charge which, if sustained in connection
with a subject so time-worn as that with which I am dealing,
would be almost inevitably fatal to its acknowledgment or
reception), let me show how identical, in every respect, are the
conclusions, at which I thus arrive, with those deduced by
certain authorities already famous in the “ Liberal ” cause.
“Liberal principles,” says Mr. Joseph Cowen, “what are
they? The first is equality. I do not mean equality of
social condition. That is a speculative chimera that can
never be realised. One man owns his clothes, and another
owns a county. If they were equal to-day, they would be
unequal to-morrow. I mean eguality of opportunity—a dear
and egual course, and victory to the wisest and the best. That
is practicable,” he adds, and then, “I would remove all
artificial impediments and restraints that make the path of
progress tedious and painful.”* “Liberty,” he says, “is the
second Liberal principle. By liberty, I mean much more
than liberty of locomotion, or liberty to buy in the cheapest

[ t-( h: * Political Pri -‘1 v 1535:
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or sell in the dearest market. I mean liberty of thought,
speech, and development. Physical liberty constitutes ns
free agents ; intellectual liberty gives us the power of acting
up to our sense of right and wrong ; religious liberty enables
us to make the decisions of our consciences our rule of
conduct ; and civil liberty gives us the anchecked opportunity
of growth. The idea running through these definitions is
that of self-sovereignty. If our volitions do not originate with
ourselves we have not personal freedom ; if our convictions
are controlled by our prejudices, and our consciences con-
trolled by our passions, we have neither mental nor moral
freedom ; if we have to practice or pay for modes of worship,
imposed by others, we have not religious freedom ; and if
any power assert the right to inflict upon us laws or taxes
without our leave, we have not civil freedom.”

Elsewhere the same authority says:  Without physical
liberty a man is a machine ; without moral liberty, he is the
victim of his appetite ; without mental liberty, he is a slave;
and without political liberty, he is a serf.” * No practical
politician of our time has touched so frequently and so
trenchantly upon this important question, and no one has,
outside literature, told the masses such home-truths with
regard to the modern tendency to ignore these principles.

Mark, now, the definition of Liberalism which has been
given by Mr. Henry Broadhurst, and which has, already,-
more than once, been touched upon. It is, perhaps the most
concise and scientific which has yet been offered, with rela-
tion to modern tendencies; and, coming as it does, from
one who owes his present position in the political world to the
freedom which has resulted trom Liberalism in the past, it
acquires all the more value.

“1 am a Liberal,” he says, “because the true, full,
and free application of Liberal principles is best calculated
to promote the Aighest order of mankood. It teaches

< b T Princinlec
L 1 4 Pol 1 ," 1885,
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self-reliance, and gives the best opportunites to the people to
promote their individual, as well as their united and best
permanent interest. Liberalism does zof seek to make all
men equal : nothing can do that. But its object is to
remove all obstacles erected by men, which prevent all having
equal opportunsties. This in its tum promotes industry, and
makes the realisation of reasonably ambitious hopes possible
to the poorest man amongst us.”*

To the same effect is a definition by Mr. Burt, equally
entitled, from the nature of his political career, to speak
with authority upon the beneficial effects of civil freedom.
Liberalism, he says, is “the doctrine, not of equality of
wealth and position, but the doctrine of equality of all defare
¢the lar—of equality of opportunity.”

Here, again, is the same leading principle, pithily
expressed by the editor of a prominent Liberal journal,
enjoying one of the largest circulations in England. “I
desire,” says that authority, “the triumph of the Liberal
cause, which means progress, the grow?k of freedom, and the
advancement of the gemeral good”’t Yet another of those
who were interrogated upon this important subject, and whose
answérs are contained in the volume, to which I have before
referred: “Liberal principles develop responsibility ; respon-
sibility educates and humanises, and the fully educated man is
the most serviceable member of the social organisation.”t
The same subject has been dealt with from another and
totally different quarter, but nevertheless with great clearness
and force.

The late Rev. F. W. Robertson, of Brighton (England),
whose versatility enabled hinr to throw considerdble light on
every subject he touched, gave to a body of working men
the following good advice :—‘Democracy (he said), if
it means anything, means goverment by the people. Now
let us not endeavour to make it ridiculous. I suppose that

% “ Why am ] a Liberal 7" p. 3. t “Why am I a Liberal 1” p. 39.
““Why am I a Liberal1” p. 41.
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a sensible democrat does not mean that- all individual men
are equal in intelligence and worth. He does not mean
that the bushman, or the Australian aboriginal, is equal to
the Englishman. But he means this—that the original
stuff of which all men are made is equal; that there is no
reason why the Hotentot and the Australian may not be
cultivated, so that, in the lapse of centuries, they may be
equal to Englishmen. I suppose (he adds), that the demo-
crat would say there is no reason why the son of a cobbler
should not, by education, become fit to be prime minister
of the land, or take his place on the bench of judges; and 1
suppose that all free institutions mean this. I suppose they
are meant to assert :—Let the people be educated; let
there be a fair fie/ld and no favour; let every man have a
fatr chance, and then the happiest condition of a nation
would be that, when every man had been educated, morally
and intellectually, to his very highest capacity, there should,
then, be selected, out of men so trained, a government of
the wisest and the best.”*

It will be observed that, in all these definitions, wherever
mention is made of the necessity for removing obstacles,
care has been taken to distinguish between those which
exist in the individual Agmself, and such as have been placed
as obstructions to individual freedom, by Auman agency.
Hobhes puts this in his usual quaint style, in the chapter of
his “ Leviathan ” entitled “ Of the Liberty of Subjects :"—
“ When the impediment of motion is in % cnstitution gf
the thing ifself, we use not to say it wants the liberty, but the
power to move; as when -a stone lieth still, or a man is
fastened to his bed by sickness.”

Mr. Cowen speaks of “arffficial impediments and
restraints.” Mr. Broadhurst speaks of “obstacles erected
6y men,” and elsewhere Mr. Cowen again says, “ Health
and wealth, industry and thrift, capacity and endurance, are

& 'Lectures, Addresses, and Literary Remains,” p 59,
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irregularly distributed, and will favourably handicap those
endowed with them, in the race of life. These inequalities
we cannot obliterate ; but all ar¢fficdal hindrances that stand
in the way of individual effort; of free and full mental
expansion ought to be cleared away.”*

All obstacles which “stand in the way” ought, un-
doubtedly, to be removed—that is to say, obstacles nof
of nature. Those which are of nature, or, as Hobbes puts
it, “in the constitution of the man himself,” we cannot and
must not obliterate. If we try to do so we shall inevitably
fail : we shall simultaneously obliterate our civilisation and
our progress. As Sir James Fitzjames Stephen has cleverly put
it: “To try to make men equal by altering social arrangements
is like trying to make the cards of equal value by shuffling
the pack.”t 1If we endeavour to keep back the industrious
and the thrifty till those, less fortunate, have come up to
them, we cannot possibly expect to progress. The able, the
industrious, the ingenious, the thrifty, cannot exercise their
respective forms of activity if they be retarded for the benefit
of the less qualified. Besides, who is to judge between
temporary incompetence and incapability, on the one hand,
and sheer indolence and absolute indifference on the
other?

Liberalism secures to every man the fruit of his labour, or
of his ingenuity, and by so securing it to him, encourages
improved methods of work and production. It is, in fact, a
system of rewards, inasmuch as whoever runs and wins may
have that which he has so obtained. If this were not so
guaranteed to men, certainly few would compete for the
rewards which life offers. If property were not secured, no
individual would exert himself to accumulate ; there would
be little cultivation and refinement—in short, the minimum
of civilisation. And if Buckle is right, when he says,

@ ¢ Political Speech,” 27th Nov., 188s.
t " Equality, Liberty, and Fraternity,” p. 235.
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“that of all the great social improvements, the accumula-
tion of wealth must Be first, because without it there can be
neither taste nor leisurz for that acquisition of knowledge
on which the progress of civilisation depends,” then a
community in which these principles were ignored would
practically stand still. “The man who works has the right,
and he alone, to the creation of his work and sacrifice. No
confederation or commonwealth has any right to trench
upon a man's personal possessions and rob him for the
world’s benefit. The things that are produced by him,
purchased by him, or given to him by others, who fairly
own them, are his and no others. But it may be said he
has a superfluity, while others want. Possibly. Still the
state cannot honestly or wisely sequestrate. If it could,
what would follow? The man would cease to labour.
He would not work, if the fruits of his toil were to be
confiscated. He may give of his free will out of his
abundance. That may be a moral obligation, but his
obligation to give does not entitle the state to take. The
institution of property, and its security are the basis of
civilisation and liberty.”* In order, now, that the practical
application of Liberal principles to the past may be clearly
comprehended in their two-fold operation, let us turn to
history and briefly investigate the part they have played in
the principal epochs out of which it is made up.

The early history of England begins (7.e, from the
Conquest) in a condition of society under which the king
was a veritable despot, and his nobles or co-conquerors had,
vested in them, privileges of the most comprehensive nature;
a condition of society, in fact, in which (to use the words of
Macaulay) “a cruel penal code, cruelly enforced, guarded
the privileges, and even the sports of the alien tyrants.” It
can be readily understood that, under the circumstances of
the Norman Conquest, the conquerar himself, and his nobles.

® Joseph Cowen. *“ Political Speech,” Nov. 16, 1885..



232 LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

should refuse to recognise any laws which might have the
effect of restraining their power over the people. If there
were any such laws in existence, which, as it were, covered
the people from previous kingly abuses, they were all now at
an end, and practically a dead letter.

The king ascended the conquered throne as an absolute
ruler. Subsequent events show that he claimed, and (by
virtue of the physical force of his followers) exercised the
power to tax, imprison, and govern, when and how he
pleased, the subjects of his newly vanquished realm.

England, as a community, may be said to have started
a new period of history under the Plantagenets, with
absolutely none of their original liberty preserved to them.
They were, as a matter of fact, in a state of bondage,
inasmuch as the king could do just as he pleased with them,
and their possessions, while the nobles enjoyed almost
equal powers with the king himself. So soon as each
subject was by that means placed at the mercy of the king,
by reason of the royal usurpation of popular freedom, each
and every decree, action, and determination, by which the
monarch signified the limitation of that freedom, involved
the erection of an *artificial restriction,” which it thence-
forth became one of the functions of Liberalism to remove,
as soon as an opportunity offered. Each one of these
limitations so imposed, became, in the words of Mr.
Broadhurst’s definition, an “ obstacle erected by men,” which
prevented each subject of the realm from enjoying * equal
opportunities” with the nobles, who, after all, were subjects
like themselves, though of 2 more favoured caste, such as
true Liberalism does not, and cannot recognise.

De Lolme, in his * British Constitution,” lays down the
following classification of *‘private liberties” :—* Private
liberty,” he says, “according to the division of the English
lawyers, consists, first, of the right of grogersy—that is, of the
right of enjoying, exclusively, the gifts of fortunes, and all
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the various fruits of one's industry ; secondly, of the right of
personal security ; thirdly, of the Zocomotive faculty.” *

It is needless to say that the inhabitants of England, under
William the Conqueror, did not enjoy any of these liberties.
Blackstone says: “ The spirit of liberty is so deeply implanted
in our constitution, and rooted, even in our very soil, thata
slave, or a negro, the moment he lands in England falls
under the protection of the laws, and, so far, becomes a
free man.”t It is equally certain, however, that such a
condition of things did not obtain in the Conqueror’s time,
and must have dated from a period long subsequent to the
accession of that monarch, as I shall now show.

Regarding the first of the three divisions, viz., the “ right
of property,” it is quite evident that no attempt was made
to observe it; for, as Macaulay says, “The country was
portioned out among the captains of the invader;” and we
have seen, elsewhere, that in order to render the confiscation
as complete and comprehensive as possible, certain ot these
“nobles” were granted by their monarch, as many as six,
seven, and even eight hundred estates, respectively, belonging
to the conquered people. Again, Hume tells us that * ancient
and honourable families were reduced to beggary, the
nobles themselves (that is the English nobles) were every-
where treated with ignominy and contempt ; they had the
mortification of seeing their castles and manors possessed
by Normans of the meanest birth and lowest station, and
found themselves carefully excluded from every road which
led either to riches or preferment.”{

Regarding the second of the three divisions, viz., the
right of personal security, equal indifference was displayed.
Hume tells us, again, that the English people, who had
been deprived of their freeholds by inheritance, and com-
pelled to take up the subordinate positions of under-tenants,

8 “ British Constitution,” p. 100. t “ Commentaries,” vol., L., p. x27.
{1 “Commentaries,” vol. i, p. 137,
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were required to swear allegiance to their respective barons
in the following words: ‘“ Hear, my lord, I become liege
man of yours for life and limb and earthly regard, and I will
keep faith and loyalty to you for life and death. God help me.”
Lower still than this class were the ceords or vilieins, with
even less liberty and security of life. The feudal system
had, in fact, as Hume says, “ reduced the whole people to a
state of vassalage under the king or barons, and even the
greater part of them to a state of real slavery.” Thus, it
will be seen that the second class of liberties, mentioned by
De Lolme, were taken from the English people. The
“locomotive faculty,” as the third class is called, would
follow with the second, inasmuch as it was impossible that
the English people could be reduced to such a state of
serfdom as is above indicated, and yet retain the liberty to
move about at will. Thus, then, as I have said, England,
as a community, may be said to-have started a new period
of history, under the Plantagenets, with absolutely none of
their original liberty preserved to them.

While this remained so, those who had liberty, viz., the
Normans, enjoyed some degree of prosperity, while those
who had been, as I have shown, thrown back to a con-
dition of comparative barbarism, fell, for a time, into a state
of absolute stagnation.

But the spirit of freedom, which was implanted in the _
breast of the English people, could not, for all time, be thus
confined and restrained. Discontent and social unrest must
have sooner or later shown itself, for the Conqueror himself
granted a charter in which it was conceded that “al/ freemen
of our kingdom shall enjoy their land in peace, free from
all tillage, and from every unjust exaction.” Here, we find
the first dawning of Liberalism on the darkened horizon of
English subjection and oppression; and, it will be observed
that that first symptom took the form of “security for
property.” It is scarcely to be expected that either a



LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM. 235

monarch by conquest, or his heirs, would willingly consen.
to giving up that which they regarded as their spoil—viz.,
the right to govern how, and with what amount of despotism
he or they might think fit. Nor did they. Though much
was frequently promised, in moments of pressure and
emergency ; those promises were, as a rule, more * honoured
in the breach than the observance ;” yet each confession was
a step towards the great goal of Liberalism: and so it seems
to have been received.

In 1100 we find Henry 1. anxious to ingratiate himself
with his people. He promised “ the people their liberties,”
that * the distinction of Englishman and Norman should be
heard no more.” One of the terms of that monarch’s
celebrated charter was that the vassals of the barons should
enjoy the same privileges which he granted to his own
barrns. This charter again was not observed with any
degree of care by him who had granted it, but it marked
“the new relation which was thus brought about between
the people and their king.”

We pass now to the reign of John, a king who was as
impatient of restriction upon his power as any monarch well
could be. I need not dwell here, as I have done in a
previous chapter, upon the struggles which preceded the
granting of Magna Charta; nor need I recapitulate the
causes which ultimately led to a coalition between the
nobles and the people, in defence of their common liberties.
“ Hitherto” says May, ‘“the barons had fought for them-
selves alone ; now they became the national leaders, in
maintaining the liberties of England.” That great Charter
secured, as Hume says, “very important liberties and
privileges to every grder of men in the kingdom—to the
clergy, the barons and the people.” The Charter, itself, is
bristling, from beginning to end, with references to the
“liberties ” and “rights” of the subject; and a cursory
examination of its main provisions, such as I have given in
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a previous chapter, will show that the spirit of Liberalism )
was fast blossoming and making itself felt as a power,
which nothing could resist. That chapter is of most
importance which began: “ No freeman shall be taken or
imprisoned, or be disseised of his freehold, or liberties . . .
but by lawful judgment of his peers.” Personal freedom
and security of property were the two prowmninent principles
which inspired that great bulwark. Hume says: “Men
acquired some more security for their properties and their
liberties.” .

Passing from this epoch to that which secured the ratifica-
tion of the Petition of Right, we find a further concession
to the principle of security; for, by that ratification, the
king bound himself never again to impose taxes, or, in any
way, demand money from his subjects, except by their own
free consent, expressed through parliament.

The Habeas Corpus Act, by confirming the sacred
principle of personal liberty, which had been clearly laid
down by the terms of the Great Charter, made the right
more distinct, and more certain for the future. The
Revolution, of 1688, practically confirmed all past con-
cessions to the public liberty, and, in a firm and decisive
manner, broke the neck of royal despotism in England.
The curtailment of popular liberties, by the direct action of
royalty, was practically at an end with the Revolution ; but
the struggle for equal opportunities was by no ‘means
completed then; for, with the final disposal of Royal
demands, there still remained a condition of things, under
which the government, and the consequent inequitable
distribution of civil burdens, and civil privileges, was left in
the hands of a limited, and, too often, selfishly-motived
class, who took care, at all times, and, under all circum-
stances, to legislate in that manner, best calculated to
forward their own interests. I refer generally to the aristo-
cratic and moneyed classes, who, practically, absorbed the
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legislative power previous to the Reform Bill of 183z,
“Look,” says a modern writer on Reform, speaking of the
treatment of the people by the legislature between 1688
and 1832 ; “Look,” he says, ““at the statute-book, and see
the long array of revenue laws and game laws. Look at the
laws for protection of property ; protection against trespass ;
protection against creditors. Look at the long series of
Corn Laws; laws putting down combinations of workmen
to protect themselves against the rapacity of their masters ;
criminal laws against workmen, to compel them to fulfil
their engagements ; laws to compel men to work at such
wages as a magistrate chose to fix. Look at the laws
prohibiting public meetings, and the discussion of grievances
—at the variety and extent of indirect taxation, that made
living, to the poor man, almost impossible—at the frightful
punishments for the smallest offences.”*

An endless array of authorities might, in fact, be quoted
to show that, down to a few years ago, whatever class legis-
lation was passed, conferred its advantages always in one
direction, that was in favour of the aristocratic and wealthy
section of society, who happened to be more fully repre-
sented in the legislature. If history is carefully followed,
therefore, and attention paid to the principles which underlie
it, as it works down to our own time, it will be seen that
50 soon as that class of liberties, with which royal despo-
tism had persistently interfered, had been rescued, and
permanently held by means of a final curtailment of kingly
prerogative, Liberalism found a new and extensive field, upon
which to exercise its equalising functions. It was gradually,
and (as popular power was realised) more vividly realised
that society, as a whole, was surrounded by restrictions upon
“the people’s ” liberty. It became more and more apparent
that the masses were not in the enjoyment of those * equal
opportunities,” which it is the function of true Liberalism to,

® * History of Canstitutional Refarm,” (James Murdoch), p. 26
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secure for all ; and an investigation of the greater number
of the legislative reforms which have been effected since
1832, will reveal the fact that parliament has been chiefly
occupied in securing that ““equality of opportunity,” which
is the chief, and, in truth, the only aim of Liberalism to con-
summate. This field has been, ever since, the battle ground
of Liberalism and Conservatism—the former, as is its func-
tion, ever striving to abolish class restrictions of all kinds ;
the latter ever striving to prevent their destruction or
removal, professedly on the ground that ““the people” were
not competent to wield, and therefore not entitled to possess
that equal power which would be thus acquired.

The struggle for, and acquirement of independence, by
the Anglo-American colonists, who had migrated from the
old to the new world, once for all laid down the principle
that, so soon as an offshoot of the mother country became
self-supporting, the members of it should become entitled
to self-government : that is to say, should be freed from the
restrictions which a distant government involved, and from
the principle of taxation, which is an exception to the right
of security of property, justifiable only when necessary to
contribute towards the protection of the liberties of those
upon whom the taxes are being imposed.

The oppressive state of the law which led to the great
reform known as “ Catholic Emancipation ” was unworthy
of modern times, to which its repeal was delayed. It is,
indeed, scarcely credible that, in the nineteenth century, in
which we are now living, there should have been, in the
parliament of Great Britain a large body of men, so dead
to the principles of common justice and liberty, from which
they themselves had derived so many blessings, that they
should be found willing to continue so long the exclusion
from parliament, and from other even more primitive liberties,
a large portion of their fellow-countrymen, for no other
reason than that of a difference in religious creed. Yet, sa
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it was ; and thus it was reserved to our own century, to
remove from some millions of our fellow-men a restriction
which would have been more in keeping with what are
termed *the datk ages.” The Reform Bill, of 1832, simply
equalised parliamentary representation, by a more equitable
distribution of the seats, and the bestowal of a more
extended franchise. In the words of Mr. Justin McCarthy,
already quoted, it “broke down the monopoly which the
aristocracy and landed classes had enjoyed, and admitted
the middle classes to a share of the law-making power.”

The repeal of the Corn Laws was, in fact, the abolition
of a state of things, by which every man, woman, and
child in the kingdom, who consumed bread, or-any other
article of which grain was the primary ingredient, was com-
pelled to contribute to the artificial maintenance of the
agricultural industry of Great Britain. Such a restriction
upon the subject was an interference with the liberty of the
citizen to “buy in the cheapest market” The repeal of
those laws set the people free in that direction.

It requires no comment or explanation to prove that
there was a distinct bestowal of more equal opportunities
effected, in the admission of Jews to parliament ; and it is
equally unnecessary to show how a like result was-obtained,
by the passage of the Trades Union Act of 1871, the
immediate effect of which was that any person could become
a member of one of those combinations, without forfeiting
any of his privileges of citizenship.

The Ballot Act, in the same way, gave every subject the
liberty to vote as he chose. Inasmuch as many persons, by
reason of intisidation being brought to bear upon them,
were frequently compelled to vote contrary to their judg-
ment or conviction, it was necessary to prevenf any undue
pressure from being brought to bear, by giving each
elector the right of voting in secret, by ballot, if he thought
fit,
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Thus, it will be seen that, from the Conquest downwards,
freedom has been fought for, and won, by a gradual but
sire process of wresting, first from the sovereign, and after-
wards from the aristacratic and moneyed classes, the z»egua.
power which they, respectively, had arrogated to themselves,
when they had might upon their side.

As each successive stage of progress has been reached,
the people have acquired a further share in the deliberations
of that body, by which all * rights ” and ‘* opportunities
are regulated. Thus, there has at last been reached, a
condition of society, under which (with some few exceptions)
all men may be said to enjoy the *“ equal opportunities” for
which, and for which alone, true Liberalism contends.

It would be indeed difficult, in our own day, to point to
any feature in the laws of England, or of our self-governed
colonies, and show that, by reason of that feature, any
citizens are deprived of any individual liberty, beyond that
which is essential to restrict for the.general protection and
good of all members of the community ; and it would, also, be
well to ask ourselves, from time to time, what obstacle,
which can be said to have been *“erected by men,” can be
now pointed to, by which any other citizen is suffering a
deprivation of “equal opportunities,” enjoyed by any other
of his fellow-citizens. So soon as that social condition has
been reached, by which each member of the community
enjoys *equal opportunities,” then will have been attained
the ideal of true Liberalism ; and such a condition of things
having been (with some few exceptions) realised, the chief
objects of legislation will have been served. Parliament is
notan end, but only a means. If *“equal opportunities”
have been secured by parliament, then the principal func-
tions of that body are, for the time being, at an end.

But in any case, the determination of such a question will
at all times require the closest investigation of any supposed.
restriction ; for it will frequently happen, by reason of the
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great disparities among men, in wealth and social position,
that envy and jealousy will be engendered ; and the inability
of one class to attain to the position and circumstances of
another will be hastily attributed to the possession, by that
other, of some legal or political advantages over and above
those of the class whose envy has been so excited.
Upon a closer investigation, supported by a knowledge of
sociology, it would be discovered that such differences are
really attributable to obstacles of nafure, such as want of
ability, want of application, improvidence or some other
negative quality possessed by the more unsuccessful class.
A hungry man is not over nice in his logic, and will
readily and confidently attribute his inability to procure a
meal, or other necessities, to some conspiracy among
capitalists, or to the abuse of some economic laws, with
which he is not familiar, or has only the most superficial
knowledge.

In the same way, as I shall show hereafter, poverty will
exhaust every other means of accounting for itself, before it
will consent to refer it to some disqualification for success
in those who fail to lift themselves out of such a condition.

Mr. Bright has said, in one of his speeches, that most of
the great reforms for which he laid himself out, at the
commencement of his political career, have been effected ;
and there can be no doubt that if a condition of *equal
opportunities” is the goal of true Liberalism, as I contend
it is, then that condition has (with some few exceptions)
been already attained in all English-speaking communities.

It would, as I have already said, be difficult to point to
any existing law which upon close and careful investigation
will be found to constitute “an obstacle” to any member
of the community enjoying ‘‘ equal opportunities” with any
other of his fellow-men. What exceptions there are I shall
deal with in a future chapter. The present position of
women as members of a commonwealth is certainly open

M
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to very much doubt, and T would go so far as to confess that
I regard the present numerous restrictions upon that class,
in the legal disqualifications for taking their equal part in
political matters, as a distinctly neglected feature of true
Liberalism.

The fact of being 2 woman is no protection against the
numerous penalties provided under the law for particular
offences against society, and it therefore follows that every
woman who is not by marriage or otherwise represented in
the legislature is simultaneously held amenable to a code
of laws in the making of which, and in the reform of which
she is debarred from taking part. As it has been tersely
but convincingly put: *“Women are admitted to the gallows
and the gaols, but not to the franchise.” The one principle
upon which manhood suffrage is justifiable renders female
suffrage equally unanswerable.

Beyond this question there are undoubtedly others of less
importance, which still offer a field for the-efforts of true
Liberals. The unnecessary and inconvenient restrictions
upon the transfer of landed property are wrong in principle,
and were only established for the purpose of preventing
estates passing out of the hands of the particular families
in whom they were vested. Any such laws are clear inter-
ferences with the freedom of the individual, and should be
removed, since they are * obstacles erected by men.”

But, as I have said, there are not now any *crying”
abuses of power, in the shape of class privileges; and,
therefore, the (what may be termed) ¢ heroic” days of
Liberalism have passed away, at least foratime. Henceforth
the more important function of that school of politics will
be to watch closely and carefully for the development
of new rights and liberties, needing to be protected from
invasion, and for fresh attempts on the part of any class,
however large, to trespass on old rights which, in the mean-
time, are being respected. That is, as I shall endeavour to
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show in the next chapter, the great danger of our time, and
the one which it will be an important function of Liberalism
to watch in the immediate future.

Inasmuch as, in the past, so much political power has
been possessed by monarchs and the aristocratic and wealthy
classes, to the detriment of the labouring classes, and, as a
consequence, every liberal measure aimed at securing equal
opportunities has had the effect of conferring a larger and
increasing amount of liberty upon the latter, throughout a
period of some centuries, the idea has become almost
a cardinal principle with the “working” classes that every
measure which has that effect must of necessity be a liberal
measure. That has, in fact, with most of the class
mentioned, become the only test of Liberalism in any
measure, and the danger, to which I refer, consists in the
general adoption of such a test, in the future.

1f I am right in laying down, as the fundamental principle
of Liberalism, that each individual should have secured to
him the most absolute liberty, subject to such restrictions
only, as are necessary to secure equal liberty to all, then it
follows that the state should take no steps to curtail the
liberty of any class, merely because it will confer an
immediate advantage upon another class, even though that
other class happen to be much larger or more influential
politically than the former.

Yet sound as this may be as a principle, it is by no means
acknowledged. The masses of the people talk glibly of “ the
majority,” and seem to have concluded that so long as that
preponderance be secured, anything which it may determine
must of necessity be right, and, now that the masses of the
people are beginning to realise the enormous political power
which the continuing enlargements of the franchise are con-
lerring upon them, they are showing a strong tendency to
resort to that identical class of legislation which it has been
the traditional aim of true Liberalism (under different names)
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to counteract and gradually erase from the statute-book.
The tendency is, in fact, towards what I should term a
democratic Toryism—a school of legislation conceived in the
interests of a particular class of society, viz., the masses.

In the published report of “The Second Intercolonial
Trades’ Union Congress,” which was held in the colony of
Victoria, I find, under the heading of “Direct Representation
of Manual Labour in Parliament,” a resolution moved and
unanimously carried, urging ‘“‘upon labour organizations, in the
various colonies,” to elect a parliamentary committee to assist
in framing measures “for the benefit of labour.” Under the
heading of “ Payment of Members,” in the same publication,
I find it stated, with approval, that “it should be the object
of the delegates to break the monopoly of representation
down, so as to have direct representation iz the inferests of
the working classes.”

This is only an echo of what is apparent on all sides of
the political horizon—the test of wisdom or justice in a
measure being whether it has a majority in its favour. Now,
according to the principle for which I am contending, this
kind of test is absolutely fallacious, and, if relied on, and
acted upon, calculated to lead to every kind of legislative
extravagance.

The Marquis of Lorne, in his answer to the question,
“Why am I a Liberal ?” said, pertinent to this considera-
tion: “Civil and religious freedom are the fruits of its past
victories, and I am a Liberal, in the hope that freedom from
tyranny, of mob or monarch, will be the safeguard of its
future triumph.”

If the function of the state is limited, as Mr. Herbert
Spencer puts it, ‘“to preventing the aggressions of indi-
viduals on each other, or to the protection of the nation at
large against external enemies,” * then the fact that a
majority is to be found in favour of a particular measure

¢ ¢ Parliamentary Reform,” Collected Essays, vol. ii., p. 376.
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should be no guide whatever where its enactment will have
the effect of depriving others, even though a smaller number,
of their rightful liberties. The majority is, in the estima-
tion of many great authorities, really no criterion of either
wisdom or justice. “Why,” says the Bishop of Peter-
borough, “am I to place unlimited confidence in a
majority 7 Are majorities always in the right? Have
they never in times past been in the wrong? Have
minorities never been in the right? Is it so in private
life? Are the majorities of each man’s acquaintance
persons in whom he reposes unlimited confidence;
and, if not, why must it be so in public life? . . . I
hold that there may be as much unwisdom, and what is more,
as much injustice and tyranny, where the many govern the
few, as where the few govern the many ; and, further, that if
there be such tyranny, it is the more hopeless and the more
universally present tyranny of the two.”*

“If ever,” says De Tocqueville, *“liberty is lost in
America, the fault will be with the omnipotence of the
majority, in driving the minority to despair.”t And
Mill has said, “that the institution of society should
make provision for keeping up, . . . as a shelter for
freedom of thought, and individuality of character, a per-
petual and standing opposition to the will of the majority.”

The truth is, the principle which I have ventured to lay
down here will not admit of this appeal to heads, as a test
of the propriety of any sort of legislative interference.

Every man and every woman must be allowed to
“unfold ” as he or she may think fit; and in every branch
of life there must be the maximum of freedom of action,
limited only by a due regard for the equal liberties of one’s
fellows. Nature herself teaches us the use and advantages
of selfhelp, and on every side discovers to us what can be
done under circumstances which are calculated to encourage

* "*Speeches on Discstablishment,” Oct. 14, 1885. t '* Democracy in America.”
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or incite feelings of emulation or competition. ‘The law
of nature,” says Locke, “stands as an eternal rule to all
men, legislators as well as others.” ¢ The natural effort,”
says Adam Smith, “which every man is continually
making to better his own condition, is a principle of
preservation, capable of preventing and correcting, in
many respects, the bad effects of a political economy,
in some degrees, both partial and oppressive.”

John Stuart Mill goes even further, and points to the
inevitable effects of neglecting to regard this law. “A
people,” he says, * among whom there is no habit of spon-
taneous action, for a cdllective interest—who look habitually
to their government to command or prompt them in all
matters of joint concern—who expect to have everything done
for them, except what can be made an affair of mere habit
and routine, have their faculties only half developed ; their
education is defective in one of its most important branches.”
The same writer elsewhere says: “The cultivation of the
active faculties by exercise through the whole community
is itself one of the most valuable of national possessions.”
And again, “In proportion as the people are accustomed to
manage their affairs by their own active intervention, instead
of leaving them to the government, their desires will turn to
repelling tyranny rather than to tyrannising. . . . Let alone,
in short, should be the general practice : every departure from
it, unless required by some great good, is a certain evil.”

The popular objection, which would be at once offered to
these principles, is that they are selfish; and that to put
them to practice would in every case allow the strong,
physically and mentally, to secure an advantage over the
weak. But it must be remembered that the state would
always have the right, and be in duty bound, to step in
at that point at which the exercise of the principle of “self”
involved the curtailment of the “equal liberty ” of others.
As to the exercise of the principle of self-interest, it would
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be wrong to regard it otherwise than as the very tap-root of
human progress. The Duke of Argyle even, who is one of the
keenest opponents of a selfish materialism, has well said, “The
interests of self, justly appreciated, and rightly understood,
may be, nay indeed must be the interests also of other men
—of society—of country—of the Church and of the world.”

The same wrter, speaking of Adam Smith, and referring
to the mass of “ meddling ” legislation which existed prior
to his time, says, “ He found positive institutions regulating
and restricting natural human action in two different direc-
tions. There were laws restricting free interchange in the
products of labour itself, and there were other laws restricting
the free employment of labour. He denounced both. Labour
was deprived of its natural freedom by laws forbidding men
from working at any skilled labour unless they had served an
apprenticeship of a specified time. It was also deprived of
its natural freedom by monopolies, which prevented men
from working in any trade, within certain localities, unless
allowed to do so by those who had the exclusive privileges.
The first mode of restriction prevented labour from passing
freely from place to place ; the second mode of restriction,
from passing freely even in the same trade. Both of these re-
strictions were as mischievous and as destructive of their
own object as restrictions in the free interchange of goods.
They both depended on the same vicious principle of
attempting to obtain, by legislation, results which would be
more surely attained by allowing every man to sell his
goods and his labour when, where, and how he pleased.
The labour of a poor man was his capital. He had a
natural right to employ it as he liked. And, as for protect-
ing the community from bad or imperfect work ; #4af would
be best secured by unrestricted competition. . . . Nafural
law was the best regulation of both. Such were the doctrines
of Adam Smith, then new in the world.”*

® *Reign of Law,” (Duke of Argyle), p. 339.
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And, again, he says: “It was his (Adam Smith’s) labour
to prove that in the rude contrivances of legislation, due
account had not been taken of the natural forces with which
it had to deal. He showed that among the very elements of
human character there were tnstincts and desives and faculties
of contrivance, all of which by clumsy machinery had been
impeded and obstructed and diverted from the channels in
which they ought to work.”*

I cannot refrain from setting forth here an eloquent and
philosophical passage from Macaulay, upon the present
branch of my subject, which was quoted in an able article
in the Edinburgh Review of October, 1883, entitled ‘‘ Plain
Truths and Popular Fallacies.”

“It is not,” says Macaulay, ‘“ by the intermeddling of the
omnipotent and omniscient state, but by the prudence,
energy, and foresight of its inhabitants, that England has
been hitherto carried forward in civilisation, and it is to the
same energy, prudence, and foresight that we shall look
forward with comfort and good hope. Our rulers will best
promote the improvement of the nation by stréictly confining
themselves to their own legitimate duties ; by leaving capital to
find is most lucrative course, commodities their fair price ;
industry and intelligence their natural reward ; idleness and
Jolly their natural punishment; by maintaining peace; by
defending property ; by diminishing the price of law, and
by observing strict economy in every department of the
state. Let the government do this aend the people will
assuredly do the rest”

This passage contains, in a summarized form, the whole
duty of the legislator, and the last sentence contains a
covert admonition which would be a blessing to impress
indelibly upon the mind of every man who takes the
humblest part in the government of his country, viz., after
attending properly to the duties enumerated above, to “ /e

# ' Reign of Law,” p. 340.
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the people alone” and leave them to manage their own
affairs for themselves, so long as they do not unduly
interfere with one another, and thus prevent the equally
free exercise of faculties, and the equally free use of their
possessions, by all members of the community.

Mr. Gladstone, most papular of Liberal statesmen, whose
earlier utterances were more in harmony with the true
principles of Liberalism than those of later years, wrote to
Mr. James Stansfield a letter which has been reprinted in the
Contemporary for October, 1885, in an article entitled,
“ Liberal Programmes.” “ Liberalism,” says Mr. Gladstone,
“ has ever sought to unite freedom of individual thought and
action, to whick it so largely owes ils healthy atmosphere, with
corporate efficiency.”

Mr. Stansfield himself, in the same article, adds, * There
is one safe test, I think, by which to judge such measures:
we should never yield to the templation of them, unless we can
first satisfy ourselves that, if swccessful, they will not at once or
later undermine and sap, bur, on the contrary, that they will
give new life and vigour lo independence of chavacter and
habit of mind, and to the spirit and capacity of self-help and
self-control.”

Again, in an article in the Nimeteenth Century, for
November, 1885, Professor Edward Dicey makes the follow-
ing comparative statement of the real Liberalism, and the
new creed, as being promulgated by what has been termed
the Birmingham school of politicians. * Individual liberty,”
says Mr. Dicey, “freedom of contract, the superiority of
private contract over state action, the right of every man
to do what he thinks fit with his own, so long as he does
not infringe the liberty of others, open competition as
between purchaser and seller, capitalist and labourer—
these are the main planks of the old liberal platform in
respect of Home politics.” In the same article, the writer
goes on to say:—* The substitution of state control for
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individual action, the creation of a new peasant proprietary
by the compulsory sale of private lands, a system of
graduated taxation by which capital is to be mulcted
for the benefit of labour, the introduction of local
government boards under which local bodies through-
out the United Kingdom are to exercise the func-
tions now discharged by the Imperial parliament—or, in
plainer words, the introduction of Home Rule—the provid-
ing of gratuitous education for the poor at the cost of the
ratepayers, the legislative limitation of the hours of labour
—these,” says Mr. Dicey, “are only a few of the measures
which the Radicals have proclaimed their intention of pro-
moting as soon as they are in a position to do so. These
measures are, one and all, based upon the principles which
underlie Socialism, as distinguished from Liberalism.”

There 1s a principle in the law of evidence by which a
greater value than usual is attached to certain testimony upon
the ground that it is “against the interest” of the witness.
The principal author#y on that subject says : *“The ground
upon which this evidence is received is the extreme improba-
bility of its falsehood.” Having this principle in view, I have
endeavoured as much as possible, in the treatment of this
subject, to draw as many as possible of my various defini-
tions and illustrations of true Liberalism from the most
illustrious Liberals themselves. Regarding this feature of the
subject, indeed, my difficulty has been rather to discriminate
as to which to choose of the profusion of quotations I have
at hand, than to find a sufficiency in support of my conten-
tion. There is one which aptly points the moral regarding the
danger of legislative interference, as effecting the national
character. ‘“We cannot,” says Mr. Jefferson Davis, “legis-
late to destroy the motive of self-interest ; for that lies at the
foundaiion of material progress.’*

= “Letter to Hon, H. W. Pope.” 77mres. x4th May, 1836.
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Mark, too, the weighty opinions of M. Léon Say, of whom
the Zimes speaks as “the eminent French statesman and
economist.” Presiding at a meeting of the Liberty and Pro-
perty Defence League at Westminster, he said in his address ;
“The functions of government ought to have well-defined
limits, and there are limits which could not be transgressed
without entailing misfortunes on mankind. Civilisation
itself,” he added, “would be in peril if governments were
allowed to go beyond the limits of their natural functions
and attributes.” “ Liberal economists,” he continued,
“were determined to take their stand on the solid ground
of observation, and not to deviate from the principles of
experimental science. Experiinental science showed that
human society was a natural fact. Society was not the
result of a contract ; it was the very condition of humanity.
.« .. Two principles appeared dominant. They were
necessary for society, and were, so to speak, its springs.
Those principles were fndividual energy and personal respon-
stbriitv. It was impossible to conceive a human society
which should not be animated, as it were, by those two
principles. . . . If government did not respect those
two principles, it destroyed society, and turned men aside
from the paths of progress, to throw them back on their
previous course. Governments which respected these
principles led humanity in the ways of civilisation, while
other governments exposed them to the risk of losing the
way and of going back into barbarism.” “Every law,” he
added, “which assailed individual energy, or which
diminished individual responsibility, was a law which passed
beyond the legitimate powers of the state, and might,
according to circumstances, produce decadence, or mark a
period of retrogression in the development of civilisa-
tion.”

The moral to be drawn from all this has been well and
succinctly put by M‘Culloch, in his treatise on Political
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Economy. Dealing with the subject of government inter-
ference he says:—‘It cannot be too strongly impressed
upon those in authority that non-interference should be the
leading principle of their policy, and interference the
exception only ; that in all ordinary cases individuals should
be left to shape their conduct according to their own judg-
ment and discretion, and that no interference should ever
be made on any speculative or doubtful grounds, but only
when its necessity is apparent, or when it can be clearly
made out that it will be productive of pudlic advantage.
. . . . Whenever legislators set about regulating, they are
treading a path encompassed with difficulties; and while
they advance with caution, they should be ready to stop the
moment they do not see the way clearly before them.”*

It cannot be too carefully remembered that almost every
clause of an act of parliament, if it have any force or effect
at all, takes away a liberty from somebody, because it must
of necessity speak of something which shail or shall not be
done where before it was optional.

The utmost care and caution needs, therefore, to be
observed in order that it may first be ascertained whether,
in so limiting somebody’s liberty, a more equal distribution
of liberties generally is being brought about. If this is not
being done, the measure is not Liberal in the true sense of
the word. “‘It ought,” says Burke, “to be the constant
aim of every wise public council to find out, by cautious
experiments and rational cool endeavours, with Aow /rttle,
not Aew muck of this restraint, the community can subsist ;
for liberty is a good fo be improved and not an evil to be
lessened.”

Assuming, then, that this advanced state of Liberalism has
been reached in any country—that by dint of popular effort,
and representative advocacy, the condition of *“equal
opportunities ¥ has actually been realised—what is the policy

8 " Principles of Political Economy,” p. 309.
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of Liberalism? My answer is to preserve that state of
things ; to watch, as I have already said, for any attempts
to encroach upon that domain of freedom or “equal
opportunities,” and to see that no new rights or liberties,
which may be developed in our ever-evolving social
organization are left unprotected from aggression by any
one, or any number of citizens.

If, therefore, Conservatism be taken in the present
day to mean merely a maintenance or preservation
of institutions as #hey are, then society, having reached
the desired social condition at which Liberalism aims,
we should have the two political schools, Conservatives
and Liberals, embracing the same policy; and this reflec-
tion appears to have been experienced by Mr. Joseph
Cowen when he wrote the following passage :—“ Many a
man,” he says, “inherits his political opinions as he does his
property. Political faith is largely a matter of sentiment,
disposition, and training. The working classes, up to a
certain era in English history, were, as a rule, conservative,
They certainly were Conservatives during Mr. Pitt’s régéme.
Since then they have been Liberal, and Liberal because the
Conservatives refused to concede them political rights.
They have now gol those politeical rights, and stand on the
same level as other classes,; and no doubt they will be Tory
or Liberal, according to circumstances.”® This was all said
at an election meeting in answer to the question, “Why should
not a working man be a Tory?”  Conservatism is, however,
by no means understood or professed according to this
interpretation, by all who embrace it as a political title.
It too frequently means, in the mouths of its followers, a
distinct refusal to recognise the equality of men in their
rights and privileges. It is too frequently supposed by the
more fortunate, and more delicately nurtured side of society,
that the distinction among men in wealth, education, and

# " General Election (1885) Speeches,” p. 248.
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social position, is of an innate and permanent character;
and that what are called the working classes, constitute a
distinct species of human nature, designed by Providence for
the purpose of doing the rough and objectionable work of
the world.

Such persons would debar “the people” from the fran-
chise; from liberty to organize among themselves; from
liberty to enter parliament ; from liberty to acquire a higher
education, and if possible to lift themselves into a higher
level of life and a higher sphere of society.

With such doctrines and such desires, triue Liberalism has
no sympathy. By it, as I have fully shown, all men are
equal-—not in wealth or position, or ability ; butin “#e eye of
the laww.”” The ideal is, as Mr. Herbert Spencer has put it,
“to see that the liberty of each man to pursue the objects
of his desires is unrestricted, save by the like liberty of all.”
Thus will be afforded to every citizen, what Mr. Cowen has
called “a clear and equal course,” and by such means *the
victory ” in life will be allowed to go to *“the wisest and the
best.”
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CHAPTER VI.
Sprurlous LiBEraLisM—HISTORIC INSTANCES.

‘It would be easy to show how legislators, in every attempt they
have made to protect some particular interests, and uphold some
particular principles, have, no! only failed, but have brought about
results déametrically opposite to those which they proposed.” —BUCKLE,
History of Ciwvilisation.

““ The substitution of government direction for the play of individual

action, and the attempt to secure by restriction what can Jetter be
secured by freedom.”—HENRY GEORGE, Progress and Foverly.

‘“ Experience hath plainly taught in the said town that the said act
hath not only nor brought the good effect \hat then was hoped and
surmised, but also hath been, and now is likely to be the very greatest
cause of the tmnpoverishing and wundoing of the poor artificers and
others, at whose suit the said act was procured.”—Zxtract from an
Act of Pariiament of the Reign of Elizabeth.

HE above quotations should sufficiently explain, in
general terms, the purpose of the present chapter, and
the application of the title which I have adopted for it. In
dealing with the very numerous instances of falsely-con-
ceived legislation, which are afforded by historicand modern
times, and which I have collected from different sources in
order to illustrate the theories for which I am contending, 1
have found it necessary to divide this portion of my subject
into two parts—the first containing those instances which
may be fairly placed under the head of ‘“historic;” the
second containing those which more correctly come under
the heading of the *“present day.”
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I have applied the term  Spurious Liberalism ” to both
divisions—each of which occupies a chapter—though the
instances enumerated under the former were enacted at a
time when the word ‘Liberalism” had not yet been
adopted as a political term.

The nature of that older legislation, however, is so iden-
tical in principle with the more modern school, that I have,
notwithstanding, preferred to treat them both under that
head. The principal objectionable feature which charac-
terises all those historic, as well as those modern instances
with which I purpose dealing, is that they have the effect
of either curtailing the liberty of citizens instead of widening
it; involving the State in commercial pursuits instead of
leaving that field to private enterprise; or of interfering with
the recognised rights of property—in each case, 100, to an
extent beyond that requisite for the general good, up to
which point there could, of course, be no objection. Eng-
lish history presents us with an abundant crop of legislation
to which the term “ Spurious Liberalism” can fairly be
applied, though, nevertheless, it was placed upon the
statute-book at a time when the working classes had only
a very partial voice in the government of the country.

While the gradual growth of freedom, which I have
endeavoured to trace in previous chapters, was going on:
stimulated, from time to time, by the growing cenfidence
of the people, and the more frequent expression of the
popular wishes, there were certain other features of Liberalism
which failed to receive anything like clear recognition, even
by the people themselves who were most immediately
interested. The éroad principles of freedom had certainly
been recognised, and understood in the earliest times, even
by the dullest classes of citizens ; for it required the mini-
mum of intelligence to discern the advantages of liberty of
locomotion, for the person; liberty to do as one wished
with one’s own property ; liberty to believe, and worship, in
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accordance with the particular creed which happened to be
most popular in one’s own time. These broader features
of Liberalism were the first to be recognised and valued by
the masses of the people, if not as principles of a studied
political science, yet as human wants of a very practical
and necessary character. But there were other important
features which were not so clearly understood. There
were, in fact, other phases of personal freedom which were
not so quickly, if at all discerned, in the times of which I
am about to speak. I refer to such matters as freedom
of commercial intercourse and interchange; freedom of
contract in the natural rise and fall of wages and in the con-
ditions of labour; freedom of individual taste and expendi-
ture in the more private concerns of life. These were
matters which, in many cases, affected the poor and the
rich alike, but principally the poor, who, in their meagre
parliamentary representation, enjoyed few opportunities for
effectual protest. One can only account for the continuance
of those which materially affected the better classes, who did
enjoy representation, to the fact that, not being familiar
with the fundamental economic laws which are now so
widely understood, they were not prompted to any practical
resistance. It is highly probable, too, that, for want of
knowledge of these fundamental principles, most people
rested satisfied with the vague belief (which exists to a large
extent in our own day) that in some way or other, though
not very clear, such restrictive legislation produced some
good to somebody. This is, in fact, the only feasible explana-
tion of the widespread belief in Protection in our own
time. In the period which elapsed bLetween the reign of
Henry ITI. and the abolition of the Corn Laws, there
existed a most universal ignorance among legislators,
regarding the very fundamental principles of what is now
termed “political economy.” Itis tolerably evident, indeed,
from history, that an act of parliament was considered to
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possess something of acreative faculty, by which it could really
produce positive benefits, that is to say, could confer them on
one class of society, without, at the same time, subtracting
them, or the means by which they were obtained, from some
other class. It is now generally recognised by all persons,
who have read or thought beneath the surface of things,
that the comforts of life can only be produced by human
exertion of some kind ; that though machinery (which the
working classes have, from time to time, abused) can much
facilitate the production of those comforts, still, previous
exertion has to be stored up in order to produce that
machinery ; and that parliament, which after all, is only a
large debating society, cannot, by any magic process, produce
something out of nothing—can only, in fact, and that by an
improper use of its power, compel one citizen to fransfer
something to another citizen. An act of parliament, there-
fore, cannot confer positive advantages on any section of its
citizens, except by first taking those advantages, or the means
of obtaining them, from some other section of its citizens.
"This simple—1 might almost say primitive—truth hasrequired
some centuries for men to find out; and, even in our own
day, there are thousands who have not yet fully realised it.
This fundamental error lies at the root of all the faisely-
conceived legislation of past and present times. In historic
times, indeed, there were few men who knew the error of
this view, for the science of political economy was almost
unknown. In the present day this class of legislation is
proposed and enacted in the very face of this knowledge ;
and many of the men who assist in that enactment ignore,
by so doing, all the history of their forefathers, and all the
science and political philosophy of their contemporaries.

1 propose, therefore, to divide my subject into two
branches, enumerating, under the present heading, all those
instances which arose under the earlier state of economic
knowledge—from the time of Henry IIL. to the time of the
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Corn-Laws repeal—and, in a subsequent chapter, all those
instances which have been and are being proposed, in our
own day, notwithstanding our possession of the facts from
history and from science, which, if studied, would inevitably
lead to a more correct view of such matters. As 1 have
already said, political economy is a comparatively modern
science, practically dating from the time of Adam Smith,
whose treatise was published a little over a century ago.* It
teaches that the operations of society, in relation to com-
merce, are regulated by ascertainable laws, and that any
anticipation of the good effects of any such law, in one
direction, must, inevitably, be followed by a corresponding
forfeiture of advantages in another direction. For instance,
when in the reign of George I1. a bounty was paid on the
exportation of corn, in order to encourage the agricultural
interest, it was little thought that the incentive, thus offered
to exportation, would prove so effectual as to lead to corn
acquiring an almost fabulous value in the producing country
itself, and, as a consequence, to give rise to serious riots.
Yet, such was the fact; and, subsequently, when the other
extreme was resorted to, by actually proAibiting the exporta-
tion of corn, and laying an embargo on all ships laden from
British ports, the authors of the law equally lost sight of
the fact that what they were doing would have the effect of
paralysing the national shipping interests. Yet such also
was the case.

Now, in both these instances, the legislation referred to
had been prompted by the very best intentions, though the
result, in each case, proved that the authors failed to foresee
the ultimate effects of their measures, which, in the light of
modern economic knowledge, would now be predicted by
any person of moderate political education. The first of

2 ' At the present day," says Buckle, “ eighty years after the publication of Adam
Smith's ¢ Wealth of P{;tions,' there is not to be found any one of folerable educalion
who is not askamed of holdin? opinions, which, before the time of Adam Smith,
were uriversally received.” ‘" Hastory of Civilisation,” vol. i., p. 216.
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these laws was conceived for the encouragement of the agri-
cultural interest ; the second, with the purpose of removing
the dearth of corn, which, according to Hume, ‘“so much
distressed the poorer class of people.” These were distinct
instances of a spurious Liberalism ; for, though appearing at
first sight to promise national benefits, the liberty of the tax-
payer was, in the one case, infringed by his being compelled
to contribute, through the revenue, to the granting of a
bounty for the purpose of bolstering up a particular industry,
for the benefit of a particular class; while, in the second case,
the liberty of the agriculturalist was infringed by preventing
him from selling to a foreign purchaser, willing to give him
a higher price for his corn than that which was obtainable
in his own country. These are only individual instances of
a far-reaching misconception, by means of which commerce
was hampered for purposes which were never to be realised,
and interfered with in such a way as to discourage all
attempts at development. All such laws had, sooner or
later, to be revoked, that is to say, repealed, and the mere
repeal was in its turn looked upon as a reform.*

It was only by a series of experiences of this kind that
men came, at last, to understand the principles of what we
term political economy. Now, during the period over
which so much of this experience was gained, that is to say
over which we find commerce almost strangled with abortive
legislative restrictions, the government of the country
{England) was really in the hands of the monied and better
educated section of society. If any class should have
known how hopeless were such attempts, it was the class
who then more or less monopolised the governing power.
But, as I have said, the world was only /Jearming political
* Buckle says of the Corn-Laws Repeal : ‘ All that was done was to rep=al the old
laws and leave trade to its natural freedom ;” and elsewhere, *‘ Every great reform
which has been affected, has consisted not in doing something new, but in uadving
something o/d, . . . the whole scope and tendency of modern legislation is to restore

things to that natura) channel from which the igworance of preceding legislation had
driven them.”
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economy, and at a considerable cost to its commerce and
its social advancement. To this fact, alone, can we attribute
those great and numerous legislative errors. Consider, for
a moment, the position of affairs in the present day. The
science of political economy has been expounded by some
of the greatest intellects of our century ; treatises, without
number, have been placed within the reach of the poorest
citizen, and the subject has been taught in every university,
as well as in many of the best schools in every English-speak-
ing community. Every educated man knows, or, at least,
has been taught those principles ; and the mistakes of our
forefathers have in fact become our heritage, from which we
are enabled to draw morals for our own political guidance.
The fundamental truth, for instance, which underlies the
theory of Freetrade is trite among properly educated persons,
and, as Mr. Bright said some time ago, it is difficult to
understand “how reasonable men ever thought otherwise.”
If this be so, it may be fairly asked how it is that, notwith-
standing the great advance in political education, so much
of what I have called misconceived legislation is still being
passed in such a community as that of Great Britain ? The
answer is obvious. The class who formerly held the pre-
ponderance of the governing power, and who, themselves,
were parties to the misconceived legislation in earlier times,
of which I have spoken, have certainly corrected their view
of political questions ; but—and this is the reason for which
I am seeking—meanwhile, the governing power has been
passed on to the masses, who, unfortunately, are almost as
little versed in political principles, as were the more
educated classes before Adam Smith’s time. Parliament is,
of necessity, the mirror of the political opinions entertained
by those who elect it, and one of the natural but also unfor-
tunate consequences of representative government is that
candidates are always forthcoming to advocate the unwise
as well as the wise expressions of public opinion. There is
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reason to believe that, as time progresses, the masses will
make a more familiar acquaintance with sound political
principles, and resist, more than they have hitherto done,
the overtures of aspiring candidates who are not disinclined
to stultify themselves in order to win the approval of those
who can turn the scale at election time. Thus, then,
though the better educated classes of the present day
are familiar with political principles, the fact that the
government has, to a great extent, passed out of their hands
into those of the masses renders the chances of wiser and more
far-seeing legislation somewhat remote. A review of some
of the modern and impending legislation, which I shall under-
take in a future chapter, will, I think, go far to show that
society is just now in as great danger, from the passing of
misconceived measures, as it was in those remote times
to which I have alluded. Every important extension of
the franchise brings in to the electoral fold a fresh detach-
ment of the less provident and less reflective section of
society. Each of such detachments constitutes a new
disturbing factor in the periodical expression of the public
opinion, and the effect of such a disturbance in the formation
of that opinion, whether for good, or for evil, depends upon
the amount of wisdom which is possessed in determining
their wants, and the amount of judgment which is exercised
in wielding the power by which that determination is
expressed. The mere fact of such a detachment having
been hitherto excluded from the franchise is, in itself,
evidence of having been under age, or of having wanted
means; and it would be a mere truism to assert that both youth
and poverty are, as a rule, unaccompanied by a large amount
of political or any other wisdom. The net result of the
Franchise Act of 1885 has been carefully set forth in “ The
Radical Programme” as follows :—* The parliament of 1880
was elected by #hree millions of electors, of whom it was
estimated one-tkird were of the working classes. The next
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House of Commons” (now sitting) “will be elected by
five millions of men, of whom threefifths belong to the
labouring population.”* The Act of 1885 therefore added
two millions to the franchise, principally of the agricultural-
labourer class. This has been the dream of Radicals for
years; yet, hear what the author ot the “Radical Programme”
says of the class from which this new detachment has been
taken :—* The English masses are nearly impervious fto

political ideas. . . . The pesple know vaguely what they
want. . . . Therenever was a time when tnstruction was
more sorely needed on all these topies”t  Elsewhere the same
authority says :—*“ It is for the people’s Jeaders to indicate

to them the precise methods and instruments by which zesr
wishes may be realised.”}

The modus operandt is then as follows :(—All men are, of
course, aiming at zise government. Two more millions of
electors have been added to the electoral roll of Great
Britain, who are “‘ impervious to political ideas ;> who * know
their wants only vaguely;” and who are “in sore need of in-
struction on political topics.” These two millions are to
express ‘‘their wishes,” and certain other persons, having
heard those ** wishes,” are to carry them out. These latter
persons are, in Radical phraseology, to be called * leaders,”
and the sum and substance of this whole process is that we
are to approximate more closely than before to a ‘“wise ”
government—that is to say, to a government working in the
real interests of the ‘‘ whole people”! Will such a series of
propositions stand the most superficial logical analysis ?
I'he future is indeed not promising, but let us not venture
on prophecy. Let us turn now to the past. The investiga-
tion which I shall now make of *Spurious Liberalism,” in
its historic instances, will prove that the repeated attempts
to produce happiness or success for the people, by Act of
Parliament, have not only failed to effect their purpose, but,

® ¢ The Radical Programme, P4 1 "' The Radical Programme,” p. 33.
{ “ The Radical Programme,” p. 33.|
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in many cases, produced results entirely opposite to those
which were intended and anticipated. It will, at the same
time, be noticed that, in a large number of instances, the
matters dealt with were of the most private and (rivial
nature, which could have had no real concern for anybody
but the individuals themselves, and certainly not the
remotest for the government of the country, or for the
people at large, whom the government are supposed to
represent.

I shall first deal with those interferences with national
commerce, which form part of the material from which
Buckle deduced the conclusion that ““the history of the
commercial legislation of Europe presents every possible
contrivance for hampering the energies of commerce.”
Those interferences were principally with the natural supply
and demand of the necessaries of life, such as corn, meat,
and wool ; and a study of them will show how vain and
profitless were, and almost must be, the attempts to improve
upon the ordinary economic laws by which the English
people are now content to allow their markets to be ruled.

In the reign of Henry III. an assize of bread was fixed-—
that is to say, a statute was passed with the object of regu-
lating prices.* Hume says, in reference to it :—* Yet did
the prices often rise much higher than any taken notice of
by the statute.”t The state, in fact, did not succeed in
regulating the prices, for they rose notwithstanding the
statute. It was, in short, an attempt to keep down the
price of bread, but it is evident that the object of the legis-
lative restriction failed to effect its purpose. Even if such
an enactment had effected its authors’ aim, no argument is
necessary to show that such a restriction would have worked
an injustice on the holders of corn and the sellers of bread,
by depriving them of the liberty of selling it to such persons
as would purchase it at the best obtainable price.

® The details of this act were copied from a preceding assize, dating as far back as
the reign of John. t ‘' History of England,” vol, 1., p. 53z2.
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In the reign of Edward IIL (according to Hume), by €ar
the most considerable of England’s exports was that of wool.
The king placed an imposition of forty shillings on each sack
exported: thus again interfering with the laws of supply and
demand, and trespassing, for no legitimate purpose, upon the
liberty of those citizens, whose interest it was to export and
dispose of abroad, for the best price obtainable, their law-
fully acquired commodity. The same monarch, in order to
give an artificial stimulus to the woollen manufacture, offered
protection and encouragement to foreign weavers, and
enacted a law, prohibiting everyone from wearing any cloth
but that of English fabric. Later, in the same reign, the
exportation of wool was absolutely prohibited, as also that
of manufactured iron.¥ This was done with a view of com-
pelling foreigners to come and buy in the English markets;
and, lest the law should be evaded, the penalty for a breach
was fixed at ‘“ death and confiscation.”

The policy of parliament, during various periods of this
reign, became unbearably interfering. It attempted, what
Hume characterises as ‘ the impracticable scheme” of re-
ducing the price of labour, as also that of poultry.t A
reaper, in the first week of August, was not allowed above
twopence a day, or near sixpence of our present money ; in
the second week, a third more. A master carpenter was
limited, through the whole year, to threepence a day; a
common carpenter to twopence a day, money of that
age.}

In the following reign (Richard 11.), parliament com-
plained (as might have been expected) of the decay of
shipping, and attributed it to the fact that the king had
authorised frequent seizures for purposes of war. They
asserted that one seaport had contained ‘“more vessels
than were then to be found in the whole kingdom.”
% Hume's ** History of England,” chap. 6. t 37 Edward 111., chap. 3.

{ Hume's * History of England,” vol. ii., chap 16.
9 Hume’s * History of England,” vol. ii., chap 16.
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Notwithstanding this very distinct lesson, as to the effect of
such arbitrary conduct, the same complaint had to be
repeated in Edward’s reign, and again in that of Richard.
In the z7th year of Edward, parliament took upon itself to
fix upon particular towns of England as the markets for
wool, leather, lead, and certain other commodities. Next it
was removed to Calais. The object of this interference
with the commerce of the country was to enable foreigners
to be invited to a definite market. This scheme likewise
was carried out to such extremes by parliament that English
merchants were actually prohibited from exporting any
English goods from the statutory market, and the result was
“ the total abandoning of all foreign navigation, except that
to Calais.”* In this reign also “shopkeepers had the prices
of provisions dictated to them.”{

In the reign of Henry IV. we find another crop of the
same short-sighted legislation. ‘ Commerce,” says Hume,
“was very little understood in this reign, as in all the
preceding. There appears to have been a great jealousy
against what were termed merchant strangers.” Restraints
of various kinds were imposed upon them by act of
parliament. For instance, they were obliged to lay out, in
English manufactures or commodities, all the money acquired
by the sale of their goods ; they were prohibited from buying
or selling with one another ; and it was rendered imperative
that all their goods should be disposed of three months after
importation.] Hume says of this last enactment, that “it
was found so énconvenient that it was, soon afier, repealed by
parliament.” It would also appear that, during the previous
reigns, the prohibition on the exportation of corn was
maintained ; for it is said, by Hume, that “permission was
given by parliament to export corn when .it was at low
prices.”

% Hume's * History of Enagland,” vol. ii., chap. 16, t * Social Statics,” p. 328.
% 4 Henry IV, chap. 15. 5 Henry 1V, chap, 9.
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Coming down to the reign of Henry VII., we find that
‘“the king'’s love of money naturally led him to encourage
commerce ; but,” adds Hume, “if we may judge by most
of the laws enacted during his reign, trade and industry
were rather hurt than promoted by the care and attention
given to them.” Severe laws were enacted against taking
interest for the loan of money,* “ which,” adds Hume, “the
superstition of the age zealously proscribed;” and gll
attempts at evading such a law, so as to make money by
the loan of money, were carefully guarded against.t “ It is
needless,” says the same writer, “ to observe how unreason-
able and intguiteus were these laws; how rmpossible to be
executed, and how furtful to frade, if they could take place.”]

In this same reign, laws were made against the exportation
of money, plate, or bullion ;¥ “a precaution,” adds Hume,
“which serves to no other purpose than to make more ke
exported” The exportation of horses was likewise pro-
hibited,§ “as if,” says the historian, ‘ that exportation did
not encourage the breed, and render them more plentiful in
the kingdom.” In order to promate archery, no bows were
to be sold at a higher price than six shillings and fourpence
of modern money. “ The only effect of this regulation,”
says the same writer, “ must be either that the people wonld
be supplied with dad bows or none at all.”| In this reign,
alsa, prices were fixed for woollen cloth, caps, and hats;** and
the wages of labourers were further regulated by statute.tt
“It is evident,” says Hume, in comment, *“that these matters
ought to be left free, and be entrusted to the common course
of business and commerce.” “One great cause,” says the
historian, “ of the low state of industry during this period
was the restraints put upon it.” It appears that parliament
itself at last recognised this, and subsequently enlarged the

# 3 Henry VII., chap. 5. t 7 Henry VIIL,, chap. 8. 1 ‘‘History of England,”
vol. {i, chap. 26. 4 Henry VII., chap. 23, § 11 He VIL, chap. 13.
I| '“History of England,” vol. ii., chap. 26. ©% 4 Henry VI, chaps, 8, g.

tt 11 Henry VII., chap, 22.
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limitations, though not sufficiently. Among the many
abortive attempts (in the reign of Henry VIIL) at manu-
facturing happiness by act of parliament, was one which
forbade the use of machinery in the making of broad-cloth.
The attempt had this effect,—to drive a large part of the
woollen trade into Holland, where the “divers devilish
contrivances,” as the machines were called, were under no
sych legislative restraint.*

Speaking of the reign of Mary, Hume says: “The
arbitrary proceedings of the queen (Elizabeth) joined
to many monopolies granted by this princess, as well as
by her father, checked the growth of &mmerce” The
reign supplies us with one excellent example of this
abortive legislation. A law had been made, in the pre-
vious reign, by which everyone was prohibited from making
cloth, unless they had served an apprenticeship of seven
years. It was fully expected that, by thus preventing
private and inexperienced persons from producing that
commodity for themselves, the authorised channels of the
industry would be greatly stimulated. Yet we find that in
Mary's reign the law in question was repealed ; and the
reasons given for so doing were that the former statute had
occasioned the decay of the woollen manufacture, and had
ruined several towns.t

In contrast with the instances of this class of legislation
which I have now enumerated, we have Hume’s testimony
regarding some features of Elizabeth’s reign. * By allowing
a free exportation of corn,” he says, trade and navigation
were promoted, and so much fncreased was the shipping of
her kingdom, . . . that she was.justly styled the Re-
storer of Naval Glory, and the Queen of the Northern Seas.}
It was in her reign, however, that the system of monopolies
was carried to such a high and injurious pitch of develop-
ment. In order to reward many persons who had

& ‘‘Liberty or Law " (Wordsworth Donisthorpe), p. 1 ume' ! History of
England," vol. iii., chap. 37. { Hume's “ H]story of England,” vol. iii., chap. 38
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distinguished themselves in civil and military matters during
that period, she, not being able to give them suitable money
rewards, resorted to the expedient of granting them patents
for monopolies in various articles of commerce. Beyond
those which she thus gave away, there were others which
she sold. The recipients of these patents, having the
monopoly of certain articles secured to them, were enabled
to charge just what they chose for them. *It is astonish-
ing,” says one writer, “to consider the number and import-
ance of those commodities which were thus assigned over
to patentees : currants, salt, iron, powder, cards, calf-skin,
fells, ox-shin bones, oil, cloth, potashes, aniseeds, vinegar,
coal, steel, brushes, pots, bottles, saltpetre, lead, oil, glass,
paper, starch, sulphur, fish, beer, leather, and a number of
others.” Over all these, and a score more articles of daily
use, the most absolute monopolies were granted. Hume
relates that, when this list was read out in parliament, a
member cried out: “Is not bread among the number ?”
“Bread ! ” said everyone with astonishment. “ Yes,” said
the member, “if affairs go on at this rate we shall have
bread reduced to a monopoly before next parliament.” The
effect of these monopolies, it is scarcely necessary to say,
was most oppressive to the people. The fortunate patentees
were most exorbitant in their demands; and it is recorded
that salt rose in price from sixpence to fourteen or fifteen
shillings a bushel. Of course such prices attracted others
to attempt the sale; and, in order to prevent such opposition,
the patentees had to be invested with very arbitrary powers,
by which they could exact heavy penalties from all who
interfered with their patent. The patentee of saltpetre
could, for instance, enter into any house and commit what-
ever havoc he chose, wherever he suspected saltpetre might
be concealed.

This arbitrary power enabled its possessors to extort large
sums of money, as a payment for more considerate treatment.
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“While all domestic intercourse was thus restrained,”
says Hume, “lest any scope should remain for industry,
almost every species of foreign commerce was confined to
exclusive companies, who bought and sold, at any price
that they thought proper to offer or exact.”

These grievances, “ the most intolerable for the present,
and the most pernicious in their consequences, that ever
were known, in any age, or under any government,” excited
great complaint, but the queen persisted in defending them.
A bill was introduced for their abolition ; and after much
discussion, and much complaint, the queen consented to
their partial abolition. These monopolies, meanwhile, had
“tended to extinguisk all domestic industry.”

James I., Elizabeth’s successor, called in and annulled
those which remained, because they had “ extremely fetfered
every species of domestic industry.”* Another singular illustra-
tion is afforded by Elizabeth’s reign. An act (8 Elizabeth,
cap. 4) “touching the drapers, cottoners, and frizers of
Shewsbury,” was passed, to prohibit any one entering into
what was termed the *“mystery” of those industries, unless
they had been “brought up in the use of the said trade.”
It appears that before six years had elapsed, the drapers and
cottoners of Shewsbury discovered their mistake, and
communicated it to the government of the day. By a
subsequent act (x4 Elizabeth, cap. 12) the previous one
was repealed, “at the humble suit of the inhabitants of the
said town, and also of the said artificers, for whose bemefit
the said act was supposed fo be provided.” Inthe second sec-
tion, the following significant moral is uncansciously pointed
for posterity. ‘ Experience hath plainly taught in the said
town that the said act hath, sof omly mot brought the good
effect that then was hoped and surmised, but also hath
been, and now is likely to be, the wery greatest cause of the
impoverishing and undoing of the poor artificers and others,

® Hume's " History of England,” vol. iii., chap. 45-
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at whose suit the said act was procured, for that there be,
now, sithence the making of the said statute, much fewer
persons to set them a-work than before.”*

Even after the annulling of the monopolies by James I,
certain exclusive companies were allowed to continue, by
which almost a// foreign trade, except “that of France, was
brought into the hands of a few rapacious engrossers, and
all prospect of future improvement in commerce was for ever
sacrificed, to a little temporary advantage of the sovereign.”
As a further consequence, almost all the commerce of
England was centred in London. The whole trade of
London was confined to about two hundred citizens, who,
by combination, were enabled to fix their own prices to
both the exports and imports of the kingdom. This great
grievance led to a special committee, which gave as its
opinion that “shipping and seamen had sensibly decayed,
during afl the preceding reign.”

Coming, now, to the reign of George II., we find that
bounties were being paid on the exportation of corn, even
at a time when the Exchequer was so low that the payment
had to be made in three per cent. debentures. This artificial
encouragement, as I have already shown, induced so large
exportations of that commodity that the home prices
became exorbitant, and frequent riots occurred in conse-
quence of the popular outcry against the subsidy. From
this extreme, in one part of the reign, parliament went to
the other, at a subsequent period. In consequence of the
dearth of corn, which “so much distressed the poorer class
of people,” the exportation was prohibited, by statute, and
an embargo laid upon all ships laden, or to be laden from
British ports. In order, still further, to reduce the price,
the exportation was prohibited from any of the British
plantations, except to Great Britain or Ireland, or from
one colony to another.t Many other commodities were

*  The State in Relatmn to Labour” (W, Stanley Jevons), p. 37.
t History of England,” (Smollett), vol. ii , chap. 26
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simultaneously prohibited from being exported, among them
being malt. At the same time, parliament prohibited spirits
being made from wheat, in order that that article might be
rendered still more cheap.

This had the effect of so raising the market price of
malt that a huge petition was presented to parliament by
the brewers of London, complaining that they could not
carry on their business, and that the distillers would be
under the necessity of substituting the best barley in lieu of
wheat, of which there would not then be enough for all
purposes. They pointed out, also, that, in consequence of
the necessary stoppage of their business, the revenue would
be materially affected. This latter contention appears to
have had the desired effect, for, in order to prevent such a
contingency as that to which it pointed, a bill was immedi-
ately passed to restrain the distilling of a// grain whatsocver.
It was next pointed out that the last restriction would ruin
many farmers and others, engaged in the trade of malting;
but, as it was found impossible to please everybody, parlia-
ment left matters where they were. It would, indeed, be
difficult to conceive a series of more harrassing interferences
with the natural current of commerce ; and little business
knowledge is requisite to enable one to imagine what
ruinous results such a disturbing and disorganizing policy
must have produced in the mercantile world. At one
period of the reign, a bounty is offered for the exportation of
corn. This would, in the ordinary course of events, arti-
ficially bolster up the agricultural industry. The maximum
amount of land would be put under cultivation, and a large
part of the population would be drawn off from less profit-
able occupations, in order to further the cultivation of comn-
land. Then, when the industry had become flourishing,
and every one of the multitudinous incidental interests had
settled down to their respective functions, the act of parlia-
ment, abolishing the bounty, and prohibiting the exportation,
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would suddenly paralyse all concermed. The shipping
interest would as suddenly find its trade at an end, and be
forced to seek some new channel of employment. The
large number of merchants and their assistants, who had
been employed in the disposal and exportation of the com-
modity, would be abruptly deprived of their occupation.
The effect upon the agricultural interest is hardly possible
to conceive, for, at one blow, a vast portion of the popula-
tion, and that of the most needy and helpless section of
society—the agricultural labourers—would be thrown out
of employment and rendered helpless, until the lapse of
time had enabled capital, hitherto engaged in agriculture, to
find its way into other industries. One cannot, in fact,
conceive the extent of the injurious effects of such a
meddling and changing policy on the part of a parliament.
Such, then, are some of the instances of legislitive interference
with the commerce of England, almost all of which resulted
in injury to the public interest, though benefiting, for a
time, certain class-interests, in whose behalf they appear
to have been short-sightedly conceived.

It would be easy, had I space, to multiply such instances,
drawn from actual history, showing the same unintended
and unexpected results. For instance, Act 35 Edward 111
was framed for the purpose of keeping down the price of
herrings. In that measure, that is to say, in the preamble
to it, it was complained that people, “coming to-the fair

do bargain for herring, and every of them, by malice
and envy, increase upon another, and if one proffer forty shill-
ings, another will proffer ten shillings more, and the third
sixty shillings, and so everyone surmounteth the other in
the bargain.”* The fact is, this was an act aimed at the
prevention of auction sales. Mr. Herbert Spencer, who
quotes the act, adds that it was “soon repealed, because it
raised the price of the herrings:”t Again, in the time of

* Craik's * History of British Commerce,” vol. i,, 137.
t “ Man versus The State,” p. 49
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Edward II1., there was a law by which innkeepers at sea-
ports were sworn to search their guests, to prevent the
exportation of money and plate; while, as late as 1824, there
was an act of parliament in force which * forbade the manu-
facturers (for the benefit of the artizans) to fix their factories
more than ten miles from the Royal Exchange.”

It would be out of my province to enumerate, at any
great length, instances of this kind of legislation which have
been enacted in other European countries. There were,
however, regulations in the last century, by which the
French manufacturers were considerably hampered, whereby
the state decided on the person to be employed, the articles
to be made, the materials to be used, and the qualities of
the products—whereby inspectors were authorised to, and
actually did break the looms and burn the goods which
were not made exactly according to law—whereby, also,
improvements in machinery were illegal, and inventors were
fined. These, says Mr. Herbert Spencer, “had no small
share in producing the Revolution.”

Let us turn now from these to similar interferences in
matters of more private concern. The history of the laws
affecting workmen is nothing more nor less than a series of
the most glaring infringements with individual liberty ; and
when one reflects upon their persistence and rigour, one can
scarcely be surprised that a number of that class, now that
they have the balance of political power in their hands,
should display a spirit of retaliation towards the so-called
better classes, whose predecessors, in social position, led to
the passing of such laws.

1 have already referred to the fixing of wages by the
legislature, in the reign of Edward IIL; a step. which was
taken, on the ground that they had become ‘ excessive.”
That, in itself, was an unmistakable breach of true Liberal
principles, inasmuch as the workman had a right to receive
whatever consideration he could honestly obtain for his
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services. The act compelled workmen to accept the same
wages which were current prior to the plague, which itself
had so thinned their ranks.

In 1362, when, in consequence of a violent storm, a great
deal of damage was done to the roofs of the houses, a royal
order was issued to the effect that roofing material, as also
tilers’ wages, should not be increased.

As early as 1383, workmen were prohibited from com-
bining for the purpose of raising their wages. Such
combinations were characterised as “ conspiracies,” and the
punishment for a violation was very severe.

In the sixteenth century (Edward VI.), 2 man was com-
pelled to work at statute prices, and, if he refused, he was
branded “ V™ for vagabond, and reduced to slavery for
two years. In order to show that the authors of that
measure had, or professed to have the general good in view,
when enacting it, the preamble needs to be considered.
It complains, by way of recital, that ‘“artificers, handi-
craftsmen, and labourers have made confederacies,

and have sworn mutual oaths . . . that they should.
not meddle with one another, and perform and finish what
another had begun, etc. . . . fo the great impoverish-

ment of his Majesty's subjects.”™

It was not, in fact, till 1795, that a workman could travel
in search of work, out of his own parish ;t and, even as late
as 1768, an act of parliament was framed, compelling tailors
to work from six a.m. to seven p.m., with an interval of one
hour only.}

Even as late as 1795, magistrates possessed the power of
fixing the rates of wages, according to the rise and fall of
bread M It is said that even Pitt, Fox, and Whitbread
“ distinctly asserted the unjust and pernicious doctrine, that
a labourer’s remuneration should be proportioned, not to his

¢ Trant’s * Trades' Unions,” p. 1s5. t Trant’s “ Trades’ Unions,” p. 1g.
1 Trant's “ Trades' Unions ' p. zo0. 9 Trant's *“ Trades’ Unions,” p. 20
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services, but to his wants.”* An act of parliament was
passed, so late as the close of the last century, declaring
illegal all contracts, except between masters and men, for
obtaining advances of wages, altering the hours of working,
or decreasing the quantity of work.{

Down to 1779, the Scotch miners were compelled to
remain in the pits at their master’s pleasure ; and they were
actually sold as part of the capital invested in the work.}

The wages of workmen of all kinds were fixed, with the
most minute detail, in the third and sixth year of Henry
VIILY

These attempts on the part of the governing power
““began with the Statute of Labourers, under Edward III,,
and ceased only sixty years ago.”§

The same meddlesome spirit, which actuated the foregoing
legislation in the provinces of commercial transactions,
and in the wages and conditions of workmen, is traceable
in other departments of social concern. One would certainly
think that freedom in the choice of food would be left un-
touched by the governing body in any age; but, not so!
In 1363, an act was passed enjoining carters, ploughmen, and
farm servants generally, not to drink ‘“excessively ;” while
domestic servants were restricted to one meal a day, of flesh
or fish, and were to rest satisfied, at other meals, with “milk,
butter, cheese, and other such victuals.”|| By another act
of the same reign, no one was allowed, either for dinner or
supper, “above three dishes in each course, and not above two
courses.” In addition to this, it was specially declared that
“soused ¥ meat was to count as one of these dishes. **
Hume, who mentions this act, adds characteristically, “ It
was easy to foresee that such ridiculous laws must prove in-
effectual, and could never be executed.”t+ The reasons given

% Trant's * Trades’ Union,” p. z1. t Trant’s " Trades’ Unions,” p. 21.
t Trant's “* Trades’ Unions,” p. 22. 9 Froude’s * History of England,” vol, i.,
P. 27. § “ The Man versus The State,” p. 49. || Trant’s < Trades' Unions,” p. 7.
b Zlume's ‘ History of England,"” vol. ii., chap. 16. 1t ¢ History of England,”
ii., 134,
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for this enactment, in its preamble, are certainly amusing—
viz., that the greaf men have been sore gricved, by the excesses
of “over many sorts of costly meats,” and ‘‘the lesser people,
who only endeavour to imitate the great ones in such sorts
of meats, are much impoverished,” and not able to “aid
themselves or their liege-lord.”* In 1313, a few years before
this act, a similar measure prescribed the prices of food, but
was, says Mr. Herbert Spencer, ‘“hastily repealed after it
had caused entire disappearance of various foods from the
markets.”{

On the subject of wearing apparel we find the same spirit
of interference showing itself. DBy an act of Edward III,,
farm servants were prohibited from wearing any cloth except
blanket and russet wool of twelvepence.”{ And no man,
under a hundred-a-year was allowed to wear gold, silver, or
silk, in his clothes. T An act of Edward IV. fined people
for wearing “any gown or mantle,” not according to what
was prescribed. The same monarch limited the length of his
subject’s boot-toes, that being then recognised as a test of
worldly position ; while Charles II. decreed the material
in which people should be buried. §

At another period of history, an act was passed providing
that no “buttons or button holes made of cloth, serge,
drugget, frieze, camlet, or any other stuffs, should be made,
set, or bound on clothes, o7 worn.”

The curfew bell regulation, by which all citizens had to
put out fires and lights of all kinds at eight o’clock, though
more remote, was on a par with this class of legislation ; and
so also were the edicts of Henry VIIIL., which prevented the
“lower class” from playing dice, cards, bowls, etc. There
have been English laws also, setting forth with what amount
of energy and thoroughness the ploughman should plough
the furrow.

% ¢ History of England,” J. A. Fronde, i, 15. 1 “The Man versus The State,”

P- 49 1 Trant's “ Trades’ Unions,” p. 7. 9 Hume's “ History of England,”
vol. 1., p. 133. § ““Social Statics,” p. 313.
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The subject of usury I have already referred to.

After a perusal of all these instances of meddling legisla-
tion, it is not at all difficult to realise the truth of what Buckle
has said regarding the subject. Speaking generally of the
statesmen of the past, he observes:—*“They went blundering
on in the old track, believing that no commerce could
flourish without their interference, troubling that commerce
by repeated and harrassing regulations, and taking for
granted that it was the duty of every government to benefit
the trade of their own people, by injuring the trade of
others.”*  And, again, the same writer says:—“Every
European government which has legislated respecting trade
has acted as if its main objects were to suppress the trade,
and ruin the traders. Instead of leaving the national in-
dustry to take its own course, it has been troubled by an
interminable series of regulations, all intended for its good,
and all inflicting serious harm. To such a height has this
been carried that the commercial reforms which have dis-
tinguished England, during the last twenty years, have solely
consisted in undoing this mischievous and intrusive legisla-
tion. . . . Itis no exaggeration to say that the history
of the commercial legislation of Europe presents every
possible contrivance for hampering the energies of commerce.
.o Duties on importation, and duties on exportation;
bounties to raise up a losing trade, and taxes to pull
down a remunerative one; this branch of industry forbidden,
and that branch of industry encouraged ; one article of com-
merce must not be grown, because it was grown in the
colonies ; another article might be grown and bought, but,
noet sold again; while a third article might be bought and
sold, but not leave the country. Then, too, we find laws to
regulate wages ; laws to regulate prices; laws to regulate
profits ; laws to regulate the interest of money; custom-
house arrangements of the most vexatious kind.t

2 * History of Civilisation,” vel. i., p. 213.
t ! History of Civilisation,” vol. i., pp. 276, 277.
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It would be easy (he continues), to push the enquiry still
further, and to show how legislators, in every attempt they
have made to protect some particular interests, and uphold
some particular principles, have not only failed, but have
brought about results diametrically opposite to those which
they proposed.”* Such, then, are some of the instances of
the misconceived legislation of historic times. I shall, in a
subsequent chapter, show that, notwithstanding the im-
mense advance which has been since made in economic
knowledge, much of the legislation of the present day is very
listle, if at all wiser, or more scientifically conceived.

# ¢ History of Civilisation,”" p. 283.
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CHAPTER VIIL
SoME INFIRMITIES OF DEMOCRATIC GOVERNMENT.

““In order to win the masses, it is #ecessary to understand what the
masses want, and to offer it to them as the prize of viclory.”— Truth
{Radical Journal).

“ The English masses are nearly impervious to political ideas.
They know vaguely what they want,”— The Radical Programme.

“*If ever the free institutions of America are destroyed, that event
may be attributed to the unlimited anthority of the majority, which may,
at some future time, urge the minorities to desperation, and oblige them
to have recourse to physical force. . . . Anarchy will then be the
result, but it will have been brought about by despotism.”"—Dg
TOCQUEVILLE.

¢t The tyranny of the legislature is really the danger most to be feared,
and will continue to be so for many years to come.”—JEFFERSON.

‘“The »ight of the people is almost always sophistically confounded
with their power.”-—BURKE.

EFORE proceeding to deal with the numerous illustra-
tions of modern and “impending” legislation, of the
spuriously “ Liberal” order, which 1 have to lay before my
readers, 1 deem it necessary to treat of some infirmities
of the existing form of government in English-speaking
communities, from which form that order of legislation is
resulting, and is still more likely to result in the near future.
As I have already shown, the instances of the same class,
which are handed down to us from historic times, are
traceable to the fact that economic principles had not, in
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that age, been either widely or thoroughly investigated ; as a
consequence of which, those who were then entrusted with
the government of the English people—~whether at the
time monarchical or parliamentary power was paramount—
inflicted upon their contemporaries, and in some cases on
their remote posterity, endless injury, loss, inconvenience,
and misery, as the penalty of their incompetence. History,
which, as Bolingbroke says, is “philosophy teaching by
example,” has supplied us, of the nineteenth century, with a
large amount of data from which to generalise; and, for those
who are inclined to devote themselves to a careful study of
such records, it is possible to obtain a code of principles of a
tolerably scientific character, which will enable them to test
the wisdom or unwisdom of such legislation, with almost as
much accuracy as can be obtained in connection with
sciences of an apparently much more exact nature.*

The political experience, which is thus obtainable, has been
acquired, as I have said, at the expense and inconvenience,
principally, of our ancestors, but, in some cases, of ourselves;
inasmuch as the various interferences with social evolution
have retarded the whole progress of human institutions. A
study of history will show, indeed, that the great bulk of the
earlier legislation (excepting of course the few great move-
ments with which 1 have dealt in previous chapters) has alto-
gether failed to produce good results, for either the generations
which enacted them, or, for us, their posterity.t Since those
early times, the wisdom of any particular legislation has been
found (that is, by those who have some knowledge of the
science,) to depend upon its greater or less conformity to
certain clearly recognised economic laws. A knowledge of
the more fundamental of those laws has been imparted to

*# 1 have elsewhere quoted Sir George Cornewall Lewis to the effect that ** if political
science be properly wnderstood . . . there is no reason why it should not possess
the same degree of certainty which belongs to other sciemces founded on observation.”
—Infuence of Authority, p. 289. L

f 1 fave already shown elsewhere that no less than four- ifths of the legislation, from
the time of Henry 1I1. to the year 1872, has been wholly or partially repeale&. and
that, even of that passed in the present reign, 650 acts have been similarly treated.
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most men of fair education ; but it is to be feared that, in
the majority of cases, they have been learnt without being
retained ; and, as a consequence, it is no uncommon
experience to meet men in the higher walks of life who, for
want of interest in and application to the subject, are placed
at the mercy of every “ wind of (political) doctrine ” which is
blown upon the public ear by a class of politictans whom
Macaulay has aptly stigmatised as “shallow empirics.”
There is, of course, in every community, a large portion of
the franchised classes who are completely ignorant* of the
existence of such a science as that of “ political economy,”
or “politics” in the broader sense; and, strange to say,
many of the less responsible of politicians, in their reckless
ardour for such theories as “human equality,” are eager to
confer political power upon this latter class in the very face
of their knowledge of that ignorance. The author of “The
Radical Programme,” for instance, has said, and with a
somewhat triumphant air, that whereas the parliament of
1880 was elected by “three millions of electors,” of whom
“ one-third were of the working classes,” the present House
is elected by *five millions of men, of whom 2ZAree-fifths
belong to the labouring population.” Yet, in the same
publication, he admits, with the most unsophistical
candour, that ““the Englich masses are nearly impervious to
political ideas,” and only “ znow vaguely what they want.”t
Unfortunately only an infinitesimal proportion of “the
people ” can be said to really understand the political
science ; and that proportion is by no means powerful
enough to turn the scale in the matter of adopting or

2 Throughout this chapter, and perhaps in some of the others, I have made a frequent
use of the term “ignorant.” I use this term in no offensive sense. I use the word to
indicate merely a ** want of knowledge " of, or an indifference to the subject in con-
nection with which it is used. The wisest of men are ignorant of some subject ; and,
in speaking of the ignorance of the working-classes of such matters as those of
Political Economy and Political Science, I mean only to indicate their Jack of know-
ledge of them, without regard to other subjects concerning which they may be very
ell informed.
t T venture to utilise this gross inconsistency more than once, because 1 think it cuts
at the very root of some of the more extravagant conclusions of the present Radical

party.
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rejecting much of the wild and dangerous political doctrine
which is thrown, like so much “sop,” to what the Radical
author would call the “impervious” masses. It therefore
behoves every thoughtful man to consider, carefully, the
position of affairs under the circumstances ; to reflect upon
the extent of the difficulties to be dealt with under a
democratic form of government ; and, if possible, to analyse
the source of those difficulties, with a view of determining
how best to meet them as they confront society in the imme-
diate future.

I have already spoken of the misconceived interpreta-
tions which have been frequently placed upon the term
“J.iberalism,” by the masses of the people; and I have
endeavoured to trace those misconceptions to the fact
that the Liberalism of the past has so invariably
had the effect of conferring its good results, almost
exclusively, upon the workingclasses, that that section
of society (now forming a large majority of the governing
body) has been brought to the belief that the bestowal of
such advantages upon its own members is not merely a
result, but the absolute aim and purpose of * Liberalism.”
It is anything but a pleasant conclusion to arrive at, yet it
is one from which there is no escape, that, under the existing
form of government, as administered in Great Britain and her
colonies, there is very little hope, for some generations to
come, of wiser counsel prevailing in the broad field of legis-
lation. In historic times, as I bave said, economic laws
were unknown, and the most uncompromising of them were,
consequently, ignored, with such results as we have seen;
this, too, notwithstanding that the government was, to a
great extent, in the hands of the wealthy and better-educated
classes. In the present day, the more fundamental of the
economic laws are not only known, but have, as I have said,
become familiar to many educated persons. In the mean-
time, however, the preponderance of the legislative power
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has passed from the hands of the better-educated classes, into
those of the masses, a number of whom are doubtless highly
intelligent and fairly capable of taking part in legislative mat-
ters, but the remainder of whom (comprehending the great
majority) are completely ighorant of the subject in its higher
bearings. The result of this cannot be otherwise than
injurious to any community, for the following reasons :—We
have seen that society is capable of suffering much harm by
means of the passing of short-sighted and misconceived
laws, that is to say by means of what is popularly known
as ‘“over-legislation.” Such a balance of power as that
indicated above must, then, work incalculable injury to
the whole social organism. Society, in fact, can, by
unwise legislation, just as surely inflict serious injury
upon itself as an organism, as a child can upon its
body by an ignorant handling of a surgical instrument.
In both cases the instrument by which the injury is
inflicted is capable of producing much good, if used at the
proper time, and by those who understand how to wield it.
In both cases, also, a want of knowledge converts the instru-
ment into an engine of destruction, according to the con-
fidence with which, and the extent to which it is wielded.
To obviate these injurious results it would be necessary to
confine the legislature to its proper limits, and to insure its
non-interference with the evolution of society, beyond the lines
at which that interference is essential to the evolution itself.
In order to attain these results, in an ideal degree, it would
be necessary that those entrusted, directly or indirectly, with
the government of a country should possess and utilise a
practical and scientific knowledge of their subject—that is to
say, should be capable of forming a correct judgment as to
the immediate and ultimate effects of every measure, and be
content to exercise that judgment, irrespective of personal
interest or sympathetic leaning towards any class. So per-
fect a government is scarcly obtainable, as humanity is
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constituted ; and, even if, by chance, such an ideal condition of
things could be secured, it would be inadvisable to constitute
any such government a permanent one, inasmuch as it would,
in time, be certain to drift, like all permanent governments, into
an abuse of its exclusive power. There is no reason, however,
why society should not set up an ideal in this, as in other
matters, in order that it may be in possession of the highest
possible standard to which it may be ever approximating.
Under the most favourable circumstances, legislative errors
will be frequently committed; for who could be in-
variably wise in predicting results in connection with
a science which Edmund Burke has said ‘requires
more experience than any person can gain #z Jis
whole life,” and which another profound student has
admitted to be “so complex that only those who give them-
selves wholly to the study can be acquainted with any
considerable par! of it.” Even a modicum of these high
qualifications is possessed by only a very small proportion
of men, and it follows that the opinion of the majority of those
who are entrusted with the selection of our legislators is, ex-
cept on the most simple of political questions, next to useless;
indeed, in many cases, affirmatively injurious to themselves.
We are, in fact, brought to this extraordinary conclusion that,
inasmuch as the governments of the day in Great Britain
and her colonies are regulated by the opinion of the
majority, subject only to certain meodifying and counter-
acting influences, which I shall hereafter mention, the
chances are greatly in favour of the direction, which any
legislation may take, being the wromg 07 unwise one. This
conclusion, moreover, is not wanting in confirmation in the
facts which now surround us ; for at the present moment there
is already being forced upon society, and there is also every
symptom of a continuance of a class of legislation which is
excessive; which is directed towards some immediate object,
without regard to ultimate results; and which is already
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working incalculable injury to commercial, industrial and
social interests, by checking individual enterprise and energy ;
shaking confidence in the security of property ; and grievously
demoralising the people in their self-helping and inde-
pendent citizenship.

These charges, I am aware, constitute an extremely
weighty indictment against democratic government; but Iam
prepared, I think, to offer the dicta of unexceptionable autho-
rities in support of every step of my argument. If that be
done, it must be admitted that democracy has yef to justify
itself by results, as a wise and eguztabie form of government.
It is not, of course, my intention to examine every feature of
democratic government, or to suggest, what many, who differ
from me, may claim that I am bound to do—a better per-
manent form. I merelydesire to lay my finger upon some of
the most prominent infirmities of the existing one, in order to
support my charge of legislative incompetence. ¢ It would
seem,” says the Ti¥mes, in referring to the proceedings of an
English Trades’ Union Congress, * from a good many of the
speeches and resolutions, that the time is at hand, at which
the working-classes are to exercise an undisputed sway, and
that nothing will remain for other people to do, except to
make a note of the workmen’s wishes, and to carry them out
with all speed. This idea runs through almost every line
of the election address, and gives a somewhat needless
solemnity to it. It is the language of men on whom the
entire cares of empire are henceforward to rest.”*  This
tendency is by no means confined, for evidences of its
strength and distinctness, to the utterances of the working-
classes. The legislation of our own day is already deeply
dyed with the colour of the new school ; and, unfortunately,
the workingclasses themselves do not appear to antici-
pate that such a state of things involves any danger to
the social fabric. If the majority arrive at a certain

® The Times (18th September, 1885).
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conclusion, it should, in their opinion, be at once registered
by the legislature as embodying the latest results of political
wisdom. ‘‘In our own day,” says Sir Henry Maine, “a
movement appears to have very distinctly set in towards
unmodified democracy, the government of a great multitude
of men, striving to take the bulk of their own public affairs
into theirown hands. . . . The ruling multitude will only
form an opinion by following the opinion of somebody ; it
may be of a great party leader—it may be of a small local
politician—it may be of an organised association—it may
be of an impersonal newspaper.”* I have already mentioned
what I conceive to be the chief cause which has led to the
masses taking so hasty and erroneous a view of the term
‘“ Liberalism,” or rather, so incorrect an estimate of the
essential principles of that school of politics. Besides that
particular cause (viz., the belief that it should always be
accompanied by some advantages for their own class) which,
in my opinion, has been the primary one, there are others
which are tending to preserve and render more permanent the
misconception. I shall, therefore, enumerate them, and
offer some observations upon each as it arises.

It must be apparent to every one who has come into
practical contact with the workingclasses, over political
matters, that they, as a body, judged from their utterances,
absolutely decline to acknowledge the scientific aspect of that
subject. They regard it, indeed, with all the confidence
of experts ; and, not recognising any fixed general principles
upon which to base their investigations, they naturally, and
without seeming aware of its unfairness, make a constant use
of the criterion of *self,” in determining upon any question
which is submitted to them for answer or solution.

It is, of course, only natural that men should feel dis-
inclined to confess their inability to exercise, with judgment
or accuracy, a power for which they have so long struggled.

@ “ Popular Government."”
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When the franchise was so substantially extended in 1832 ;*
and again, when manhood suffrage was demanded as one of
the “ points” in the Chartist movement of 1848, there were
not wanting sanguine spirits who predicted that nothing but
good could come out of such a reform; and, no doubt, much
good has come out of it (for the working classes) where it
exists, though it will not be difficult to show hereafter that
many foolish and retrogressive steps have been taken, and
more are now impending, as the results of an unwise use or
direction of the power which such an extension of the
franchise conferred. I have already mentioned that when
Macaulay was addressing the House of Commons in 1842,
on the subject of the ‘ people’s charter,” which counted,
among its six “points,” manhood suffrage, he used extremely
strong language in denunciation of that proposal, and even
went so far as to predict that its establishment, as an institu-
tion of the country, would be found inconsistent and
incompatible, not only with property, but with civilisation
itself ; “for,” he said, ‘“ on the security of property civilisation
depends;’ and he ‘added, “If it be admitted that on the
institution of property the wellbeing of society depends, it
follows, surely, that it would be madness to give supreme
power in the state to a class which would not be likely to
respect that institution.” This may seem now-a-days—
upwards of forty years later——somewhat extreme language to
use regarding an institution which has worked with no
revolutionary results, so far, in the United States, and in
many of England’s colonies; but it must be remembered
that Macaulay had in his mind, at the time, the extravagant
expressions of opinion contained in the Charter itself, in
which paper money, machinery, land, the publie press, and
religion were characterised as * existing monopolies,” arising,
“with a host of others, too numerous to mention,” from class
legislation. Macaulay may, therefore, be taken to have

# The Reform Bill of 1832 is said to have doubled the apgregate number of voters
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been expressing his opinion regarding “manhood suffrage,”
as applicable to the particular times which produced such wild
doctrines as those incladed im the Charter. But, although
manhood suffrage has not as yet actually led to revolu-
tion, it is, as I shall show, producing, in our own day,
much retrogressive and injurious legislation ; because, un-
fortunately, the people who have acquired the power of
governing, either greatly underestimate the complexities of
the science, or else, while recognising them, neglect to
require a knowledge of it in those whom they choose to
represent them; and, themselves, neglect to give the subject
that amount of study which is indispensable to its being
even partially understood. “ The people,” said Macaulay,
in reviewing Mitford’s “ History of Greece,” *“are to be
governed for their own good; and that they may be
governed for their own good, they must not be governed by
their own ignorance. There are countries in which it would
be as absurd to establish popular government as to abolish
all the restraints in a school, or to untie all the strait-
waistcoats in a madhouse.” The essay in which this is
contained was published in 1824 ; but, observe the correct-
ness of the following prediction, which also is contained in
it :—** Freetrade,” he says, ‘‘one of the greatest blessings
which a government can confer on a people, is, in almost
every country, unpopular. It may be well doubted whether
a Liberal policy with regard to our commercial relations would
find any support from a parliament elected by universal
suffrage.” Since that was written, the people of the United
States, in which manhood suffrage has become firmly estab-
lished, have treated freetrade as an exploded theory; and, out
of the half-dozen or so of English colonies in which the fran-
chise is equally extensive, four at least have already adopted
protective doctrines, and the other two are now undergoing
periodical agitations in favour of a reversion to the older
theory. I am dwelling thus at length on this branch of my

o}
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subject—the abuse of majority-government—because I
conceive it to be the very tap-root, from which springs that
class of legislation which I term “spurious” Liberalism.

As 1 have mentioned, in an earlier portion of this volume,
the political science, above all others, has this peculiarity ;
that, in practice, its results are almost imvariably ocon-
trary to those which a superficial judgment would look for.
This, indeed, is one of the most subtle difficulties which the
legislator has to deal with.  Moreover, legislation needs
to be carefully watched for its ultimate effects, much more
so than for those which are immediate. The immediate effects
are at once observable, and it is by those that the ¢ masses”
are apt to be influenced and prompted. The ultimate results,
however, need infinitely more careful search and investigation ;
and, when found, theycannot be correctly guaged and valued,
except after considerable knowledge of sociological laws.
This knowledge the masses do not possess; and, as a conse-
quence, they are liable to be swayed from one extreme to
another, according as immediate benefits can be fore-
shadowed, or conjured into prominence, by the omnipresent
self-seeking political juggler.

A well-known writer, of great ability, has lately published
some weighty comments upon the most modern results of
universal, or, more correctly speaking, manhood suffrage.
“There is,” he says, “just enough evidence to show that
even now there is a marked antagonism between democratic
opinion and scientific Iruth, as applied to human societies.

On the complex questions of politics, which are
calculated in themselves to task to the utmost all the
powers of the strongest minds, but are in fact vaguely con-
ceived, vaguely stated, dealt with for the most part in the
most haphazard manner, by the most experienced statesmen,
the common determination of a multitude is a chimerical
assumption ; and, indeed, if it were really possible to ex-
tract an opinion upon them from a great mass of men,
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and to shape the administrative and legislative acts of a
state upon this opinion as a sovereign command, it is
probable that the most ruinous blunders would be com-
mitted, and all social progress would be arrested.”* The
same author has, like Macaulay, expressed his opinion con-
cerning the effect of universal suffrage upon national progress,
but with this difference, that he speaks affer, whereas
Macaulay spoke d¢fore the event. “ Universal suffrage
(he says), which to-day excludes freetrade from the United
States, would certainly have prohibited the spinning-
jenny and the power-loom. It would certainly have
forbidden the threshing machine.” And, again, he
says:—“It seems to me quite certain that, if for
four centuries there had been a very widely-extended
franchise, and a very large electoral body in this country,
there would have been no reformation of religion; no
change of dynasty; no toleration of dissent; not even an
accurate calendar. The threshing machine, the power-
loom, the spinning-jenny, and, possibly, the steam engine,
would have been prohibited. Even in cur own day, vac-
cination is in the utmost danger; and we may say, generally,
that the gradual establishment of the masses in power is of
the blackest omen for all legislation founded on scientific
opinion, which requires temsion of mind to understand it
and self-dental to submit fo it”}

I by no means wish to be understood as going the
whole way with Sir Henry Maine; for I have seen the rights
of manhood suffrage exercised in certain British colonies by
a body of men who, though, for the most part, falling under
Macaulay's prediction in ignoring the principle of Freetrade
as an exploded theory, nevertheless in other respects wielded
their political power with tolerable judgment—in matters,
sometimes requiring more than the minimum of discernment.

% “Popular Government” (Sir Henry Maine), p. 8.
t “ Popular Gavernment, " p. 8.
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It will be necessary for me in a subsequent chapter
(“ Application of Liberal Principles”)to discuss the question
of the #ight of the people to manhood suffrage, as distinguished
from the expediency of granting it, while the bulk of those for
whom it is intended are still in a condition of ignorance re-
garding the science which a wise use of that franchise involves.
That question I therefore reserve. I have now dwelt upon
two of the causes by which I conceive the true principles of
Liberalism are being, and are liable to be still further abused.
They are (1) the habit of considering ** Liberalism ” synony-
mous with legislation for the benefit of the working classes ;
(2) the non-recognition of the scientific side of politics, and
the consequent unwise use of the power which an extended
franchise has placed in the hands of the masses. There
are, yet, two other causes to which I desire to refer—the
inevitable reference to “self ” as the only known criterion of
what is desirable in legislation ; and, lastly, the passive
acknowledgment of, or, in some cases, the blind belief in
the wisdom of the voice of the majority. I shall now deal
with these two latter causes.

I find in the preface to the official report of the Inter-
colonial Trades’ Union Congress, published in the colony
of Victoria in 1884, the following ill-considered passage,
which will at once show how prominent a factor is “self”
in the deliberations of such bodies, and, at the same time,
give some idea of the readiness to attribute the same motive
to others, however high-minded and ‘““‘above suspicion” :—
“It may be said of freetrade and protection that whatever
suits the individual or country is the right fiscal policy for
him or for it. As, for instance, when Messrs. Cobden and
Bright, those great apostles of freetrade, started their agita
tion in respect to the repeal of the Corn-laws, they were
really only working to secure protection jor their own interests,
as opposed to those of the landowners, and for this reason;
the forty per cent. duty on carn kept the labour of England
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engaged in producing cereals, and so enhanced the value of
landed property; but, so soon as the duty was abolished, the
labour hitherto employed in growing corn was available to
the manufacturing class, of which the freetrade champions
were members. Thus, therefore, Messrs. Bright and Cobden
wisely protected themselves while clamouring for freetrade.”
The logic and the principle of this piece of composition is
certainly unique.

In the same publication, I find a reported debate upon
the subject of “The amalgamation of trades unions,” in
which one of the speakers, who had evidently forgotten the
benefits which he himself had derived from settling in the
colonies, said: “ One of the dangers always memacing us
is the importation of labour from other parts of the world;
but this would be nullified if the trades were united.” It
would be interesting to know how this gentleman would
have regarded a combination of trades unions which should
have precluded, or, at least discouraged himself and his
family from settling in the colonies in his ow# early days,
and thus bettering his position in life.

In the debate upon the subject of ‘Legalisation of the
eight hours system,” one speaker said, regarding the
future of his particular colony: “The laws by which it
shall be governed are in owr own hkands; and surely it
should be the desire of every true Australian to have all our
regulations framed so as to make it in reality what America
was some time ago in name, viz., a sworking man's paradise.”
“What,” said the same speaker, *“do we send our represen-
tatives into parliament for? Surely we expect them to
legislate for our imferest” Another speaker on the same
subject said : “ It was quite useless to leave these matters
to members of parliament, who did not understand them:
from the working-class point of view.” During a debate upon
“ Payment of members of parliament,” one delegate said :
“It should be the object of the delegates to break down
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the monopoly of representation, so as to have direct repre-
sentation 7z tke inlerests of the working-classes.”

Under the heading of “ Direct representation” I find one
delegate moving “ That this congress desires to urge upon
labour organisations, in the various colonies, to at once elect
a parliamentary committee . . . . whose duty it shall
be to assist in passing through parliament measures for
the benefit of labour” As a result of this regard for self
being so entertained by electors, it naturally transmits itself
to candidates for their representation.

I have before me three electioneering addresses which
have appeared in a Victorian newspaper whilst I am writing
on this feature of my subject. In each case the candidate
claims to be qualified for the seat on the ground of Ass
interests being identical with those of the constituency. One
says:—" My interests and yours are tdemfical” A second
says : *‘ Being a practical farmer, and now carrying on farm-
ing operations, my inlerests are in every way in accordance
with your own.” The third says: “ I have grown upin the
district, and hold a considerable interest and stake therein.”
It can be more easily imagined than stated how much legis-
lators of this kind would be influenced by purely national
considerations where the interests of their district were
mvolved. What a fall, too, is observable here from the
high-minded and lofty principle which prompted Edmund
Burke to say to his Bristol constituents: *“ You choose a
member, indeed ; but when you have chosen him, he is not
member for Bristol, but he is a member of pariiament. 1f
the local constituents should have an interest, or should
form a hasty apinion, evidently gpposite to the real good of
the 7est of the community, the member for that place ought
to be as far as any other from any endeavour to give it
effect.”

1 might quote many other instances in connection with the
colonies, to show how completely the working-classes regard
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parliament as a sort of scramble for benefits, and how con-
tinuous are their efforts to secure legislation in their own
interests. Let me now enumerate a few of the instances
which have occurred in Great Britain and the United States.
I have before me a report of the proceedings of a Trades’
Congress, held at Hull (England), in September, 1886. Mr.
Joseph Arch, in supporting a resolution in favour of labour
representation, considered it indispensable that such
representatives should *“support i/ interests thoroughly,”
and that they should find fault with those who failed to dv
their duty. Mr. Arch himself is a labour representative,
and one is only strictly logical in inferring from this utterance
that the ultimate test, with him, of all legislation concerning
which he is called upon to express an opinion in parliament,
is that it must be “in ##s (the working-class) interest.” In
adopting such a guage, as distinguished from that of “the
greatest happiness of the greatest number,” he is, in his own
opinion, only doing “his duty”! A second delegate present
at the same congress—a * conservative working-man”—justi-
fied his party loyalty on the ground that the Conservatives
had “done as much for the working classes as the Liberal
party.”

A third delegate, speaking on the subject of co-operation,
predicted that “if they—co-operators and trades-unionists—
Joined hands, there was no power to prevent them, in the
next sixty years, becoming entire possessors of the soil of the
country.” Mr. Broadhurst, who can be accepted as an
authorised exponent of the undercurrent of feeling among
the English masses, from which he himself has honourably
sprung, uses the following significant, if not threatening
language :—* Dare democracy to the utmost; then all ex-
perience teaches us that the terms dictated will certainly not
be such as they otherwise might be.” It is to be hoped that
this serious infirmity is capable of gradual cure, as I believe
it is in certain countries, where other local circumstances tend
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to enable the working classes to become, themselves, even n
a small way, property-holders. Yet, so great a Liberal as
Lord John Russell has spoken of universal suffrage as “the
grave of all temperate liberty, and the parent of tyranny
and license.”* And it is a remarkable fact that Plato and
Aristotle went to so impracticable an extreme as to advocate
the exclusion of the whole of the labouring classes from
taking part in public questions, on the ground that they
had no leisure to form opinions conceming them.t The
tendency among the masses to regard such a course of class
legislation as harmless in its results, even if not successful in
the direction anticipated, is rather encouraged than otherwise
by even prominent statesmen. Mr. Gladstone himself, in the
heat of partystrife, only lately made a bold effort to win a
general election, by inciting the masses against what he
termed “ the classes,” and Mr. Chamberlain, a short time
since, told the masses that “there is no longer anything to
fear in state interference, because they themselves had become
the state.”} An American writer records that in Chicago this
feeling is so deeply rooted that a journal was established, a
few years ago, by some working men, for the advocacy of
their rights, and, in a preliminary manifesto, the following
principle was (among others) laid down :—* There are no
rights but the rights of labour.” It requires no stretch of
imagination to picture the class of legislation which such a
journal, or those who established it, would consider satisfac-
tory. The same author adds :—* We find American writers
dwelling upon the dangers of democracy, with an earnestness
which ought to convince theorists, elsewhere, that there is,
® ¢ Government of England,” p. 352. t ';Political Progress,” p. 207.
t “Liberty and Socialism,” p. 20.—NoTu. —1 have said a good deal regarding the
efforts for class legislation which are regularly pat forth by the working classes. 1
am, of course, aware that similar efforts are, at times, made by other classes to obtain
legtslation in their own interest, though in a much more limited degree. What, how-
ever, calls, 1 think, for most attention is the persistency and the invariableness of
those efforts by the former class, and the unquestionable belief, which seems to
exist among them, that thziy own inlerest, asrgsﬁnguished from that of the whaole
ity, is a perfectly legitimate and honouradle basis upon which to rear a legis-

communil;
Iative edifice.
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after all, some danger in intrusting the larger share of
political power to the least educated classes.” And he con-
cludes by saying thal “in America, the truth has long been
admitted, that democracy is insatiable. Its demands in-
crease in volume and in vehemence with every attempt to
set them at rest.”

Now, it cannot be doubted that the effect of so powerful
a body as the working-classes constantly urging on
matters which will confer some benefit upon themselves, is
seriously calculated to lead to a constantly recurring one-
sidedness in legislation, which is bound, in its turn, to be
resented by the capitalist class, so soon as an opportunity
is afforded ; and, thus, there might very soon be produced
a sort of traditional policy of retaliation between the two
interests.

But, there is yet another reason for this neglect of the
true principles of legislation to which I have referred.
There is, as I have said, a widely-acknowledged belief in the
wisdom of the majority. I do not refer merely to the conclu-
sion at which many people have arrived, as to the vote of a
majority being the only practical way of arriving at a decision
where heads are numbered instead of being valued. The
conclusions arrived at by that method have frequently to be
accepted, though obviously contrary to all true and equitable
principles. But there is a large mass of one’s fellow-men,
who actually believe that whatever a majority determines is
correct and just, and should, in fact, be carried into practice
without question of any kind.

De Tocqueville, indeed, commences one of his most valu-
able chapters by the statement that ‘ the greatest dangers of
the American Republics proceed from the unlimited power of
the majority ;”* and he follows up that statement by anather,
to the effect that “if ever the free institutions of America
are destroyed, that event may be attributed to the unlimited

= ‘‘ Democracy in America,” vol. i., p. 272,
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authority of the majority, which may, at some future time,
urge the minorities to desperation, and oblige them to have
recourse to physical force. . . . Anarchy,” he adds,
“will then be the result, but it will have been brought about
by despotism,” that is to say, the despotism of the majority.
Here, we have the abuse of Liberalism shown, as arising out
of what is supposed to be one of the most important develop-
ments of Liberalism itself, viz., government by the people.
Liberalism of the true type would avert this extreme ; for, as
the Marquis of Lorne has wisely said, in his definition of
the leading principle of that school: * Freedom from
tyranny of mob or momarchk will be the safeguard of its
future triumphs.”

It will be, I know, rather surprising to many so-called
“ Liberals ” to be informed that much of the * Liberalism ”
which they are daily approving and advocating, is really a
spurious article, and calculated, if passed into law, to
curtail rather than extend, the civil liberty concerning
which we now pride ourselves. The United States, to most
democrats of the less reflective class, suggests Liberalism
of the most completely developed order; yet, if the truth
be known, and the institutions of that extensive community
analysed with any degree of scientific accuracy, it will be
found that this blind belief in the actual wisdom and justice
of majorities has given birth to a despotism of the most
dangerous and unbearable character. Says De Tocqueville :
“I know no country in which there is so Zittle true independ-
ence of mind and freedom of discussion. In any constitutional
state in Europe, every sort of religious and political theory
may be advocated and propagated abroad ; for there is no
country in Europe, so subdued by any single authority, as
not to contain citizens who are ready to protect the man
who raises his voice in the cause of truth, from the conse-
quences of his hardihood. If he is unfortunate enough to
live under an absolute government, the people are upon his
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side ; if he inhabits a free country, he may find a shelter
behind the authority of the throne if he require one. The
aristocratic part of society supports him in some countries,
and the democracy in others. But, in a nation where
democratic institutions exist, organised like those of the
United States, there is but one sole authority, one simgle
element of strength and of success, with nothing beyond it.”
And then comes the melancholy confession :—** In America,
the majority raises very formidable barriers to the liberty of
opinions.”*

I have already quoted, elsewhere, Mr. Frederick Har-
rison on this subject, in which he told an audience of
working men what he thought of the wisdom of the opinion
of the masses on political matters. He put the question as to
the wisdom of majorities in a very conclusive way, by asking
his hearers what sort of military success would be likely to
attend an army, every move of which had to be determined
by a vote of the majority of the rank and file; and he has
added that the political science is not one whit less difficult
than that of military tactics. This uncompromising belief
in the voice of the majority has the most injurious effects
upon other features of society, besides that of its freedom.
It would seem to exercise a considerable influence upon the
tone and character of public life, by reason of the ever-
present necessity for any one who desires political eminence,
to cultivate the tastes, whims, and fickle tendencies of the
masses, who alone have the power to lift him into that
position to which he aspires. “I am inclined,” says De
Tocqueville, speaking of America, *“to attribute the singular
paucity of distinguished political characters to the ever-
increasing activity of the despotism of the majority,” and
he says, elsewhere: ‘ Democratic republics extend the
practice of currying favour with the many.” Again: “In
that immense crowd which throngs the avenues of power in

% ! Democracy in America,” vol. i., p. 267.
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the United States, I found very few men who displayed any
of that manly candour, and that masculine independence of
opinion which frequently distinguished the Americans in
former times, and which constitutes the leading feature in
distinguished characters, wheresoever they may be found.”

No one, probably, in modern times, gave more attention
to, and brought more ability to bear upon democratic
institutions than this great authority. His conclusions are
therefore of the very greatest value. Here is one of a very
general character: “I hold it to be an impious and an
execrable maxim that, politically speaking, a people has a
right to do whatsoever it pleases. . . . When 1 see that
the right and the means of absolute command are conferred
on a people, or upon a king, upon an aristocracy, or a
democracy, a monarchy, or a republic, I recognise the germ
of tyranny.”’*

I might quote from innumerable authors, and many even
of great repute, to show how strong is the tendency of a
democracy to exercise, by means of a majority, as despotic
and tyrannical a power as any Eastern monarch. Nor is this
danger any new development of popular government; for
we find Aristotle, even, condemning the belief in the wisdom
of the many. *Who should possess supreme power in the
state ? 7 he asks. *“If the poor,” he adds, *“because they
are a majority, they may divide among themselves what
belongs to the rich; is not this unjust?” “If,” he says
further, “the many seize into their own hands everything
which belongs to the few, it is evident that the state will be
al an end. Therefore,” he concludes, ‘“‘such a law can
never be right.”

It is scarcely likely that there are many intelligent persons
who really believe that the mere fact of a majority favouring
a particular proposal will, in itself, give it the character of a
just measure ; for if it were so, it would be possible to provide

@ " Democracy in Ame rica,” vol. i, pp. 262, 264.
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a justification for the most atrocious acts of democratic
government which it is possible for the mind to conceive;
and it would immediately be stamped with the seal of virtue
on account of its having been favoured by the necessary pre-
ponderance in numbers. No reasonable person, therefore,
could believe that an act, which is acknowledged to be
unjust in itself, can be rendered just, by reason of its being
approved by a majority, but, “although everybody is,” as
Sir George Cornewall Lewis says, *‘aware that numbers
are not the test of truth, yet many persons, while they
recognise this maxim in theory, violate it in practice, and
accept opinions, simply because they are entertained by the
people at large.” * Many people, however, go further than
the mere acceptance of such opinions—they really believe
that the conclusions arrived at by a large number of persons
are more likely to be correct than those of an individual or
small group of individuals, no matter how wise they (the
latter) may be. There are, indeed, several threadbare maxims
which pass among the people as conclusive, when the ques-
tion is raised. ‘“Two heads are better than one,” is by
many people accepted as beyond controversy; and again,
“In the multiplicity of counsel there is wisdom,” is fre-
quently sufficient with some minds to settle all doubts.
Now, as a fact, the joint opinion of a large number of
persons is almost invariably ervoneous. A correct opinion
on any subject, and particularly on one so complex as are
those comnected with the political science, necessitates a
special knowledge which it takes years to acquire. This
special knowledge is possessed by but a small proportion
even of educated persons; and among the classes which go
to make up the masses of our fellow-men, the percentage
of those who possess it is almost infinitesimal.

. If the ability to form a correct opinion on any subject
necessitates this special knowledge, it follows that those who

¢ " Influence of Authority in Matters of Opinion,” p. ro.
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do not possess it must (except on such questions as are most
easy of solution) entertain erroneous opinions, and it would,
therefore, happen that on most occasions upon which a
large number of persons, taken at random from the people,
are called upon to express their approval or disapproval of
any but the most simple of proposals, or to say whether or
not such a proposal is based on sound principles, the few
who are competent to determine it would be overwhelmed
by the many who are not competent, and the conclusion
arrived at would be erroneous. This is, in fact, what
happens in the majority of cases in which the people are
called upon for a cormrect judgment on any complex
question of legislation. Speaking of the opinion of
the majority of the people on general subjects, Sir
George Cornewall Lewis says, “So numerous are the
cases in which the opinion of the multitude conflicts with
that of a few competent judges, that a majority of voices
has, in questions not involving a legal decision, been con-
sidered as a mark of error.”* And he quotes a saying to the
effect that “a person ought to be ashamed of finding his
opinions approved by the multitude, because the concurrence
of the many raises a presumption of being in the wrong.}
In sciences and arts,” he says further, “ the persons versed
in the particular departments of knowledge—in history,
historians ; in general literature, literary men and poets; in
practical questions of law, medicine, architecture, navigation,
etc.,, the men of the respective professions, who form
respectively the standard and canon of authority, are but
few in number, if set against the body of their fellow-
countrymen. Moreover, even with respect to each of these
classes, it is principally the ablest, the most learned, the
most experienced, the most skilful, whose opinion con-
stitutes authority.”} “In each subject, therefore, the

® “Influence of Authority,” p. 112. t “"Influence of Authority,” p. 112.
1 * Influence of Authority,” p. 170.
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opinion of the great bulk of the people is, taken as a
standard of truth and rectitude, unworthy of consideration,
and destitute of weight and authority. It is the opinion of
uninformed and inexperienced persons whose incapacity to
judge is not cured by the multiplication of their numbers.
The mere aggregation of incompetent judges will not produce
a right judgment, any more than the aggregation of persons
who have no knowledge of a matter of fact will supply
credible testimony to its existence.”*

These remarks, though not made with any special ap-
plication to political questions, will, nevertheless, apply
with equal force, inasmuch as the political science is
acknowledged to be one of the mosz complex. It may
be thought that what I have said, though very true as
far as the deeper problems of political science are con-
cerned, can have no application to the apparently simple
questions of every-day occurrence, upon which the bulk
of our fellow-citizens are being constantly called upon
to express their opinion; but this is not so, for a careful
examinatior of some of the apparently most simple questions
which are presented to us will show, to those who under-
stand the difficulties of the political science, that there are
extremely few of such questions which do not involve a
knowledge of the more complex principles.

If there be any-truth in the foregoing statements, it would
at first sight appear that there is little chance of arriving
at any correct conclusions, or indeed of producing any
rational legislation whatever under a democratic govern-
ment ; but this is not altogether so, for it will be remem-
bered that the masses of the people are not frequently
called upon to express their opinion, d#recfly, on any parti-
cular question, but only to say yea or nay to the suitability
of the various candidates who present themselves for the
honour of their representation. In that, they are limited by

@ ““ Influence of Authority,” p. 111
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the usual provisions requiring nomination by a certain
number of electors, and calling for some slight proof of
seriousness in the conditional lodging of a deposit ; but,
notwithstanding these slight aids to the exclusion of mere
adventurers, it is notorious how frequently the one who is
full of empty promises is returned, while the substantial man,
possessing all the guarantees of rectitude, and displaying, by
his proneness to promise little, some of the high principle
and good judgment which should recommend him for the
position, is suspected of all kinds of so called “Conservative”
schemes, and thrust aside as if absolutely unqualified to fill
the coveted seat.

Again, out of those, who are, as it were, filtered through the
public judgment into the institution of parliament, a limited
number, and, as a general rule, the ablest only, are
entrusted with the initiation of the more important measures.
This constitutes a moderate safeguard to popular rashness
and unwisdom ; but, nevertheless, the few, more frequently
than not, prove unequal to the temptations to win the popular
ear; frequently by a sacrifice of the highest principle. Never-
theless, as comparatively little legislation passes criticism
without having met with the approval of this further tested
few, who form a government, some, at least, of the injurious
results of popular ignorance on political matters are obviated,
though many, nevertheless, are realised and work their iil
effects upon society, as I shall show hereafter. The truth is
that “for political and other purposes, in which capacity of
a high order is requisite, there must be single persons, pos-
sessing that degree of power, in order to arrive at sound
practical conclusions. This want cannot be supplied by
numbers.”* Unfortunately the tendency in public life is to
encourage rather than discourage the popular delusion as to
a majority’s wisdom. The character of the machinery by
which a decision is now arrived at in political ar other public

# ‘Influence of Authority,” p. 122,
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matters, compels the resort to the system of abiding by the
majority ; and since, in addition to that method being the
almost invariable one, the people experience every day proof
of their power to realise, through it, their wishes, so long
as they can command a majority to support those wishes,
the constant repetition of the method has led to its being
regarded as the most just one.

It is quite possible that, notwithstanding all these com-
bined circumstances, which tend to so undesirable an end,
those who constitute the majority might in time come to see
the danger of acting on the proverbial “little knowledge”
in political matters; but the fact that they constitute the
stepping-stone to high political place and power brings
about the unfortunate result that those who are moved by
such aspirations do not hesitate to pander to and flatter
the masses, wherever and whenever they meet them, and
thus engender a confidence and self-satisfaction, quite proof
against the occasional misgivings which might otherwise lead
to reflection and modesty of opinion.

The Rev. F. W. Robertson, than whom no man of his
day was in closer touch with the working-classes, said, in
one of his addresses, delivered on the occasion of the
opening of a Working Men’s Institute :—*The people of
this country stand in danger from two classes—from those
who fear them, and from those who flatter them.

From the platform and the press we now hear language of
fulsome adulation, that ought to disgust the working men
of this country. The man who can see no other source of
law than the will of a majority ; who can feel no everlasting
law of right and wrong, which gives to all human laws their
sanction and their meaning, and by which all laws, whether
they express the will of the many or of the few, must be
tried ; who does not feel that he, single and unsupported, is
called upon by a mighty voice within him to resist everything
which comes to him claiming his allegiance as the expression
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of mere will, is exactly the man who, if he had lived seven
centuries ago, would have stood on the sea-sands, beside the
royal Dane, and tried to make him believe that his will gave
law to the everlasting flood.”*

But fattery even, and the raising of false hopes, are by no
means the only base influences brought to bear upon the
majority, in whose hands the government is practically
placed. Political bribes are becoming somewhat common in
our day. Who, for instance, can fail to see in the “three-acre”
scheme, so lately propounded by Mr. Chamberlain, one
of the most impudent and unprincipled bids for popular favour
known in modern history. Suddenly, no less than two millions
of electors are admitted to the franchise, and, before even the
fresh contingent of collective political wisdom (consisting
principally of agricultural labourers) has had time to realise
its new possession, one of the most prominent of English
statesmen deliberately offers to this class, conditional upon
his accession to power and their support of his party, the one
thing above all others calculated to seduce that class from
the path of political rectitude. It is remarkable, too, with
what open impudence this politically dishonest practice is
utilised. Within the last few months, a London weekly,
which prides itself in its extreme Radicalism, and at the time
strongly advocated the adoption of the * three-acre ” scheme,
published the following unprincipled paragraph : * We must
organise. We must have a Radical platform, of which
Home-Rule will be but one plank. The democracies of
# I confess this is by no means scientific criticism, but I quote it as a finely-framed
and correctly-conceived cond oa of the practice of politicians, and even
statesmen, to flatter the working-classes into a false belief as to their own wisdom
and judgment in matters political. The same eloquent writer has well said : * Now,
whether a man flatters the many or the few, the flatterer is a despicable character.
1t mztu:rs not in what age he appears: changt the century you do not change the

He who fawned upon the prince or upon the duke had something of the
rcﬁuule in his character ; but he who fawns upon the masses in their day of power is
only a reptile which has changed #ke direction of its crawling. He who, in this
nineteenth century, echoes the cry that the voice of the people is the voice of God, is
just the man who, i he had been born two thousand years ago, would have been the
loudest and hoarsest in that cringing crowd of slaves who bowed before a

invested with the delegated majesty of Rome, and cried ‘ It is the voice of Gad, and
net of a man.’ "—ZLectures, Addresses, and Litevary Remains, p. 5.
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the two islands must give each other the hand. We have
our grievances, the Irish have theirs. To remedy both
must be our cry. . . . In order to win the masses it is
necessary to understand what the masses want and o offer it
fo them as the prize of victory.”*

The Bishop of Peterborough lately expressed himself on
this subject of majority rule. *1I hold,” he said, ¢ that there
may be as much unwisdom and, what is more, as much
injustice and tyranny where the many govern the few as
where the few govern the many; and further, that if there
be such tyranny, it is the more hopeless and the more
universally-present tyranny of the two.”f The same authority
quotes the late Lord Shaftesbury as having said, “I cannot
say that I repose unlimited confidence in the wisdom of the
working classes of this country; and I am not altogether
without anxigty when 1 see them suddenly called on to
decide great and difficult social and political problems,
which, we are told, have baffled for ages the wisdom of
philosophers and statesmen.” The popular delusion (for it
can be characterised in no other way) has been tersely put
by Mr. Herbert Spencer. “The fundamental assumption,
(he says) which is made by legislators and people alike, is
that a majority has powers to which no limits can be put.
This is the current theory which all accept, without preof,
as a self-evident truth. Nevertheless,” he adds, * criticism
will, I think, show that this current theory requires a radical
modification.”} Whether we suppose that everybody really
believes in the opinion of the majority, or, as Sit George C.
Lewis says, while not believing in it still accept it because
others do, is a matter of not much concern. The practical
conclusion is the same—the opinion of the majority is
adopted and acted upon, and perhaps it will be said that it is
useless to attempt to alter or prevent such a state of things.

* Truth, July 29, 1836. t " Address on Disestablishment,” The Times, October
15, 1885. 1 “ Man zersws the State,” p. Ba.
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But practical statesmen have thought otherwise. The late
Lord Beaconsfield was of opinion that such important matters
as ““ the principles of liberty, of order, of law, and of religion
ought not to be entrusted to individual opinion, or to the
caprice and passion of multitudes, but should be embodied
in a form of permanence and power.”* And Mill was an
equally strong advocate for some restraint.  * It is necessary
(said that writer) that the institutions of society should make
provision for keeping up, in some form or other, as a
corrective to partial views and a shelter for freedom of
thought and individuality of character, a perpetual and
standing opposition to the will of the majority.
Almost all the greatest men who ever lived have formed
part of such an opposition. . . . A centre of resistance
is as necessary when the opinion of the majority is sovereign
as when the ruling power is a hierarchy or an aristocracy.
Where no such point d'appui exists, there the
human race will inevitably degenerate ; and the question
whether the United States, for instance, will in time sink
into another China resolves itself, to us, into the question
whether such a centre of resistance will gradually evolve
itself or not.”t
I come round now to the proposition with which I opened
this chapter—uviz., that the class of legislation, which I have
called “spurious” Liberalism, is resulting, in the present
day, from the want of political knowledge among the
masses, and the consequent unwise use to which their power
in the legislature is being turned in the making of laws. I
shall now show that society has suffered, is still suffering,
and is likely, for a long time, to suffer injury and retro-
gression as a further consequence; and, what is more
important, that the greatest share of that injury is likely to
fall on its authors—the working-classes themselves. One

“ Speech : *Conservative and Liberal Principles,” June 24, 1872.
t ‘“Dissertations and Discussions,” 1859, p. 380
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may safely say of the average elector, what Macaunlay said
of Southey, in his scathing essay on that author’s * Col-
loquies of Society.” * He conceives that the business
of the magistrate is not merely to see that people are
secure from attack, but that he ought to be a jack of all
trades, architect; engineer, schoolmaster, merchant, theo-
logian, a Lady Bountiful in every parish, a Paul Pry in every
house, spying, eavesdropping, relieving, admonishing, spend-
ing our money for us, and choosing our opinions for us. His
principle is, if we understand it rightly, that no man can do
anything so well for himself as his rulers, be they who they
may, can do it for him, and that a government approaches
nearer and nearer to perfection in proportion as it interferes
more and more with the habits and notions of individuals.”*
There are many among the masses who recognise no limit
whatever to the interference of government in the regulation
of society. They would probably acquiesce in the adoption
of a state of things such as obtains in China. * There the
government publishes a list of works which may be read, and,
considering obedience the supreme virtue, authorises such
only as are friendly to despotism. Fearing the unsettling
effect of innovation, it allows nothing to be taught but
what proceeds from itself. To the end of producing pattern
citizens, it exerts a stringent discipline over all conduct, pro-
viding rules for sitting, standing, walking, talking, and bow-
ing.  Scholars are prohibited from chess, football, flying
kites, shuttlecock, playing on wind instruments, training
beasts, birds, fishes, or insects, all which amusements, it is
said, dissipate the mind and debase the heart.” + What
sort of legislation, for instance, might be expected from: a
man who expresses an opinion that “ the first cause of the
undue inequalities which at present exist between capital
and labour is that jfearfu! and increasing evil—competi-
tion?”t “It is,” adds the same authority, * degrading to

¢ Critical and Historical Essays.” L Social Statics,” p. 364.
1 ' Intercolonial Trades’ Union Congress Report,” President’'s Address, p. 51.
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employers themselves, it is highly injurious to a country, and
cruelly oppressive to the working classes.”

Or, again, what kind of legislation would (if he possessed
the power) emanate from a man who, when speaking of the
“ disadvantages” which the employés in clothing factories
had to contend with, affirmed that they had many, *such as
sweaters and the introduction of the mos¢ modern machinery,”
or from another trades’ unionist who urged a reduction in the
quantity of their labour, in order ‘“to maintain the balance,
and defeat the march of machinery”? This senseless tirade
against machinery is certainly in striking contrast to that
paragraph of the “ Knights of labour” programme, in which
it is claimed that they should be “enabled to reap the
advantages conferred by the labour-saving machinery which
their brains have created.” It is refreshing, however, to
find that one member of the Trades’ Union Congress
in question had the courage to express a sounder opinion,
in the face of his fellow-delegates. ‘It appeared to him,”
he said, “that some of the speakers wished to go back to
the dark ages, when at the ringing of the Curfew Bell every
one had to put up his shutters and go to bed.”

Again, at a meeting of “ unemployed,” which was held
in the colony of Victoria, a short time ago, a resolution was
passed to the effect ““that as the government could easily
find work at remunerative rates for several hundreds of men
in the construction of railways and other public works, it
should be done as speedily as possible ; and that, if they
were not willing to help the men to obtain work, they should
resign and make way for others who would dispense justice to
their fellow-men.” It would be easy to multiply instances
of this tendency to look to government, as if it were a sort of
giant benefactor which could and should do everything for
those who failed to do anything for themselves.

This erroneous view of the institution which we call
government is, as I have shown, unfortunately encouraged
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by the constant flattery which is accorded to the masses by
candidates for parliamentary honours. Instead of honestly
refusing to further the hundred-and-one ill-digested schemes
which are made in the interests of different classes at elec-
tion times, candidates readily promise to do all in their
power to have them carried into practice, and, as a con-
sequence, the proposers of such schemes are led to believe
they have made really feasible and equitable suggestions.

“Every candidate for parliament,” says Mr. Herbert
Spencer, “is prompted to propose or support some new
piece of ad captandum legislation. Nay, even the chiefs of
parties—those anxious to retain office, and those to wrest it
from them—severally aim to get adherents by outbidding
one another. Each seeks popularity by promising more
than his opponent has promised.”*

One cannot be surprised either at the working classes
becoming more and more confident of their equal ability to
legislate, when they set up so low a standard for their parlia-
mentary representatives. In point of comparison they are,
as a fact, quite as well qualified as the average run of men
whom they do send to parliament. Take, for instance, the
following estimate of one of the people’s representatives by a
prominent trades-unionist: *“When we choose men to
represent us, we should pay them o remasn honest, and, if they
did not, they should e removed. A man in parliament, who
had nothing to live on, must either grab or starve, as, if he
was not paid for his services, he must pay Aimself. Inorder
to have true representation in parliament, it behoves us to
agree that members of parliament be paid for their
services.”+

What a contrast is here offered to the picture presented by
Mr. Frederick Harrison, wherein he says to the London work-
men: “Choose the best men you can find for your repre-
sentatives, and then trust them heartily, and strengthen their

© ¢ Man persws The State,” p. 31. l
1 ‘* Intercolonial Trades' Umion Congress,” 1884, Official Report, p- 128
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hands. . . . Let no petty criticism on details, let no local
divergence of opinion draw you off the main point. Choese
men who £now their own minds, and then géve them thewr
head. In politics you cannot have a truly superior leader
whom you are % check ard criticise and tulor af every step.
Nor can you have one who is simply the mouthpiece of every
noisy clique.”*

That all, or even many workmen should follow Mr.
Harrison’s advice is too much to expect for many a long
year. Before such a state of things is realised, a much
higher standard of political knowledge will have to be
reached —a standard sufficiently high to lead to a recogni-
tion of the difficulties of the political science, and thus pro-
duce a much less confident attitude than is now assumed in
such matters.

Promises will always go a long way towards winning
popular favour. To make them, costs nothing ; and the
failure to fulfil can be afterwards accounted for on many
plausible grounds ; even if they fail, the coveted prize of
membership has meantime been acquired. The practice of
offering such bribes to the public is being carried on under
our very noses every day, and we unfortunately become used
to it, and many intelligent persons even wink at it.

Perhaps one of the most glaring cases in modem times
was that which I have mentioned, in which two millions of
newly enfranchised agricultural labourers were, in 1B83,
offered. allotments of three acres of ground, in the event of
the Radical party being returned to power.

One of the most important and, at the same time, most
unfortunate results of the public confidence in its own
political knowledge -and judgment, is the widespread belief
that every evil which afflicts or may afflict society is capable
of cure, and that every good which the mind can con-
«ceive is capable of production, by means of an act of

2 Order and Progress, ‘ Function of Workmen,” p. 222.
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parliament. I have already mentioned that a minister of
the crown in the colony of Victoria, on a recent occasion,
boasted to his constituents that the government, of which he
had been a member, had succeeded in passing measures
which would add three inches to the statute-book. What
can be said of such an utterance! It would almost
seem as if such a speaker lacked a knowledge of the
very fundamental principles of his business; yet he did
not, for he was a man who had read and thought
widely. He stooped however to the popular delusion,
by which it is really believed that the good, or the
bappiness of a people depends upon the number of its
laws—in short, the thickness of its statute-book! Could
absurdity go further? The minister in question evidently
knew his audience, and touched their most vital part. The
truth is, there is a wide-spread belief that an act of parlia-
ment is something more than a resolution of the people to
do something for themselves combinedly. There is, in fact, a
vague and undefined sort of belief that parliament is a kind
of power in itself, quite apart from the people; that it is a
power capable of almost anything, and that, as far as ways
and means are concerned, it has no known limit to its
resources.

“The public collectively,” says Mill, ““ is abundantly ready
to impose, not only its generally narrow views of its
interests, but its abstract opinions and even its tastes as laws
binding upon individuals.”* And that this readiness would
quickly take the shape of acts of parliament, if an oppor-
tunity offered, has been sufficiently shown by the nnmerous
efforts of * total abstainers”—*“local optionists "—* Sunday
observers”—“ early closing” enthusiasts —*" eight hour” advo-
cates—and others of equally narrow vision. Such peopte
forget, or have never realised that, “in proportion as each
individual relies upon the helpful vigilance of the State, he

* “ Principles of Political Economy,” p. 572.
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learns to abandon to its reponsibility the fate and wéll-being
of his fellow citizens.”*

In the debate upor “ The legalisation of the eight hours
system,” which is recorded in the report of the Intercolonial
trades union congress, previously referred to, one speaker
said, “ The eight hour system might be acquired by Trades
unions ; but there were people whose circumstances
rendered it impossible for them to become members of
trades unions. They might be few in number, or they
might be many ; but they were frequently the people who
requived to be profecled against themselves, and an act of
parliament was the only way in which they could be pro-
tected.” Another speaker expressed the hope “that before
long it would be the recognised law of the land that no man
or woman should work more than eight hours a day,” and to
show how limited a view he took of the probable effects
of what he so desired, he added that the legislation in
question “would greatly benefit suck a trade as cabinet
making”/

It is qnite probable that if each person, who now entertains
these fallacious opinions, were tobe induced to analyse the
source of parliamentary power, he would, on reflection,
recognise that it was capable of nothing which the people
could not do for themselves ; that it, in fact, was the people,
speaking and acting in concert; that every pound which it
expended would have, sconer or later, to come out of the
pockets of themselves, and that, in order to expend money
through it, a very large and astonishing percentage would be
lost in the complex machinery of government, through which
it is, as it were, filtered. Yet, when all this had been admitted,
and apparently believed, the old delusion would show itself
in practice, and, from mere association, the bulk of the
people would continue to look to parliament for benefits
which a moment’s reflection would show that the people

% “Sphere and Duties of Government.” Humboldt, 1854, p. 26.
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themselves would not be considered capable of bestowing on
one another, apart from that institution.

Another important, even cardinal error, closely connected
with the one I have just mentioned, is the neglect 10 study
or even consider, the w/timafte effects of an act of parliament
as distinguished from its immediate results. My meaning
has been well expressed by Mr. Herbert Spencer in the
following passage, regarding what is known as the
‘ practical” politician, “into whose mind there enters no
thought of such a thing as political momentum, still less
of a political momentum which, instead of diminishing
or remaining constant, increases. The theory,” he adds,
“on which he (the *practical’ politician) daily proceeds is
that the change caused by his measure will stop where he
intends it to stop. He contemplates, intently, the things his
acts will achieve, but thinks little of the remoter issues of the
movement his act sets up, and still less its collateral issues.”*
Only within the last few months an act of parliament was
introduced into the legislature of the colony of Victoria,
with the object of providing the country with a national
system of irrigation. The scheme will involve some
millions of money, yet it was legislated for on the smallest
amount of data, of a very flimsy and uncertain character.
The following passage, from one of the daily papers of that
colony, will give some notion of the hasty and careless
manner in which so important a subject is treated; and an
idea can readily be formed of the amount of reflection
bestowed upon the probable *‘ remoter issues ” or * political
momenta ” (as Mr. Herbert Spence: calls them), which such
an act may and probably will produce in the future.
“ Eighty-five clauses of one of the most momentous measures
ever submitted to the legislature are passed in four and a
half kours, or at the rate of about @ clause every three minutes
—barely time for the assistant clerk to read over the

# “ Man v, The State,” p. 24.
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provision for the information of members. With such modes
of procedure,” adds the organ in question, “in vogue in the
parliament of Victoria, is there room for wonder that some
of its enactments prove unworkable, incomprekensible, and the
laughing-stock of lawwyers?” It is highly probable that some
of its enactments will prove equally astonishing to its
enactors in its ‘ remoter issues.”

The English election of 1885, which was characterised by
the now famous “ three-acre ” proposals, led to some admir-
able and instructive expressions of opinion on this subject,
by such sound Liberals as the Marquis of Hartington and
Mr. Bright.

Mr. Chamberlain had raised, in the mind of the agricul-
tural labourer, hopes of being provided with a home and a
means of livelihood, as a return for an electioneering vote ;
and it remained for such genuine Liberals, as those above
mentioned, to dispel the fond illusion which had been
pictured for them by less scrupulous statesmen.

Lord Hartington’s treatment of the subject was in every
way satisfactory. “I have no doubt,” he said, “that a
parliament largely elected by the labouring classes will find
a good deal to revise in legislation which has been passed
by former parliaments, in which the labouring classes were
hardly represented at all. But I am not prepared to tell
the working men of this country that I believe that any
legislation, which any parliament can effect, will suddenly
and immediately improve their condition, except by enabling
them By their own ¢fforts to improve it themselves. What is
it after all that the working-classes of this country stand in
need of? They stand in need of good wages, cheap food,
continuous employment, and cheap necessaries and com-
forts of life. Well I believe that bad laws and bad legislation
can do much to prevent them having those things, but I
do not believe any legislation can certainly secure them, and
they can only be secured by the state of gemeral prosperity
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and general activily in trade. I believe also that legislation
in favour of any particular class is likely to prevent the general
prosperity, and 1 believe that legislation, which is directly
applied to the improvement of the condition of the labouring-
classes, can only be detrimental to other classes, and will be
as likely to injure that prosperity as class legislation of any
other kind, 1 desire therefore not to attract so much the
attention of the labouring-classes by promises of legislation
intended for their own exclusive benefit, as to ask them to
join with us, and with all the other classes of the country, in
bringing about that gereral state of prosperily which, alone,
in my opinion, can improve thetr condition.”* This quotation
is useful in another way, in affording evidence, from one of
the greatest among English Liberal statesmen, of the prone-
ness of ill-digested legislation to produce effects directly
opposite to those which have been looked for by its authors.
The reason of that peculiarity is, as I have already stated,
that there is a tendency, and, in fact, a very prevalent practice
of looking for and resting satisfied with the immediate effect
of a measure, without considering carefully the many ultimate
and indirect consequences which do not so readily reveal
themselves. The same idea which has been thus expressed
by Lord Hartington was touched upon in 1876 by Mr.
Gladstone, in a speech delivered upon the centenary of
Adam Smith. “ With reference to the state of the working-
classes,” he said, * I think that we have no right to complain
of those who have been so long under the power of others,
who were commonly called their betters, in respect to the
regulation of wages; but I think it is a primary duty to
make this allowance, because they, above all others, suffer
Jrom their want of knowledge. I have,” he adds, “ observed
this distinction between the working-classes and other
classes —that, whereas the sins of the other classes were
almost entirely in the interests of their class, and against the

" Speech, October 11, 1885.
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rest of the entire community, the sins of the working-classes,
many and great as they were, were almost entirely against
themselves.” And, again, Mr. John Bright, speaking at
Taunton as late as last year, said, with evident reference to
Mr. Chamberlain’s allotments proposal:—*There is a danger
I shouid like to point out to you—of people coming to the
idea that they can pull or drive the government along, that
a government can do anything that is wanted, that, in fact, it
is only necessary to pass an act of parliament with a certain
number of clauses to make any one well off.” And then he
adds : “ Every man of us, and every woman, may abstain
from those things which we generally believe to be hurtful
to other people, and I recommend therefore the influencing
of the opinions and the actions of private persons, rather
than dwelling upon the idea that everything can be done by
an act of parliament* In a like spirit, Macaulay said:
“J know that it is possible by legislation to make the 7ick
DJoor, but that it is wutterly impossible to make the poor rich.”t

With the exception of the last of these quotations, they
are all directed against the growing tendency in modern
legislation, by which parliament is expected to do for society
much of that which it has hitherto endeavoured to do for
itself~a tendency, too, not confined to the working-classes, but
widely shared by those who might be expected to display
more judgment and discrimination. As Sir Henry Maine
has said, “There is no doubt that some of the most
inventive, most polite and best instructed portions of the
human race are, at present, going through a stage of thought,
which, if it stood by itself, would suggest that there is nothing
of which human nature is so tolerant, or so deeply
enamoured, as the transformation of laws and institutions. A
series of political and social changes, which, a century ago,
no man would have thought capable of being effected, save
by the sharp convulsion of revolution, are now contemplated

® Speech, October 13, 1886. t Speech at Edinburgh, November 2, 1852.
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by the bulk of many civilised communities as sure to be
carried out: a certain number of persons regarding the pros-
pect with exuberant hope, a somewhat larger number with
equanimity, many more with indifference or resignation.”*

I have before me an admirable instance of this tendency.
A politician of some importance in his own community—the
colony of Victoria—has published his proposals for future
legislation, in which he “avails” himself “of the earliest
opportunity for placing before the electors” what he terms “the
Liberal programme,” upon which he appeals. The proposals
are arranged under three heads—* Industrial,” ““ Social,” and
“Political,” and they include, among a large number of
others :—The maintenance and perfecting of our protective
policy ; revision of the tariff in the fnferests of agriculture;
intercolonial freetrade on the basis of uniform protection
against other countries ; the conservation of water for irriga-
ting purposes; the search for and development of coal
fields ; the search for and development of gold deposits;
the encouragment of the growth of natural products; the
opening up of new markets for surplus products; the
cheapening of internal traffic ; the establishment of a system
of state insurance; the prevention of over-crowding in
centres of population; the military training of all citizens
up to a given age; the ensuring of eight hours as the legal
day’s work for all engaged in manual labour. Much of this is
Liberalism of the most spurious character, and it gives
one some idea of the elastic nature of the term in many
people’s minds. It is not necessary for me to dwell, at length,
upon the probable effects of such a tendency to over-legislate.
The Statute-book has already become over-burdened with
enactments which sap individual effort; check individual
enterprise ; remove from certain parts of the industrial
organism; wholesome and health-giving competition, which
hamper commerce, and, in the end, do more injury than

% “ Popular Government,” p. 127.
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good to the very interests which they were intended to
benefit.

Moreover, were the state to attempt to carry out one-half
the business which such a politician seems to desire, it
would degenerate quickly into an unwieldy, extravagant, ill-
managed organisation, by which much of the work, which
is now carried out under the keen influences of competition,
would be executed slugglishly, imperfectly, and by no means
to the satisfaction of the public.

The popular assumption that what we term * politics” is a
matter with which almost everyone is competent to deal,
coupled with the blind belief in the powers of an act of
parliament as a sort of social panacea, has thus led to an
immense amount of commercial and industrial injury. The
earlier centuries of English history were, as 1 have shown,
somewhat prolific in falsely-conceived statutes, which were
passed under the belief that the natural evolution of society
could be permanently checked or improved upon by parlia-
mentary regulation. Time has clearly proved that that
belief was a vain one; and, to readers of history, the series
of disappointments which so proved it should serve as
political beacons for future guidance in similar matters.
The abortive legislation of that period was partly the result
of a deliberate attempt to conserve the privileges of the
aristocracy and moneyed classes of the time, and partly the
result of a desire to benefit ““ the people,” hy influencing the
values and prices of food. AsI shall show, they were in
both cases ineffectual in the direction anticipated.

The over-legislation of the present day is egually the
outcome of misconception as to results—miscalculations, as
it were, in political arithmetic, arising from the before-men-
tioned habit of regarding the immediate effects of a statute,
while ignoring, or else neglecting to give due consideration
to those which are less easily discerned. Legislation, of the
kind which is being passed in our own day, is claimed to be
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“ Liberal” in its tendencies ; but, as a fact, it fails to comply
with the first principles of that school of politics, on account of
the ultimate consequences which it produces, and which
unfortunately are left unconsidered at the time of enactment.

Observe now what no less an authority than Buckle—
referring to the past—has said regarding this class of
legislation. I have referred to this before; but as a
broad and comprehensive generalisation it cannot be
too distinctly impressed upon the mind. ¢ Every great
reform,” he says, “which has been effected, has consisted,
not in doing something new, but #n wundoing something old.
The most valuable additions made to legislation have
been enactments destructive of preceding legislation,; and
the best laws which have been passed have been those by
which some former laws were repealed”* And again, “ The
whole scope and tendency of modern legislation is to
restore things to that natural channel from which the
ignorance of preceding legislation has driven them.”t Else-
where, the same writer says: “Indeed, the extent to which
the governing classes have interfered, and the mischiefs
which that interference has produced, are so remarkable
as to make thoughtful men wonder how civilisation could
advance in the face of such repeated obstacles. .
To sum up these evils would be to write a history of English
legislation ; for it may be broadly stated that, with the
exception of certain necessary enactments, respecting the pre-
servation of order, and the punishment of crime, nearlyevery-
thing which has been done, has been done amiss.”! Towards
the conclusion of the same chapter, Buckle comes to closer
quarters with this injurious class of legislation. It would,”
he says, “be easy to push the enquiry still further, and to
show how legislators, in every attempt they have made to
protect some particular interests, and uphold some particular
principles, have not only failed but have brought about

* ¢ History ol Cwlhsanon, vol. i., p. 275. t * History of Civilisation,” val. i,,
P- 275. t “ History of Clvx[lsatlon, vol. i., p. 276.
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results diametrically opposite to those which they proposed.
We have seen,” he adds, ‘‘that their laws in favour of
industry have injured industry ; that their laws in favour of
religion have increased hypocrisy, and that their laws to
secure truth have encouraged perjury. Exactly in the same
way, nearly every country has taken steps to prevent usury,
and keep down the interest of money; and the invariable
effect has been to fmcrease usury and rafse the interest of
money.”*

If more accurate and exact testimony than that of
Buckle should be desired, it is supplied in the preceding
chapter. An examination of many of those earlier instances of
meddling legislation will show that they involved some of the
veriest details of personal conduct—matters, in fact, which
were subjects rather for parental regulation than for the inter-
ference of the legislature. All such legislation had the effect
of doing more harm than good. In fact, “the strongest of
all arguments against the interference of the public, with
purely personal conduct is that, when it does interfere, the
odds are that it interferes wrongly, and in the wrong
place.”t

Reflect, now, upon the results of all this meddling with
enterprise, with the natural development of commerce, of
individualism, of personal character, of intellectual growth;
and picture, too, the thousand and one obstacles and
hindrances which it has thrown in the very path of progress.
Think of the partly realised plans which have been frus-
trated ; of the almest completed commercial schemes which
have been destroyed; the hopes and aspirations which, at
different periods, have been disappointed and defeated.
“We talk glibly of such changes; we think of cancelled
legislation with indifference. We forget that before laws are
abolished they have generally been inflicting evils more or
less serious; some for a few years, some for tens of years

® ¢ History of Civilisation,” vol. i., p. 283. t ““On Liber:y,” J. 5. Mill, p. 4g-
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some for centuries. Change your vague idea of a bad law
into a definite idea of it, as an agency operating on people’s
lives, and you see that it means so much of pain ; so much
of illness; so much of mortality.”*

These results are all more or less remote—certainly
many of them indirect, though none the less real and
injurious. But they strike, and will ever strike at the
very root of our national progress—viz,, the incentive
to accumulation, and to the development of individual
character, enterprise, and greatness. “ The result,” says
Joseph Cowen, ‘‘of every attempt made to promote
the well-being of mankind, by taking the management
of their affairs out of their own control, has been to
deteriorate, and not to improve their condition. It is
through the perpetual gymnastics of political life that
national character is purified, elevated, and strengthened.
The state is a growth, and not a machine. It should have
a free, organic life. It is invested with authority to punish
crime, and it cannot, with reason, be denied the power of
preventing it.  But this ought not to be a justification for
meddlesome, inquisitorial, and enervating legislation, which
aggravates the evil it is designed to cure.  Under its opera-
tion society becomes stationary, torpid, and inactive.
Uniformity produces monotony and stagnation. The
state has no right to attempt to regulate the private actions
of individuals, or to entrench upon their primary relations
with one another.”t And, again, Mr. Cowen says: *“The
stereotyping men into systems—encasing them in legal
armour; dangling before them material Utopias; making
the flesh-pots the pivot on which all their efforts turn, is a
prostitution of national aspirations; -a violation of human
liberty ; an encroachment on individual life; and a barrier
to progress.”] I need not, I presume, here emphasise the

# ' Man versus The State,” p. 51. t Speech at Newcastle-on-Tyne, November
27, 1885. § Speech at Newcastle-on-Tyne, November 27, 1885,
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fact that the author of these words is acknowledged to be
one of the most able and consistent Liberal politicians of
the present day. It may be, and indeed is, I know,
thought by some persons that no great harm would be done
to society, as a whole, if men were somewhat discouraged by
a lessening of the incentives to accumulation. I venture to
think that those persons are committing a cardinal error in
such an opinion, as some of the best authorities would show.
Sir Henry Maine, who has investigated with the eye of a
specialist the records of early history, and the foundations
of legal institutions, says : * An experience, happily now rare
in the world, shows that wealth may come very near to
perishing through diminished energy in the motives of the
men who reproduce it. You may, so to speak, take the
heart and spirit out of the labourers to such an extent that
they do not care to work. Jeremy Bentham observed, about
a century ago, that the Turkish government had, in his day,
impoverished some of the richest countries in the world, far
more by its action on motives, than by its positive exactions;
and it has always appeared to me that the destruction of the
vast wealth accumulated under the Roman Empire, one of
the most orderly and efhicient of governments, and the
decline of Western Europe into the squalor and poverty of
the Middle Ages, can only be accounted for on the same
principle. . . . Here, then, is the great question about
democratic legislation when carried to more than a moderate
length. How will it affect human motives? What motives
will it substitute for those now actingon men? The motives
which at present impel mankind to the labour and pain
which produce the resuscitation of wealth in ever-increasing
quantities, are such as infallibly to entail inequality in the
distribution of wealth. They are the springs of action, calied
into activity by the strenuous and never-ending struggle for
existence; the beneficent private war which makes one man
strive to climb on the shoulders of another, and remain
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there through the law of the survival of the fittest.”* Tt
mast be evident, then, to every one who cares to give the
matter even a moderate amount of reflection, that all
attempts to legislate for the general happiness, which involve
an interference with these primary motiveforces in human
nature, must gravely jeopardise the soundness and prosperity
of the community in which the experiment is tried, as well as
the manly vigour and spirit of independence of the people
who constitute it. It is quite possible that much of such
legislation may be enacted without producing any sudden
and easily-discerned effect; but the effect will be there
nevertheless. It is in the very nature of such results that
they should be gradually produced, and be so remote that,
except by careful analysis, the cause and the effect would
be scarcely suspected of having any connection with
one another. As Mr. Herbert Spencer humorously puts
it, in illustration of the frequent remoteness of the results
of far removed social disturbances: “You break your
tooth with a small pebble among the currants, because
the industrial organisation in Zante is so imperfect. A
derangement of your digestion goes back for its cause to
the bungling management in a vineyard on the Rhine
several years ago.”t Inmany cases, the results of legislative
or other interferences with trade or individual action are so
far removed from the original cause that, even on the closest
study, it would be impossible to trace them. Indeed, it is
not only probable but certain that, at the present time, we
suffer results from some of the shortsighted legislation of
generations back. In the present day, for instance, there
are many otherwise rationally-minded and fairly:motived
workmen who are disposed to carry their trades-unton
principles to unreasonable extremes, from no other cause
than the unconscious irritation which has been engendered
by a knowledge, derived from history, of the repressive

® ¢ Popular Government,” pp. 48-50. ¥ “ Study of Saciology,” p. 16
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legislation of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries directed
against workmen. This, and numerous other instances of
legislative cause and effect, with which all students of history
are familiar, must sufficiently convince one that it is
impossible to say, with any degree of certainty, how long
afterwards a negligently-conceived legislative measure may
continue to operate injuriously on society, or to what extent
those operations may affect its welfare.

What the future will bring forth it would be difficult to
say. That the errors I have enumerated will be checked
in any way, by wiser counsel, it would, as I have already
said, be rather sanguine to expect. Itis more than likely
that the current of over-legislation will run its course, and
that the hastily-conceived and carelessly-digested schemes
which are now being, and will, in the near future, be further
added to the statute-books of English-speaking communities,
will, by virtue of the unalterable and unaccommodating
economic laws, throw back on their authors practical and
sorrowful proofs of their unwisdom, and thus instil some
wholesome lessons for subsequent guidance.

But, meanwhile, there will be needed much care and
watchfulness on the part of those to whose lot falls the
guidance of public affairs; for, before any such re-action
sets in, society will have suffered many shocks of a severe
nature.

“If Tam in any degree right,” says Sir Henry Maine,
“popular government, especially as it approaches the
democratic form, will tax to the utmost all the political
sagacity and statesmanship of the world to keep it from
misfortune.”*

I am bound to say that I do not consider the hopeless
view of the future of democracy, involved in some of the
quotations which I have given, applicable in the same
degree to all communities in which it is established. In

2 ‘P opular Government,"” Sir Henry Maine, 1835, p. =, preface.
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Great Britain, there are circumstances which do not augur well
for the outcome of the experiment in the event of its being
tried ; but, in certain of the Australian colonies, as I shall
also show, there are strong counter-influences at work, which
are likely to lead the working-classes, by and by, into a
much less exaggerated view of legislative possibilities. The
fortunately better, because more equal, distribution of
wealth, brought about by other than legislative means,
together with the almost phenomenal development of the
building society system, by which almost every workman
can, and does in time, become possessed of his own free-
hold, has produced, in the Australian colonies, a regard
for the rights of property, at least, which, so far, has been
apparently little felt or experienced in Great Britain.
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CHAPTER VIIL
SPURIOUS LIBERALISM—MODERN INSTANCES.

“ There is no surer way of drying up this great stream of self-help and
self-reliance, than to teach the working classes that they should look,
not so much to their own efforts, but to the state or the municipality.”—
PROFESSOR FAWCETT.

< The popular cry now is for the state to override the man ; for legisla-
tion to supply the place of open competition and free personal action.”—
Josern COWEN.

““ Democracies should leave as /Jittle as possible for the state to do.
Every citizen should prevent, as much as possible, any control over indi-
vidual encrgy.”—BRADLAUGH.

‘It is proposed to mitigate or extirpate poverty by governmental
regulation of industry and accumualation. The substitution ol govers-
ment direction for the play of individual action, and the attempt to
secure by restriction what can delter be secured by freedom.
Whatever savours of regulation and restriction is in itself bad.”—
HENRY GEORGE.

HAVE already ventured to submit to my readers what I
may term a theory of the growth of Liberalism in
Great Britain, as generalised from what I conceive to be
a broad and comprehensive study of that nation’s political
history. At the risk of seeming to repeat myself, I venture
to shortly re-state that theory. Whatever may have been
the condition of the English people, prior to the conquest
of 1066, that important event at once plunged the whole of
the conquered population into a condition of absolute
subjection to the Norman invaders. Whatever liberty the
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people had acquired and enjoyed, prior to that event, was,
in fact, taken from them by the sudden accession of the
new monarch, who, at once, assumed all the rights and
powers incidental to the despotic position which he had
secured by his military victory. The people of England
can therefore be said to have commenced afresh, from this
event, in the growth and development of their freedom.
The history of that growth has already been traced in
previous chapters ; but it is necessary to observe that in the
gradual acquirement of that freedom from the monarch,
(which acquirement was of necessity accompanied by a
corresponding curtailment of that monarch’s power), the
people had the advantage of the assistance of the nobles,
in the numerous agitations by means of which that freedom
was obtained. The despotism of unchecked monarchical rule
may be said to have spent its last effort with the Revolution
of 1688, when that particular and formidable obstacle to
true Liberalism was disposed of for all time.*

From the year 1688, however, the people had a new
mission to fulfil; viz., to commence their attack upon what
may be called the “ privileges,” which were then exclusively
enjoyed by the nobility and the wealthy classes. What
those privileges were has been explained in the various
epochs of Liberalism which have been already enumerated
as having occurred since that great event. From the year
1688 the co-operation of the classes mentioned ceases ; and
the titles of “Toryism ” and “ Whiggism” thenceforth represent
the conflicting causes of the aristocracy and wealthy classes,
and of “ the people” respectively.t During the whole struggle
of about two centuries which have elapsed since the Revolu-
tion of 1688, the people have been contending for ‘“equal
¢ 1 do not regard the somewhat despotic conduct of Geo. I11., in connection with the
American War, as any exception to this broad statement, for however disposed he

may have felt to have his own way iu opposing the colonists, he was careful to keep
within constitutional limits.

t I regard as exceptions to this general rule the many nobles who identified them-
selves with the popular side at different stages of history, and for different purposes.
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freedom,” “ equal opportunities.” That goal has, I
submit, now been practically reached—that is to say, all
Englishmen are, at the present day, in the enjoyment of
‘“equal freedom,” “equal opportunities ;” and what may be
described as a turning-point has presented itself in the
political history of the English people. In confirmation
of this, Mr. Frederick Harrison, in a paper upon ‘‘ The Pro-
gress of Labour,” contained in the October (1883) number
of the Contemporary Review, says: “It is matter for con-
gratulation /Ao completely the old parliamentary programme
has been deared off, and how small are the measures, still
to be won, which directly affect the working-class alone ;”
and M. de Lavelye even admits that “caste and its privi-
leges are abolished ; the principle of equality of all in the
eye of the law is everywhere proclaimed ; the suffrage is
bestowed on all.”™*

It is not difficult to understand that ‘‘the people” (by
which term I mean to include, among others, the whole
of the manual working-classes), after six centuries of
struggle against monarchical despotism, and two centuries
of struggle against aristocratic privileges, during the
whole of which time they have been gradually becoming
more free, and more confident of their power and im-
portance, should have acquired the habit of looking
constantly to the legislature, when engaged on matters of
“reform,” for some denefits, if not of freedom of speech, of
action, of combination, of acquiring property, of taking
their part in public matters, either as voters or as candidates,
or of determining matters of national taxation, all of which
they already enjoy—then of some other advantages similarly
beneficial. And, further, it is not unnatural that those
classes should have been brought, as a consequence of this
hitherto uniform result of “ Liberal ” legislation, to the belief
that that which has, as a fact, been only the efect of

= “Primitive Property.” Preface.
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¢ Liberalism,” viz., benefit to themselves, was the actual
basis or indispensable condition of that particular political
policy.*

Such however is the fact; and I venture to affirm that
the vast majority of the working-classes of to-day, would, if
asked the question, express their belief that the one cha-
racteristic which should, above all others, distinguish
¢ Liberal ” legislation, is this—that it should be *liberal”
towards the poorer classes, that is to say, should confer some
benefits or advaniages on those classes, as distinguished from
what are called the *propertied” classes. This belief
receives, every day, all the confirmation, such as it is, which
certain eminent politicians can give it. In their subservience
to the masses, they allow themselves to be drawn into obser-
vations which, instead of discouraging, only render more
confident this belief. When masses of workmen are told,
at a political meeting, after a hard day's work, that the
mission of the * Liberal or Radical party is to increase their
comforts, secure their health, and multiply their luxuries,
which they may enjoy in common "—that it is “ the duty of
the state ” to * protect the weak, to provide for the poor, to
redress the inequalities of our social system ”—who can be
surprised that they should place such an interpretation on
the term, and be willing to lift into prominence all who
come to them with such comprehensive promises? Doctrine
of this kind is well calculated to drive from their minds the
true principles of the political school to which they have
attached themselves. They would be surprised, indeed,
to be told that the whole tendency of the legislation which
is thus being promised to them, is in the very opposite
direction to that which Liberalism indicated fifty years ago.
Yet they have been told so by a Liberal of much sounder

# Mill, in one of his ‘' Chapters on Socialism,” observes, indeed, appropos of this
misconception, * Having, after long strugiles, attaioed in some countries, and nearly
attained in others, the point at which for them there is mo farther progress to make
in the department of purely political rights, is 7? possidle that the less fortunate
classes should not ask themselves whether progress ought to stop there 7’
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principles than those of Mr. Chamberlain. Mr. Joseph Cowen
has said, “ We have, during the last sixty years, conquered
liberty of conscience, political securities, freedom of the
press, and unfettered commerce. During all that time we
have been busy unfolding medizval swathes and entangle-
ments ; and therc are some amongst us, who now seem bent
on encirding us with others equally as anomalous, if not as
oppressive” Mr. Henry George, too, with all his wildness
on the subject of land nationalisation, sees this ebé in
popular political belief. “It is proposed,” he says, “to
mitigate or extirpate poverty by governmental regulation of
industry and accumulation.” He subsequently speaks of the
change as “the substitution of government direction for the
play of individual action, and the attempt to secure by
restriction what can detter be secured by freedom. What-
ever,” he adds, “savours of regulation and restriction is, in
itself, bad.”* A third author, who has devoted much atten-
tion to this subject, says: “ The party known successively by
the names Whig, Liberal, and Radical, after having been for
years the champions of freedom, the apostles of liberty,
have begun to retrace their steps, and to substitute for the
tyranny of an individual or a class, the tyranny of the
majority.”

If there is any truth in these reflections, then the
masses, having deprived kings of their despotic power, and
the aristocracy and wealthy classes of any privileges they may
have enjoyed, seem to be inclining now towards the creation
of privileges for themselves, as against the propertied classes.
To demand such advantages, or, if obtained, to persist in
kolding them, is simply to turn round on their own prin-
ciples ; for the author of ‘“ The Radical Programme ” says
that the “ preservation of dass preveleges” is “the funda-
mental doctrine and uniform aim of Conservatism.”

# ! Progress and Poverty,” p. 227.
t ** Raica'ism and Ransom,” (M. J. Lyons), 1885.
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In the last chapter I explained my reasons for believing
that English-speaking communities will have yet to pass
through a long period of well-meant but misconceived and
abortive legislation——the inevitable “measles,” as it were,
of democratic or popular government. I see no escape
from the conclusion that, quite apart from the popular igno-
rance of the political science, so long as the masses pin
their faith to the belief X have just mentioned, or to the bald
principle of “majority” voting as a test of wisdom, the
chances of legislation, heneficial to society as a whole, are
well-nigh hopeless. That conclusion I think unavoidable,
even as an abstract deduction ; but we are not dependent
upon conclusions so obtained, for already the air is full (and
the statute-books are fast becoming so) of legislative
schemes from which their authors vainly anticipate results
of the most truly Utopian character.

These alone are sufficient to show the direction which
legislation will take in the future. On the one hand we
have schemes for artificially creating a peasant proprietary,
by which *“smiling homesteads ” are to be scattered over a
land, in which the condition of the agricultural industry is at
present too depressed to render such holdings even self-sup-
porting. Yet all of this is to be done by the magic influence
of an act of parliament, compelling landowners to sell their
property at such a valuation as will constitute what Mr.
Joseph Chamberlain has lately spoken of as a ““ransom”
from the propertied classes. Another visionary would—
again by act of parliament—put an end to private ownership
in land by ‘“nationalising ” the proprictary. The advocates
of this scheme would convert the country into an immense
public estate, and burden the people with®an enormous
“Lands Department,” which would cost an endless amount
of money to manage or mismanage, as the case might be;
and, by this means, it is vainly hoped that the poor would
be made better offfi. A third dreamer would found a
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national system of insurance, by which every citizen would
be compelled to make provision for those about him;
unmindful of the contingency that he might be lacking the
means to provide for himself. Others, equally unpractical,
would compel society, by act of parliament, to confine itself
to eight hours’ work per day, from which it might soon
follow (if applied to domestic servants) that fires and lights
would have to be extinguished at about the old Curfew Bell
hour. Another class of enthusiasts would pass an act of
parliament to prohibit the use of all spirits and fermented
liquors ; while a further section of extremists would return
to the old law which enforced strict Sunday observance.

It is truly appalling to contemplate what life would be-
come if each of these, and the hundred and one other
wild and immature theories which are now in the air, were
allowed to be carried into practice. Life would indeed be
unbearable. Yet reflection will show that we are fast
tending in that direction; for if we turn our eyes towards
impending legislation, whether regarding commercial or
social matters, we find that our individual liberty is being
slowly but surely curtailed in a manner which will not for a
moment stand the test of criticism, by the light of true
principles. To whatever department, indeed, of the social
organism we turn our attention, we shall find that some
scheme for producing impossible results either has been
already attempted by the legislature, or is impending, with
every prospect of being sooner or later tried as a sort of
harmless experiment. The manifesto of the Liberty and
Property Defence League of Great Britain, the special
mission of which powerful society is to resist such over-
legislation, contains the following too-well founded state-
ment: “During the last fifteen.years a// trlerests in the country
have successively suffered, at the hands of the state, an 7n-
creasing loss of ther self-govermment. These apparently
disconnected invasions of individual freedom of action, by
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the central authority, are, in reality, so many instances of a
general movement towards state-socialism, the deadening
effect of which, on all branches of industry, the working
classes will be the first to feeL” Mr. Gladstone even has, as
lately as January of this year, sounded a note of warning.
Speaking of the legislative work of the last fifty years, he
says it has been “a process of seftimg free the individual
man, that 4¢ may work out his vocation, without wanton
hindrance. If,” he adds, ‘ instead of this, government s
to work owl his vocation for him, 1, for one, am not
sanguine as o the result”* He significantly observes, in
the same paper, “The law cannot give prosperity, but it
can remove grievance.”

I shall now enumerate some of the instances of that class
of modern legislation, or proposed legislation, of which I have
spoken, as involving grave disadvantages to society. First
of Commercial legislation. It was thought, after the publica-
tion of Smith’s *“ Wealth of Nations,” upwards of a century
ago, that free trade, as an economic principle, was established
for all time ; and that the then worn-out theory of Protection
had for ever been buried as one of the great errors of
the dark ages. Those who thought so, however, miscalcu-
lated the bent of the human mind. The theory of Protection
had held the field for centuries; and scarcely anyone had
ventured to dispute its wisdom, till Adam Smith threw down
the controversial gauntlet, by the publication of the work in
question.  “If,” says Buckle, “the ¢ Wealth of Nations * had
appeared in any preceding century, it would have shared
the fate of the great works of Stafford and Serra.,” When
that great economist did secure a hearing, the progress
which his theories made was almost hopelessly tardy.
“The principles of free trade” (continues Buckle), “and
all the consequences which flow from them, were vainly
struggled against by the most overwhelming majorities of

8 “ Locksley Hall and the Jubilee,” Nineleenth Century (Jan. 1887.)
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both Houses of Parhament. Year by year, the great truth
made its way, always advancing, never receding. The
majority was at first deserted by a few men of ability, then
by ordinary men, then it became a minority, then even the
minority began to dwindle; and at the present day (1856),
eighty years after the publication, there is not to be found
anyone of folerable education, who is not askamed of holding
opinions, which, before the time of Adam Smith, were
universally received.”*

It would be distinctly beyond my province to enter,
here, into a dissertation upon the purely economic merits
and demerits of the two rival policies. I have, in a former
chapter, contended that freedom for the individual, subject
to certain necessary limits, is indispensable to human
progress. It is so, as much in commerce as in any other
department of social activity ; for it is through the medium
of commerce that the acquirement and accumulation of
wealth is effected, and by which, therefore, most of the
comforts of life are obtained. “ The feelings of rival
tradesmen,” says Mill, ¢ prevailing among nations, overruled
for centuries all sense of the general community of advantage
which commercial countries derive from the prosperity of
one another ; and that commercial spirit which is now one of
the strongest obstacles to war, was, during a certain period
of European history, their principal cause.”f Quite apart,
however, from the economic aspects of the question, which,
as I have said T cannot consistently dwell upon here, Pro-
tection, as a legislative policy, involves a very distinct
breach of a very distinct principle of Liberalism. The
liberty to barter is one of the primary rights, or at least
the primary necessities of society ; for it goes to the very
root of the principle of the division of labour, which cannot
operate as a factor in social evolution except with a certain

% ¢ History of Civilisation,” vol. i., p. 216.
t * Principles of Political Economy,” p. 221.
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amount of freedom of exchange. Protection says: “You
shall not barter with a foreigner without paying a penalty to
your community for the privilege.” This penalty involves the
taking away, for no justifiable purpose, of a portion of a
citizen’s legally acquired property, which it is the first duty
of the state to secure to him. The state is thus, itself,
committing, towards one or more citizens, the very wrong
which it is its first duty to prevent others from committing.
Thus, the community as @ bedy (represented by government)
violates a principle which it prohibits any individual
from violating. “Every such encroachment,” says Adam
Smith, “every violation of that natural distribution which
the most perfect liberty would establish, must, accord-
ing to this system, necessarilj degrade, more or less, from
one year to another, the value and sum total of the annual
produce, and must necessarily occasion a gradual declension
in the real wealth and revenue of the society ; a declension,
of which the progress must be quicker or slower, according
to the degree of this encroachment, according as that natural
distribution, which the most perfect liberty would establish,
is more or less violated.”*

Elsewhere the same high authority lays down the broad
principles of Liberalism, of which the system of Protection
is so clear and distinct a breach.  Every system,” he
says, “ which endeavours, either, by extraordinary excourage
ments, 10 draw towards a particular species of industry a
greater share of the capital of the society than what would
naturally go to it, or, by extraordinary restrasnts, to force from
a particular species of industry some share of the capital
which would otherwise be employed in it, is, in reality,
subversive of the great purpose which it means to promote. 1t
retards, instead of accelerating, the progress of the society
towards real wealth and greatness ; and diminishes, instead
of increasing, the real value of the annual produce of its

* “Wealch of Nations,” p. 281.
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land and labour.”® And, again: ‘“ All systems, either of
preference or of restraint, being thus completely taken
away, the obvious and simple system of natural liberty
establishes itself of its own accord. Every man, as long as
he does not vivlate the laws of justice, is left perfectly free to
pursue kis oton interest, fn his own way, and to bring both
his industry and capital into competition with those of any
other man or order of men.”t Very much the same thing
has been said by Mr. Herbert Spencer, though in some-
what different words. “In putting a veto,” he says,
“upon the commercial intercourse of two nations; or, in
putting obstacles in the way of that intercourse, a
government [frenches upon men's liberties of action, and
by so doing directly reverses ifs function. To secure for
each man the fulest freedom to exercise his faculties,
compatible with the like freedom of all others, we find to
be the state’s duty. Now, trade prohibitions and trade
restrictions not only do not secure this freedom, but fake ¢
away. So that, in enforcing them, the state is trans-
formed from a maintainer of rights into a violator of rights.”’}
The system of Protection, therefore, in so far as it tres-
passes upon the domain of civil liberty for the individual,
is subversive of the true principles of Liberalism. In Great
Britain, though from time to time there arise local and
spasmodic agitations in favour of a return to the old and
exploded doctrine, there yet seems little chance of the
movement finding favour with the majority : at least for some
time. The traditional advantages of Freetrade, as a policy,
overwhelm at present the superficial and attractive qualities
of the exploded creed ; otherwise there is good reason for
fearing that by well-organised and cleverly-contrived agita-
tion, the masses could be seduced into a reversal of the true
Liberal policy.

& ¢ Wealth of Nations,” p. 286. t ‘“ Wealth of Nations,” p. 286.
$ ““Social Statics,” p. 376.
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Mr. John Bright appears to treat the subject as one which
has passed, for all time, out of the domain of debatable
questions,  Speaking in October, 1885, at Taunton, con-
cerning the Corn Laws of 1845, he said: ‘I should begin
by stating that at that time there was an extraordinary law
in this country ; a law which you would suppose could not be
possible—I1 will not say among Christian men, but among
thinking men—thatis, a law which prevented the importation
of grain, and especially of wheat, from foreign countries into
this country. At that time there were a great many men
who thought that law very wicked—a great many more men
have come to that conclusion since.”™*

The Times itself treats the subject in much the same
manner. In an article upon “Protection in the House
of Commons,” dealing with certain speeches which had
been delivered in that assembly in connection with the
subject, the following passage occurs: “The truth is that
Protection is dead ; and it was only its gibbering ghost that
made its appearance for a few brief and uneasy moments
in the House of Commons yesterday. It is no longer
formidable, even as a ghost.”f And, again, in the same
article: “The JFair Traders have almost disappeared.”
There can be no doubt that the disciples of this latter and
comparatively new school are merely advocates of the ex-
ploded policy under another name : a protectionist being
an advocate of an import tarif for the purpose of
securing an imaginary national benefit in itself; a fair
trader being an advocate of an import tariff for the purpose
of retaliating upon other nations which refuse to open their
ports.

Mr. Chamberlain himself, who has, one would think,
given sufficient proof of his sympathy with the masses
of the people, has spoken plainly upon this question. Com-
menting upon the proposal to tax American goods imported

% The Times (October 14, 1885). t May 15, 1885.
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into England, he said: “It means that every workman
throughout the country should pay more for his loaf, and
more for his clothes, and more for every other necessary of
his life, in order that great manufacturers might keep up
their profits, and in order, above all, that great landlords
might maintain and raise their rents.” “It would,” he says
elsewhere, ‘lessen the total production of the country,
diminish the rate of wages, and it would raise the price of
every necessary of life.” Without, however, going into
the economic side of the much disputed question of
Freetrade versus Protection, as it has been debated
in the United States and in many of the Australian colo-
nies, I must be content here to submit that the policy
of Freetrade is the only commercial policy consistent
with truly Liberal principles; and at the same time to
condemn the policy of Protection as coming most dis-
tinctly within the category of ‘*Spurious Liberalism.”
And it is a sufficient proof of this that, neither in the past,
nor in the present, can a single Liberal statesman be named,
who for one moment entertains Protection as a correct
theory. But, before passing away from the subject, which
is a wide one, affording great scope for comment and
criticism, I shall deal with some instructive illustrations of
the anomalies which a system of protection has developed
in Europe and in the Australian colonies. Those illustra-
tions go to show how impossible it is to bring the compli-
cated machinery of government to bear upon any single
industry, with a view to conferring benefit upon a class,
without, at the same time, giving rise to counter disadvan-
tages, and even great commercial losses, which were
probably never anticipated or even thought of at the time
the machinery of government was set in motion.

Some months ago, for instance, an influential deputation of
farmers of the colony of Victoria waited upon the Commis-
sioner of Customs, introduced and fortified, as usual, by the
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member for the district, with a view to urge the imposition
of an import duty upon oats. The deputation explained that
oats were being imported from New Zealand at a lower price
than that for which they could be produced in Victoria—
hence the necessity for the import duty asked for. It was, in
fact, practically admitted that New Zealand was befter adapted
than Victoria to the cultivation of that grain. Yet, it was
asked that the consumers of oats in Victoria should be
compelled, by act of parliament, to give a higher price for
oats than they could buy them at elsewhere. Why? Simply,
in order that certain farmers might be enabled to cultivate
and dispose of oats which had cost more to produce than
they could be purchased for in New Zealand. The aims of
the deputation in question seem to have become known; for
immediately, or, at most, shortly after its withdrawal, a second
deputation waited upon the same minister. It consisted of cab-
men, carriers, and others interested in the keep of horses, who
were desirous of pointing out to the government that if this
duty were imposed, and oats raised proportionately in price,
it would unreasonably handicap them in their respective
businesses. In this case the liberty of the cabdriver and
others was being sought to be curtailed, in order to benefit
a particular industry. That class had, undoubtedly, the
right to purchase their oats where they chose, that is to say
at the cheapest market (New Zealand), without being
compelled to pay a penalty in the shape of duty for the
privilege of doing so. The deputation from the farmers
was a direct challenge to that principle.

Another somewhat similar illustration can be quoted, in
which the same anomaly is presented, and the same breach of
principle involved. A deputation of tanners (also of Victoria)
waited upon the Minister of Customs, with a view of obtaining
an increase of duty upon some finer qualities of leather which
were being imported from abroad, and which they could
not, they said, under present circumstances, compete with,
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unless a greater “protection ¥ was afforded them. They
told their story, which was identical in principle with
that of the farmers—how, do what they would, they
found it impossible to produce in the colony the par-
ticular classes of leather, the too-easy importation of
which was complained of. The effect ot granting them
what they desired would have been to impose upon every
member of the community, who used the particular article,
an increased charge, in order to enable the tanners of the
leather in question to carry on, with remunerative results,
an industry which was obviously unsustable to the colony ; at
least at that time. The additional cost to the public would
certainly have been so indirect and difficult to observe that
probably it would have gone unnoticed and unopposed, but
for the fact of another interest which it touched. The boot
manufacturers followed the tanners with a deputation.
They pointed out that they represented a large and impor-
tant industry, employing some hundreds of persons; that if
the additional duty asked for were conceded, the leathers in
question would be so raised in cost that a large part of their
industry, consisting of the manufacture of certain qualities
of boots and shoes from the class of leather in question,
would be destroyed, and a large number of skilled hands
thrown out of employment. Thus it will be seen that the
first departure from the true principle, asked for by the
tanners, would have led to the injury and destruction of a
large and important industry ; and that, in its turn, would
have probably produced further disorganisation in directions
not dreamt of. If this instance be analysed by the light of
Mr. Stanley Jevons’ explanation of the “greatest happiness”
principle, it will be seen that the tanners conceived that an
additional duty would add to their happiness; but they
altogether neglected to consider whether there would
not be a corresponding subtraction, at some other time, ot
from some otker class.
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Yet a third of these instructive illustrations can be men-
tioned. For upwards of twenty years various attempts have
been made in the colony of Victoria to establish, on a
remunerative basis, the woollen industry. The raw material
is on the spot; and sanguine protectionists predicted that
only a little “fostering” was needed to nurse it into
industrial independence. It has had twenty years  nurs-
ing”; and, at the end of that time, is not only unable
to stand alone (unaided by the artificial support of a tariff),
but has actually asked for “more.” As in the case of 3
good many of the other industries which have been reared
in the colony referred to, what was asked for, for the purpose
of “fostering”, settled down to an absolutely permanent
system of industrial “wet-nursing.” For twenty years the
woollens imported from abroad had been subjected to a duty
of twenty per cent., yet the local venture did not pay. The
proprietary, as also the work-people, waited on the govern-
ment, and, in so many words, demanded an increase of five
per cent. It was admitted that, notwithstanding the advan-
tage of having the raw material on the spot, as also that of a
twenty per cent. import duty, they could not compete with
the “foreign™ article, which they accordingly abused, and
alleged to be made of all the refuse of gaols, workhouses,
hospitals, and other establishments said to be infected with
fever and other diseases. The case was, judged in popular
fashion, a strong one; and, as there was added to it the
influence of a somewhat threatening tone on the part of the
work-people, there seemed for a time a chance of the request
being granted, if only to win popular favour for the govern-
ment. The *fostering ” theory was made much of, and the
usual ad captandum reasoning was resorted to. Strange to
say, notwithstanding its twenty years’' existence, there were
not wanting advocates who spoke of it as a “ new ” industry,
and on that ground urged a “little more ” nursing. The
so called *‘Liberal ” press of the colony—which, as I have
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before mentioned, affords the strange anomaly of champion-
ing, at the same time, the “ protectionist ” cause—advocated
the claim of the industry upon the ground that “its being
fostered gives remunerative employment to a Jarge amount
of labour, which might otherwise languish in idleness ;' and it
further claimed that “the government may jus#/v interfere
to relieve us of the disqualifications which a new industry
is always handicapped with,” adding that it is “ willing that
the millowners should receive a /Jittle adventitious benefit at
the start.”

Without spending much time over this very transparent
piece of sophistry, it may be observed that ‘“the large
amount of labour” alluded to would not be likely to
“languish in idleness” for long; or otherwise the work-people
would have offered, as an alternative, to suffer a reduction
of wages equal to the five per cent. additional duty, required
by the proprietors of the industry. This they did not do;
possibly on the strength of the following doctrine, as
expounded by the protectionist journal before alluded to.
Speaking of a well-known freetrader, who had characterised
the principle of his school as the “doctrine of common
sense,” the journal in question observed, * Fortunately the
working-classes are not in his power. They will consult their
own wnferests first, before they trouble themselves about his
principles.” This is, in fact, the deffom principle of most
protectionists ; though unfortunately the masses fail to discern
the fact through the superficial glamour of advantage which
the theory presents to the cursory observer. Note, now, the
effect of this deputation, which is the most instructive
feature of the illustration. The advocates of the desired
increase in duty were followed by an equally influential
deputation: composed of manufacturers of ready-made
clothing. These gentlemen, very pertinently, pointed out
that the woollen industry had enjoyed a great many years of
state assistance, during which to establish itself ; that it had,
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by its own showing, signally failed; and that in their
opinion the additional duty asked for would not have the
effect which seemed to be anticipated from it. But, beyond
all this, they showed that the industry they represented, viz.,
that of manufacturing ready-made clothing from imported
tweeds, was a successful one, in which some hundreds of
men, women, and girls were employed ; that the public
would not purchase to any extent, neither could they do an
export trade in articles of colonial tweed, and that the effect,
therefore, of granting the increase in duty asked for would
be to destroy an established and flourishing industry, in
order to afford additional assistance (which would still be
insufficient, under the circumstances), to another industry
which was admittedly in a sick and declining condition.
The moral of all this is identical with that which is deducible
from the previous illustrations. Every citizen is entitled to
liberty of choice in the purchase of his clothes, or of the
material from which they are made. He should, therefore,
be allowed to go where he pleases for them, and to purchase
them at the highest or the lowest price for which they are
obtainable—as he thinks best. Already parliament has, in
the community in question, placed a penalty on the ex-
ercise of this freedom, by fixing a duty on every article
composed of British, or, as it has been called, for agita-
tive purposes, “foreign” tweed. The first deputation
therefore, practically asked the government to impose a
further restriction upon the liberty of all citizens, by inflict-
ing an increased penalty upon the purchase of the British
article. In attempting this, 2 government would obviously
be acting contrary to true principles, and in the interests of
a class, Moreover, in the case in question, it must be seen
that, while with one hand parliament would have been sub-
sidising the one industry at the expense of the general
public, it would, with the other, have been simultaneously
sapping the very foundation of the second and mare
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flourishing industry, and, at the same time, throwing out of
employment a large number of persons who had spent their
time in learning a particular business. Let me mention
another equally instructive instance of popular misconcep-
tion regarding this first principle of government: this first
law of the science of economics. A person, signing him-
self, rather significantly, *“ One of the wnemployed harness
makers,” writing to one of the daily papers of the colony of
Victoria on the subject of “ Duty on Saddlery,” complains
most bitterly that “ a firm—one of the largest in the trade—
taking advantage of the bad times in England, has imported
harness largely from there, during the past few months, and
the consequence is that since it has come to hand they
have been able to dispense with the services of about half
their workmen.” He adds, “ The price they paid for it
landed in Melbourne, including 25 per cent. duty, is con-
siderably less than what the leather and mountings would
cost here, Yo say nothing about the cost of making it up.”
Then the same writer makes the important admission that
“anyone, knowing anything about the home trade, can see
that it is smpossible for the manufacturers here 2 compete with
those in England,” and he gives, as reasons for the fact, that
“in the first place they (the English manufacturers) pay such
small wages to their hands . . . . and not only the small
wages, but they keep their hands continually on one class of
work until they ge/ very proficient atif. They also work into
each other’s hands, each making a particular part, which
saves comsiderable time” Yet, after all these unsophistical
admissions concerning the “division of labour,” and the other
advantages which England can offer in the manufacture of
saddlery, this would-be economist concludes by thinking
““it is Aigh time that a heavier duty than at present exists
should be put upon” that class of work. He finally
expresses a hope that the matter will be “brought under the
notice of ke government”/ 1 need point no moral here, nor
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insult the intelligence of my readers by commenting on the
really humorous short-sightedness of such contentions. Yet
a letter, ocqupying about six inches of a newspaper column
of such matter, seems to have readily found a place in a
recognised protectionist organ. This misconception regard-
ing the policy of buying in the cheapest market—a policy
which, it should be observed, every economist of note has
advocated—reached its climax, when an ex-minister of the
crown, of the colony of New South Wales, lately said : “ The
introduction of goods, manufactured by cheap labour,
should be checked as if it were small-pox.”

To turn now from these matters (which, though in them.
selves small, show the direction of the popular superstition),
to those of higher and more serious import—Ilet it be con-
sidered what extent of injury the whole civilised world has
suffered and is now suffering, in consequence of the mis-
conceived legislation of Germany and France in their
short-sighted attempts to monopolise, or at least control
an abnormal proportion of the sugar industry.

The principle of the “ division of labour” has been rightly
classified as one of the first aids to the creation of wealth ;
for, as has been well said, “a hive of men, harmoniously
co-operating, can, without overstrain, produce indefinitely
more than their joint requirements ; whereas, all the efforts
of a solitary individual can scarcely supply his most pressing
wants.”* Now, it is obvious that the fullest application of the
principle of * division of labour” can only be reached when
there is no fsolation - when there is a free and unrestricted
intercourse and interchange between all men and all nations,
all the world over; for “ then does this great wealth-creating
agent put forth its fz// power and efficacy.”t

It has been conclusively ascertained that the two countries
above mentioned, under such a system of “free and unre-
stricted intercourse and interchange,” cannot compete with

¢ “Wealth-Creation,” A. Mongredian, 1882, p. 19. t *“Wealth-Creation,” p. 1g.
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other parts of the world in the production of one particular
article—sugar ; that is to say, no person in either of those
countries, can, unassisted, render remunerative, the pro-
duction of that particular article of merchandise. Assuming
that those two countries were wisely governed, and that one
feature of their good government consisted in the careful
recognition of economic principles, such persons would
either produce sugar at a loss or abstain from any attempts
at its cultivation. Unfortunately these countries (together
with a great many more) are not wisely governed ; for with
some misconceived theory of national progress, their rulers
have thought fit to disregard this primary economic law,
and offer rewards or bonuses, that is to say, “bounties,”
out of the national revenue, to such persons as will
undertake to produce sugar. The national revenue,
of course, belongs to the whole people ; so that the principle
of bounties amounts to this—that every member of
the community is compelled, by act of parliament, to con-
tribute, annually, a sum of money towards compensating
certain persons for the loss they sustain in the production
of sugar. This touches one of the very first conditions of
civilised society, viz., the protection of property. That is
one of the fundamental objects of government; yet, in the
case of bounties, we find the state actually confiscating
portions of its citizens’ property in order to subsidise a
section of the community which chooses to occupy itself
over an industry which could be more successfully prose-
cuted in other parts of the world. Almost every country is,
from various causes— climatic, geological, or otherwise—
better adapted than others to the production of some article
of human necessity ; and, as one of the purposes of the
division of labour is that “men in all countries should devote
themselves to that particular work for which they have
special opportunities or aptitudes,” it follows that directly
this artificial aid, no matter out of whose pocket it may
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come, is offered to an otherwise unsoitable industry, a
goverment ‘ compels producers to take their labour and
capital away from the work which they are doing better than
foreigners can, and apply the labour and capital so diverted
to work which foreigners can do better than they can. . .
The wealth-creating power of the world is proportionately
impaired.”® Thus, we find that the system of bounties, as
adopted by Germany and France, involves, in those
countries themselves, a most distinct breach of the very first
duty of government, by confiscating a portion of each citizen’s
property, which it should be the constant object of the state
to protect.

The majority of such citizens may be said to have
acquiesced in such a policy through their duly-elected
representatives ; but what of the minority? They have no
remedy under “government by majority.” The principle
of “ might is right ” has asserted itself, and the wrong must
be endured, or recourse had to physical force. But observe
the injurious effect of this economic misconception outside
the country itself. In consequence of the system being
resorted to in Europe, the same industry which hitherto has
been carried on, unaided, in one of the Australian colonies
—~Queensland—is ruined. Millions of capital have been
lost, and thousands of persons of different nationalities,
have been deprived of their livelihood by reason of their
inability to compete with the artificially-bolstered industries
of Europe. ’

The same principle was adopted for the first time some
years ago with regard to the refining of sugar in France ; and,
in addition to the great wrong which was thereby dene to
the French citizens themselves, thousands of pounds were
lost, and many hundreds of people were thrown out of
employment in Bristol and other parts of England, where,
previous to such artificial assistance, there had existed a

# ' Wealth-Creation,” p. z1.



350 LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

payable and thriving industry, depending on no adventitious
aid.

Let me mention one more interesting example of this
class of legislative interference. Turning again to colonial
instances of this injurious misconception, I find a prominent
member of the Council of the Victorian Trades Unionists
tabling a resolution to the effect that that body approved
any action “to secure a full measure of protection.” The
mover admitted the ‘ highest regard for German colonists,”
but “ protested against injury which would be done to the
trades generally, if they were permitted to enter into wn-
wholesome competition with colonial artisans.”

The representative of the brush-makers, sitting as a dele-
gate in the above council, said that ‘“the brush-makers
intended shortly waiting upon #ke ministry, with a view to
securing zncreased protection ;” and he gave as a reason that
‘“some of the large firms were importing brush-ware at a
large percentage less than it could be turned out in the
colony at first cost.” All this passes muster as sound and
patriotic reasoning. The system of see-saw between wages
and duty would, if carried out indefinitely, show its own
absurdity ; but that extreme would, of course, never be
reached. An industry may be established, and a certain
rate of duty fixed ; then the workmen may demand a higher
wage. That being obtained, the manufacturer finds his
profits too small. He informs his men, and they may go to
the ministry-and get what the person, mentioned above, terms
“increased protection.” In these days, when, unfortunately,
colonial governments are frequently geverned from outside,
the obtaining such an increase is by no means an unlikely
event. Indeed, in the case of the woollen industry before
mentioned, there was every appearance of the government
giving way to the demand, until counter interests of some im-
portance showed themselves. Supposing, therefore, that such
an increase is obtained, an opening is at once made for
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another rise in wages—and so the process might go on until,
if it were applied all round, the value of the sovereign might
be reduced about one-half, and the cost of living in the
colony would be sufficiently high to drive all, who could go,
out of it. Little consideration is of course given to the
fact that every “increase” of the kind means a further
penalty upon the liberty of all citizens consuming the par-
ticular goods upon which that increase is sought.

But this system of “ self-help”—at other people’s expense,
is not confined to the working-classes. In November,
1886, a large meeting of saw-millers took place in the
colony of Victoria, for the purpose of considering the depres-
sion in their trade. The result was a deputation to the
government to ask for “an increase of duty on imported
timber.” The chairman pointed out to the minister that
“they Aad no desire to profubit the importation of tim-
ber, but simply wanted swch a duty put on it as would
prevent il enfering ruly competition with kardwood. 1t was
admitted that in Tasmania, whence the obnoxious com-
petition came, “the men worked ten hours a day, and the
wages were less;” and, further that “the facdities for
saw-milling in Tasmania were much greater than in Vie-
toria.” The same speaker admitted also that “the Tasmanian
timber was deffer than Victorian.”  The minister very
properly refused to entertain the request, and a resolution
was carried wmanimously that “an appeal be made to
parliament direct.” Comment on such a state of things is
unnecessary ; for it may be added that all the persons who
took part in the movement were sufficiently intelligent men
—that is to say, in their own interest. That which 1s more
significant, as indicating the bent of public opinion, is the
fact that the proceedings elicited no surprise or condemna-
tion from any section of the press, or of the community.

I venture to allude to one more interesting attempt at
legislative interference, which fortunately was not realised by
its authors.
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A resolution was, in May of 1886, moved in the House of
Commons, to the effect that it was expedient that the Indian
Government should take measures to terminate gradually its
direct connection with the culture of the poppy, and the
manufacture of, and trade in opium ; and that it should
use the powers it possesses, to prohibit, in British India, the
cultivation of the poppy, except to supply the legitimate
demand for opium for medical purposes. In support “of
the resolution, the mover quoted, from missionaries and
others, statements concerning the evils arising from the abuse
of opium. It was admitted that such a prohibition as that
aimed at in the resolution would entail an annual loss of
43,300,000 upon the Indian Exchequer, while others
calculated it at upwards of five millions.

This movement was somewhat on a par with that of the
total abstainers, who desire, because of the abuse by a
limited number of persons, of the use of intoxicating liquors,
to cownpel the whole world to abstain from the most limited
use of them; disregarding the beneficial effect upon many
persons which a judicious consumption of such articles may
produce.  Assuming that the passing of such a resolution
would have led to the required action by the Indian
Government, and that the prohibition would have put an
end to the use of opium ; the result would have been that
millions of persons who now use opium to a limited extent,
with no injurious resuits, would have been hampered in
their liberty of personal action, and #n mzllions of persons
would have been thrown out of employment, merely to
satisfy a certain section of the people who were, to please
themselves, clamouring to interfere with the private affairs of
others with whom they had no concern, either in the matter
of race or nationality. As Zke Times rightly said on that
occasion : “If it is fair to suppress an Indian industry
upon which ten million of people depend for thesr daily
bread, merely because their product is ultimately misused by
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a percenfage of its consumers, our own exports of small
arms and munitions of war for use, in all kinds of unjusti-
fiable enterprises, might surely attract the attention of con-
scientious philanthropists.”

The assumption, however, that if the Indian Government
prohibited the growth of opium, its consumption would
cease, was truly visionary ; for, as The T7mes said, in the
same article on the subject, * The result of prohibiting the
growth of the poppy in Bengal would be 1o increase its
growth in the native states, and thus to enable the Indian
government to recoup itself indirectly, while leaving our
Indian subjects without a remedy for the loss of a lucrative
industry.” The writer of the same article observes that
‘“opium is merely the stimulant appropriate to certain
climates and races, used in moderation by mflfions, with
no worse effects than millions at home experience from the
moderate use of beer and tobaceo ;” and he concludes by
observing : ““ Nothing is more certain than that it is entirely
beyond the power of the House of Commons to put down
either the use or the abuse of opium in China or San Fran-
cisco,” and that “in making the attempt it may cover itself
with confusion, and deeply injure interests which it is bound
to protect;” but that “the average of Chinese vice will
continue to be governed by conditions which are far older
than the House of Commons, and may even survive, without
appreciable alteration, the final extinction of its far-reaching
but not always wisely directed activity.”*

I venture to think that of all the causes which are con-
tributing in democratic communities, in the present day,
towards the growth and dissemination of protectionist doc-
trines, none is more potent than that which results from the
fact of workmen looking to the temporary interest of their
own industry, and even seeking for it, in ignorance of the
ultimate effect of an unwholesome artificial monopoly from the

* The Times, May s, 1886.
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rest of the world. We see the saddler endeavouring to shut
out from competition the manufactures of a community with
which he admits that, “on level ground,” he could not for
a moment contend; we see the woollen manufacturer
clamouring for an increased state ‘‘ fostering,” after having
enjoyed twenty years of artificial bolstering, without yet
being any nearer maturity than when the industry was
started ; we find the tanners equally eager for the exclusion
of an article which admittedly they are unable to produce
in competition with other countries, thousands of miles
away; we see the timber dealer desiring to prevent com-
petition with his own inferior production by an article which
he admits to be Zetter and cheaper. Yet, none of these
classes, and there are scores of others following the same
policy, seem to be aware of the simple fact that, if each
industry in the community succeeds ultimately in gaining its
point, the only effect will be an enormous waste of national
wealth and energy, and in the end nothing gained but the
bringing about of an artificial reduction in the value of the
sovereign ; for though each member of the community may
succeed in getting higher wages for his labour, every article
of daily use will have been so artificially raised in value
that the whole of the increase in the wages will be absorbed
in the increased cost of living; besides which, the com-
munity as a whole will be paying, in the aggregate, an
immensely augmented price for all it consumes.

With these arguments, however, I am not here so much
concerned ; but rather with those which show that every
feature of a protective policy involves a distinct interference,
in the form of curtailment, with the liberty of the individual
to do as he pleases with his own legally acquired property—
that is to say, to expend his money where he chooses so
long as, in doing so, he refrains from interfering with the
like liberty of his fellow-citizens. It will be easily seen,
however, that if each of the innumerable classes compre-
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hended in a mixed community, which conceives itself to
be suffering under some public disadvantage, whether of a
monetary or other nature, is allowed to call in the assistance
of the state to remove that disadvantage, or confer some
corresponding benefit at the public expense, instead of being
tutored to the principle of self-help ; then, by the time each
of those classes has established the required restriction, or
the necessary imposition—as the case may be—upon the
rest of the community, society will find itself hampered by a
series of such restrictions and impositions which will render
life well-nigh intolerable.

But let me now draw attention to another form which
this infringing tendency has taken in the present day; still
confining my illustrations to matters of commerce.

In July (1886) the English Foreign Office issued two im-
portant parliamentary papers, respecting “the question of
diplomatic and consular assistance to British trade abroad.”
The London Chamber of Commerce had made a series of
suggestions to the official head of the Foreign Office, with a
view to obtaining “ more assistance” to British traders in
foreign countries, by British diplomatic and consular officials.
It appeared that the Germans and Americans had been
securing the bulk of the Chinese trade ; and the London
Chamber of Commerce had come to the conclusion that the
reason was to be found in the fact that * these merchants
are assisted in their undertakings by the moral, and fre-
quently by the active personal support of their ministers.”
The matter had already been alluded to in the House of
Commons ; and attention was there called to the “successful
efforts of the German and other foreign governments, in
pushing the trade of their respective countries in foreign
markets, in competition with English manufacturers.”

The result of the movement was that the English
merchants, through the London Chamber of Commerce,
requested that the agents of the English government
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(diplomatic and consular officials), should be instructed to
do the same kind of * pushing ” for English trade.

Shortly summarised, the English merchants asked that
the government should undertake, of course at the expense of
the national revenue :—

1. The publication of an official commercial newspaper,
giving varied information to the commercial community.

2. The establishment of a commercial news office in
London.

3. The establishment of *sample and specimen rooms”
in connection with the principal consulates abroad.

4. The establishment of ‘commercial museums” in
various parts of the United Kingdom.

Besides these there were other proposals, with which I
need not here deal.

It will be apparent to everybody, who peruses these pro-
posals, that if any government were to accede to them it
would be guilty of a most distinct breach of the true prin-
ciples of government, certainly of true ‘ Liberalism,”
as I have endeavoured to define it. The public revenue, as
I have already observed more than once, is the property of
the w/hole people, and no one person, no government even,
would be justified on sound principle, in using any part of that
revenue for any purpose but such as comes properly within
the functions of government. These proposals clearly aimed
at affording facilities to the mercantile class, who carry on
their business with no philanthropic motives, but for their
own personal gain. To accede to such proposals, therefore,
at the expense of the public revenue, would practically mean
the compelling every citizen in the kingdom to contribule -to-
wards the furtherance of institutions, concetved in the inlerests,
and established for the malerial bemefit of the mercantile
classes. 'This, if understood, would be objected to by every
citizen, except those interested ; and such an act on the part
of any government would, therefore, amount to an infringe-
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ment of individual freedom in the matter of security to
property.

Fortunately this view, which I submit is the correct and
scientific one, was adopted by Lord Rosebery, then Foreign
Minister, who, in commenting upon the suggestions in their
order, observed with regard to No. 2, that “it will be
necessary to consider whether effect should be given to it by
the government, or whether the commercial community should
not themselves take tha initiative in creating such an insti-
tution.”

Regarding proposal No. 3, it was thought by the same
authority that, if acceded to, it would * tend to put consuls in
the position of commercial agents”, and that *the mainten-
ance and management of such rooms . . . would rather
seem to devolve primarily on the commercial community.”

Lord Rosebery’s comment upon the suggestion that the
government should establish commercial museums is even
more to the point. “ The cost of such museums (he says)
ought . . . lobe borne by those for whose benefit they are
created.”

‘This, I contend, is the only just and scientific comment
which could be passed on any such proposals ; and I cannot
refrain from adding here a short quotation from an admirable
article which appeared in the columns of 7% Zimes upon
the subject.

“Itis not,” says that journal, “to the government and its
agents that our traders must look for their real support in
the struggle against foreign competition. The gigantic
fabric of English trade was nof busill up by governments. Tt
was built up by 2ke enterprise, the energy, the watchfulness, the
self-dental, the laborious efforts of individuals. Moreover, if
it was built by these, by these it must be sustained.” '

It is certainly significant of the times in which we live
that a body, so influential, and generally so sound in its grasp
of broad mercantile principles as the London Chamber
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of Commerce, should have openly advocated so distinctly
“paternal ” a policy for the government of the country, of
which it is the very central commercial organisation.

One can, from the following incident, obtain some idea
how quickly a government which acceded to such proposals
would find itself inundated with others of a like character,
from different sources. Within two months of the date at
which the answers to the previous proposals had been pub-
lished, attention was called in the House of Commons to
“the inadequacy of commercial training” in England, and the
minister was actually asked whether he would *enquire
into the possibility of establishing some recognised centre
of commercial education with proper tests of efficiency.”
The minister very properly ‘hesitated to offer any
opinion on the matter.” The member who asked
the question was evidently under the impression that
the government would be quite justified in teaching its
citizens the principles of commerce, presumably also those
of law and medicine.

I turn now to the subject of legislation for the regula-
tion of factories, of which a startling example already exists
in the colony of Victoria; having been placed upon the
statute-book within the last two years. The provisions of
that Act have been conveniently summarised by one of
the leading local manufacturing firms, for the ready com-
prehension of their employés. The following is that sum-
mary:—“ No one under thirteem can be employed in a
factory. No female can work more than forty-eight hours
in a week. No male under sixteen can work more than
forty-eight hours in a week. No one under sixfeen can
be employed without an education certificate. No one
under sixteen can be employed without a medical certificate.
No girl under sixteen can be employed between the hours of
stx in the eveming and six in the morning. No boy under
fourieen can be employed between the hours of six in the
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‘evening and six in the morning. No boy under sixfeen can
work as a compositor between the hours of six in the evening
and six in the morning. No ome under cighteen shall be
allowed to clean such parts of the machinery, in a factory,
as is mill-gearing, while the same is in motion for the
purpose of propelling any part of the manufacturing
machinery. Np woman shall be allowed to clean such
parts of the machinery in a factory as is mill-gearing,
while the same is in motion for the purpose of pro-
pelling any part of the manufacturing machinery. Ao
one under cighteen shall be allowed to work between
the fixed and traversing parts of any selfacting
machine, while the machine is in motion by the action of
steam, water, or other power. /o person, employed in a
factory, shall be permitted to take Ais or her meals in any
room therein, in which any manufacturing process or handi-
craft is then being carried on, or in which persons employed
in such factory or workroom are then engaged in their
employment.” A volume might be written upon the
ignorance of the political science, the ignorance of human
nature, the misconception of legislative effects, and the
indifference to commercial interests, displayed in the measure
of which this is but a short summary.

The first observation which its provisions, as a whole,
provoke, is as to the enormous curtailment of personal
liberty which they involve. Shortly re-stated, and further
summarised, they are as follow :—“ No parent, however
poor or dependent, shall be allowed, even under the most
fayourable circumstances, to derive any monetary assistance
from factory work performed by his or her children, unless
they are over thirteen years of age.”

‘““ Every male or female wusder sixfeen, and in some cases,
under eighteen ; also every woman who works in a factory of
any kind, is assumed incapable of taking care of his or her oron
body.” : :
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The state thus assumes a guasi-parental care of a// females,
and all males under eighteen ; and in so doing, implants, in
the minds of these two large classes, the injurious impression
that they have a right to look to the state for guidance and
assistance in certain matters of personal concern. More-
over, the state, at one blow, handicaps the manufacturers
of Victoria against the whole world, by depriving them of
the advantages of cheap labour, and of a full use of their
property, such as is enjoyed by the manufacturers of many
other competing countries.

Every citizen of the colony of Victoria is saddled with a
proportion of an enormous expenditure for maintaining a
large staff of inspectors to secure a close observance of the
provisions of the act.

Lastly, but paramount in importance, every woman, and
every male and female under sixteen, is deprived of the liberty
of determining for himself or herself the times and extent of
wwork which he or she shall adopt in ke pursuit of a livels-
hood.

The state, it will be seen, determines w#ere every person
engaged in a factory shall, or atleast shall not, eaf Ais or fer
meals. This is obviously on the score of heaith, lest the
atmosphere of the factory workroom should become vitiated.
Why should the state stop here? Why should it not deter-
mine whkat such persons should eat? This is equally
important on the score of health. And if the state is about
to prevent injury to kealth, on the ground that it is to the
interest of the community that the bodily condition of its
citizens should be supervised by the state, why not provide
also for the cure of ill-kealt in factory people ? This would
lead to the establishment of national dispensaries and a
national medical staff, the members of which would
require to periodically visit and report upon the health
of factory hands. Why, again, limit this state attention
to factory people? What greater right have they to



LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM, 361

become recipients of state attention than other citizens?
Thus a state of absolute socialism would be reached.
Who, then, shall draw the line, when once this class
of legislation is resorted to? Who shall say where this
state-aid shall end? The fact is the true line was over-
stepped, the moment the state said what males or females
should not do in the matter of working hours. Therein
consists the fundamental breach of principle. If a parent
abuses the helplessness of a child, by forcing it to
work at a tender age, the parent might, and should
be consistently punished for having denied to the
child that liberty which it had every right to enjoy.
In the case of women, for whom the state has thus displayed
so tender a regard, they can speak for themselves ; and they
can and do combine for themselves, which they have a perfect
right to do. In the case of children of tender age, the state
would be justified in assuming that they wou/d object to
certain conditions of employment if they could make that
objection heard.  But, for a state to treat as infanss, young
persons of sixfeen and eighleen years of age, when, at the
same moment, they are considered by the same authority to
be amenable to the complex provisions of the criminal law,
and, three or four years later, subjected to all the duties and
responsibilities of citizenship, is indeed inconsistent to a
degree. If a youth of seventeen commits a crime, the state
says he must be punished. He is considered capable of
judging for himself. At the age of twenty-one he is con-
sidered an authority on government, and invested with
an equal voice with other citizens. But the same wise
authority prohibits him from doing certain other and
simpler work, because, forsooth, it assumes that he is nof
capable of judging for himself. Strange to say, the work-
ingclasses are apparently pleased with this implied ex-
pression of doubt as to their ability to take care of their
own bodies.
R
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In England, in 1883, a Factories and Workshops’ Amend-
ment Bill was passed, notwithstanding considerable opposi-
tion. Tosuch an extent has the state gome in that instance,
in looking after the health and comfort of work-people, that
it subjects to a fine of L2 any adult male, in a white-lead
factory, who #refuses or meglects to use any gloves, boots,
clothing, respirator, or other appliances, or omits to drink
the salts or acidulated or other liquid to be provided by the
employers, in accordance with the provisions of the bill.
All these precautions are, of course, in the workman’s behalf ;
yet the state, not content even to compel the employer to
provide the necessary articles, must resort to the machinery
of an act of parliament to compel the workman to ““take
care of himself.” Would it be possible for legislation to be
turned to a more absolutely ludicrous purpose?

Intimately connected with this subject of factory legisla-
tion is that which deals with the compulsory closing of shops.
In the colony of Victoria, where this piece of legislation has
first ripened, no other reason was given by the advocates
of the measure, beyond what was deemed to be the necessity
for “ preventing shop assistants from being needlessly over-
worked.” That, indeed, was stated by the “ Liberal ” press
to be the reason for its introduction. The act compels all
shops (with a few admittedly necessary exceptions) to close
at seven O'clock in the evening—Saturday evening being
extended to ten. The practical effect of such a measure is
this—that though one citizen may wish to purchase, and
another may wish to sell certain articles of trade, the state
steps in and says: “ No; your business shall be suspended
at seven o’clock in the evening, because, by allowing you to
carry it on after that time, you may oveérwork your assist-
ants.” The obvious answer to this, if it were colloquialised,
would be: “ My assistants are free agents, living in a free
country ; they have freely entered into a contract of service
which they may terminate at any time if they so wish, and
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I shalt use only such assistants as are willing to work in the
evening.” ‘This answer is perfectly and strictly true; yet,
for some strange reason, the state, in the colony mentioned,
has taken shop assistants ‘‘ under its wing,” though there are
scores of other classes in an exactly similar position. Is it
right, for instance, that a medical man should be called out
of his bed in the early hours? Should the scores of printers,
compositors, readers, reporters, editors, and sub-editors, who
are engaged upon the preparation of our daily papers, be
allowed to undermine their health, when an act of parliament
could so easily remedy the matter by prohibiting such work
from being continued after, or begun before certain hours?
We should certainly not get our newspaper till late in the
day, instead of in the early morning; but parliament would
have the satisfaction of securing a more comjforiable and whole-
some night's rest to a large body of citizens! Should the
government itself be allowed to run trains late at night, and,
in some cases, all through the night, necessitating the work
of drivers, stokers, pointsmen, porters, guards, and others?
Surely it is thereby committing the same offence which it is
legislating against in the shopkeepers! Even more repre-
hensible is it for the parliament itself to sit into the ““small”
hours, in many cases doing more harm than good ; keeping
up numerous reporters, officials, and, in many cases, the
anxious wives of honorable members themselves! What,
too, of cabmen, omnibus drivers, actors, and others who
now work at night; and why should not sailors, and others
occupied in seafaring life, be prevented from engaging in
night work? An act of parliament would soon remedy
the matter, by compelling vessels to anchor or “lay to” at
certain hours! But why dwell upon so gross an absurdity ?
Such legislation is a disgrace to our century. What more
hard-worked class, for instance, than the domestic servant,
who is (or ought to be) out of her bed in the morning, long
before the average shop-assistant has wakened, and who is
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expected to attend to household matters up to a late hour at
night ? Yet no regard is had for this class. If parliament
should deem it advisable to deal with them, it would be
necessary to stop all fires at whatever hour was determined
on, and in such case, society would have at once arrived at
a condition of things not altogether far removed from that
which resulted from the “Curfew Bell ” edict. The fact
is, such legislation is absolutely indefensible. The public
convenience requires many classes of people to be worked
at night. There is the most absolute freedom in the matter.
If some shopkeepers are willing to keep open for the purpose
of selling their goods, and their customers are willing to buy;
then, to prevent these parties from dealing together is to
subject them to an inconvenience and a distinct curtailment
of personal liberty. If shop assistants are wrlling to work
at night, surely, to prevent them, by act of parliament, is
to curtail their liberty, though it may fncrease their lessure
at the expense of their pockets. If the public do not
desire to shop after seven o’clock, they will not do so; and,
so soon as that is the case, the shops would cease to have
reason for remaining open.

The more one allows one’s mind to dwell upon so short-
sighted a measure, the more incomprehensible it appears
that a body of even moderately intelligent men should have
consented to place such a humiliating and unmeaning piece
of legislation upon the statute-book of any free and civilised
country. It stands as a permanent disgrace to an otherwise
enlightened people.

Is such legislation, I ask, conducive to “more liberty”? Is
it calculated to promote *self-reliance”? No doubt the
draper’s assistant gains his leisure for the evening, but he
had already the liberty to take that, inasmuch as he could
terminate his engagement and turn to other employment,
or be idle, whenever he chose. The public, however, who
buy, and the shop-keepers who are ready and anxzious to
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sell, are deprived of their liberty ; and they have no such
chance of helping themselves, inasmuch as they are placed
under a sfafe prokibition. Such legislation is, therefore,
nothing more nor less than what Mr. Herbert Spencer has
called “legislative tyranny.”

Mark now the result of this measure, as indicated by the
expressions of public opinion which it has elicited.

A deputation representing the Shopkeepers’ Union waited
upon the minister to whose department the administration
of the measure had been allotted, and presented a carefully
conceived, and carefully worded petition, in which the
repeal of the objectionable measure was prayed for on the
following, among other grounds :—

1. That it is 2 humiliating, and an unbearable deprivation
of English freedom.

2. That it fails to achieve any object, beneficial either to
assistant or employer ; and is obnoxious to both.

3- That it oppresses, and causes serious (in some cases
ruinous) loss to an inoffensive and struggling class, viz., the
suburban and young shopkeepers.

4. That it diverts and partly destroys trade, benefits
nobody, and sets class against class.

5. That it is the cause of great inconvenience to the pub-
lic, especially to the working man.

The petition was signed by 3000 shopkeepers, concerning
every signature of which the strictest scrutiny was chal-
lenged.

One of the petitioners stated that ‘“absolute ruin had
been inflicted in many instances through the enforcement of
the law. Many businesses, which had formerly been carried
on, principally at night, had been abandoned in conse-
quence, and premises which had formerly let at good rentals
had become empty, or the rentals had been reduced—in
either case, much to the loss of property-owners and muni-
cipal councils.”
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The minister who received this deputation found it neces-
sary to make the humiliating confession that the petition
would be presented to parliament, *because the process of
education in the matter, from the shopkeepers’ point of view,
had to be brought to bear upon Aonourable members as well
as on the government?”’

There is, indeed, evidence to show that some members of
parliament did not require that education, for one of them
stated that ‘“The Shops and Factories Act was unworkable.
It set the citizens at variance, so that they flew at each
other's throats. It was an act which only a despot would
attempt.” Since that, the leading organ, among those which
advocated the measure, has found it necessary to confess
that “none of the three great classes of people whom the early
closing clause was intended to benefit is satisfied with what
has been done to insure early closing as prescribed by law.”

Since the greater part of the above was written, this
subject has undergone much discussion, and been viewed in
the light of much later experience. The following is a short
summary of an address delivered within a few weeks of the
time at which I am writing, by the President of the Shop-
keepers’ Union. “We have learned,” he says, *“at a terrible
cost, what it is to endure the plague of over-legislation ; and
we also know, more than ever, the necessity of uniting with
one common object, viz., the repeal of the most atrocious
and disastrous law against trade that ever disgraced the
statute-book of Victoria. Isthere,” he said, *any senseina
law which allows drink and tobacco to be sold, but prohibits
a man from buying bread and meat? And yet, so it is
decreed by the legislators to whom we pay £ 300 a year to
look after our interests, and that of the country in general,
I venture to say that if our legislators were unpaid, and not
so anxious to retain their seats, even by sacrificing an im-
portant interest, the shopkeers of Victoria would never have
had to suffer the gross indignity of being harassed and
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spied upon by the police, whom they support and maintain.
One short year has brought painfui evidence of the blighting
influence of this precious piece of legislation. Shops—pre-
viously all occupied, are now empty by scores. Assistants
are walking about in scores, if not in hundreds, without
occupation. In proof of this, a shopkeeper recently adver-
tised for two, at 3os. a week, of a class to which before this
law he was able to pay s5os., and received 3oo applicativns.
The more the act is enforced, the more repulsive it becomes.
To ensure the repeal of a bad law there is nothing like its
strict enforcement.” The above is a valuable piece of testi-
mony, the tenor of which has not been contradicted. It is
evidence of the annoyance, irritation, and monetary loss
which such a piece of legislation is capable of producing on
a class; and it is evidence also of the fact that the very class
it was intended to benefit, has, instead, been seriously
injured. Indeed, as I have shown, the so-called ‘ Liberal ”
press admitted that “ none of the three classes whom it was
milended to benefit was satisfied.”

The conclusion to which one is forced concerning this
matter is that which was arrived at by the late Rev. F. W.
Robertson, of Brighton. He said as far back as 1849, when
delivering an address on the subject of “Early closing,”
“This law, like other laws, will be of advantage if it be in
accordance with the feeling produced already in society ; but
if it be super-imposed on society, it must fail. Everything of
legislation, coercive, and not expressive of the mind and desire
of society, must_fazl)™*

Closely connected with this feature of over-legislation, is
the demand for a legal recognition of eight hours as a day’s
work. In the colony of Victoria that recognition has
actually been obtained, and, in so many words, placed
upon the statute-book of the country. When the matter
was being discussed at the Intercolonial Trades’ Union

? “ Addresses and Literary Remains,” p. z02.
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Congress of 1884, one delegate, from New South Wales,
intelligently and courageously condemned the narrow views
of his co-delegates, by observing that it “seemed to him some
of the speakers wished to go back to the dark ages, when,
at the ringing of the Curfew bell, everybody had to put up
his shutters and go to bed.” A good deal was said, while
the “eight hours” principle had not yet received legal recogni-
tion, about the sufficiency of that period of work *for any
man or woman,” as also regarding the wisdom of dividing the
day into “ eight hours’ work, eight hours’ labour, and eight
hours’ recreation ;” yet, now that the legalisation has taken
place, it is a matter of notoriety that workmen are willing to
go on, much as before, with this s/ghs difference—that after
the expiration of the eight hours they expect to be paid over-
#ime! Noris this the only evidence of disregard for the
principle upon which the legal recognition was based ; for
one of the most prominent of Australian trades’ unionists
said, at an eight hours demonstration banquet given in
Sydney about two years ago, that, now the eight hours
system was so widely recognised and acknowledged, it was
about time they began agitating for a division of the day
into four periods of six hours, one of which should be de-
voted to work.

The same spirit of legislative interference, which has
inspired this confessedly unsuccessful measure in Victoria,
has shown itself in the department of commercial ship-
ping in older communities. Mr. Plimsoll, whose name
is now known in every English-speaking country, chose
for the subject on which he should found his reputation,
that of shipowning abuses; and there can be little
doubt that his efforts, though, like those of all enthusiasts,
extreme and injuriously reactionary, did much good by
drawing attention to the condition of some of the
inferior and least seaworthy portion of English shipping
property, by which the lives of many sailors and others were
jeopardised, and in some cases needlessly lost.
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Yet this same gentleman has done considerable harm by
leading to the belief that matters were much worse than was
really the case, and, by so doing, exciting a demand for
legislative measures which have effected a good deal of
injury to the shipping industry, as a branch of the national
commerce of England.

In the somewhat heated desire for ensuring the safety and
comfort of those who travel bysea, regulations have been made
regarding the number of passengers which a ship shall carry;
the number of cubic feet which each so carried should occupy;
the number and measurement of boats provided for their
safety in case of mishap; the number and quality of life-
belts, life-buoys, fire-buckets, fire-hose, and life-rafts, with
which each ship should be provided; the position of
load-line, down to which and no further than which, a vessel
should be submerged, and many other provisions of a
similar kind, too numerous to mention ; all of which, though
in some cases necessary to enforce, have nevertheless, on the
whole, imposed upon shipowners an amount of expense in
maintenance, in some cases wholly out of proportion to the
risks provided against. No one, it is said, who has not had
practical experience of the number and detailed expenditure
on the almost illimitable requirements of vessels engaged in
trade, can form any conception of the hampering effect which
such legislation has had upon the commercial side of the
shipping industry. A leading London weekly journal lately
put the matter very forcibly, in the following somewhat
ironical paragraph. “With regard to passenger ships and
the boats they carry, what strikes us is this—that if we are
to make it a matter of legal obligation that the ship shall
carry boats enough to hold all the passengers and crew (and
I suppose, something to eat and drink, for even in boats
those things are necessary), it would be simpler, and on the
whole safer, and infinitely more comfortable to have #wo
ships. 'Then, if anything happened to the full ship, the
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passengers could betake themselves to the empty one, if it
did not happen to be wrecked first, or 'simultaneously—a
possibility which should not be taken to militate against my
suggestion, for even as things are at present, a ship’s boats
are often lost or rendered useless before she herself comes to
grief”

Within the last few months, previous to the date of my
writing, an influential deputation of shipowners waited upon
the President of the Board of Trade with reference to
certain regulations of that body upon the subject of the
Jreeing poris of what are known as well-decked vessels.

The first speaker said “they had been harassed from time
to time with Board of Trade regulations, but the last straw
that had broken their backs was an order issued in the
spring of the year, ‘“compelling certain additional qualifica-
tions in well-decked vessels. ‘The north-eastern ports of
England,” he added, “ were largely engaged in the Balt.c
trade; and they had to compete with the Germans and the
Danes, whose vessels, znot being wunder these restrictions,
were enabled to carry perhaps 700 ftons more cargo;
and this, coupled with the lower wages of foreign sailors,
kandicapped the English ship-owner to such an extent that
it was only a question of time for the trade to pass into the
Joreigner’s hands altogerher.”

This is an admirably clear illustration of the class of
legislation which I have before instanced, in which the
immediate effect only is considered by the legislator, and
the remote ones ignored or entirely lost sight of The
ignorance of the average legislator on shipping matters is
usually accompanied with an amount of confidence corre-
spondingly great. Regulations may be piled up, one upon
the other, for all time, each one seeming to benefit the public,
who gradually cease to look after themselves or their olwn
safety ; but those who are thus contributing to the creation
and enforcement of such regulations seldom think of the
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difficulties and expenses they are at the same time providing
for the ship owner ; and only the most far-seeing will reflect
that, in time, that section of the industry upon which those
regulations have legal force may be borne down altogether,
and the trade driven into the hands of other persons, whose
vessels, by sailing under another flag, are exempted from
the paralysing and handicapping restrictions of their less
fortunate neighbours.

I have before me some astounding instances of legislative
ignorance in matters of the kind.

A few months ago, a fast and tolerably valuable steam
vessel was lost upon the Australian coast during her passage
from one colony to another. Unfortunately a good many
lives were lost, under very painful and distressing circum-
stances. Public attention was called to the matter, and,
for several days the columns of the newspapers were filled
with the usual demands for the ‘“ most searching enquiry.”
The mishap was accounted for in various ways, by the more
omniscient section of the public; and even parliament took
the matter up, though in a somewhat desultory fashion,
and said what showld be done to prevent a recurrence.
Those expressions of opinion are interesting as showing the
almost incredible ignorance which ordinary legislators may
display ; and, moreover, they give one a fair idea of the
sort of legislation which might be expected if the desire for
some reform had only been sufficiently long-lived.

One member, who has filled the position of a minister of
the crown, attributed the breaking-up of the vessel, after
she had struck on the rocks, to the fact of her being “old ;"
and he is reported as having said : “ There ough? fo b a law
to prevent old ships from being used for such important
work.” The author of this safe generalisation might have
learned, with a little enquiry, that the vessel in question had,
as all other such vessels are compelied to do, been duly
submitted, periodically, to a searching survey, provided for by
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the legislature itself, and that she possessed a certificate of
“sea-worthiness,”such as parliament itself required. A second
law-maker, having satisfied himself that the vessel had
chosen a course too near the coast, proposed that “a line
might be drawn on the chart, within which no vessel should
be allowed to go nearer tothe land.” He gave as a parallel
case the fact that *the steamships of the Cunard line
followed #egular tracks to and from America,” and, in the
same easy-going way, advocated that *“more stringent
regulations were required to ensure greater safety.”

The idea of a “line on the chart,” or a “line round the
coast,” was indulged in by other equally original advocates.
A third member of the legislature was of opinion that it
would be an easy matter to fix a simple contrivance on all
lighthouses, by which a route, at a given distance from the
shore, should be defined. The legislature could then provide
that any captains or any owners who permitted their vessels
to be taken within such a limit should be liable to severe
punishment.” ** They could,” added a fourth, “ be reported
by the Jighthouse-keepers.”

The member who advocated the *“o/d ship” theory
expressed the novel opinion that the vessels were driven at
the present dangerously fast rate in order to saze coal ; and
he advocated parliament laying down a minimum time in
which the passage should be done, so that if any vessel
