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" It is of the utmost importance that all
reflecting persons should take
into early consideratien what these popular
political creeds are likely to
be, andthat every singlearticle of them should be broughtunderthe
fullest light of investigation anddiscussion; so that, ifpossible, when
the time shall be ripe, whatever is right in them may be adopted, and
instead of a
what is wrong rejected, by generalconsent;andthat,
hostile conflict, physical or only moral, betweentheoldandthe
new,
the best parts of both may be combined in a renovated social fabric.

J. S. MILL (" Chapters on Socialism ").

PREFACE.
THEfollowingpageshavebeenwrittenfor
the purpose or
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
to show
latter may beregarded as the moreimportant-is
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 “ cornerstone” 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-isin
imminentdanger ofbeing
lost to us, at the very hour ofits 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 communityof people, enjoying equal socialmndifions,
-we shall,when it is too late, find that we have lost the
substance, in grasping at the shadow.
I n 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, inltead,carrying withit, to the
minds of most men, other and quite erroneous significations;
and further, that politicalparty-titles, generally, have now
ceased to carry with them any clear conception of political
principles : having become so inextricably mixed and
confused in the meaningswhichtheyconvey,
that it is
impossible to deduce, from the fact of their being professed
by any individual, any distinct conclusion as to that individual’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, charactensed the greatest of England’s reforms; butthat,in
the
present day, that time-honoured principle appears to have
lost its charm, and the political title “ Liberalism,”which
previouslyserved as itssynonym,isbeinggradually
perverted to the service of a cause, whichmust, sooneror
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 isnotgenerally
recognised) is
clearly in the direction of those conditionsor forms of society,
known as “ Socialism ” and “ Communism ;” and, finally, I
have, I think, givensufficientproof,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, (aswas
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 conin placingsuch as
stitute such communities,andended
conformed to theirprinciples at the mercy of nature, with
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all its uncertainties of season, and disappointments of production.
I venture to thinkthat there is no part of the civilised
world, in which the term ‘‘ Liberalism” has beenmore
constantly, or withmore confidence, misused than in the
English colonies,and moreespecially inthe colony of Victoria.
Political thought has there been developedandsharpened
to an extent, whichhasscarcelybeen
equalled, certainly
in the United
not surpassed, in any part of the world-ven
States ; so that, in fact, it affordsto the political students
of other and older countries, who may consider it worthy of
their attention, an invaluable political laboratory for the purpose of judging the merits of many ‘‘ advanced ” legislative
experiments. This identical view I expressed at some length
in The Times, as far back as 187 7.
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 unusualdevelopment of political
activity and intelligence, whichisspecially
noticeable in
that colony, there has
unfortunately
grown up a most
serious misconception or misrepresentation, as tothetrue
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,
of old, in favour of the wealthy and aristocratic orders,
but in the opposite direction, of conferring jositi71e benefits
upon the working classes-that is
to say, the manual working classes-at the expense of theremainder of the community. Indeed the extreme Radical
party of Great Britain
have already
acknowledged
that
“there is
scarcely
an
organic change whichhas found a place in the programme
of aderawed Liberalism, that has not been accepted,and
voluntnrily intraduced , . . at theRntipades.”
I‘
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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 intocompetition with the onzn$vomising 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
notbelongto them, is indeed too true; but there are, one
is happy to beableto say, many constituenciesin which
politicalmoralityhasnot
sunk so low asto necessitate a
candidate substituting flattery andtransparent
bribes, for
home truths and
sound
political doctrine. Those
constituencies 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
to 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 wealthierand 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 Loo ready to condemn.
Sincecommencing
my investigations,
which
have
extended over
many
months,
and
have
been
carried on
duringthe leisure hours lefttome
out of a n otherwise
extremely busy life, I havebeen brought into contact with
a mass of material, evidencing the patriotic ‘‘ footprints ”
ofa
body of men, now doing goodwork
in England,
underthe
title of “The Liberty andPropertyDefence
for thepurpose
League.” This Leaguehasbeenformed
of ‘‘ resisting over-legislation, for maintaining Individualism
as opposed to Socialism-entirely irrespective of party
politin.”
To havebecome acquainted with the efforts of such an
organisation, and tohave learnt how great is the success
which has attended its efforts, has considerably encouraged
my own labours.
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I 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 tosubstitute
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 havebeen distl-ibuted among over 5 0 0 of the chief London and provincial
papers, and among members of both Houses of Parliament
and the general public and that “ 400 lectures andaddresses have been delivered by representatives of the League,
beforeworking-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 ” withwhich
the League is associated,in
addition to“those whohave joined individually,it comprises over 300,000 members.”
The council of the League embraces the names of many
eminent men, including those of Lord Justice Bramwell, the
of PemEarl of Wemyss, Lord Penzance, andtheEarl
broke; and itwould seem that scarcelyanysingleparliamentarymeasure is allowed toput in an appearance, in
being subeither branch of the Britishlegislature,without
jected tothe 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 legislationbeing placed upon the
SWute-book The efforts of the League seem, too, so far
as they have gone, to have been extraordinarily successful.
I may add that my owninvestigationswere commenced
with the simple object of delivering a short lecture; but the
materials, which I found necessary to collect, soon grew to
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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 originalityis
concerned, I claim no merit,except
in
the mere arrangement of my work ; but the labour has,
notwithstanding, beengreat, and not alwaysencouraging.
I havetaken
up
Indeed, inalmosteverypositionwhich
in the investigation ofmy subject, I have, as will be seen,
fortifiedmyselfwith
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 havemerely reproduced, will involve a
joining of issuewithmany
of the mostprofoundpolitical
thinkers of ancient and modern times.
I owe an explanation-perhaps an apology-to many of
the authors fromwhosewritings
I have thus drawn my
numerous quotations, for the constant rendering of their
wordsinitalics.
I n almosteverycase throughout the work
I am fully aware of the danger of
the italicising is my own.
detracting from the force of language,by the too frequent
is the
resort to thataid to emphasis.
My
only
excuse
unusualnecessityforcleardistinctions,
inthe terms and
phrases employed.
No apologyis, 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 nopossible
doubt ; and that it is not a settled question, has been fully
admitted by no less an authority than Mill, who says :
of the most disputed questions, both in p o l i f i d science and in
pruch’cal stafesmansht$, at this particular perid, relateto the
proper limits of the functions and agency of governments.”
And he addsthat it is, as a discussion, L‘more likely to
increase than diminish in interest.” Indeed, it has at various
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*times been amatter of considerable surprise to me, how little
the whole subject seems to havebeeninvestigated, or even
considered, not merely by the ordinarypolitical
delegate
(popularlyknown a.s 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, I
should succeed in directingtheattention
of some ofmy
fellow-men to the greatpolitical and social danger which
isnow impending, and thus bring about a clearer and more
correct recognition of the traditional principles which I have
ventured to champion, I shallbe quite satisfiedwith 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
mere work-a-daypoliticians,
working-classes, as alsofrom
of the politicalscience I have
concerningwhoseknowledge
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 1beZieieae it to be tvuc ;and I
have sufficient faith in the spirit of manliness and fair play,
which, at least, has always characterised our race, to hope that
the unpalatableness ofmy remarks may be forgiven, on the
score of their sincerity and good intent.
June,
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SIGNIFICATION.

L c Agmnp of words, pbrases, maxims, and general propositions,
which have their root in political theories, not indeed far removed from
us by clistance of time, but as much forgotten by the m a s of mankind,
as if they had belonged to the remotest antiquity.”--SIR HBPFRY
“NE,
plrprlsr t2w#ma&t.
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and theories,thoughoriginally
capable of ready and consistent applicationin the case of Great Britain,whichhas
a history,whichhas
traditions, whichpossesses a less advanced” conditionof society, as well as institutions ofa 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,notwithstandingthe fact that, in it,
there is no established church; that, in it, land (the chief
subject of modern political theories) can be purchased from
ridiculous to an
the State, at a pricewhichwouldseem
English agricultural labourer ; and that, in it, such restrictive
customs upon land transfer andland
disintegration, as
primogeniture and entail, do not exist.
There is, I venture to think, no community in the world,
notexcepting the United States, in which the terms of
political classification, now current in Great Britain, have
less real application, than in the colonyofVictoria,where
everymanalready has an equal voice in matters political,
social
status, or even common
irrespective of wealth,
intelligence-where,
in short (to use.the words of the
r f 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 Anglocolonials are, €or the most part
originallyof Great Britain, it is but natural that they, or
their parents beforethem, should have brought with them
the traditional political terms of the mother country, though
of w
never so inapplicable.Asconsequences,however,
doing, manypersons, in the youngercommunities, have
become involved in a maze of needless bewilderment, a d
I’
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havefilled
their mindswith,whatSir
Henry Mainehas
aptly described, as “ a group of words,phrases,maxims,
and general propositions, which have their root in political
theories, notindeed farremovedfromus
by distance of
time, but as much forgotten by the mass of mankind as if
theyhadbelonged
to the remotestantiquity.”“
I t is my
purp&,in
this chapter, to show,first, thatthe political
party-titles,
which
are upon
everybody’s
lips
in Great
Britainin thepresent day, and in comparatively frequent
use in the Australiancolonies, cannot have, according to
their proper interpretation, any application tothe latter ;
secondly, that even if they were capable of such an application, the meaningswhich are being attached to them are
wholly incorrect and misleading. I n the particular colony,
from which I have stated my-intention todraw many of my
illustrations, there is a powerful section of the Press, which
designatesitself “Liberal.”That
section has hitherto assumed the function of classifying thevariouscandidates
offeringthemselvesfor Parliamentary election, and of promising success, or predicting failure, in the case of each of
them, according to that classification. I n the performance
of this self-imposed duty, it has not always been content to
adopt the political terms applied by the candidates to themselves, who should certainly be best qualified to speak concerning 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 reasonsgiven by
this section of the Press for these somewhathaphazard
classifications have been anything but noteworthyfor theisoundness, and the confusion of meanings, which other circumstances 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

4
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bewildering attempts at local application. An illustration
of thismisuse of terms is afforded in the fact that, a few
months previousto the time at which I amwriting, the
section of the.Press in question strongly advocatedthe
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 Freetrader.”
Now, it is about as clear that one man cannot possibly
be a I r Liberal anda Protectionist,” atoneandthesame
time,as it is that a sceptic, in theologicalmatters, 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 constant 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. I t 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 oppositionbeingalmostentirely
Tory,”*and that, in the final
division, 202 Liberals voted for the repeal, and only 8
against it, while 208 Conservatives voted against the repeal,
maintenance
of the old proand only 1 0 2 for the
tective policy. t Mr. Harris, in the work from which I quote,
obscrves that ‘I I t was in Free Trade alone that Palmerston
was a Liberal.” Quite apart, however, from the historical
aspect of the movement, it is apparentthat the principle
of Protection is diametrically opposed to the spirit of
’ I Liberalism,” inasmuch as the former depends
upon the
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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 particularsection 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 principle of ‘‘ freedom for the individual.”
If, by the term “Liberalism,” itis intended to convey
that theindividual
should bemade
more freeby
the
I contend, the
removal of classrestrictions,-thatbeing,
“ Protection,”
fundamental principle of the school-then
as a policy, is whollyretrogressive, and contrary tothe
meaning of that term ; and it is therefore absolutely paradoxical t o speak of the two principles involved in the terms
“ Liberalism ” and “ Protection ” beingprofessedby
one
and the same person, at the same time. This single illustration 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, throughOut 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
c~asses of the colony
have
come, at last, to regard
‘‘ Liberalism ” and Protection ” as almost synonyplous.
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 believein its
truth. The above circumstance affords an illustrationin
which the hearers also have become convinced by mere
repetition.
Such an application of the term, as that above mentioned,
points to a most marked rnisinterpretatidn, intentional or
‘I

,
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otherwise, of the title I‘ Liberalism,” by the very section of
the Press, which professes to deal with public matters h m
its standpoint, and it is a noteworthy fact, as evidencing the
absence of any deepseated differences in political opinion,
thatthroughoutthe
last oneor two general elections in
Victoria, the terms ‘ I Liberal ’I and “ Conservative” were
the onlytwopoliticalparty-titlesusedwithany
degree of
frequency. In GreatBritain,
aboutthesame
period, a
much larger number were brought into service, with which
however, we are not now concerned.
If one looks for lightregarding the local application of
thistermin the colonyreferred to, one fails to find it in
the occasional definitions which are incidentally afforded.
They all point to a sHt of hotch-potch of ideas, and it is
impossibleeven to get a clear meaning to attach to the
term,eventhough one mightbe satisfied to overlook the
fact of such a meaning being erroneous.
I havementioned the“Liberal ” Press of Victoria, or
rather that section of the Press which professes ‘ I Liberal ”
principles, because of the prominent part which it assumes,
and is, in fact,allowedto
takeinthesettlement
of the
public affairs of that colony;and,
further, because it
of
exercises,
in
matters political, an
immense
amount
influence over the masses,which it has,unfortunately, and
whatevermayhave been’its motives,more often than not,
so directed, as to intensify rather than aUay 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,
aswell as the erroneousmeaning whichhas come to be
attached to itamong the masses of thepeople 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 a n be no doubt ; but
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that effecthas
not, I venture to think, arisen so much
from the use of any soundargument
infavour
of its
application, as to the facts that the term carries with it, in
; and that the
most minds,manyfavouredassociations
assertionsregarding
its applicability havebeen
repeated
for so many years,-an influence, sufficient in itself,
to carry
conviction to the minds of the majority of one’sfellowbeings.
One is much inclined to look for the motive for this really
of labelling undesirable things with
injurious
practice
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 merchantsandmanufacturers,
have to make their ventures pay; and just as the merchant
and the manufacturer learn to import or makean article
and therebymeets with a
which suits the publicfancy,
ready sale, so the newspaper proprietor, unless actuated by
purely philanthropical motives
(which
can scarcely
be
expected) deemsit
most advantageous to give to his
subscribers matter, which is calculated to please, rather
than to instruct. The Press, however,isbyno
means the
only source of error in this particular; for I find colonial
politicians, of comparativeeminence, using the term in
question,’in senses wholly foreign to its original and correct
signification,without,moreover,provokingany
comment
from their party associates.
Within a very short period of the time at which I write, I
find aprominent
‘I Liberal” member
of the Victorian
Legislature, characterising an Act of Parliament, for imga“ It was ” he
tionpurposes, as [ ‘ a pawn-broker’sbill.”
said “ a meazz cousen~ativemeasure ; and the duty of the
House was to Iibc~aZiseit, for there was,” he added, rrno
M t ~ ~ in
l i it.”
t~
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This remarkable utterance points to a very popular interpretation of theterm among many colonialpoliticians.
of the Crown,
Some time, indeed, beforethis,aMinister
of the same colony, in speaking before his constituents concerning the same measure, thenin prospectonly,boasted
liberality andjkstice could
that it was a proposal which for
neither be equalled nor surpassed.”
H e then went on to say that the government, of which
to “pos@one the payhe was a member, would have power
menf ofinteresi ’’ on moneys advanced to the farming class for
purposes of irrigationworks.
This was acourse,which,
according to the popular interpretation alluded to,would
have fully entitled his ministry to the title “Liberal,” though
it couldbe so applied only in the sense of a government
being “liberal” to onesection of the community, atthe
expense of the wholepopulation, interested in the general
revenue.
On another occasion, I find an ex-Minister of the Crown,
alsoin the same colony, deprecatinganalliance 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 looh
after number om.” Here again we find the same misconception
at work-the word
“Liberal ” being interpreted a‘s meaning
one who is given to liberality with t h p ~ b t i crmenue, and in
‘ I conservative’’ one who is
favour of classinterests-the
opposed to such liberality.
I might quote many like instances,in the different colonies,
to show that the true meaning of this term is a matter which
gives littleconcern 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

I
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especially upon the particular one of which I am treating, by
manypublicmen, 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
everyone who has
people. It is of coursea factwhich
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 ofconferring on &‘thepeople” (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
greatmany
more opportunities forworldlycomfort
and
social advantages. They have been enabled to take part in
politicalmatters,
andthussecured
many liberties which
formerly they were denied; and they have been enabled to
combine among themselves, without fearof 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 combinedresultsofmany
Liberal ” movements. Onaccount
of the absolute usurpationof power and privilege, by Royalty
and by the aristocracy, at the time of the Norman ConLiberalism” has produced a
long,
quest, the progress of ‘&
uninterrupted, andconcurrent flowof
concessions tothe
So long has this “horn of plenty”conpeople’sliberty.
tinued to shower these concessions and consequent advantagesupon
“the people,” thatthe
workingclasseshave
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
somepositive advantages for themselve$. Thus, from the
very nature of England’s early history, these benefits have
invariably flowed from “Liberal” legistation ; but, as I shall,
I think, hemiter sbow, a time hasbeen reached in that

IO

LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

history, (whether of England itself or of the English speaking race in our own colonies) when privileges of almost 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 function of Liberalism has been exhausted, and, with certain
minor exceptions, it only remains for it to p a r d over the
equal liberties of citizens generally, with a view to their
preservution. This I regard as the proper function of
Liberalism in the present day. The masses of the people,
however, are still looking for pon’tive benefits, andtheir
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 any measure
which promises to confer some advantages upon themselves
as a class,even, there is reason to fear,though sucha
it, involve treatment,
measure may, on the veryfaceof
injurious to the interestsof the remainder of the community.
of modern politics,
This I regard asthecardinalerror
and ‘modern legislation ; and, as aconsequence of this
error being so wideiy 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.
I n the colony of Victoria, public life, has beengreatly
demoralised by this misconception. A candidate for
parliament presents himself
before
his
would-be
conthem
anything
stituents, and readily promises to give
of parliament for
they maywant, andtosecureanact
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 a s p ”
paradise in hct-for the latter, and punish the former with
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more taxahn. Such a candidate is at once held up for
the admiration and approval of the electors as a “ Liberal.”
Another aspirant, havingsomeregardfor
his principles,
ventures to say that he disapproves of class legislation ; that
he witl do tothing calculated to unduly curtail the liberties
of his fellow citizens, for the benefit of a section of the cornmunity ; that heconsidersthe
good government of the
country of more importancethan
selfishpolitical
party
divisions, foundeduponterms whichhave nomeaning or
application in the community. That manis immediately,
and with as little meaning or reason, marked I C Conservative,” 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 ‘ I damnable iteration ” towhichthey
have
been subjected, havegiven
the particular words certain
fixedsignification,alike
erroneousanddangerous ; 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 bearingswhichtheyoriginally
and properly
conveyed, at least to endeavour to bring about a clearer and
more correct understanding of the new significationsivhich
are to be attached to them in the future.
L e t 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 whichwereoriginally intended. The last
two general elections in Great Britain may be said to have
attracted more attention to the meanings of theterms
‘‘ Liberal” and ‘ I Consewative” than perhaps they have ever
previously received, and a consideration of the political
incidents of thc last two or three years, over which period

.
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t.he change has beengradually 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.JesseCollings’
startling proposals,with
whichevery student of current politics is familiar, seem to
havenecessitated
thereconsideration by manyold
and
experienced politicians of the very first principles of the
politicalpolicy which they were beingassumed 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
significationsalikenovel and historically incorrect. Those
particular proposals,which are of the mostunmistakably
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 ;S
and so frequently and persistently has this been contended
for, that manypeople, who hadpreviouslygloriedin
their
connection with theschool of politics, which that term
originally designated, have been forced,in order to avoid
misconception as to their principles, to either use some
to
qualifying
phrase,
such as “Moderate Liberalism,”
better define their political creed, or to actually go over to
the Conservative party: This influence, acting upon a good
many minds, already moreor less near the border-landof the
respective party domains, has produced within the last one
or two years only, some peculiarly kaleidoscopic e$ects 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-thatof
the
allottments for agricultural labourers ;claimed, as I havesaid,
to come properlywithin the lines of “Liberalism.” The
division to which 1 here refer, was that which took place
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upon an amendment to the reply to the Queenk Speech, immediately 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 allottrnents proposals. The
division resulted in the defeat of the Tory party; but the
proposalswerestrongly
denounced by Lord Hartington
byMr. 3rightand Mr. Joseph
and Mr. Goschen,asalso
Cowen, all being Liberals of the soundest order. Ere these
pagesleave my hands we are in receipt of the astounding
news that this identical scheme hasbeen adopted by the
Conservative Government, nowinpower,
and that there is
every prospect of its being acquiesced in by the ‘I rank and
file”of that party. A more significant event even than
thatis
theacceptance
by Mr.Goschen
(anadmittedly
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” wingof the Radical party, was denounced by
the most moderate of the Liberals, and within a few months
is included in the Tory policy! The Tines, of 22nd
October, 1886,observes-“‘ It is right that the Tory party
should become a moderate Liberal party, just as after the
first ReformBill,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 beingattached
to such terms, .is afforded by a quotation from a late pub‘‘ Most of
lication, a l l e d “ T h e GladstoneParliament.”
the measures,” says thewriter, “which Mr.Bright advocated,
have been passed, and Mr.Bright has b e m e a Commatiw

14
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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 ‘‘ Conservative”has undergone a great change of meaning than
that a great and ever consistent ‘‘ Liberal” Statesman, such
as Mr. Bright,has changed his politicalprinciples.Almost
the same thing hasbeensaid of Mr. Goschen, whois probably one of the moststeadfast and consistent Liberals of
hisgeneration.
Indeed, the “LiberalPress” of the colony
of Victoria has paid a high tribute to the ability and constancy to principle of that statesman. “ H e is,” it has said,
‘‘ in the very front rank of ZnKlish Liberals, and has proved
himself a sterling administrator. H e has alwaysbeenof a
scholarly temperament, a manthoroughly conversant wiih
j r s t prin@es, and indisposed to sacrifice abstract right to
expediency.” “Yet,” confesses the same journal, ‘<he
might count almost anywhere on 5-lifting the Liberal no&,
andon getting the solid vote of the Conservatives.” This
is afterwards accounted foron
the ground that (among
other things), “ h e hasoftenvotedover
theheads of the
multitude,” and “ never perfectly mastered the claptrap 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
whowellknows
the meaning of his party title, and the
fundamental principles upon which it is founded, while the
averageelector,’ who contributed to his late rejection, is
quite ignorant of that meaning or those principles.
Mr. Chamberlain lately said of Mr. Goschen, “ Although
he sitsbehind us he is veryfar behind,and I think that
under a system of m k t classification
~
he is rather to be
described as a ‘ moderate Conservative ’ than.as a ‘ Liberal.’”
The fact is the meanings of these t e r m s are fast changing,
and they themselves are being perverted to denote principles
whichwerenever
contemplated either in their etymology3
OT by their originators.
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
over-legislationin our ownday 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,
the same. journal says,
even a few years ago.”Elsewhere
“The march of time has obliterated most of the distinctions
betweenWhig 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.”
passage
occurs
On 4th March, 1886, the following
in a leader of the same influentialorgan,
“Our actual
party nameshavebecomeuseless
and evenridiculous.
It
is absurd to speak of a Liberal, whenno mancan tell
whether it means Mr. Gladstone or Sir Henry James. It is
absurd to speak of a Radical, when the wordmay denote
either a manlike Mr. Chamberlain, or a man like Mr.
. . It is ridiculous to maintaina distinction
Morley.
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 principlepolitical 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

.
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election whichfollowed the rejection of that measure, a
large and formidable section of the Liberal andRadical
parties actuallyalliedthemselveswith
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 hasbeen the feeling, and so deeply rooted
the differences of principle which
have
been
thereby
developed.
Who indeed could nowsay, under suchcircumstances,
whether the Home Rule principle is or is not properly
within the lines of Liberalism ? Mr. Gladstone has claimed
it as such, because, he contends, Liberalism means “trust
in the people,” and the measure hasforits
object the
enabling the Irish to “govern themselves.” Men like
Lord
Hartington, Mr.Goschen, and Mr. Bright,haveexpressed
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
bewilderingcomplicationwhich has been produced in the
various attempts to modify andadapt tomodern circumstances 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 diferent shades of opinion.” Speaking of
the Conservative party, he says,elsewhere : “They 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 lessontheyhave
taught tothe weak-kneed
Liberals, and to those timid politicians, who strained at the
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Radical gnat, and whonow
findthemselvesobliged
to
swallow the Tory camel.”
“You cannot,’’ he observes, “turn over a page of the
periodicalPress,withoutfinding
‘True Conservatives,’or
‘Other Conservatives,’ or ‘an Independent Conservative,’ or
a Conservative below the gangway.’ ”
Speaking, under the significant title of “ Tory transformation,” he draws attention to the fact that Sir Michael Hicks
Beach (the then Conservative Chancellorof 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
for another
Conservatives,
in
turn, have been
seeking
designation, and sometimes they come before you as ‘Constitutionalists,’ and then they break out in a new place as
‘ Liberal Conservatives.’ ’’ Alluding to LordRandolph
Churchill, Mr. Chamberlain says : “The Whigs are left in
the lurch, and theTories have come overbodily tothe
Radicalcamp, andare carrying outthe policywhich w e
have been vainly endeavouring to promote for the last five
years. . . . He (Lord
Randolph
Churchill) was a
Tory-Democrat in opposition, andhe is aTory-Democrat
in
Who shall make head or tail of this medley of terns, or
who shall or could possibly say what, if any, principles are
involved in their appiication ?
Someallowance should perhapsbe
made for the fact
that in all of the sentencesquoted Mr. Chamberlain w a s
“abusing the other side,” but, even after making such an
aliowance, there remains a substantial residuum of truth
in the charges of transfotmation.
During the most agitated period of the English general
elections of 1885, there issued from the London Press a

-

I8

LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

volume entitled, “Why am I a Liberal?” which the Times
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 theirfundamental principles, arethe definitions,
offered by prominent statesmen and politicians inthe
present day, of the term “Liberalism” as a word of political
classification. The author of the book determined (to use
the words of the Times) I‘ 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 cross-questioning. H e required ‘‘ fifty-six reputed
Liberals ” to ask themselvesfor 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. I‘ 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 unscientific as a definition of a particular political policy; and,
inasmuch as it makes useof, 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 I‘ the principles of
Liberty, of order, of law and of religion ought not to be
entrusted to individual opinion, or to thecaprice and passim
of multitudes, but should be embodied in a .form of
permanence and power ” ; but this can scarcely be fairly
interpreted as implying ‘cmistrust” of the people. I f B

.

LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

19

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 hisprinciple
of “ t r u s t ” tothe
Iriih people, until the element of ‘(fear ” had become an
extremely prominent factor among his own party.
There is a pasF$ge in the same speech of Lord Beaconsthat
field, from which I havealready quoted, inwhich
statesman might well &e 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
find that there has
Liberalism-forty years ago-youwill
been no effort so continuous, so subtle, supported by so
muchenergy,
and carried on with so muchability and
acumen, as the attempts of Liberalism to eKect the disintegration of the Empire of England.”
In any case Mr, Gladstone’s definition is useless as a test
bywhich 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 definitionofferedby
LardRosebery,
which is even more vague, and more useless as a definition.
“ I am a Liberal I’ he s
ays, I‘ because I wish to be associated
with the best men in the best work.” If such a sentence
hadbeen composed by any politician as little known as
Lord Rosekry is well known, it is very doubtful whether
it would have been deemed worth putting into print, notwithstanding its brevity. The author of the book, in which
the definitibn is published, l ~ d sevidently thankful for small
mercies, .for he has cbatacterised it as a “magnificent
sentence.”
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If the ‘(best men ” all gravitate to Liberalism as Lord
Rosebery understands it, there must surely be some good
reasonfor their so doing;and that veryreasoninvolves
the definition which Lord Rosebery was evidently at a loss
to supply. I t 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 therehowever,
fore one of the “ worst )’ of men. I shall,
contend hereafter, that Mr. Goschen’sliberalismisbased
upon an infinitelysurer 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 inpolitics.”Butwhat
is progress ? That is the
Mr. Chamberlainhimwholequestionrequiringsolution.
selfproposeda
scheme of granting allottments tothe
agriculturallabourer,
out of estates to becompulsorily
taken by the Crown at apopularvaluation.
Even such
Liberals as Mr. Goschen and Lord Hartington, as I have
said, condemned thescheme as tending towards “Socialism;”
of intelligenceregard“Socialism
” as a
and mostmen
theory of society, the adoption of whichwouldinvolve
retrogression. Who thenshall 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
bymenlike Richard Cobden, John Bright, and other true
Liberals, that I, as aworking man, amable to obtain a
cheap loaf to feed
my
family
with.”
What host
a
of
anomalies such an answersuggests!
Mr. Archobviously
intends, by opening his definition with such a sentence, to
convey his belief that Liberalism has, before all things,
produced 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 p m 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 buyin the
cheapestmarket.”
And if they are right,whatbecomes of
Mr. Arch’s definition 7
I prefer to regard Mr. Arch’s position as the m q e correct ;
and he certainly displays a consistency of principle for, in a
subsequentpart of hisanswer, 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 greuter freedomby just, wise, and liberal
legislation.’, It isobvious that “Free Trade,” by its very
name, as well a5 by its nature, has, wherever it exists, added
to thefreedom 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 rhyming tendency, and his answer is quoted in
thissomewhat-mystifyingpublication. He says :(I

I am a Liberal, because
I would have equal rights and laws,
And romfwfs, too, for dl.”

This definition, if such it may be called, is even more comprehensive than that of Mr. Chamberlain, for itpractically
definesCommunism, under which, not only “rightsand
laws ” should be equal, but “comforts,” too ! whichword
includes everything calculated to make mankind happy-in
fact, such a definitionpoints to a general division! But,
turning to another page, we find Mr. Broadhurst taking an
entirelydifferent view. He saysLiberalism “teaches sevrdiance, and gives the best opportunities to the people to
promotetheir imiividuaZ interest.” “ Liberalism,” he says,
‘I doRF not seek to make a11 men .equraZ;
nothing,” he adds,
“can do that. But its object is to remove all obstacles
erectedby mea which prevent all having equal oppohnities,”
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This, in its turn,” he continues, “p~omotcJindmfty, and
makes the realisation of reasonably ambitious hopes possible
to the poorest man among us.”
It would be interesting to knowwhat “promotion ” our
present I‘ industry ” would undergo if “ equal comforts
were secured to all by a I‘ liberal” government. It isnot
our all
unlikely thatthe“equality ” wouldberealisedin
having n o m at all! Yet one other answer to this important
question,
and
then I must leave the work, in which
for future
a
these interesting replies are
contained,
chapter. “Liberal principles,” says another of the interrogated, “deveZop respansibiZi4.” 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 responsibility 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 suitableand
wholesome portion of the factory in which toeattheir
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 ” statedthat he
was a Liberal because that school of politics seemed to him
to mean “faith in the people, and confidence that they will
mamge their own .faits b ~ tthan
t ~ those affairs are likely to
be managed for them by otkts.”
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 ? Yet it
must have a meaning. Statesmen, politicians, newspaper
writers must all mean something when they use the expression 50 frequently and so glibly. Yet those meanings seem

’
I
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as various as the peoplethemselves.And
why? I think
one of the chief cauSes is that the word is not used in its
histon‘ral sense;that
instead of firstascertainingwhat
the term means, and then using it in its true signification,
men form their own ideas as to that meaning, and, as a consequence, the definitions are as numerousas the peqde
themselves. I think, too, another of the chiefcauses is
to be found in the fact that theadvocates of the greater
is becoming so
part of the socialisticlegislation,which
popular in Great Britian, as well as in otherEuropean
countries, constantlyand persistentlyclaimits
inclusion
among the Radical or “ Advanced Liberal ” programme of
the immediate future. This is done, obviously, in order to
availthemselves of the popularassociationswhich
those
party-titles carry withthem, and by that means secure for
such proposals a reputation and prestige which they do not
deserve.
Some
of
the mostunmistakablysocialisticmeasures,
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. Chamberlain, under the title of “ The Radical programme.” In this
volume the authorcandidlyadmits that “Socialism”and
I‘ Radicalism ’I 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 Socialismmaycoververy
injurious and veryunwise
theories, that is no reason at all whywe 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 oughf toprum& forallifs
m d c r s , bcmjts, which it is impossible for them to provide
by their solitary and separate eKorts.” And elsewhere,
speaking of the advantages of local government, he says :a‘ By its means p u will be able to i w m e the;~
(#hr~MUSS~)
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conrforts, to secure their h l t h , to multiply the ls~curils
whichtheymayenjoyincommon.”
This extraordinary
extension of the meaning of the termis one of the most
marked tendencies of the timesinwhichwe
live;and I
venture to characterise it as a distinctly retrogressive movement 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 concerningwhich we have hitherto pridedourselves,
at former
epochs of our national history.
The Tinles, in August, of 1885,comments upon Mr. Chamberlain’s allottment proposals inthe following trenchant passage : ” The most striking political phenomenon of the present
day is the extraordinary crop of schemes for effiting social
and moral reforms by act of parliament, which is ripening,
underthe fostering warmth of an impendingappeal to a
new set of electors, by politicians who find their old cries
somewhatinadequate. Those who will take ,the trouble to
make a rough analysis of the matter which fills the columns
of the, Times, will probably be surprised to find how large a
proportion of it must be put down under the head of social
will further find
iegislation. The curiousinsuchmatters
that nearly all the proposals, now falling in quick succession
on the public ear, implya return to beliefs and methods,
which it was. the mainboast of the Liberalparty,in the
days of youthfulvigourwhichfollowed
the firstReform
Bill; to have exploded and discredited. A great part of its
work consisted of clearing thestatute book ofwell meant
but abortive attempts to police men into morality, and to
protect theminto prosperity. It proclaimed the principles
of individual responsibility, individual injtiaai,ve, and private
association for ends requiring combined action. The results
of ,these principles are written in our material, moral, and
-legislative progress, during the last half century ; but the
Watchwords have, somehow, lost their attractiveness, and we

‘
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are nowbusywith
the workof 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
No doubtthe comprehensive rectification of
yearsago.
the franchise which was eEected by the Reform Bill of 1832,
immediatelyplaced the machinery of government under
the control of a much wider class ; but it will take many
years, even one or two generations, toenablethat
wider
class to fully reahse the extent and capabilities of the power
thus placed in itshands.
Now, thatthe fact has been
who
partially realised, it is easy tounderstandthatthose
possess the power, without perhapsthe necessary amount
of judgment to wield it wisely, should have forgotten the
experience of the Liberal party acquired at a time when they
The
had not begun to co-operate in that party’sdoings.
Earl of Pembroke, in his admirableaddress on ‘‘ Liberty and
Socialism,’’considers oneof the chief causes of this erroneous
interpretation tobe “the transfer of political power to classes,
whose inexperience in political science, and whose circumstances in life, render them peculiarly liable to be tempted
to try to bettertheir position by theapparentlyshort and
easy method of legislation.” Even at the present day, the
democracy of England has not ,fully realised the dangers
of whiah the political power they possess is capable, when
,selfishly and injudiciously wielded ; and, as a consequence,
they have not yet learned, by long possession, that much
sf the legislation, forwhich they are now crying out, has
been already, even long since, tried, found wanting, and, as
the Ti& says, become “explodedand discredited.” I n
fact, as I shall show hereafter, the democracy is beginning
to exercise its legdative strength in the very directionfm
w h d it toqk our forefathers centuries to advance; with this
onlyetceptislr, that it is tending towards the handing over of
inctitridrul liberty to the great god “hos
instead
,” of the
C

.

.
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Kingand the Nobles, who held it indays gone by, and
it required centuries of time, and rivers of
fromwhom
bloodto redeem it. I shall show in asubsequentchapter
thatthe masses of Great Britain, as also of some of our
colonies, in their failure to forsee and regard the dfimate,
as distinguished from the immediute results of legislation,
bidfair,in the short-sighted desire forclass advantages, to
buildup,in
andaroundthe
communities in which they
are able to
turn the political scale, a series of restrictions
and curtaiIments upon personal liberty, which,if persisted
in such comin, must sooner orlaterrendercitizenship
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 werelikely 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. I n such cases it would require only
a short time to enable the various patties to again crystalise
into compactness and definiteness. But, even if this were
practicable, which it is not, the word ‘I Liberalism ” has a
history, and its preceding synonyms (representing the same
principles) run their roots far back into the past centuries
of our mothercountry‘s growth and social development.
As aconsequence of this, thealtered meaning which it
is sought, for
various
reasons, ta attachto
the word
‘‘ Liberalism ” is likely to be, and of late has been, productive of endless confusion and social disturbance,
since a very large proportion of politicians are w b l Q
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 l3ritaia;
parrfg-loyalty is, among many bilies, 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 misunderstanding and socialinjury,beforemany
of sucha class
would think themselves justified in breaking away from a
traditionalparty-title.
This hesitation wouldexistequally
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, acontinuoussupport of, or opposition to measures,based on
neither reason nor personal approval.*
I propose, in the following chapter, to completely investigate the historicalmeaning
of the term ‘‘ Liberalism,”
through the medium of those other party-titles which served,
inturn, as watchwords for the same deeply-cherished principles. I 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, thespurious
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 corning under the equivocal term
‘(advanced Liberalism,” if not sooner or later checked by
the influence of dl lovers of wise andequitable government, are likely to completely undermine our freedom and
our enterprise, as well as thedeeperfoundations
of our
social order and progress.

* Lord sclbotum in a

iaf

paper
the-Cmttm#way
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Review
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:
at a machrnthe
January (1.8 ) n & k of
should ,ist%b,which a party, &thou change dname,h d m d d arrogating to
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pndtcal ohjecm rdfeu” tram wmcd into somethrn rsscrhairrlly diflercat fmm
what they were understood to
b
e
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e
; that this rftould be done-wit+!
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“Not only in politics, but in literature, in art, in science, in surgery
and mechanics, in navigation and agriculture, nay, wen in mathematics,
wefind this distinction. Everywhere there is a ckss ofmen who cling
who, even when convinced
with fondness to whatever is ancient, and
by overpowering reasons that innovation would be beneficial, consent
to it with many misgivings and forebodings. We find,also, everywhere, another class of men, sanguinein hope, bold in speculatian,
always pressing forward, quick to discern the imperfections or whatever
exists, disposed to think lightly of the risks and inconveniences which
attendimprovements,and
disposed to give everychangecredit
for
In thesentiments of both classes there is
beinganimprovement,
something to approve. But of both, the best will be found not far from
t h e 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 11.
POLITICAL
PARTY-TITLES-A

SHORT ACCOUNT

OF THEIR

ORIGIN ANDMEANING.
“ A body of members anxious to preserve, and a body eager to
rdOrm.”“MACAULAY.

I

T has been well said that “At no time in the history of
anynationhave
men not been bandedtogether 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 centuries is, infact, the history of the political parties which
havefrom time to time struggledforsupremacyin
her
may besafely said, thatduringno
government;andit
period, since the Norman Conquest, has there been wanting
a wholesome difference of opinion as tothefundamental
prihciples, according to whichsuch 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

’

“

Phases of Party (C. H. Chnkrs),1872, p. 6
I’
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been accompanied by the local adoption in those colonies
of the same political party-titles whichhaveservedin
the
older community, andthatadoption
has frequently produced extraordinary results in shaping the forms of government 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 Englishspeaking
people.
Of all the political party-titles whichhave, 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 toeitherpermanent
record, or lengthy consideration.
I propose to deal in This chapter with he titles “ Roundhead ” and “ Cavalier,” which originated in the seventeenth
century, with those of tory and ‘‘ Whig,” which wete
afterwards substituted for them, a n 4 finally,with the more
modem terms, “ Conservative,” “ Liberal,” and “ Radical,”
as also with some of the expressions which are used nowadays to designate various shades of the political creeds
which the former are intended, or supposed, to indicate
From the date of theConquest (which seems a sufficiently remote epoch from
which
to
commence
any
investigations for practical purposes) up to the year 1641when Charles I. found it necessary to visit Scotland, with a
view to pacify that kingdom, by consenting to relinquish
certain plans of ecclesiastical reform-up tothat time,
history affords us no instances of the use of any political
party-titles of consequence, that is to say, such as involwd
any great and important principle affecting the well being
-of society.’
’I

* Mncanhy inddently mentions several other mmes whkb

attached drrrnscfvsa

to artain p u p s of politicians at different and previous pcriads of h i i , bot,
they all enjoyed a most ephemeral currency, I b v a pnrposely passed them wer.
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I by no means intend to imply thatduringthe period
embracing as it does,five
previous to thatdate (1641)~
was not agitated,
centuries of England’shistory,society
and, from time to time, distinctly divided on questions of
importanceand even of magnitude to the wholeEnglish
race. As a fact, thatperiod witnessedsome of the most
severe and most memorable struggles for civil and religious
liberty which have been recorded in our country’s historyincluding, 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 I Ith to the I 7th century) as the most
important-sofar
as our liberties are concerned-in the
whole of English history. Indeed Macaulaysays,speaking
of the13th century, ‘r sterile andobscure as is that portior?
of o u r annals, it is there tha: we must look for the origin 4
o w freuiom, our prosperity and our glory. Then it was that
the great Englishpeople was formed, thatthe national
character began to exhibit those peculiarities which it has
since retained ; and that our forefathers became emphatically islanders-islanders not merely in geographical position,
but in their politics, their feelings, and their manners.
Then *st appeared with distinctness that constitution which
has ever since, through all changes, preserved its identity ;
that constitution of which all the other free constltutions in
the worid are copies, and which, in spite of some defects,
deserves to be regarded as the best under which any society
has eyer yet existed, during many ages.”*
Even at the time of which I am speaking, considerable
progress had beenmadein
the levelling up of classes,
rnrhtch was d
e
c
t
e
d by reducing the power of the Sovereign
and his nobility, and increasing the freedom of the masses.
5
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Three centuries before, “there had been barons able to bid
to the
defianceto
the sovereign, andpeasantsdegraded
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
peasanthadbeengraduallyelevated.Between
the aristocracy and the workingpeople,had
sprung up amiddle
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 beendone during and
evenprior to the 14th century, towards the attainment of
our civilliberties.Yet,
as I have already said,over none
of the gradual or spasmodicsocialmovements,
bywhich
these altered conditions were secured, do there seemto
have arisen anypolitical
party-titles which
were
widely
adopted and rendered
current as a means of implying the
championshipof some great principle of government. It
was not, I repeat, until the year 1641 that any such partytitles came to be widely used.
From that year we must date “the corporate existence of
the two great partieswhichhaveever
s i n e alternately
governed the country.” “ Inone sense ” saysMacaulay,
“the distinction which then became obvious hadalready
existed and alwaysmust exist; for it has its origin in
diversity of temper, of understanding and of interest, which
are found in all societies, and whichwill be found till the
human mind ceases to be drawn in opposite directions by
the cham of habit and the c h a m of nove1ty.V There can be no doub4” says the same eloquent &iter,
‘Ithat in our very first parliaments might have been discerned
a body of members‘aoxious to presewe, and a body eager
h i d a y ’ s “ History of England,” chap.

I.

t

“

Hisrsp of England,” chap.I
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to reform.

But 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 cameinto existence has thus been
described : ‘ I I n October 1641, when the parliament reassembled, after a short recess,two hostile parties, essentially
thesame with those which, under different names, have
ever sincecontended,andare
still contending for the
direction of public aff‘airs, appeared confronting each other.
During some years they were designated “ Cavaliers ’’ and
I‘ Roundheads ” : They were subsequently called I‘ Whigs ”
and “Tories.”+ These
particular
party-titles served as
terms of classification during many political struggles, but
there is, as I shall show, traceable, throughoutthe 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 see
that, in the main, the battle was being fought of fpeedorn of
thought, civil and religious, against the dynastic and despotik
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 1641between the Commons, the Lords, and the King,
over questions of parliamentary privilege,hesays,with
reference to oneparticular collision between the royalists
I‘

Histwy of England ” chap I.
t Maanlay’s “History of England,” chap I.
~ h ~ sor
e spsrty” (c. H.c%mkrs), r a p , p. 6.

$1

34

LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

andthe
popular party ; “ Several reduced officers and
young gentlemen of the Inns of court, during the time of
disorder and danger, offered their services to f l u King.
Between
them
and the pofuluce there passed frequent
skirmishes which ended not without bloodshed. By wayof
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
was
beforesufficiently
provided with
the nation, which
religions as well as civil causes of quarrels, was also supplid
with party names, under which the factions might rendezvous
and signdise 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. “ I n the preamble, the King‘s power of pressinga powerexercised during allformer times--was declared
illegal, and conlrary to the liberzy of the subject.’.”f Here was
a most distinct resuscitation of the same sacred principle,
which
had
underlain such great movements as Magna
Charta, centuries beforeprinciple unmistakable in its
aim, and susceptible of only one interpretation. It was, in
fact, a distinct chalienge on the part of the people, by which
the principle of “ equal rights ” was again demanded recognition : a protest, in short, against the assumed power of the
monarch to interfere with the individual liberty of his

subjects.
The hte of the measure in question is interesting and
worth mentioning. “ I n ordertoelude
this law the King
offered to raise IO,OOO 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 Home
of Peers and offeredto pass the law without thepmadZe
* triscmy of England,” chap. 55.
t “H- of England,“ chap.55.
“

I
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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
. The
were plunged into conflictover this measure.
Lords, as well as the Commons, passed a vote, declaring it
to be a high breach of privilege, for the King to take notice
ofany.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. Theyventured
to tell the Lords, in the most
open manner, L 6 that they themselves were the representative
body of the w h b kingdom,and that the peers were nothing
but individuals who held their seats in a particular capacity ;
and, therefore, if their lordships will notconsent to the
.passing of acts a e c e s ~ t yfor ih pescmatibn of tire peojle,
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.”t Notwithstanding thethreatening
action of the Commons in this matter, “the majority of
tbe L o r d s adhered to the King, and plainly forsaw the
depresion of nobility as a necessary consequence of
popular usurpations onthe Crown.”$ “The King,” adds
Hume, ‘‘ waa 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
and
crystalised certain popular sentiments of freedom
liberalism, which were rife in those troubled times, during
which they served 90 conspicuously. Such .sentiments
were then probably ever present among the people, who
f q u e n t l y found it necessary to revive the memory of eariier

. .
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struggles for thesame
principles. That these were the
sentiments of the contending parties, whowere afterwards
knownby the above-mentioned names, there can be little
doubt. Macaulay, speaking of them,andtheir
respective
principles, says, “If in her (England’s) institutions, freedom
andorder,the
advantages arising from innovation, and
the advantages arising from prescription, havebeencombined toan extent elsewhereunknown, wemay attribute
this happy peculiarity to the strenuous conflicts and alternate victories of tworival confederacies of statesmen : a
confederacy zealous for authority ami anfipity, anda
confederacy zealousfor ZisCriy ami progress. . . Twice in
the course of theseventeenth 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 consfi~tutionalfiecdm.’l* 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 prerogatives with which the law has, for the public good, armed
the Sovereign.” Regarding the “ Roundheads,” on the other
hand, they contended thus, ‘ I If once the check of fm were
withdrawn, if once the spur of opposition were sUaered to
slumber, all the securities for Englishfr&
resolved themselves into a single o n e - t h e Royal word ; and it had been
proved by a long and severe experience that the Royal word
could not be trusted.”
Elsewhere, speaking 6f the character of a famous statesman of the times, Macaulay says, H e was,by hereditary
but with the Cavaliers he had
connectionaCavalier;
nothing in common. Tky were zealous for monard9,,d
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From the foregoing quotations and authorities, it must, I
think, besufficiently
evident thatthe
reeective parties,
concerning which I have been s p k i n g , 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 subsequettt times.
The author of “Phases of Party,” fromwhich 1 have
The Cavaliers proved the startingalready quoted, says
point or nucleus of what, in our own times, is still, by some,
called the Tory party.’ And Macaulay himself,
speaking of
the Cavaliers andRoundheads,
says, “They were subsequently called Whigs and Tories.”t
Let 11s turn then to the latter terms, as comingnext in
orderafterthose
with which we have dealt; and further
confirmation will be found of that, for which I am contending-viz.,
thatthe same spirit, the same sentiments, the
same fundamental principles, in fact, which actuatedthe
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
archamlogists might wish, but it is suficiently 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
the Duke of Hamilton’s invasion of England,
in order to restore Charles I.,’$ “ 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 hadto be devoted-the maintenance of
theProtestantsettlementand
dynasty. On -this hung our
religious and political lihrtics.9 Macaulay, speaking of
certain oth& plitical party-titles,withwhich
we are n&
now concerned, says :--“‘fiese appellations &Jon became
:--<I

*@

* ” P k o f P u y ” p . r 7 . t “ H i o f E n n $ ~ ” & a p . r . ~‘‘Corrsritmtional
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obsolete, but at this time were first heard two nicknames,
which, though briginally given in insult, were soon assumed
spread
with pride ; which are still in dailyuse,whichhave
as widely as the English race, and which will last as long as
the English literature. It is a curious circumstance that one
of these nicknames was af Scotch, and the other of Irish
origin.Both
in Scotland, andin 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
“.Whigs.”
Western
lowlands,
who
were
vulgarly
called
Thusthe
appellation of ‘I Whig ” was fastenedonthe
Presbyterian zealotsof Scotland, and was transferred to
those
English
politicians,
who
showed
a disposition to
oppose the Court, and to treat Protestant Nonconformists
with indzrlgcnce. The bogsof Ireland, atthe same time,
afforded a refuge to Popish outlaws, much resembling those,
whowere afterwardsknown as “ Whiteboys.” These men
were thencalled “Tories.”*Hallam says much the same
thing regarding the origin of the word. He speaks of it as
I C a nickname forsome
of the Wild Irish of Ulster.” The
author of ‘ I Phases of Party ” says it was “ equivalent to the
word rajjarce, 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.”t
Carlyle, in his ‘I Crmwell’s Letters mentions 1648 as the
“first appearance of the Whig party on the page of history,
called ” he says, “ the Whiggimore Raid,” while Hurne,
writing of 1680 says, f‘ This y e g is remarkable for being the
epodh of the well-known epithets Whig, and Tory, by which,
and sometimes without anymaterialdifference, this island

*
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hasbeen so long divided. The Court party, he adds, “reproached their antagonists with their afiinity to the fanatical
Covenanters in Scotland, whowere known by the name
of Whigs ; the Country party found a resemblance between
the Courtiers and the Popish Banditti in Ireland, towhom-the
appellation of “ T&y ” wasaffixed, and, after this manner,
these foolish terms of reproach came into public and general
use.”* “ It was” says Hallam again, ‘I in the year 1679 that
the words Whig and Torywere first heard, in theirapplication
to English factions, and though as senseless as any cantterms
that could be devised, they became instantly as familiar in
use,theyhave
since continued. There were then qwstions in agitation, which rendered the distinction more broad
and intelligible, thanit has generally been in later times.
One of these, and the most important was the Bill of Exclusion in which, as it was usually debated, the republican principle thatall positive institutions of society are in order
to the geaeraZ good, came into collision with that of m m archy.”t “Then,” says the same writer, “were firstranged,
against each other, the hosts of Whig and Tory, under their
banners of liberty, and loyalty.”
The same principles of individual liberty, on theone
hand, and monarchical authorityontheother,
are observable throughout the history of these terms. A study of
that histary will prove that, with one or two temporary
exceptions, which, indeed, prove the rule, the terms served
longings and
to suggest the same principles, thesame
aspirations for a state of society under which the “equal
rights” and I‘ equal opportunities”of all men should be fully
such a
recognised. Nor, is it diflicult tounderstand,that
contention should be urged with some warmth of feeling,
by the least influential classes,whowould,
naturally, be
disregarded by the more wealthy and bettereducated
section of society, then possessing the balance of plitical
*“Ifktoq of England,“ chap. 68, t “ C o e s t i t d o d History d 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, withfew exceptions,
Tories. But the yeomen, the traders of the town, the
peasants, and the citizens, were generally animated by the
old Roundhead spirit.”
often
contendedthat
these terms were
It has been
frequentlyreversed, and, tosuchan
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 similarwritings,for information concerning the meanings attached to these terms, as theywere
generally understood. The apparent exceptions can be dealt
with afterwards.Macaulay says, in hisessayon the ‘ I Earl
of Chatham : ” - & I If, rqedingall that i s mere4 aat’dentaZ, we
look at the essential characteristics of the Whig andthe
Tory, wemay 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 liberty, and the
other of order. 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, without which there would be small safety in a tempest.”’
Elsewhere Macaulay says, “ The Whig theory of government is that kings e.rizf fw th@pZe and not the people fm
kings“.+ Hallam says that no clear understanding can be
acquired of the politicalhistory of England, without disof definition, these two
tinguishing with someaccuracy
great parties. $ They differed, he says, mainly in this, “ that
to a Tory the constitution, inasmuch as it was the constitution, was an ultimate point, beyond which he never looked,
and from which he thought it altogether impossible to

.

* “The Earl ol Chatham.” collected Essays.

t

1 “ Constihubd Hiatoy d h g h d , ” chap. 16.

I‘

History or England,” chap. XI.

.

.

LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

41

swerve;whereas a Whig deemed ailformsofgovernment
to
subordinate to the jublic good, and thereforeliable
change, whenthey should choose to promote that object.
The one (he continues) loved to descant on liberty, and the
rights of mankind, the other on the’ mischiefs of sedition,
andthe rights of kings.”* The Tory was ‘r hostile to the
liberty of the Press and to freedom of enquiry, especially in
religion ; the latter their friend. The principle of the one
was anuiiorafion ;of the other comematibn.” The respective banners of the two parties, he says further, were those of
‘ I Ciber/y or ioydty.”t
Hume says “ A Tory may be defined, in a few words, to
be a lover of nmzarchy, though without abandoning liberty.’’
A Whig may be defined, he adds, as a l‘ lover of liberty,
though without renouncing monarchy.”:
Macaulay again says, in his ‘ I Essay on the History of the
Revolution,” ‘‘ It had always been the fundamental doctrine
of that (the Whig) party, that power isa trustfor thepeojle;
that it is given to magistrates, not for their own,lbut for the
public advantage.” And once more in thesame essayhe
speaks of the same party as looking ‘ I withcomplacency
on all speculations favourable to public liberty, and with
extreme aversion on all speculations favorable to arbitrary
power.”

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 knownas the “OldWhigs” and the
“ Modern Whigs;” but, he adds,that the distinction lay in the
fact that the formerprofessed “a more steady attachment
(than the.latter) to the principles of ciwil liberty."
I t will be observed,that throughout these implied definitions, there is one word prominentabove all others, and
that which must be regarded as the watchword of the party,
. ‘ ‘ c O a C M ~ l History o
f- lyd&chap 16. t “Constitutional Histm
of England,” chap 12.
1 h y on
e Parties of Great Britain.”
Collected
Essays.
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1 referto the word “liberty.” Whether we take the definitions 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, workingas an organisation. Therecan 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.
the exceptions whichhavebeen
Let us revertnowto
mentioned as disturbing the continuous and uniform interpretation of the words “ Whig” and ‘‘ Tory.” That there
havebeensome
apparent exceptions to that uniformity of
signification, there is no doubt; but they are only what we
would call surface objectiocs, 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
in adzrance of the Tories, in the
Whigpartywerealways
demand for more liberty--more
freedom.
By continuous efforts and successes,on the part of the
of history,
Whigs, the Tory party, at different
stages
becamegradually less exclusive, and moreliberal in their
view of social questions. Having started from anattitude
of absolute exclusiveness, at which time the demands of the
Whigpartywerecomparativelymodest,
it wouldnaturally,
and actually did happen, that theTones came to view
favourably =class of legislation which they had at one time
resisted.Meanwhile
the Whigshad 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, atone time,strenuouslyopposed.
By this means
the policy of theTory party,whenviewedfrom
a distance
(asis the case in the reading of history), appears at one time
to approve -principles which the Whigs had, at a former
p e r i o d , been advocating.
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This is in fact the case, as I shallshow. Mr. Gladstone
has lately defined the Tory policy to be L‘mistrust of the
people, qualified by
fear
a definition which, though
extremelyvague and unsatisfacto@,neverthelessthrows
some light on this feature of my subject. The Tory party
never had any j i x d standard. Their’s has always been the
policy of the ‘I brake,” retarding the progress of the
Whigs. The mistrust of the people (to follow out M r .
Gladstone’s definition) would (if ungualzfied) have prompted
the Tory party to offerphysical resistance to the Whig
principles; but
doubtless
the
‘I fear,”
of which
Mr.
Gladstone speaks, has, throughoutthe struggles of these
two parties, served always as a subject forreflectionin
cooler moments, and ultimately led to a gradual giving way
to the Whig demands.
What then are these exceptions? I venture the opinion
that they
merely
indicate the advancing steps which
the
Whiggism has made in its struggles for liberty.What
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. Macauhy in hisessay
on
SuccessioninSpain,”which
constitutes a reviewof
a history of that epoch, finds ‘reason for againtouching upon
this subject of political party-titles. Lord Mahon, the author
of that history, had said :-rL I cannotbutpause
for a
moment, to observe how much the course of a century has
itmcrted tk meaning of OUT party nicknames-how much a
modem Tory resembles a Whig of Queen Anne’s reign, and
a Tory of Queen Anne’s reign a modem Whig.” Commenting upon these words,Macaulay says, [<We grant one half
of Lord Mahon’s propositim; from theother
half
we
altogetherdissent We allow that a modem Tory resembles,
in manythings, a Whig of Queen.Anne’sreign. I t is n a t d
‘

r
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(he adds), that such should be the case. The worst things
of another,”
of oneage oftenresemble
the bestthings
‘I The science of government I’
he continues, “ is an experimental science, and, therefore, it is, like all other experimentalsciences,
a progressive science.
. If Lord
Mahonlives fifty yearslonger, 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 1882to
those immortalpatriots, the Whigsof the ReformBill.”*
“ Society he adds, “ is constantly advancing in knowledge.
The tail is now where the head was some generations ago.
.
But the head and the tailstill keep their distance. .
In the Sameway, though a Tory maynow be very much
like a Whig of a hundred and twenty years ago, the Whig
is as muchin advance of theTory as ever.” “Though,
therefore,” he concludes, on that feature of his subject “we
admit that a modern Torybears some resemblance to a
Whigof Queen Anne’sreign, we can by no means admit
that a Tory of Queen Anne’sreign resembled a modern
Whig.”
One very distinct instance there is, inwhich 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 support, viz.,
the Crown ; and, on the other hand, the Whigs were to be
found as strenuously
supporting
that same institution.
Here is a seeminginconsistency ; but the inconsistency is
onlysuperficial. The period to which I refer is the half
century OF 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

.. .
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was a reformer, and, indeed, an intemperate and indiscreet
to
reformer; while the Whig was a Conservative,even
successors of the old Cavaliers had
bigotry. Thusthe
turned demagogues : the successors of the old Roundheads
had turned courtiers.*
is now necessary to observe what were the
Butit
practical questions of the day,” as Macaulay calls them?
The most prominent question, then at issue, was that of the
Protestant dynasty. The Whig party was strenuously supporting 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.”
supplies elsewhere the following
Macaulay,
however,
explanation of the situation. “ T h e Whig conceived that
he could not better serve the cause of civit and reLiobus
freedom than by strenuously suQpwfing the Proiestant
dynarly.”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 l‘ 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 mt%m 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 theamber,”as
affecting the fundamental principle of Whiggism. Tndeed,
Hallam, treating of that particular period, says, in confirmation of this conclusion, that, l‘1n the canduct ofthis (Whig)

* “Essay on the Earl dChatham”
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speaking, we do mt,
a8anuhmmt of the cause of libedy.”*

party,
generally

I fiu’nk, jind any

Turning, now, to the more modern terms of political
classitication, it will, in the first place, be seenthattheir
adoption, as party-titles, has been anything but spontaneous.
It will be equally evident, on a closer study of their original
application to men and measures, that theywereused for
the purpose of connoting the Same principles, which had
beenimpliedin the respective terms which preceded them.
The term “ Liberal ” will perhaps be foundto be better
adapted-to the spirit of the times, in which it was first used,
to represent
the
same principle of
yet,
nevertheless,
two predeindividual freedom whichwas involvedinits
cessors ‘‘ Roundhead I’ and ‘‘ Whig.”
T h e term ‘‘ Conservative ” likewise, will be found to
representthe same principle of resistance to the wave of
popuIar government, the gradual but certain approach of
which is observable throughout history. There is this
difference, however,between the respective sets of terms,
that whereasthose,
which have always represented the
popular side(Roundhead, Whig, Liberal), have, from first
tolast,been
associated with one particular principle of
individual liberty, those which represented themore 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 resistance 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 offeredresistance,
and’in like manner, the Tory party acquiesced in legislation
:
which the old Cavalier party had opposed.
The one party has been eyer reaching forwards, in
the direction of the
same
goal-the
other has always

* “Constitutional History or England,” h p . I &

.

ZTBEKTY A N D LIBFXALISM.

47

consistently actedthe part of the brake,giving way only
when the force of public opinion was plainly incapable of
resistance.
Beforeproceeding now to a closerconsideration of the
words “ Liberal,” “ Conservative” and “Kadical,” let us in a
fewwords trace, what I would term, their dove-tailing with
those other termswhich 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 politicalparty,is
attributed to Mr. Wilson
Croker, who had used it, some years before, in a Quarfedy
Revinu article, in which he avowedhis
attachment to
“ whatiscalled
the Tory, but which,” he said, “might,
be called theConservative party.”
withmorepropriety,
During thegeneral election for the year mentioned, Lo&
John Russell, in the 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 nolonger be kept up, I amready,in
opposition to their name of ‘Conservative,’ to take the
*Reformer,’ and to stand by that opposition.”*
nameof
This, however, is not the firsttime at which the term was
used ina politicalsense,for
I find that Macaulay,in a
speech uponreform, in 1831, that is six yearsbefore Mr.
Croker’s article appeared,spoke of ‘‘ aLiberai Government ” making a ‘‘Conservative people.” Mr. Croker may,
however, have been the first to advocate its definite adoption
as a partytitie.
The word “Liberal ” does not seem to have had so
definite andspontaneous an origin. I amnot awareeven
“H

i or Our Own Times”. Justin McCarthy, vol. i, p- BO.
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that the actual origin of the word, as a party-tide, is
anywhere mentioned, with
any
degree of definiteness,
whetherinworks
of modem history or in that class of
literature which deals moreparticularlywithparty-names.
in
It has been supposed, by some, to havebeenfirstused
the Corn Law times ; by others in the year of the Reform
Bill.Mr.
Chambers inhis short treatise on “ Phases of
Party” says : “The Liberal party maybe said to have i t s
rise as a technical section of the country from the time of
the ReformBill of 1832,”* but I havefound it used, and
with a certain degree of familiarity as far back as the year
r8zo”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 moreindividual
freedom in our social arrangements ;so the word ‘‘ Liberal ”
came gradually to take the place of the word “ Whig ” in
th’e same
behalf.
“They mean ” says Mr. Chambers,
speaking of the Liberal party, “that bodyofmen,who,
whether originally Whigs or converts from the Conservative
. had all along advocated Liberal principles.”
side
They, in mental tone, were little removedfrom the Whig
party of the 17th and 18th centuries.t
I n the published collection of Lord Jeffrey’s contributions
to theEdidurgh
R m h , the following phrase is used,
as a sort of page-heading, over one of the essays, entitled,
ii United
States of America ”-irErgLisk 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,mightnot
have occurred i n the original publication.
In a later essay,however,originally
published in 1826,
and entitled “ Middle and Fareme Parties,” the word
‘I Liberal ” is used more than once in the text itself, and, in

.

.

“Phases of Party,”

p. 64.

t

I’

Phpys ol Pan)-,”p. 64.

-

49

LIBERTY ASD LIBERALISM.

sucha way as, not only to designatea class of political
the particular principles
opinions, but also toshowwhat
were,
which
such term signified and
comprehended.
Speaking of the party attitude of theRewku,
inwhich
the essay w a s then published, and, of which he himself was,
at the time, editor, Lord Jeffrey says : - - I c I t is but fair, however, before concluding, to state that, though we do occupy
a position between the intolerant Tones and the thorough
Reformer;, we conceive that we are considerably nearer to
the latter than to the former. I n 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 shallallhave
time enough; forit is the lot of England, we have little
doubt, to be ruled, in the main, bywhatwill
becalled a
T o y party, for as long a period as we can now look forward
to,withanygreat
distinctnessby 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 inparliament andout of it; and now
of the
andthenadmonished
by a temporaryexpulsion,
necessity of a still greater conformity with the progress of
liberal opinions than could be spontaneously obtained."*
essay, as I shall by quotation
I t is evident fromthis
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 Whigswerebeinglooked
to, to
display that liberal moderation which constitutes true
'I Liberalism."Speaking,forinstance,
of theprospects of
parties, the Same writer says :-I' The thorough Reformer6

* '* Midlc and Brtreme Parties."
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aever can be in power in this country, but by means ofa31
actual revalution. The Whigsmay, and occasionallywill,
without any disturbance to its peace” The Whigs, he goes
on to say, cannot approach the Radical Reformers, because
of the“dangerous ” and I‘ unreasonable ” nature of the
latter’sprinciples, and their mode of asserting them. The
can, hecontends,
Radical Reformers,on theotherhand,
come to the Whigs,because of the preference which the
formermusthavefor
the principles and measures of the
latter over those of the Tories.
‘I This accordingly,”
hesays,
“will ultimatelybe
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 offensivein Tory pretensions,
andthe silent adoption of most of the Whigprinciples,
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 libtrties, and the final extinction of all
extreme parties,in the liberal mderaiion of Whi&zkm.’*
The latter words are significant as showingwhat I have
already said, thattheschool
of politics,whichhas
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 have -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 betweenDemocracy
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 a middle
party, between the fwo exirmrcs of high monanh‘ui ?tinnj%~,on the one hand, and exireme&pojdar 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 andthen existingparties,all
ofwhich I
cannot findroomfor here ; but from a carefulperusal of
which I deducethe followinggeneralconclusions,
viz.,Thatthe Whig party stood mid-way between the Tories
andthe “Radical Reformers ’; that the party who then
championed the cause of Liberty, if not identical with the
Whig partyof the day, at least comprehended all the moderate
section of that party;thattheRadical
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 ‘ I unreasonable and
dangerous.”
The term ‘‘ Liberal ” is used in much the same sense, in
Hallam’s “Constitutional History,” written in 1827. Speaking there of theRevolution of 1688, he says ;-“ I t was
the triumph of those principleswhich, in the language of
the present day, are denominated Libera2 or Constituhkai,
over those of absolute monarchy, not effectually controlled
by State boundaries.”
I find,also, constantreference totheterm
in Burke’s
“Letteronthe
Penal Laws against Catholics,” and his
“Addresstothe
British Colonists in North America,”
written in 1777 and 1790 respectively; but,in both cases,
the word, though used in a politicalsense, is evidently
towards
intended to characterise a condition of mind
political questions rather than a distinctly recognised political creed.
So much then for the date of the fir5t use of this term as
a party-title; and, iC, 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 who
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advocates greater
freedom
from
restraint, especially in
political matters.” That, however, is bp nomeans
the
signification attached to it by present-day politicians ; and
the fact of itshaving undergone so complete a change in
its connotation hasbeen frequently commented on. “ The
admirable maxims,” says the flmcs, “which,ageneration
ago, were the watchwords of Liberalism, are disappearing
with an alarming rapidity from theminds of men. Long
after the PrimeMinisterentered
parliament, one of the
chief notes of instructed Liberalism was the dogma that the
best government is that which inte&-es ieust withsocial
affairs. The grandeur of the principle, that thefrecpiay of
individual character is the surest guarantee for the well-being
of the nation, was then unquestioned, save by the retrograde
and disaffected. I t required as much courage to deny its
universal truth and applicability, as to doubt the spheriuty
of the earth. Now, it is hardly too much to say that every
liberalmeasure, of any consequence, involves, directly or
indirectly, a nrgatim of that principle.”
Let us consider now the later significationwhich
has
come to be attached to the term withwhich I am dealing.
The taskis not an easyone, inasmuch as the volume, to
which I have had occasion to refer in the previous chapter,
suppliesmewith
definitions by upwards of fifty “reputed
Liberals,” the greater number of whom are so farfrom
being unanimous that one would scarcely think theywere
endeavouring to explain the same term.
I shall first deal with those definitions which, in my
opinion, attach to the word themeaning which it was
originally intended to msvey ; and, afterwards, I shall
enumerate several of those which point to a neglect or misreading of history on the part of the “Liberals” who
suppliedthem.These
latter have, as I shall show,fallen
intothepopular
error by which theterm is interpreted,
as meaning a’ Ii generous, open-handed ” policy on the part
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of the State-altogetherforgetful
of the ulterior results
of
which such a policy must produce on thecharacter
citizens, and equally unmindful of the fact that such
generosity towards the people must ultimately be paidfor
out of their own or their neighbours’ pockets.
First, let us takethe definition given by Mr. Henry
Broadhurst. That I regard as the most truly scientific
among them all, and, coming as it does, from a representative of the working classes, it is all themote valuable.
‘‘ Liberalism,” he says, ‘<
does not seek to make all men
equal: nothing can do that. But its object is to remove all
ohtaclcs erected by men, which prevent allhaving
equal
op@tfUnitieJ.”* In the whole course of my reading on this
subject, which has been necessarily wide, I havec6me across
no definition so comprehensive, yet so terse and correct as
this. Whether we takethe struggles of our forefathers in
feudal 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
of agricultural
Bill
in
England, by whichtwomillions
labourers were admitted to the franchise, we find one general
principle involved, andone which this definition at once
touches and completely defines, viz., the desire to remove
some “ osbtacle ’I 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 trne Liberalism. In July of 1886 Lord Hartington
delivered B speech at Derby, in which he asked, “What are
thedistinctive features of theLiberalpolicy?
I should
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say,” he adds, ‘ r in the firstplace, that what all Liberals
moststrongly,most
ardently, desire, is that as l a q e an
amount ojpersonal freedom and liberty s h d a be securedfor
every inabidual and every class in the country ar is possibZe.”
These definitions,though
in differentwords,
are practically oneand the samething.
Another member ofthe
Sydney
Buxton-gave,
as a
House of Commons-Mr.
reasonforbelonging to the Literal party, that it promotes
“personal, civil, and religiousliberty(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 ofLloyd’snewspaper,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
so
won by beatingdown the narrowconservatism,which,
long,barred the way. . . . I desire (headds) the triumph
of the Liberal cause, whichmeansprogress, the growth of
freedom, and the advancement of the general good.”+
Anotherprominent Liberal expresses the opinion that
of speechand
“Liberal measureshavegivenfreedom
action. The monarch, the peer, thecommoner,themanufacturer-all feel its power, but
that power is not the power
of the autocrat-it is the gentle breath of liberty, g i v h to
us
Britons,
by the Liberal party.”f Mr. GeorgeJacob
Holyoake, well known as anardent
political
reformer,
says, “ A political liberal is one who seeks noright, not
equally shared by the entire community,nor
any social
distinction which
they
do not sanction.7 “ The true
Liberal,” saysanother 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 fret?a‘om of
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api‘lton, liber& ofperson, equal poZitica2 n@s

at home, but
conciliatory bearing to the nations abroad.”’
Lastly, the Marquis of Lome answers the same pertinent
question as follows : “ Civil and religious jreeahn are the
fruits of its (the Liberal party’s)pastvictories, and I am a
Liberal, in the hope that freedom from granny, 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,
aloof from conwithvariously
actuated purposes,hold
be
sistent party action, and, as aconsequence,cannot
always
definitely
classed
with
either group. There are
others again, who see, or believe they see, so much abuse of
partygovernment, 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 advocateand
assist in the passing of measures of
a limited definition of its
“reform,” whoyet
insiston
meaning, claiming, in all things, care and moderation; and,
particularly nowadays, there are many men, who, though
unwilling .to abandon their party-title, arc yetforced, 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,
unleq they see everything carried out In athoroughand
of a more
radical manner.They are, in mostcases,men
emphatic and impulsive nature, who, too frequently, devote
insuficient time to deliberation and judgment, concerning
whateverthey happen to have in hand. Suchmen more
often than not fail to discern and fullyrealiseall the difficulties anddangers whichaccompany sudden s o c i a l and
political changes. Beyond dl this, many men,whoeven

*

“WhypmIrLibenll”p.6a

t“WhyamIaLiberd?”p.70.
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agree as to the Frinciples desirable to be observed in legislative movements, frequentlydiffersubstantiallyregarding
certain measures, as to whether, or how far, such principles
are involved. These, andmanyother disturbingelements
inpoliticalmattersmustalwayspreventclear
and definite
; and, asaconsequence,
crystalisationinpartydivisions
there has alnays been, and, probablyever willbe, much
difference of opinionas to the precise meaning of partytitles,
after
they
have
served
their immediate purpose.
Instance,
in
the
present
day,
the distinction
between
Liberals and Radicals,according to the popular acceptasay, withany degree
tion of the twoterms.Whoshall
of definiteness,where the province of oneendsandthat
of the other begins? Mr.
Chamberlain
formulates
and
“The
supervises the publication of a volume,entitled,
Radical Programme,”then,almostin
the same breath,
states his reasons for belonging to the Liberal party!
If I were asked to lay down some distinction between the
two
professions of men,classingthemselves
underthe
banners,in the presentday, I shouldbeinclined
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
theirviews.Meantime,however,
both parties have considerably ‘(advanced.” The Radical Reformers have
becomeSocialists, and the Liberals have become as immoderate as the -Radical Reformers were in Lord Jeffrey’s
has kept himself fairlyinformed c o n
time.Anyonewho
cerning the course of English domestic politics, during the
last fewyears, must have observed that whereasmen like
Lord Hartingtun, Mr. Goschen, and Mr. Chamberlain
profess the same general principles, the former twodistinctly
refused to follow the latter in the extreme doctrines involtred
in his allotments scheme ; yet, within a few months of that
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event, we hear of its inclusion in the Conservative programme 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
tern ‘‘ Liberalism ” were scientifically determined.There
are authorities to show that the Radical partyhave, in the
past, viewed themselves as merely an “ advanced ” wingof
ways
the Liberal party; and that is made knowninmore
than one. For instance,Mr. Wm. Harris, inhis “ History
of the RadicalParty in Parliament,” says “ T h e liberal
party alwayshasbeen,
and probablyalwayswill
be, composed of men, differing,to some extent, as to the rate q
progress, which should be made in the direction in which
aZZ desire to go.” “ If,” he adds, “ it is no longer desirable
that all itsmovements should be directed by the section
whichis least advanced, it does not follow that the counsels of men, who call themselves moderate, should not be
listened to.”
dayprofessmanytruly
The Radicals of thepresent
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 interpretation upon the word “liberty,” they are actually favouring a reaction, in the direction of Toryism-of a democratic
type, I n other words,
while
striving
to confer “equal
liberty ” bn all, they are really conferring,or seeking to confer
pnkileges on u class, to the curtailment of the Ciberfics of the
remainder.
This feature of my subject I shall pursue
term
further in a subsequent chapter. But as tothe
“Radical ’’ itself, it no doubt has a history, though by no
means a clear one. The term is said by Harriet Martineau
to havebeenfirst
assumed by the reformersin the year
181g,* and the name is said to have been given, or taken,
in immediate connection with an agitation for parliamentary

* “ H i m y of the Thirty Years‘ Peace,”VOL I., p. a d ,

58

LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

reform; though it is, atthe same time,claimed to have
been ‘ I used, and properlly used, to designate those who, not
only sought, directly, to increase the power of the democratic
element in the Govetnment, but who tried to utilise existing
institutions
for
obtaining some material, intellectual, w
social
adzlantages
for the unrepresented masses of the
people.”* Whether the “advantages,” which it is said to
proper& 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 somethingmore, then we canonlysay
that
Radicalism, in the sense in which it is used by Mr. Harris,
mustbeclosely
related to Socialism,” and even Communism” modified
in
a
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
‘I The year 1769,”he says,
its appearance muchearlier.
is very memorable in political history, for it witnessed the
birth of EnglishRadicalism, 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 whatmeaning was, or isnow intended to
be attached to the latter. Throughout the I‘ History of the
and,
Radical Party in Parliament,” alarge,closelywritten,
withal,extremelydiscursivevolume,
thereis not a single
clearly expressed definition of the policy or principles of the
party. The word ‘I reform ” seems always to be the author’s
* “History of the Radica! Party in Parliament,” Will@ Harris, p. 8.

Ceatuv

voL iii., p.
W i n p o n h k e ’ q “ History of Partis,” vol. idJp 188;;

t “History of England m the Eighteenth

17+

:See also

LIBERTY, AND LIBERALISM.

59

synonym far Radicalism;
but
whether such reform
is
intendedto be ef a moderate, orextreme-deliberate,or
hasty character, is not indicated; nor, i n d e e d , is there anything, in the volume, to show what the author conceives to
come within the meaning of that word-in itself so comprehensive, and, at the same time, so equivocal.
The volume,
however,
supplies us
with
oneor
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 specialideas,
and
which gave to politicians, without traditional or family connections with them,the desire to appeal to a wider constituency. This period was the beginning of the reign of
George 111. I t was then that the oldfight,betweenroyal
prerogative, and jopzdar liberg, was recommenced. . . . I t
(theGovernment) was regarded,partlybyclasseswhose
special interest it served, and partly by the general reverence
of the country, whose iiberiies 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 merelytemporary
importance,but
raising questions
affecting the authority of government, the ng&s and liberties
of imiividuar’s, and the true source of politicalpower.”iOne of these was the struggle between Englandandthe
North American
Colonies.
There were, he says, three

*

“

Ritory d the R a d i i Party in P a r l i i n t , ” p. 8.

4

“

History d the RodidParty in Parliament,” p. 15.
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mainlines,uponwhich
opinions ran. The first was the
“Doctrine of the
absolute
authority
of the Imperial
Government, over the lives and liberties of its subjects,
either inAmerica or elsewhere.” The second was I‘ that
parliament had, of nght, the power of taxing the colonies ;
butthatit
was i n e x w e n t , and rrajust, to do SO.” The
first was, he says, the T o y view, andthelatter
“was
eventually the Whig doctrine.” Thus we see thatthe
Radical party followed the true Liberal doctrine over this
matter at least.
A perusal of the volume, from which I have been quoting,
willshow that, though the Radicals and the Liberals
have
been, and even now, are, or profess to be actuated by the
same principles-diKe~ing for the most part only in degreethey have frequently hadoccasion to join issuein a very
I cannot here
marked manner. With
such
diffkrences
attempt to deal.
This, however, is very certain, that the terms ‘$ Radical ”
and“Radicalism,”are,
like theother
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, asMr. Hams says, “popular liberties.” If that is
sq there was probabIy (ashe also implies) little difference
-except in degree-between the Liberals and the Radicals.
It 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
totaHydifferent 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 I‘ increasing the comforts, securing
the health, and multiplying the luxuries of the masses,”by
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meahs 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,
whichwas
merely advanced Liberalism. Indeedtheold
and the new Radical are more widely separated by principle,
thanthe Conservative and Liberal. The old Radical was
all for fieedoom, and was opposed to state inteflerence; 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 andthe old schools. If we
takethe professions of the new order alone, we finda
contradiction in statement which must be sadly bewildering
to the “rankand file” of their own party. Observe for
example the following compa~
r i !Sons E“Government is onlythe
or“ I haveneversupposed
you
could equcrlirr t h capacifies ard ganisation of the wko& people, for
.
conditions
The idler, the the benefit of all its members
drunkard,the
criminal, and the The community . , rmghttooprofool must har the h n f d tkcir d e , for all its rnenriw-5, h f l s
defats. The strong m
a
n
, andthe which it is impossible for indiable man will always be first in viduals to provide by their solitary
and
separate
efforts.”-JoSEPH
the race.”-JOSEPH
CHAMBERCHAMBERLAIN,
Speech, April 28,
LAIN, Speech, January 14, 1885.

./men.

“ I am
not
a Communist,
although some people will have it
that I am. Considering the dif-

.

..

1885.
“ Local government will bring

you into contact with the mar~cs.
By its means you will be able to
fereacc in the character and itureaw fkir comforts, to secure
tircir health, to rnuifz$?y f A +
capacity of men, I do not +lieve
that there can ever be au absolute I1uwrz2.r~ which they may enjoy
e q d i f y of c o n d i t k , and I think in common ; to carry out a ~ a r l
that nathi~gqm1cld he m w ~un- ro-operatiw system fw m u l d ai2
&sirable thon that we should and nrppwt; to Icsren the

62

LIBERTY A N D LIBERALISM

remove the stimulus to industry
and thrift, andexertion,whichi
afforded by the s e c u r i t y , given tl
every man, in the enjoymnf of f h
fruils of hir mvll i n d i v i d t d exer
fthU.”--fOSEl’H
CHAMBERLAIN
Speech, August 5, 1885.

‘ I Communism means the reduction of everything to a dead level,
the destruction of privateadventure,theparalysis
of private industry,
the
atrophy
of private
effort.”--“ Radical Programme.”

a ~ p u a l i t i e sof our social system, and

to raise the standard of all classes
in the community. I believethat,
in
this
way, you mayhelpto
egualise to a great extent, the COICditim of m e n . ” - - J o s ~ ~CHAM~
BERLAIN, Speech, April 28, 1885.
“ I t belongstotheauthority
and dufy of fhe Sfafe-that is to
say, of thewholepeople,acting
throughtheirchosenrepresentatives, to utilise, for thispurpose,
dl localexperience,andall
local
organisation,to protect the wa4,
andto provide f o r thc pow; to
redress the inqualitits of our social
cona‘ition, to al(cviafe the harsh
cona‘ifions of the
struggle
for
existence, and to m i r e f ? u merap
enjoyment of themajority of the
population.”-JosePH
CHAMBERLAIN, Speech, April 28, 1885.
“ T h e goaltowards which the
rdvance will probably be made at
an accelerated pace is that in the
iirection of which thelegislation
If the last quarter of a century has
been tending-& irrlcrvenfiorc #f
!he Stafe on behalf of tht wed
zgaimf tlrc strrmg, in the interests
,f ladour agaiiasf ca#uZ, of wont
m
d s u f i n g against luxury a d
!me.”-1‘ Radical Programme.”
‘I A
general rcdscrriotr of in‘ O M S . 9’

Fines for rninrsc of property.”
“&thority
topurchase (land)
luitht allowance fpr prospective
d u e 6? compulsory d e . ”
“ The expedse of making towns
W k f o r the toilsrr, who dwell
“

must
them,n
be
tk
and."--" Radical Programme.”
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All this has, I think, a sufficiently strong flavour of cornmunism (let alone Socialism), about it, to callfor a distinction to be drawn by those who advocate it. That distinction. 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
pressingfor recognition.” The Radical Programmebeing
an authorised publication, and founded, for the most part,
I may, without further
on Mr. Chamberlain’sspeeches,
enquiry conclude that the Radicalism of the present day is
synonymouswithsocialism.
Sucha 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 “ enjoyments,”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 M r . Chamberlain’s own words), the affording ‘I security 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 governmentin England; amidthe oft-occurring,
and somewhatconfusingkaleidoscopictransformations,
to
which such party-government, and the concurrent want of
definiteness in party-namesmust inevitably lead, there is
observable, to the student of history-looking back from
a
bird’sqe view, over centuries of historical record-a comparatively distinct transmission of certain political doctrines,
which consist in regarding “the liberty of the individual ”
as one of, if not the principal of the corner stones of the
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social fabric. It hasbeen a further object 3nmy part to
show that those inherited doctrines have been, respectively,
heldand maintained, in the past, by the severalpolitical
partiesknown as Roundheads, Whigs, Liberals, and Radicals; though, as I shall showhereafter,many
steps have
beenalready taken, and manymore 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 legislation, 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 hasbeensaid
by a writer of some authority on this
is
utterly
subject that “as a political power, Toryism
extinct.” The author of “The RadicalProgramme ” has
definedToryismas
aiming at “the preservdrbn of class
privilege.” If ‘ I to mea& classprivileges ” can be taken as
having practically similar aims, then Toryism (that is to say,
a
Democratic-Toryism) is-far
from
being
extinct-in
condition of the most robust health. The above authority
says “ the occupation of theold Liberal partyisgone.””
No doubt what I have ventured to call its aggresuie function is exhausted ; but if to be a Liberal means, as it did
of old, to be “one who advocates greater freedomfrom
restraint,
especially
in political matters,” then, 1 conIt is, indeed,
tend, itsoccupation is by no meansgone.
timethat every true Liberal“buckled
on his amour,”
andprepared
himselffor
thecoming
politicalcontest.
The struggle forfreedomin
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
arighf the contest will be longer and much more severe,
since it will have to be fought b i the few against the many ;
by the minority against the majority, who, in their ignorance
“

kaoaacy,” Wordsworth Donisthorpe, p 53.
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of the politicalscience,think
that right is to be gauged
by might, and wisdom by the number of mouths which
proclaimit.
I venture to affirm that Liberalism has by ,no means lost
its occupation. The advocate is wanted a5 much in defence
as in attack, and the function which will have to be exercised
in defence of " individual liberty " and L'freedom from restraint" will more heavily tax the resources of its adherents
than was the casewhen its historywas but a record of
uninterrupted victories.
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CHAPTER 111.

HISTORIC
LIBERALISM.
A brief review of the principal strugglcs for civil liberty, from the Norman Conquest
to the Reform Bill of 1832.

“ T h e 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.”--LO~~ MACAULAY.
“English history standsalone as the history of the propess of
a great people towards liberty, during six centuries.”-sIR
JAMES
MACKINTOSH.
“ I t seems needful to remind everybody what Liberalism was in tbe
past, that they may perceive its unlikeness to the so-called Liberalism
Or the preS€!nt.”--HERBERT
SPENCER.

w

HATEVER else maybeclaimed
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 “progressiveanimal.”
“Man alone, amongorganised beings,”
says Sir George Cornewall Lewis, “possesses the moral and
intellectual qualities which render one generation of human
beings uniik amfhv, and which enable him to &fer his
own condition andthat of others by self-culture. Hence,
he alone, of all living beings, possesses a history.”*

*
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Whether we judge manby the meagreevidencewhich
we possess concerning him and his movements in prehistoric
times, or by the more elaborate accounts whichhavebeen
handed down to us fromdifferentages, since he acquired
the faculty of committinghis thoughts to writing, we are
irresistibly forced to the conclusion that he is constantly on
e,
the move towards what he conceives to be, and hopes to b
a morecivilised condition of living, that is to say, a condition of living which he supposes willaffordhim a larger
share of happinessthanhehas
hitherto enjoyed. I say
“ what he conceives to be ’I advisedly, because he, not
unfrequently,
loses
his
way, mistakes retrogession for
progression, and, not seldom, is forced to retrace his steps
and start afresh in another and quite different direction or
course of conduct.
Historyaffordsvery numerous instances of communities
having got off the track, as it were,of realprogress, and
cases,
many
being
compelled
thus to make, in some
attempts, beforetheycouldregain
the course fromwhich
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 soundness of foundation, which therefore had to come down.
The edificehad to be recommenced fromwhatremained
of the scattered fragments. Man had in this casesimply
missed his way, mistaken a stale 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 Court,
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

68

LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

of political enlightenment which was thenspreading over
Europe, could end in one way only, that is, as it did. The
social fabric fell to pieces, and out of the dbbris had to be
constructed a differentlyorganised society: a new order ot
things. All this,too, after amomentous lessonhad been
taught to mankind in general.
These memorable events in history are the great human
errors which have been conmitted by reason of a want of
knowledge of the nature of man, of the science of society, of
theart of government.“History,”
saysBolingbroke, “is
philosophy teaching by example,” and the philosophy or
moral of all such great events is that we should study, more
us did, thenature of man
thanthose whowentbefore
as an individual, the science of society as an organisation,
and the art of government as applied to that organisation.
“is an
“The science of government,”saysMacaulay,
experimental
experimental
science,
and like all other
sciences it is generally working itself clearer and clearer and
depositing impurity after impuritp.” “There was a time,”
he says, “when the most enlightened statesmen thought it
the first duty of agovernment to persecute heretics, to
found monasteries, to make war onSaracens; but,” he
adds, “timeadvances;
facts accumulate;donbts
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 catchand reflect the
dawn. . . First come hints, thenfragments of systems,
and harmonious
then defectivesystems,
thencomplete
systems”*
If one wishes to fully realise the steady but sure progress
whichman is making, throughout a11 these great political
errors and miscalculations regarding his felbw-men, their
wants, their passions, and their proclivities, one must view
history broadly. Then, and then mly, shall we see that the

.
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temporary delays and backward movements, which in themof absolutelyretrogressive
selves presenttheappearance
steps, are mere oscillations in the great forward march of
the human race. This thought also has been beautifully expressed in regard to England by the eloquent and versatile
Macaulay. “The history of England,” he says, “ whenwe
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 rltsembles a sea, when the tide is rising;
each successive wave rushes forward, breaks and rolls back ;
but the great flood is steadily comingin.
A person who
looked on the waters, only for a moment, might fancy that
A personwho looked onthem, only
theywereretiring.
for fiveminutes,mightfancy
that theywererushing capriciously to and fro. But when hekeeps hiseye onthem
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. Justsuch
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 ‘egularly follows every
advance, and a general ebb.”
Bucklesays much the samething : “This is the ebb and
flow of history : the perpetual flux to which, by the laws of
our nature, we are subject. Above dl 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. I t 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 thushanded downfor subsequent generations. Now,
it will be found, from what I term a “ broad” view 6f history,
that the progress of society(using the wordinitswidest
acceptation) hasalwaysbeen proportionate to the freedom
of its institutions. The tyranny of monarchy and aristocratic governmentin France, as also the unequalopportunitiesaffordedtoitscitizens,
together with the erroneous
,. notion regarding fundamental differences among men, produced a reaction in favour of such sentiments as “ Liberty,
equality and fraternity.”
The despotism of the Eastern world, under which millions
of humanbeingslived 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 thesemillions of humanbeings should havenever
organisedthemselves 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 existence 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 everlasting 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, ‘‘ have been the homes
of freedom.”*
Elsewhere the same writer offers an explanation of this
distinction. “ A hot climate and a fertilesoilmultiply the
means of subsistence and foster the rapid growth of popuhe

“ Dunocracy in Europe.”-Intrcd&
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tion. The wants of the multitudeare
few and easily
gratified. . . Nor can it be doubtedthat great heatis
enervating alike tothemindsand
bodies ofmen-disinclining 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, notwarm
enough to enervate, and not
rigorous
enough
to limit
activity, where the amount of nourishment required by the
humanbodyis
much greater than ina
warmer zone;
where,too,
on account of the same cause,muchmore
elaborate wants in the form of clothing and habitations had
to be supplied to secureordinarycomfort, it canbeeasily
understood that by the continuousenergy, enterprise, and
industryrenderednecessary to such a people, theyshould
not long allow to remainunused the powe’rs of self-help
and of resistance, which they might, at any time, by a little
organisation, bring to bear on their oppressors. Sir Erskine
says:
May himself,drawinghisconclusionsfromBuckle,
I‘ I n colderclimates
. . the bounties of natureare less
prodigal : their wants are multiplied and moredifficult 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, andthe generalcondition
ot
society is improved and progressive. The strength and
spirit of suchmen are braced by a temperate climate, by
constant labour and enterprise, and by the hope of social
ad,vancement.Andthese
(he adds) are the qualities which
arouse resistance to oppression and fit menfor the enjoyment of freedom.”*
The step which man has made from the condition of
mere slavery, under which
he lived in the earlier stages of

.
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the world'shistory,
tothe
condition of civilisation and
freedomwhich 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
humanrace who, in formertimes,wereregarded
a5 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 absolute freedom of thought, of opinion, and of action I' limited
alone by the like freedom of all." This great stride. from
the lowest depths of slavery and degradation to the highest
if traced through
level of civilised
citizenship,
would,
all its stages, involvenot simplymuch,but
all history.
These stages, however, are well markedforthosewhose
province it is to study them. My present purpose covers a
much narrower ground, viz., the history of the struggle for
civil liberty in Grear Britain, so far as it is capable of illustrating that principle of socialevolution by whichmanis
everstriving for a larger degree of personalfreedom and
individualdevelopment,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 observations because the principle of the gradual growthofcivil
in my
freedom,
which
the wider
history
involves,
is,
opinion, the key-note, to the narrower branch of history
withwhich I amchiefly concerned. It isin the highest
degree probable that the practice of designating any member of anylegislativeor other deliberative body by some
name,whichbrieflysummarised
the pn'ncipleswhichhad
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.
to the advent of constitutional
Nor do I refermerely
government, for the same practice would doubtless obtain in
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l a g e w d b l i e s of t h e amst primitive chraccter-even
among tribal communities.
The actual origin of legislation or government is, as far as
written
history
can
inform us, obscure. Many
writers,
necessarilysomewhat speculative on such a subject, offer
theories, tracing back the institution even to “ the family”*
or “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, wouldobviouslybe
the tribe, and it ishighly
probable that, at that stage, when m a n y 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, andderived his authority as leader from the
mere fact of the rest of his tribe tacitly acknowledging his
superiority, andgrouping themselves about hisperson as
subjects anddependents.
The following is an interesting
(and of eourse speculative) opinion by Hooker, who is
extensively quoted by Lmke in dealing with the subject of
I‘ primitive government :”-“ T o take away all such mutual
grievances, injuries, and wrongs, such as attend men in the
state ofnature, there was no way but only by growing into
cornpsition and agreement among themselves; by ordaining somekind
of governmentpublic,
and by yielding
themselves subject thereto, that urto whom they granted
authority to rule and governthem, the peace, tranquility,
and happy estate of the restmight be procured.” “The
end of civilsociety (to use the words of L
och himself)
11
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is toavoid

and remedythoseinconveniences

of the state

of nature whichnecessarily follow fromeveryman’sbeing
judge in his own case, by setting up a known authority to

which everyone of that society m a y 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 I ‘ government public” of Hooker originated in the parent, isconfirmed by Sir Henry Maine,
who says, “The most recent researches into the primitive
history of societypointto
the conclusion that the earliest
was contie which knitted mentogetherincommunities,
sanguinity or kinship,”* and the “learned” Sir Robert
Filrner commencesthe first chapter oi his I‘ 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 canbe, I venture to think, little
doubt, that if, from such a starting-point, all rules of conduct, whichwere subsequently laid down by chiefs,kings
and legislaturesrespectively,hadbeenbasedupon
the
sound principle of “equal opportunities,” instead of that
which reserves special privileges for
the few, society WOUM,
atthe presentday, be farin advance of its existing condition of growing unrest and discontent.
But the idea of “equal opportunities” was obviously far
from being recogoised as the scientific or even just test by
which tribal rules, or, i n 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 Zocke speaks, he was
provided in the shape of a chief, or king, or “able man,” as
Carlyle callshim.But
it would then(and probably did)
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, whosewordwas
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 intothecondition
of subservience to kinglypower, theabuse of which ultimately ledtothe
spirit of rebellion against Royal prerogatives, as opposed to what were termed the ‘‘ rights of the
people.”
Locke says,bearingupon
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 thestate of nature. And so is every absolute
prince in respect of those who are under his dominion.’’
to say, written
Coming now to historyproper-thatis
that kings, and probably chiefs and other
history-wefind
less important monarchs before them, developed a disposition 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 more than an “ equal” share of “opportunities.” 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 allowbetween
his subjects. These favourites have almost invariablybeen
recipients of some distinguishing mark of patronage, as an
Hence
expression of the favour inwhich theywereheld.
tbe order of ‘ I nobles and, following upon this digtinction,
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.
I conceivetobe
the explanation of
Herein lieswhat
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 wellknownbyevery
readersof early English history, exercised over
their vksals
the most complete and absolute dominion ; and instead of
the latter possessing or enjoying I‘ equal opportunities,”
they, and their families,wereoverwhelmedwith
duties and
obligations, and burdened with restrictions on their libekty,
freedom
as was
which left them with about as much
to 1S06. To use
possessed by the Africanslaveprevious
the words of a historian : I‘ The masses of the people were
depressed by heavy burdens, enslaved by varied wrongs and
paralysed by superstitious fears. They were credulousand
poor, and had neither liberty, knowledge, nor ambition.”
From this condition of things, there is discernable,
t.hroughouthistory, a gradual growthof popular freedom,
markedmoreparticularlyby
such epochs as the Magna
Charta in 1215, the Petition of Right in 1628, the Habeas
Corpus Act in 1678, the Revolution in 1688, and the Reform
Billof 1832. First the king was supreme; then the people
wereallowed to take a part in thegovernment; 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 socialmovements, each constituting, as it
were, the practical expression ofa long-pent public grievance,
of “the growth of
may be classified undertheheading
liberalism.” Those movementsconsisted (with one exception) of public protests against the abuse of power on the
part of the respective
monarchs,
in whosereign
they
developed. andculminated ; 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 livedfor centuries. The exception was the Reform
Bill,which was aprotest against the monopoly of parliamentary representation by a class.
“ I t has beenusual,”asSir
Erskine May says, in his
I‘ Democracy in Europe,” “to conduct controversies regarding political institutions and forms of government as if they
as if
were simply founded upon abstract
experience;
been
established upon
monarchies and republics had
BptiO~t‘theories,and were to be judged according to their
approach to some idealpolity.
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 monarchies, of arisfocrocies, and of qhddics.” These
last
words, in fact, stand in the order in which the various social
steps, which led to their overthrow, have occurred.
Thoughthe word “liberalism” has been first usedin,
and received its interpretation frommuch 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 Iibery
andjr-udonr that the word is intended to signify.
Such an investigation, especially if prosecuted with some
e c u l a r i t y , will show thatthe more modem school of
politics, to which thattitle has been applied,’ is founded
upon the identical principles offreerlonr of f h g h t , f i e e a ’ o t ~ ~
of s*h,
and ft&m
of acfioa, forwhich the people of
various countries, but especially our own, have, for centuries,
been struggling-the determination topossess, at all hazards,
‘‘equal opportunities ” with other men, irrespective of
family, irrespective of kinglyfavour, and irrespective of
wealth. “Britain,” says aneloquent
writer on Reform,
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“oncea land ofsavagepagans,
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 incivil and
religious liberty-though her men
of letters have sent down
to posterity works that shalllive till science,philosophy,
and poetry are known no more ; though her lawyershave
gradually worn off the rugged features of the feudal system
tillthecommon
lawof England has been adopted as the
basis of the RepublicanCode of America ; though her
Church long since yielded to the attacks of non-conformity
andsanctioneda
liberaltoleration-thoughall
that was
vital anddangerous in the maxim, ‘The king can do no
wrong,’fellwith the head of Charles I. in 1649-yetit is
only wit& t h Z a s t f i f f y years that she has sanctioned the
changes in her institutions longcounselled by a class of
innovators designated as Reformers.”*
It is over the longerperiod 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 historyitself, as
recorded by those who have made it their special study.
Though the term “ Liberalism ” is, therefore, of comparatively modern use, in order that its meaning and bearing may
be traced and understood, it is necessary to go back to these
earliertimes, and investigate the history in which,without
resort topoliticalparty-titles,
the same principlewhich
animates the truer interpreters of the word in our own day,
spurred on our forefathers in the earlier struggles for freedum and the building up of our oft-extdled 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,
“ Rdorrn and
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for thetime being, into a condition of absoluteslavery.
But, says De Lolme, “it is to the era of the Conquest that
we are to lookfor the real foundation of the English constitution.”
I shall,fromthis
epoch inEnglishrecords,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
alltimes, spurred on, to fresh thoughts and freshactions,
allwhocouldsee,in
the future, an improved condition of
civil and religiousfreedom,basedupon
the evenbroader
principle of the“equality of men.” To go behindthis
period in historywouldleadme
into fields quite beyond
of the
my presentpurpose-into
the histories,infact,
variouspeopleswhoformed
the constituent parts of the
much mixednation,nowknown
as Great Britain. I need
not, therefore, carry my investigations
further back than the
Conquest of England, to discover how, andunder what
clrcumstances that principle first took root.
The author of the ‘I History of the English People ” has
characterised thecharter granted on the accession tothe
throne of Henry I. asnot only the “ direct precedent for
the Great Charter of John,” hut, also, as “ thejirsf limitation
which had beenimposed on the despotismestablished by
the Conquest.”*
This epoch is therefore in every way asuitablestartingp i n t for my shortsketch.
I n order to fully and clearly
of the memorable
conrealise thenatureandextent
cession to civilfreedom,which
thatcharter involved, it
is necessary to remember what were the social and political
conditions of the people of England, prior to that event.
Macaulay says, I‘ The battle of Hastings, andthe events
which followed it, not only placed a Duke of Normandy on
the Englishthrone, but gave up the wholepopulation of

* Green’s
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England tothe tyranny of the Norman race. The subjugation of anation by anation,” he says, “has seldom,
Asia, been
more
complete.
The country was
even
in
portioned out among the captains of the invaders. Strong
militaryinstitutions,closely
connected with the institution
of property, enabled the foreign conquerors to oppress the
children of the soil. A cruel penal code, cruellyenforced,
guarded the privileges, and even the sports of the alien
tyrants.”* Hulne speaks of William the Conqueror as
having “ appeared,” immediately after ascending the English
throne, L‘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,werereceivedwithaffability
andregard.”t
“But,”
he adds, “amidst this confidence and friendship,which he
expressed for the English, he took careto place all real
powerin the hands of hisNormans.’’However,notwithstanding any good disposition which he may, as a conqueror,
havefelttowardstht-English,in
the firstflush of victory,
immediate
there can he little doubtthat, afterhisalmost
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.”:
As a
fact, the conquerors and the conquered failed to harmonise,
and though in public and domestic lifeeverythingseemed
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
andthe Normans,absolutelyincurable.
The insolence of
the victoriousmasters,dispersed
throughout the kingdom,
seemed intolerable to the ~ t i v e ~ . ” l l
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Humeaddsthat
the Englishpeople,in
a greatmeasure, had"lost
all national pride and spirit," by their
that
recent and long subjection to the Danes.However
into acondition of abject s u b
may be, theyquicklyfell
ordination to their insolent and high-handed
victors.
Instead of beinggoverned by equallaws," as had been
promised,they
were, on everyoccasion,
and, under all
" It
circumstances, denied even the most common justice.
was crime sufficientin an Englishmanto be opulent, or
noble, or powerful ; and the policy of the king, concurring
with the rapacity of foreign adventurers, produced almost a
total revolutionin thelanded property of the kingdom.
Ancient and honourable familieswere reduced to beggary,
the nobles
themselves
were
everywhere
treated with
ignominy andcontempt;
they had the mortification of
seeing their castles and manors possessed by Normans, of
the meanestbirth,
and lowest stations, and they found
themselvescarefullyexcludedfromeveryroadwhichled
either to riches or preferment.* Then was introducedthe
feudal laws and the feudal system. - T h e whole of the lands
of England, with few exceptions, were divided into baronies,
which were conferred, subject to certain services and payments, upon the most important among theking's followers.5
These barons, then, subdivided their estates, among the
less important of the Normans,calledknightsorvassals.
These latter became liable to the same obligations to the
whom theyheld,
as hadbeen
particular baron,under
The whole of
undertaken by him in the king'sbehalf.
England is said to h a ~ ebeen thusdivided into seven
hundred chief tenancies or baronies, and sixty thousand two
hundred and fifteen
knight-fees.
No Englishmen were

*
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included among the former class, and the few, who managed
to retain their.property, werecompelled to reconcile themselves to being included among the latter, subject, of course,
to a Normanbaron as landlord, as also to the numerous
burdens of service, etc., whichsuch a tenancyentailedthis, too,notwithstanding that their respective estates had
been,previously,freeholds,acquired
by inheritance, and
inno way encumberedwithanysuch
obligations.* These
undertenantswererequired
to swear allegiance to their
particular baron, in the following words : “ Hear, my Lord, I
become liege man ofyours,forlife,
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.? It is said that, under this
system, the king
could
at any moment
summon
sixty
thousandknightsto
the royal standard. In additionto
these two classes, it must be remembered
that there was a
lower order, called Ceorls, or YilZeins, concerning whomit
is an open questionwhethertheywerenot
actual slaves.
They certainly were so, in all butname,inasmuch as the
lord had the power of life or death ove; them. In summing
uphisaccount
of the oppressionwhich
this conquest
inflicted upon the English people, Macaulay says : “During
the century and a half which followed it, there is, to speak
strictly, no Znglish history,” and Hume,inthesame way
says : “ T h e introduction of the feudal law had much
infringed the liber/ies, however imperfect, enjoyed by the
Anglo-Saxons in their ancient governmen4,and had reduced
the whole people to a state of vassalage under the king or
barons, and even the greater part of t h e m to a state of real
slavery.”
*

“ Hume’s H~sbry
at England,” chap. 4.
t “Green’s Short History 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
The promise hadbeen
throne promised ‘‘ equallaws.”
broken, and the most glaring inequality existed, not only
in
possessions,for that hadalways been and ever will be so,
but in f/ie eye of the law, whichneednot, and should not
havebeen.
The Normans were,in short, the recipients of
had
extensive privileges, at the expense of thosethey
conquered. Let us now see the course which events took.
Discontent musthavefollowed, and quickly found expression; for a collection of laws, called the “Magna Charta
of William the Conqueror,’’ hasbeenpreserved,inwhich
the King seemstohave
entered into the following treaty
with his subjects, constituting a substantial concession, considering the times, to the principle of liberalism or freedom:
(‘We will enjoinand grant, (so it runs), that all freemen
of our kingdom shall enjoy their land in peace, free from all
talcage and from every u n p s f exaction, so that nothing but
their service lawfully due to us shall be demanded at their
hands.”
William the Conqueror diedin 1087,and, notwithstanding
the above undertaking, the condition of the people at his
death does not seem to have been in any way an advancement on that of twenty years previous.
Hume says, speaking of the year 1087 : “ I t would be difficult to find in all
history a revolutionmore destructive, or attended with a
more complete subjection of the
ancient
inhabitants.
to have been wantonly added to
Contumelyseemseven
oppression ; andthe nativeswereuniversally
reduced to
suchastate
of meannessand poverty, that the English
name became a term of reproach.”
William Rufus claimed to succeed his father, but inasmuch as by doing so he was consciously violating his elder
brother’s (Robert) right, hetook very hasty measures to
“Hame’s Hitory of E.ghnd,” clup.
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secure the Crown. H e displayeda wilhgness toconcede
any condition, in order to secure himself in
the estimation
of his subjects. “AS an earnest ofhis future reign he
renounced all the rigidmaxims of conquest, and swore to
protect theChurchandthe
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 onlyknowing that theywereingeneral
favorrrabZe fo liberty, and conducive to peace and order,
became equally clamorous for their re-establishment.”*
These resolutions, likewise,wereignored,verymuchin
the same manner as was the casewith those of his father
beforehim.
“The forest lawswereexecutedwithrigour,
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, inhis turn,
usurped his elder brother‘slawful rights. ‘I Knowing,” says
Hume, “that the Crown, so usurped, against all rules of
justice, would sit unsteady on hishead,
he resolved by
fairprofessions
at least, to gain the affections of all his
subjects.”I
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 histitle,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
‘‘ threwhimself entirely upon the populace.” H e began
bold and
by drawing his sword and swearingwitha
determined air to persist in his pretensions to his last
breath.” H e ‘‘turned to the crowd,” and made ‘I promises
.of a milder governntent than theyhadexperienced,
either
beneath his brother, or his father : the Church should enjoy
t

t

“Ahridgma of English History.” Edmund Burke, chap. 3.
Abridprnt of EnglLh History.” Edmund Burke, chap. 3.
Hmnes Hbtory of Engl~d,”chap.6
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herimmuuities, the pecfk f h i r Zhrties, . . . the d i s
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
of joy and rapture.
grace
and
majesty, with
s+outs
Immediately theyrush 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 wholekingdom a
charter of liberties, which was the first of the kind, and laid
the foundation of those successivecharters,which
at last
comjleted the freedom of the su~ect.”: Among the numerous
provisions of this charter, was one, in which theKing
promised that the vassals of the barons should enjoy the
sanre priviZeges which hegranted to his own baruns.7 In
order to give guarantees forhissincerityinmakingthese
concessions, helodgeda copy of the charter which contained 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 neverseriously 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 ctarter, which they exacted
from King John, they could, with ditliculty, find a copy in
the kingdom.§ This charter was, though by no means
observed, g L the jirst limitation which had been imposed on
the despotism established by the Conquest.”ll and formed
one of the “two great measures,which,following
his
(Henry’s) coronation, mark “ the ~ r reZ~hbvz
n
which was
then brought about between the peope and fhir King..”**
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Such was the first greatconcession, n
i Englishhistory,
to the spirit of true liberalism; and it consisted in the undertaking to grant epuaZ li6erfies to all men, irrespective of race
or social status. Weshallpresentlyseethatthisobligation,
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 I., that he might allure the people to give an
exclusion to hiselder brother Robert, had granted thema
charter,favourableinmanyparticulars
to their liberties;
Stephen had renewed the grant; Henry 11. had confirmed
it. But the concessions of all these princes had still
remained withouteffect, andthe 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,”saysHallam, “ at the forbearance displayed by
the barons, till they took arms at length in that confederacy
which ended in establishing the Great Churter of Liberfies.”t
Historians seem to vie with one another in their endeavours
to picture the domineering and oppressive conduct of King
says Hume,
John. “Equally odious%ndcontemptible,”
“both in public and private life, he afTronted the barons by
hisinsolence,dishonouredtheirfamiliesby
his gallantries,
enraged them by histyranny, and gave discontent to all
ranks of men byhisendlessexactions
and impositions.”$
I n addition to all these forms of insolence and tyranny,
which it isdifficult to understand that one man should be
altowedtopractise
on awholenation,
there yetremained
manyportionsof
the feudal law, as introduced by the
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Conqueror, whichhad, by abuse and arbitraryadrninistration, become constant sources 6f discontent and rebellious
feeling.
One of the mostusefulgeneralisationswhich,in
my
that which
opinion,it is possible to drawfromhistoryis
teaches what I mightterm the law of socialoscillation.
Everyhistorical student musthaveobserved
that society,
of time,seems
to pass
whenviewedoverlongperiods
through successive stages, somewhat analagousto themotions
to say, whenever,byreason of its
of a pendulum-thatis
surrounding circumstances, it is forced into any extreme condition, involving an abnormal state of mind on the part of
the individualswhocomposeit,
there almostinevitably
follows a reactionary movement, Gmilarly extreme, though in
the contrarydirection.
Thus, as Burke says, “Our best
securities for freedom have been obtained from princes, who
were either warlike, or prodigal,orboth,”*
and again,as
stated by De Tocqueville, ‘(Liberty is generally established
in the midst of agitation ; it is perfected by civil discord.”?
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 weresubjected,
and the almost
slavishcondition,
to whichtheywere,
in consequence,
of their
future
reduced, constituted the very
source
freedom.
“It was,” says De Lolme, “the excessivepower of the
kingwhich made England free ; because it was this very
excess that gaverise
tothe spirit of union and of coof extensive
demesnes,
the king
resistance.
Possessed
found himself independent ; vested with the most formidable
prerogatives, he crushed, at pleasure, the mostpowerful
baronsin the realm. It was only by close and numerous
confederacies, therefore, that these could resist his tyranny ;

*
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they even were compelled to associate the people in them,
and make them partners of public liberty.”
The confederacywhich 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 Archbishop 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 inframingsome
of the most
important clauses of the GreatCharter, and insisted upon
to his (John’s) avoidance
them, as conditionsprecedent
of excommunication. H e obtainedpossession,from one of
the monasteries, of a copy of Henrythe First’s charter,
and, having shown it to some of the most influential barons
of his time, urgedthem
to demandits recognitionand
observance by the King. The feeling grew from day to day,
anda large meeting of barons was again held, this time
“under colour of devotion.”Langton
once moreused his
powerful and eloquent exhortations, in d e r to bring about
the desired result. The barons,thereupon, enteredinto 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 themselves alone : now they became the national leaders in maintaining the liberties of England.’“ The King askedfor
time, and offeredvaluabie 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

*
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barons,havingfirstmade
anappeal
to Rome, quickly
assembled a largeforce of armed retainers, and advanced
towards the King’s residence, whence he sent a messenger
desiring to know the barons’terms. They deliveredhim a
record of their principal demands ; but when he learned its
contents, hebroke into a furiouspassion, and vowedhe
would never grant such concessions.
Immediately the barons chose a leader, and proceeded to
levywarupon
the King: besiegedcastles
and palaces
belonging to him, threatened anybody and everybodywho
ventured to join in hisdefence, and, finally,becamesuch
masters of the position, that, after numerousattempts at
compromise, the King, surrounded by only a few followers,
was forced to arrange a meeting, in order to confer with the
baronsfinally,regarding their demands. The meeting-place
was thecelebratedRunnymede,
between
Windsor
and
Stain&. The two parties formed separate camps, and, after
severaldays‘
debate, the King was forced to sign the
Great Charter, which, in the words of Hume, “secured very
important liberties and privileges to every order of menin
S , t o thepeople.”
the kingdom, to the cZera, to the ~ ~ Y O R and
Lct us consider now, in lessgeneralterms,whatthis
Great Charter did for our ancestors, and for us.
It is but natural andreasonable that, inasmuch as the
baronswerethemselves
the headand front of the movement, theyshould have turned their attention more particularly to their own interests; but, inasmuch also as they
required the concurrence of (‘the people,”, in the bold step
theyweretaking,they
found it advisable, if not necessary,
to takeintoconsideration the interests of that classalso,
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 Liberties
of England” Moreover, it is evident that the barons themselves 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 wouldnotbe
interesting, and, even if it were, it
would scarcely be m place, here, to go fully and particularly
into the numerous aspects of civil liberty which the Great
Charter attempted to placeupon a firm and settled basis.
been
The provisions of the charter have, as a whole,
described as “strung together in a disorderly manner.”f
as follow, consisting princiGenerallyspeaking,theywere
pally of !‘either abatements in the rigour of the feudal law,
or determinations in points which had been left by that law,
or had become by practice arbitrary and amhiguous.”
The preambleoropeningaddress
to the charter begins
abbots, priors, earls,
thus : “ T o allarchbishops,bishops,
barons, sheriffs,provosts,officers,
and to all bailiffs and
other our faithful subjects, etc. . . . Know ye that we . .
have granted . . . these Ziberties following, to bekeptin
ourkingdomofEnglandforever.”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, forever, thatthe Church of England shall befree,
and shall have all herwhole rights nnd liberties inviolable.
We have granted also, and given to all the freemen of our
Ziberh’es underrealm,for us, and ourheirs,forever,these
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’stenants were supposed to havereceived 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 ofmoney called a “relief,” forentering
into the estate. When the conquest was over, this practice

.
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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
many as they chose, without deductions being made from
their dower ; and that if they chose to remain single, they
shouldnot
be compelled to marry. Hithertothe baron
hadpossessed
the power of compellingwidows of their
knights to marry whom they pleased, and, as may be easily
imagined, the power had been greatly abused.
The 9th 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, andtowns” all their liberties and
f r e e customs. The 10th chapter prevented excessive distress
formore service than was due for a knight’s fee. This
power to distrain had previouslybeengreatlyabused
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 gravityof the offence, and instituted the now wellknown rule of law that a man’s tools, instruments, or other
possessions
necessary
for
his support and maintenance
should be free fromanysuchfineor
process. This was in
all probability demanded by the barons, in order that their
of their onlymeans of
dependants mightnotbedeprived
performing their service to them,for
we are told that
‘I nothing morerequiredmitigation
thanthe 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 15th 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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beenatendency,
possibly a commonpractice,ofappropriating certainfisheriesinvariousparts
of the different
rivers,whichwerecommonproperty.
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 conIt rwns
stitutes the verycorner-stone of our civilliberties.
f a k n or im~risomd,or be
thus : “NO freemanshallbe
deprived of his JreehoZd or Ziberfies or free nu?ams, or be
outlawed or exiled, or anyotherwise destroyed; nor will
we pass upon him, nor condemn him but by /awful judgment of his jeers, or by the lmer of the la?&. To no man
will we sell, tono man deny, to no man delay justice or
r&h.1’

The 30th chapter provided that all merchants (meanmg
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 establlshed the principle that In
time ofwar, 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 fromwhichthose
merchants came.
Reeve says : ‘ I Previous to the charter, and for many years,
merchants had beensubjected to ruthlessextortion, under
through the lands of these
the names of tolls,ingoing
feudaltyrants toget tothe townswherethey
carried on
T h i s chapter removed the restriction, or at
theirtrade.”
least gave them whatever protection the law could aEford in
such rude times.
The concluding chapter of the charter contains the curious
from the
fiction thatthe
whole of it has beenbought
Crownfor
a certainproportion
of movable property, in
consideration of which, the King grants “for us and our
heirs, thatneither we nor OUT heirsshall attempt to do
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anything whereby the liberties contained in this charter may
beinfringed or broken.” There were numerousother provisions, 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
5e evident to everyintelligent reader, one great principle,
subjects
viz., that the sovereign was simplygivingtohis
addihbnaZ Ziberty, to do as they chosewith their uwn proper&,
and to exercise inwhat direction theychose the personal
freedom, which the law should secure to every human being,
subject only to the equal freedom in others. By the feudal
and
law the king was, rightlyorwrongly,takentopossess
to be justified in exercising the most complete control over
the property and personal liberty of his subjects. That control had, as is natural, been much abused, until the tyranny
of the monarchbecame
unbearable. Then the subjects
turned, and going back as it were to first principles, questioned the right of the monarch to hold his subjects in such
acondition of thraldom. The result was nothing more or
less than a giving up by the sovereign of a large part of
such conhZ, whereby the previously curtailed Ziberties of
the barons, andthe people, were extended. Bothclasses
experienced an accession of freedom. This great charter
I am
therefore is, accerding to the principle forwhich
contending, true Liberalism, inasmuch as it was acontribution towards the aggregate amount of libere enjoyed
by themembers of the community ; or, in other words,
inasmuch as by it, a larger aggregate amount of liberty was
b w e d than was taken away. To show, too, that in putting
this construction u p n the great charter, I am not striving
after any strained interpretatiom-or seeking to exaggerate
its true bearing-& me quote some of the opinions found
concerning it by historians :
Guizot, the French historian, has characterised it as
“ the origin of fme inshlutims in England.”*
* History Ot Civilisation in Europe.,” chap. 17,
“
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Hume says, speaking of the concessions which it contained : ‘‘ The barbarous license of the kings, and perhaps of
the nobles, was thenceforth somewhat more resfmized; men
acquired some more semrio f o r f k i r p r o p r f i e s and fhir
liberfiks.”‘
Elsewhere Hulne speaks of its provisions, as constituting
“the most sacred rampart to nafional liberty and indejendcnce.”t
Hallam characterises it as the “ great charter of Cibertrips,”
and “ the key stone of English Zihrfy.” “Its beauty consists,” he says in “an epuaZ distribution of civil nkhts to all
classes ” ; and again, referring to the two leading spirits
whosenames
are associated with the greatmeasure,
he
adds : “ To their temperate zealfor a legal government,
England was indebted,during that critical period,for the
t w o greafesf bZessings fhat patriotic sfafesnren could confer;
the establishment of civil Ziberty, and the preservation of
nafional indepemhce.”
Elsewhere the same great constitutional authority speaks
of the celebrated 29th chapter, as containing clauses which
proiecf thepersoml liberiy and prOper9 of all heemen, and
in further proof of the statement, that no important portion
of the people was passedover, he says : “An equal distribution of civil rights, to all classes of freemen, forms the
peculiar beauty of the charter.”$
Edmund Burke speaks of the charter as having first disarmed the Crown of its udimifed prerogafive, and laid the
foundation of English liberty,$ and De Lolme characterises
it as “the bulwark that protected the freedoln of individuals.” So much, then, for this great epoch in our
country’shistory. The demand for liberty had beenmade,
becttrne a valuable
and the concession, whichfollowedit,
.T “ History of England,” chap. ZI., appendix 2.
chap. 12.
1 “ Middle Ages,” v o l . II., p. 108.
Hkrory,” chap. 8.
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precedent for future monarchs: constituting, as it did, a n
admission,whichcouldnothenceforthbehonourably,
or
even
legally
gainsaid. That so comprehensive a treaty,
extracted from the king, contrary to his real wishes,might
notbealwaysfullyrecognised
andacted up to by subsequent monarchs, or even by John himself, was probably
it for themselves and
anticipated by thosewhoobtained
was
posterity. Indeed, as Sir Erskine Maysays,Society
notyetsufficientlyadvanced
to ensure the enjoyment of
liberties so extended ;” yet, nevertheless, thosewhohad
it from their despoticmonarchhad
succeededinwinning
the satisfaction and consolation of reflecting that anysuch
disregard onthe king’s part to conform to itsprovisions,
would at once become an indefensible transgression of the
laws of England.
I passnow to another important epochinourhistorythat marked by the“Petition of Right.” It will be seen,
from what is to follow, that the same principle of liberty for
to its
the individual inspired every movement which led up
ultimate adoption as a part of our constitution.
When Charles I. succeeded to the throne, ‘ I 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,
of
Charles was met by his first parliament ina“passion
loyalty.” One over-sanguine
member
of the Commons
the kingwho
exdaimed : I CWecanhopeeverythingfrom
now governsus.” Though, therefore, the times-werefull of
trouble
everything
promised
fairly
well for the young
the
sovereign,except
that some of the coolerheadsin
Commons, .knowing his character, had serious misgivings as
to his future conduct. Green says he had already I‘ revealed

* Grcen’a
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to those around him, astrange

mixture of obstinacy and
weakness ;” a “duplicity whichlavishedpromises,because
he never purposed to be bound by any,” and a petty pride,
thatsubordinated every political consideration to personal
vanity, or personal pique.”*
No sooner hadhe
taken in
his
handsthe
reins of
government,than he displayedanimpatience
to assemble
the Commons. His firstparliament was accordinglycalled
togetherin the year 1625. H e immediatelyasked for s u p
plies.At
that time theHouse 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 prerogativewithinmorereasonable
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 grantno supplies totheir necessitous prince, without
favour
of civil
liberty.’Tl
A
extorting concessions “ in
warwas beingmaintainedwith
Franceand Spain,which
caused acontinuous
drainupon
the king’s funds, and,
everyday, rendered the necessity for further supplies more
urgent. Thoughithad
been long the custom to grant
the duties of tonnage and poundage for the king‘slife, the
parliamentdeclined
to do 50 ior more than, one year.
This somewhat
unexpected
check upon
kingly
power
greatly astonished Charles. Taugbt as he was “to consider
even theancient laws and constitution more as lines to
direct his conduct, than harriers to withstand his power,
* Green’s
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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’ssupplies,wasthrown
out by
the Lords, andthe
parlianwn4 thereupon, granted two
subsidies. But this extended vote was onlyoffered conditionally upon the king’s conforming to the wishes of the
Commons,upon the subject of modifying the prerogative.
The kingimmediatelydissolvedparliament,
and raised a
certain amount of
money
by Letters under Privy
Seal.
With the money thus raised he fitted out his fleet, and proceeded to prosecute the Spanish War; but,failingin
the
the Englishvessels
attemptto
capture a Spanishfleet,
returned, and the king’s funds wereagainexhausted.
He
(1626). The Comnow summoned asecondparliament
mons, thus reassembled, voted a veryliberalsupply,but
deferred its final passing until
the king should concede the
limitation tothe prerogative,whichhadbeenpreviously
demanded. The struggle
which
followed
“exceeded in
violenceany that had yet taken place.”t Acts of reprisal
Commons
followed one another in quick succession.‘The
denied the right of the king to levy tonnage and poundage:
withouttheirconsent.
The kingnow threatened the Cornmons, that if they did notfurnish him withsupplies, he
would
be
obliged
to try “ n e w cmnsels.” “This,” says
clear.”
Lest, however,
it
should
Hume, was sufficiently
bemisunderstood,it
wascarefullyexplained
by theViceChamberlain. “ I pray you consider,” said that functionary,
what these new counsels ate or may be. I fear to declare
those I conceive. I n all Christian kingdoms,” he continued,
I‘ you know that parliaments were in use anciently, by which

* Hume’s

“ History of England,” chap. 50.
Memorials of Hampden.” Macaulay’s Essays.
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:those kingdoms were governed in a most flourishing manner,
until the monarchs began to know their own strength, and,
seeing theturbulent spirit of theirparliaments, at length
they,little by little, began tostandon
their prerogatives,
and, at last, overthrew the parliaments throughout Christendom, except here only with us. Let us be careful, then,” he
concluded, “ t o preserve the king‘s good opinion of parliament, which brlngeth such happiness to this nation, and
makes us envied of all others, while there is this sweetness
between His Majesty andthe Commons,lest we lose the
repute of a free people by our turbulency in parliament.”
These imprudent suggestions,” says Hume, ‘ I rather gave
A precarious liberty, the
warnings than
struck
terror.
Commons thought, which was to be preserved by unlimited
complaisance, was no liberty at all.”* Two
prominent
were thrown into prison, on
members of theCommons
falsecharges of seditious language, andtheHouse
was
exasperated to “ show some degree of precipitancy and indiscretion.”
The House of Lords now roused itself from a condition
of inactivity. The king resolved to again dissolve parliament, andtheLords
interposed, and desired him to postpone his decision; but the king replied, “ N o t amoment
longer,” and thereupon effected the dissolution. The Cornmons atonce framedaremonstrance,in
orderto justify
their conduct in the eyes of the people. The king, asa
counter move, promulgated a vindication of his conduct, in
which he gave his reasons for having so suddenly dissolved
parliament.Material
was thus supplied tothe partisans of
both sides with which to intensify the dispute. The king
S,
had been threatened.
now resorted to the ne~e,C O U ~ C ~which
He granted a commission to compound with the Catholics,
andtodispense
with thepenal laws which were enacted
This atonce suppliedhim with funds; but
againstthem.
*
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it at once, also, stirred u p one of the most dangerous of political influences. H e 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.
I n order to fit out a fleet, each of the maritime towns was
called upon to assist in the expenditure. l h e city of
London was rated at twenty ships. ‘‘ This,” says Hume,
i L IS
’
the first appearance, in Charles’s reign, of ship-money-a
taxation which hadonce beenimposed 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, andthe mostingenious and insinuating
arguments were advanced to justify them.First,ageneral
loan was demanded, as an equivalent for the subsidies
which parliamenthad
refused to grant. “ N o stretch of
prerogative so monstrous,* says Sir Erskine May, “had
yet beentried.”
l’he public feeling, which had arisen by
this time, can be better imagined than described.
Throughout 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 spiritenough, at their
own hazard and expense, to defend the public iiberfies.”
John Hampden was among this number, and, when asked
for his reasons for refusal, replied, “that he could be con
as well as others, but feared to drawupon
tenttolend
himself that curse in Magna Charta, which should be read
twice a year againstthose
who infringe it.” The] Privy
Cwncil thereupon committed him to prison. H e w a s again
brought u p ; again refused to give any other reason ; and,
again, committed to prison. He and his fourcompanions
endeavoured to obtain their release, by the assistance of the
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writ of habeas corjus; but, on a technical point, which told
in favour of the king, they failed to obtain theirfreedom.
“This judgment,” says Sir Erskine May, was opposed to
the mostcherisheddoctrines
of English liberty.”* Matters
went on thus for some time. A foolish warwas undertaken
against France ; soldiers were billeted onthepeople
;
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 insufficient. Charles now found himself again compelled to call
his parliamenttogether.
H e endeavoured to conciliate the
people, by settingfreethose
who had been committed to
prison-Hampden
among
the
number.
The discontent,
which had meanwhile been engenderedon
every side,
justified the apprehension of insurrection, and the assembling
of parliament was looked forward to, by the king, with
dread. He h3ped that the Commons would now becontent
to forget the past, and be found willing to make reasonable
compliances.
These hopes were by nomeans realised. When parliament did meet, it was as stubborn as ever, on the old points
of difference. I‘ 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 I‘ If they
should not d o their duties, in contributing to the necessities
of the state, he must, indischarge of his conscience, use
those othermeans which God had putinto 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 tothreaten 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
u further opportunity for dissolving parliament, and it was
“

snmcracy in Europe,’ 101 ii., p. 376.
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further apparent that, shouldsuch a step be taken, the
results, to all concerned, would be more calamitous than any
which had yet happened. Sir Francis Seymoureloquently
protested against this transparent attempt to frighten members from theirpublic duty. “ H e is no good subject,” he
said, I‘ who would not, willingly and cheerfully, lay down his
life, when that sacrifice may promotethe intercsts 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 liber4, against
the laws of the kingdom.”
Sir Robert Phillips, in the same strain, said I‘ 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
easetheirafflicted
minds;and,onthe
conclusion of the
festival, the slaves severally returned to their former servitude.This
institution,” he continued, “may well set forth
our present stateand condition. After the revolution of
sometime, andthe grievous sufferance of many violent
oppressions, we have now at last, as those slaves, obtained
for a day, some Zibeviy of speech ; but shall not, I trust, be
hereafter slaves, for we are born ,Gee. . . . The grievances
by which we are oppressed, I draw under two heads : acts
of power against law, and the judgments of lawyers against
our liberties. 0, unwise forefathers ! ” hecontinued, ‘ I to
be so curious in providing for the quiet possession of our
lands and the liberties of parliament ; and, at the same time,
to neglect our personal Ziberfy. . . . If this be law, why do
we talk of Ziberties 1”
These sentiments, Hume says, were unanimouslyembraced by the whole House. “ Andthe spirit of Ziberfy,”
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 providingsome barriers to thelr rights and
liberties, so lately violated.”
They proceeded to draw up thedocument 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
prerogatlve, or acquisition of new liberties.” Meanwhile, the
subject of the bill was being eagerly debated throughout
the kingdom. There were abundant reasons advancedon
both sidesinparliament,
and in the country. The king
endeavoured to evade the Petition, and went SO far asto
write a letter to theLords, in which he declared thathe
would never again imprison any man for not lending money,
andthathe
would never li pretend any cause, of whose
truth he was not fully satisfied.” This was all of no avail.
The Lords endeavoured to append a clause to the Petition,
l‘ibo-tics,’’
which, while providing for the“preservationof
would have had the effect of negativing the whole purpose
of the document.
All obstacles of thekind having failed to influence the
Commons, the Petition passed through1that House, and was
senttothe
Lords. They quickly passed it, and nothing
was left to give it the force of law butthe royal assent.
The king went totheHouse
of Lords, andsent for the
Commons, upon the arrival of whom, the Petition w a s read
to him. Instead of giving utterance tothe 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 h e 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 thisunusual and
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practically negative answer. Theyreturnedto
thew cham.
ber, and proceeded to impeachcertain
persons, notably
Dr. Mainwaring, who had preached a sermon, which had
been subsequently printed by royal command, and in which
he advocated the“divineright”andother“doctrines
subversive of all civil liberty.”Wemustvindicate
our
ancient liberties,” said Sir Thomas Wentworth in the Commons, when they were about to deal in a somewhat similar
manner with theDuke of Buckingham-the king’s friend
and favourite-as they haddone with Mainwaring. The
king, however, fearing the trouble which was about to fall
onthat nobleman, and, in orderto
divertit,
“thought
proper, upon a joint application of the Lords andCommons,
to endeavour giving them satisfaction with regard tothe
of
Petition of Right. H e came therefore totheHouse
Peers, and pronouncing the usual form of words, “ Let it be
law as desired,” gave full sanction and authority tothe
Petition.”“
L ‘ 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.”
any
exaggeration,” he
“ I t may be affirmed, without
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 additionaz secun.9
to tk Zi&ertitx of the subjat.”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. 51.
t liume‘. Ilktory or England,” chap. 51.
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duly enacted by the same authority. He undertook also,
neveragain to subject them to the jurisdiction of courtsmartial, 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 yourmostexcellentMajesty
as their nghts and
Zibertzb, according to the laws and statutes of the realm.’*
Macaulay speaks of this great measure as “the second
great charter of the Z i b e d e s of England.”?
The fact that it was violated, almost as soon as granted,
though rendering it almost valueless for the time being,
couldnotaffectits actual existence, as evidencing a great
and memorablevictory in the cause of civil liberty; BS
constituting a great and welcome standard of right, to which
future generations could turn in justification of their resistance to royal encroachments, or invindication
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. I t would be beside my present
purpose to follow, further, the somewhat checkered history
of this great measure. I have briefly traced itfrom its
earliest immediate causes ; and I haveshown how it was
ultimately placed among the sacred traditions of our race.
I t witnessed, even after its final adoption, many years and
generations of trouble and civil disturbance, before the
principles which it involveswere unexceptionably aclmowledged ; and it often served, meanwhile, as tbe logical battle
ground of many bitter controversies and disputes.
These and many other surrounding events havepassed
away, but the Petition itself lies preserved in .the traditional
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archives of our race, and stands out from the pages of E n g
land’s statute book in all its stem reality, constituting, likethe
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 greatreforms of
early English history. The people claimed freedom for the
individual, in the disposal of his legallyacquired possessions;
and ventured to restrain a king even from transgressing that
right,except by consent of themselves,and for a constitutional
purpose. They werewilling to contribute, upon a grant by
the parliament, constituted from their duly authorised representatives, but they resented all compulsion, such as was
involvedin the power of committment and the denial of
their “ habeascorpus.”
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 €or
‘ I 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 Actof 1679. Mamulayhascharacterised
the enactment of this measure as a “great era in our history.”
“From the time of the great cbarter he says, the substantive kw,respecting the personal liberty of Englishmen,
had been nearly the same as at present ; but it had been
inefficacious, €or want of a stringent sptern of procedure.
What was needed was not a new right, but a prompt and
searching remedy ; and such a remedy the Habeas Cwrpus
Act suppW.’* A d i n g to H a l k q theorigin of this
inrportant measure cunsisted in the “arbitrary proceedings
of Lord Clarendon.” That nobleman was actually
0 “

€tw
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impeached, in the reign of €has. II., forhavingcaused
many persons to be imprisoned contrary to law. They were
released by the administration of the Duke of Buckingham,
which administration,
according
to Hallam, “acted, in
several respects, on a more liberal principle, than any other
in thal 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 i n defence of
personal liberty were concerned, was present to t h e minds of
the leaders of thismovement. It was not indeed a matter
to be quicklyforgotten 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
clearlyprovided for in Magna Charta.
The fundamental
immunity of English subjects hadneverbeforebeen
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 ultimateestablishment, in full practical
efficacy, by the statute of Charles II.”*
Hallam says it is a very common mistake, and that, not
onlyamongforeigners,
but withmany from whom some
knowledge of our constitutional laws might be expected, to
suppose that this statute of Charles 11. (Habeas Corpus Act)
cnlargcd in a great degree our liberties, and forms a sort of
epoch in our history. Though, he says, a verybeneficial
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 d d y
contained i n Magna Charta. He admits that it “cut off
the abuses bywhich the government’s lust of power, and
the servile subtlety of crownlawyers
had impaired SO
fundamental a privilege.”t I t is evident that the Habeas
Corpus Act, at least made mole CGVtrnk the provkim in
t

Hallam’s “Constitutional History of England.” chap. 7.
“ 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 Actmust, as Macaulay
says,be entitled to be regarded as indeed a “great era in
our history.” Under the great charter the provision which
was aimed at-guaranteeing personal liberty-was
not sufficiently surrounded with safeguards against legal quibbles ;
as evidenced in the case of Hampden. The Habeas Corpus
Actprovidedthose
additional safeguards, and, therefore,
may be confidently said to have enlarged our liberties, by
nuking them secure wheretheywereformerlyinsecure.
The history of the passing of the measure is as follows : “A
bill to ‘prevent the refusal of the writof habeas corpus’
was introduced into parliamentin 1668, but did not pas.
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 1673-4passed two bills,
one 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 tohave
beenpersistently repeated, it was not till 1679 that they
were passed by that body, consolidatpi in one act called
the Habeas Corpus Act.”’ Hallam accounts for this
determined opposition to the bill on the ground that “The
Hause of Lords contained, unfortunately, an invincible
majorityfor the court, ready to frustrate anylegislative
security for public libnry.’*
Green, in his I‘ History of the Engtish People,” says : ‘IT0
the freedom of the press, the Habeas Corpus Act added a
new security for the personal freedom of every English-

man.>’+
Macaulay says : “ I t is indeed not wonderful that this
pat law should be lughly prized by all Englishmen, with-

out distinction of party ; for it is a law, which,not
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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 liberty ; the Petition of Right fiad
renewed and extended it; but some provisions were ail1
wantingto render it complete and prevent all evaszh or
delay from ministers and judges. The Act of Habeas Corpus
served these purposes.”t
Buckle says : “ By the Habeas Corpus Act, the liberty 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.”f
As this is the first of the more important struggles for
liberty which took place after party names had been clearly
adopted and understood in England, it may beworthy of
mention that the measure was passed “during theascendancy
of the 1Vhigs”T
During the two centuries which haveelapsed since this
memorable act was placedupon thestatute book, there
have been occasions, upon which it has been claimed to be
justifiable, and statvmen who havehad 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.”$
Edrnund Burke,in a letter to the sheti& 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-“legisla.tive regulations which subvert
the liberties of our brethren.” “All the ancient, honest,
juridical principles and institutions of Englad,’‘ he says,
11 we so many clogs to check and retard the headlong mwse
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of violence and oppression. They were invented forthis
one goodpurpose, that what was not just shouldnot 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. 1
could,” he adds, “see no fair justifiable expedience pleaded
to favour this new suspension of the Mer9 of the subject?*
The Revolution of 1688 marks an epoch in Eng5sh
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 memorablestruggles 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 civiland religious freedom,as
opposed to the constantly recurring claims for monarchical
supremacy. One would
have
thought that history contained, for subsequent monarchs,lessonssufficientlyclear
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
Easternsubjects,upon
whom despotism had everbeen
practicedwithoutproducingimitation
or rebellion ; and
upon whom the blessings of free government might perhaps
be bestowed without
any
pleasurable
response.
With
greater reason might ithavebeen
anticipated thatthe
sons of the unfortunate Charles I., who had paid the price
of his life for his persistent encroachments upon the public
liberty,would
have sufficientlydeeplyrealised
the great
lessm for which that death was partly intended, and have
been mntent to wield, with judgment and maderation, the
-dre.ady large powers which their father’s wbjects were
only too willing t o vest in them as his successors. Unfortunatelp this was not so. Either those two princes-Charles II.
‘‘Cdktcd works,” VOL ii,p 4.
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and James 11-had studied their country’s history and
theirfather’slife,with
indifference to the greatprinciples
which they involved, or must have possessed an amount of
vanitywhich
w trouble or calamitycoulderadicate.
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 selfgoverning people.
The death of Charles I.-the direct result of the abuse
ofkinglypower-should,
and, to men of fair intelligence,
musthave taught a life-longlesson,regardmg the folly of
attempting, or even hoping, to stifle in those in whom it had
been once found to exist, the deep craving for fteedom, and
for the liberty of disposal of one’s legallyacquired 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 Revdution.
When Charles 11. returned to England in 1660, after his
enforcedabsence abroad, subsequent to the death of his
tather, he was received by the whole nation with open arms.
The joy and enthusiasm withwhich he was welcomed was
almost unprecedented. He was, says Macaulay, “at that
time, moreloved by the people than any other of his
predecessors had everbeen.
The calamities of his house,
the heroic death of his father, his own long-sufferings and
romantic adventures, made himan object of tender interest”
He isdescribed., 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
de@ and of exertion ; without desire of renown, and
withoutsensibility 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, withwhich we are concerned, is that which
was involved in the question as to possible future moveHe, as
mentsin
the liberal government of hispeople.
might be supposed, promised that he would rule his subjects
according to the lawsof the land, and that he would grant
These were imliberty of conscience to all hispeople.
portant as fundamental principles, but, inasmuch as they
hadbeenpromised
by all hispredecessors, even by his
father,theyprobably 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 detaiI, some part of which I have already tonched 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 himsdf
a Roman Catholic, in order to obtam certain pecuniary aid
from Louis XIV., which should render him independent of
hisown parliament; he acquiesced in, and, bydoimg 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 " proclamations, dispensing with acts of parliament, or enjoining
whatonly parliament could enjoin, appeared in rapid succession."
He brought to his aid five corrupt statesmen, known collectively by the name of "the Cabal," by whose influence in
the House of Commons many disgraceful acts were per
petad. Religious persecution was carried to a high pitch
d cruelty ; the old penal laws of Elizabeth wererevived,
under the infarnous judkiil administration of the notorious

.
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JeAreys ; and, generally, the conduct of the King was about
as bad as could be well imagined. His wholereign was, in
truth, a continuous attack uponpublicliberty.
It w a s
ignored in every direction-freedom of opinion in matters
ofreligion; freedom of the citizen to do as he wished with
hisownpossessions,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 citizenshlp foreach to live as he mag think
fit, limited onlyby
the constitutionally-made and justlyadministered laws of oneJs country. In all these particulars
Charles 11. trampledupon the rights and liberties of his
subjects, and, by so doing, contributed largely towards the
oppression and consequent anger of the English people,
whichwas continued and aggravated by his brother James,
and culminated in his expulsionfrom the throne of England.
Charles 11. died in 1685,and was succeeded by James 11.
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
t h e course of a speech, repudiated the reputation which he
had already acquired in anticipation-that of possessing an
arbitrary character. H e announced his intention of maintaining the establishedgovernment in church and stat%
and, without relinquishing any of his own rights, expressed
his intention of going as far as any man in support of his
country’sliberties. One reads with feelings of irony that
“The members of the Council broke forth into claurom of
d*ht
and gratitude*
He began, within a few hours of
beaming king, by issuing a proclamation to collect duties
e

Macaulay’s ‘‘ History of England,” chap.+
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which had not yet been constitutionallyvoted to him. As
soon as parliamentassembled, he addressed to the Commons a speech, in which he admonished them not to
supposethat by doling out supplies theywould cause him to
call them frequentlytogether; 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 parliamenttogetherwithout
that monarch’s
consent. He beggedfor
a French subsidy, and sent an
embassy to Versailles with assurances of submission, though
the Commons and the scotch Parliament had just granted
a handsome vote. His motive,in obtaining moneyfrom
Louis, was that he might be independent of his parliament.
He sanctioned the most cruel religiouspersecution, and
acquiesced in the inhuman maiadrnmistration of the law by
the notoriousJeffrey&. H e used everyavailablemeans to
restore Roman catholicism in its most despotic form ; and,
with equal z
ea
,l endeavoured to destroy the established
church. H e grossly abused his prerogative.,by the creation
of an unconstitutional tribunal known as the High Commissian. He issued special commissions to enable him to
effm 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. H e contemphied obtaining
a “repeal of the Habeas Corpus Act, which he hated, as it
was bar~mlthat a tyrant &auld hate, the most stringent
curb that ever legislation imposed an tyranny.’*
It now became obvious to all classes ofhis subjects, that
James was, as a monarch, absolutely indiffereat to his obligations, whether
expressed
or implied. He had violated
the coastitdon ; ignored or over-ridden acts of parliament :
used every e&rt to destroy the established church arid EO
restore a digion,
which the d o n had rigidly
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legislated; endeavoured to subvert one of England’smost
cherished guarantees forpersonalliberty,andprevented
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. Jmes11. at first treated this rurnour with scorn,
but, as he commenced tu 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, a t first,
there were signs that a conflict would take placebetween
his forces and those of James II., a short time sufficedto
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 dmument, known as “The Declaration
of Right.“ This Declaration was “ a recital of certain
established lawswhich had been violated by theStuart5
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 a31 and singular the premises, as their undoubted
6‘rag&s a d Zibc&.’.”+
The Declaration was, in h:t,
a
sort uf consolidation of the principle enactmenb which had
been in dispute, from time to time, between the people and
the cmm. It began with a solemn preamble, setting
forth the necessity for the strict observance of the hw,as
contributing to the happiness of nations and the eecurity of
governments. It recited the violation of the constitution; the
usurpation of power by the monarch id dispensing with
Acts of Parliament ; the necessity for maintaining the
* Macatday’s Essays: “History oftbe U
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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 Ueclaration was
circulated in Holland that James 11.clearly realised his position. 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 lawsof
the kingdom.” William and Marywere then crowned as
King and Queen of England.
The coronation, which I cannot here dwellupon, was
perfornledamid
great ceremony, and Williamgave
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 isnecessary 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 thestatute called the Declaration of Right.”*And
Hallam says: “ T h e Declaration was indissolubly connected with the Revolution settlement, a5 its motive
and its condition.”t The Declaration consists of three
parts, viz., a recital of the illegal and arbitrary acts n€
James, and of the consequent vote of abdication;a
declaration that such enumerated acts are illegal ; anda
resolution that the throne shall, subject to certain limitations, 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,
t

‘’Rasect+s
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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
longertime,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 thefreedom of speech, or
of debates, or of proceedings in parliament, ought not to be
impeached or questioned inany
court orplace 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 Ziberlres of the subject, and for
settling the succession of the crown,” and the whole care of
the two Houses was “ t o secure the religion, laws, and
liberties, that had been long possessed, and had been lately
endangered.”t
The two houses “taking into their most serious consideration the best means for making such an establishment, that
their religion, laws, and liberties, 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 inlike cases haveusually
done, for vindicating their ancient rights and Ziberfics, to
declare-and then they p
a
r
y the King and Queen that it
may be a2s€und and enacted that all and singular the rights
am‘ Zi’&k, asserted and declared, are the true ancient and
indubitable rights and liberties of the people of this
kingdom.”,f AU historians, and other writers of note,
concur in characterising this epoch in history, as one of the

f, €iaLbm’s ‘‘Constitutional History of Enghnd,” chap. 15. See a b Green’s
Shon History of the English People,” chap. 9.
t BVWs ‘ ‘ R d i e c t h on the French Revolution.” Collected Woks, VOL i
i
.
t 1. William and Mary,quat+ by Burke. “Reflections on the French Rcvolution.“ Collecred W&. vd. it.
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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
already
and libcro, in the heart of the reformation
commenced; and onthe
other, was required political
Zibcn‘y, in the heart of the pure monarchy then in progress ;
and, in the course of their progress,these two wants wereable
to invoke all that had already been done in either direction.
They combined. The party whowished to pursue religious
reformation invoked political liberty to the assistance of its
faith and conscience,against the king and the bishops.
The friends of political Zibwz‘y again sought the aid of the
popularreformation.
The two parties united to struggle
against absolute power in the temporal, and in the spiritual
orders-a powe; now
concentrated in the hands of the king.
This ” hesays, “is the origin and purport of the English
Revolution.”
“ It was thus,” he continues, “ essentially devoted to the
defence or achievement of liberty. For the religiousparty
it was a means, and for the political party an end ; but with
h f h Zibdy vas f h c puesfion.”
Again the same writer says : “Taking everything together,
the English Revolution was essentiallypolitical ; 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 chikf deskn and dejinife aira were
plitikd; wen devoted to libere, and the abolition of all
abIalufe jQZueT.))*
Hallam says : I‘ It” (the House of Stuart) ‘‘ made the
mexisten- of an hereditary line, claiming’ a sovereign
prerogative, paramount to the libcrfh they had vouchsafed
‘8

History of C i v i l k t b n in Ewopt,” vol. i.: lecture ‘3.

118

LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

to concede, incompatible with the security or probable
duration of those liberties. This incompatibility is the true
basis of the Revolution of 1688.”*
Elsewhere the same writer says : “The glorious Revolution stands in no need of vulgarcredulity, no mistaken
prejudice, for its support. It canonlyreston
the basis of
a liberaltheory of government, which looks to the public
good as the great end for which positive laws, and the constitutional order of states have
been
instituted.”+ And
again, I consider the Revolution to havebeen eminently
conducive to our freedom and prosperity.”! “It was the
triumph of thoseprinciples, which, in the language of the
present day, are denominated liberaZ, or, constifutional.”ll
Macaulay, in his essay on Milton, speaks of the Revolution as I’ 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 anc‘ient constitution
of government, which is o w only securify for law and
liberfy.”$
Burke, again, in a proposed address to George III., on
the American War, written nearly a century after this great
epoch, so eloquently and comprehensivelysummarisesits
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 proceeding paramount and superior to them. At that evermemorable and instructive period, the letter of the law was
superceded in favourof the substance of liberty. To the
* “ ConstitoffondHistory of En$and chap. 14.
t “ Con&ationel History
”

of England, chap. 14.
1 ‘Conhtudonal History of England,” chap. 14.
l/“Constitutional History of England,” chap. 14.
B “Reflections w the
French Revolution.” CoUecled 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 werz regenerated. Fromthat
greatprinciple of libertyhaveoriginated the statutes, confirming and ratifying theestablishment from which your
Majesty derives your right to rule over us. Tho& statutes
have not given us our liberties; our liberties have produced
them.”*
I need scarcely say thatthe
Whigs took a very prominent part in thisgreatevent
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 humcane.”t
I pass now to another and still later epoch in the history
ofmy subject-that which is marked by the struggle for,
and acquirement of independence, by the American colonies,
now knownas theUnited States. This struggle involved
that important branch of civil liberty which is comprehended
in thequestion of nationaltaxation.
It will be seen, from
the following short sketch, that the right of a monarch or
his government to imposetaxation is, for obviousreasons,
watched always with the utmost jealousy ; and that one of
the mvst 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 functiorrs
in that direction.
The settlement of the American colonies, which, as
H u m says, were “established on the no5lest footing that
* “Address to the King.” Collected Works, voL v., p. 473.
t

I-Ikrm-y ofthe 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 chuFch
and mcmarchy, had sought for freedom in those savage
deserts.”’
There can be no doubt that those early settlers, who
sailedfor the American continent to found a new home
and a new country for
themselves,
carried with them
all the liberty-loving traditions of the racefromwhich
theysprang. The memoryof the great historic struggles,
which stoodas landmarks in their country’shistory, had,
in allprobability,left
a deep impression upon the leading spirits of that enterprising and now historic expedition
Edmund Burke, in his celebrated speech upon Conciliation with America,” which he delivered in r775, said :“ The people of the colonies are descendants of Englishmen. England, sir, is a nation which, still I hope, respects
and formerly adored herfiedm. The colonists emigrated
from you when this part of your character was mostpredominant;and
they took this bias and direction the
moment they parted from your hands. They are, therefore,
not only devoted to Zibn-9, but to liberty, according to
in the
English ideas, and on English principles.”Again,
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
severalstruggles, succeeded in securing for themselves a
form of government whichfostered these feelings, rather
than allowed
them
to fade
from
the memory. “The

* H u e ’ s ‘‘IIytwy of England
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Note.-Though this quotation

mitten upwards of B m t a r y ago’ is iamrate in speaking of the s i k d t h e Uuited
States &s consisting
sav e deserts,”it is nevertheless of value, as recording, in
wonk the
t by
the early colonise were actaatcd.
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executive .powerwas vested ' i n a governorappointed by
the king. He was assisted by a mmcil, which sometimes
conjoined the functions of a Privy Council and a House af
PeersThe
people
were
represented
by a House of
Assembly, consistingd persons chosen by the freeholders in
the country parts, and the householders or corporations of
towns. The governorcould levy no moneywitbout the
cOnSent of the House of Assembly. The British parliament,
however, claimed, but scarcely ever exercised, the privilege
of i m p s i n g taxes upon the colonists,withoatconsulting
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 cokmists. 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 cbnfined to the local wants. The politicalcondition
of the colonies was of the freest character, and they wme
also in a state of great prosperity. It was thls prosperity
indeed, added to the growing indebtedness of England,
which prompted the Britishgovernment to impose taxes
upan the A
x
e
t
h
r colonies, Sir Robert Walpole had been
sounded, and had refused to act an the suggestion, but Mr.
Grendlq less able to foresee the ultimateeflect of his
act, and thinking to lighten the monetary bvdens which
continuaus wars had entaifed on the mother country, projected the celebrated Stamp Duties 8% a prasedent. The
w w a in itself, small, but there was a principle involved in
it which the colonists immediately detected and regarded as
b g e w s :to their future civilliberty ; they t h d o r e off&

to lt the most strenuom objection.
Gtenvii3e'samtention was that inasmuch as the colonists
Ipceid protection frtm the English government, they were
to mmibate toward thk meme, out of which that
platlectirrn m s defrayed. ?TIt k wmds of Green, '' As the
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burden had been partly incurred in the defence d the
h e r i s a n colonies,Grenville resolved that the colonies
should bear their share of it. The colonists, on the cantrary, &tended that ' taxation and representationshould
go hand in hand' ; a n 4 as America had no representatives
in the British parliament, they declined to be taxed witbout
their consent. The question was one purely of principle,
€or the represetltatives of the colonists, in their local
parliaments, were willing to vote moneys of a much larger
arqount than that which had been demanded by the Home
government. But they protested against its being kvicd on
them by the English legislature, in which they had no voice.
They therefore deputed the famous Eknjamk Franklin to
proceed to London, and &ere protest against the proposed
taxation. This determined stand renderedGrenville more
resolved than ever to have his own way. The first colony to
take up this firm &tude of protest was Virginia Among
those in England, who took up the colonists cause, was the
elder Pi& afterwards Lord Chatham, who said: &'In my
opinion, this kingdom has no right to lay a tax an the
colonies. . ., America is ohinate ! Am-erica is atmost in
open rebellion ! Sir, I rejoice that America has re&&.
Three millions of people,'' he added, '' 50 dead w di the
f d n g s of h@,
85 volwntarily to sobmit to be $axq
would have been fit instrvments to make slaves of the re&.'*
The opposition of the oolonislts took many forass"
iaclwhg reso$utbns, petitions, and &ow
Qther publications. At a certsbin p i n t of this growiag r
e
s
k
t
a
n
q the
then existing minkizy ri.i9played @-e& willation, and, In a
very short time, the c e l e l m M Seamp.Act, *
hi& had kea
the murce ofall the &3korltw
cuhistg, was repahd ; but, u
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that upontea-which
was retained in order to assert the
principle of England’s nkht to impose taxes on her colonies.
In addition to the retention of this duty, a series of remarkable innovations were introduced. Here again, Edmund
Burke’s voice was heard, inall its force and eloquence, in
criticising the weakness and vacillation of English policy.
‘ I Your act of 1767,”he said, ‘lasserts 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 : ‘ I Could anything be a subject of more
jmst alarm to America than to see you go out of the plain
high road of finance, and give up yonrmost
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 fotmedy the feelings of Mr. Hampden, when called
upon for the payment of twentyshillings.Would
twenty
shillingshaveruined
Nr. Hampden’s fortune ? No ! but
the payment of half twenty shillings, on the principleit was
demanded, would have made him a &ve.”t
The principle
contained in this argument had already been amrnpted to
be answered by Lord C
a
r
m
d
q who had contended that
the Americans were England’s children, anti that, therefwe,
theycould not revolt against their parent. “If they are
not fie in thek present state,” then, he urged, England
is not free ; because Manchester and other considetatde
places are not represented.”$ Burke was ready with a
complete answer t~ such an argument, and, like all his
reasoning, it contained a principle of impoFtaace. “So
thw” he said, “
b
e
d
s
esome towns in &had aae not
represented, America is to have 110 representative at ail,
t
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They are our ‘children,,’but when children ask for bread, we
am not to give them a stone, Is it &ecause the natural resistM Cof
~ things, and the various mutations of time hindet.
our government, OT any &me of gumnrent, from being
any more than a fort of approximation to the right ; is it
therefore that the colonies are to recede from it infinitely ?
When this child of OUK wishes to assimilate to its parent,
d to deet, with a true filial resemblance, the beauteous
amntenance of British libere; are we to turn toitthe
shameful parts of our constitution ? Are we to give them
OUT weakness for their strength; w r opprobrium for their
glory? -and the slough. of slavery,which
we are not
able to work 0% to serve ;hem for their freedom? If this
be the case, ask yourselves this question : Will they be
content in such a state of slavery ? If wt, look to the
consequences. Reflect how you are to govern a people,
who think they ought to be free, and think t k y are not.
Your scheme yields no revenue ; it yields nothing but
discantent, 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
w revenue is to be found.”*
Burke’s eloquence and reasoning wereunavailing.
The
King (George 111.1 had derermined to seize the first opportunity to rescind the “fatal compliance of 1766.” Some
unimportant riots had marked the rising indignation of the
donists, and the occrsion was at once grasped, as a reasoil
far steps of a m t rigorous character.
Apetition from the Legislative Assemblyd Massachusetts,
BEaving the dismissal of certain public officers located in
the colonies, who had advised the Home authorities to
deprive the colonies of their free institutions, was rejected
as I‘ friv&us and vexatious“ by an act of the Commons.
”he port of Boston nas closed against dl commerce ; the
S m h 00
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State of Massachusetts was deprived of the lhxt.ies which
it had enjoyed since the hnding af the Pilgrim Fathem ;
it was made what we now term a Crown colon9 ; the
appointment of its judges was transferred frcm the people
to the governor ; and the latatter was empowered to send to
England, to talce their trial, all persons charged with having
taken part in the disturbances which had already 00
curred. A strong d
a
tr
y force was established under the
commandership of a general, who, at the m e time, became
governor of Massachusetts. The King was jubilant at the
prospects, and wrote to his minister: “The die is cast;
the cdonies must either triumph Qr submit,” The coloqists,
meanwhile,
were
preparing for resistance. They determined-to refuse all commercial negotiationswith the moth&
country ; and preparations for war were set ozi 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, now 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
mostpainfulcharacter,
inasmuch as the combatants were
practically fellowcountrymen. In Burke’s speech on I‘ Conciliation,“delivered in March, 1775, &ecollected Some
interesting figures showing the population and extent o€
the trade. of the colonies shortly before the war. , H e
estimates the former at ‘‘ two miIlions of inhabitants of our
o m European blood and d o u r , besides at least ~w,aoo
others, probably slaves” The exports to he cohies ame t e d half of the whale export trade of Engld-that is
to say, six millions out of twelve. The w* began in 1 7 ~ 5 ,
and lasted till 1783 when the British troops e
v
B
c
t
l
s
t
e
d New
Yark, and the Americao army was d i s b d d It wzw un
July 4th 1776, about a year after the war b
egan, that the

WB&RTY AND LIBERALISM.

I27

American Congress published its celebrated Declaration of
IndepeIt begins with the following words : “We,
the epsentatives of the United States of America, in
Congress a&rnbled, appealing to the Supreme Judge of the
world for the rectitude of our intentions, solemnly publish
and declare that these united coloniesare, and of right
ought to befra and b d e p c n h t States.” Thus may be said to
have commencedthe history of the United States of America,
and to have been attained one of the most signal victories
fur true Liberalism .which the new world has yet witnessed.
Among the many reflections, which a study of this great
s t m a l e must produce in the mind ofevery student of
history, is that which points to the attitude of George III.,
and his assumption of the old kingly powers, which had led
to so much trouble with his predecessors. This was probably
the chief e a u 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.‘* “ I n ten years,”says the same
miter, I‘ he reduced government to a shadow, and turned
the Ioyaltyof his subjects intodisaffection. In twenty he
hadforced the colonies of America into revolt and independence, and brought England to the brink of ruin.”t He
spoke of the coloriists, at an early stage of the q
m as
“ rebels,’’ and characterised the elder Pitt (who had protested against the whole policy of the Home government)
as a cLtnrmpetof sedition.” The speeches and writings of
Edmund Burke are replete with phihophic observations
upon this great stmggk, which *‘be found deeply interesting to all who can give more attention toit
ttran is
demanded here. In a proposed address to the king
which was evidently mitten while the struggle witb the
donies was at an . early stage, he said, “It will be
OiCreen’5 “Histoory of the E o g l i P-“
cb&
t G € 5 d g ” % i s u u y d t t n EnglbbPsopk,’chpp.
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impossible long to resist the powerful and equitable arguments in favour of the freedom of there unhappy people,
that are to be drawn from the principle of our own ISity;”
and, in an “Address to the British colonists in North
America,” he says, even more powerfully : ‘&Weview the
establishment of the English colonies on principles of
lz3erfy, as that which is to render this kingdom venerable to
future ages. I n 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 u s This is the pecuCr
and appropriated glory of England. Those who have, and
w h hld to that foundation of m m o a liberty, whether on
this, m on your side of the ocean, we consider as the true,
and
the only true Englishmen. Those who
from
it,
whether there or’ here, are attainted, corrupted in blood,
and wholly fallen from their originalrank
and value.
They are the real rebels to the fair constitution and just
supremacy of England.”
Let me conclude my hasty sketch of this particular
epoch by a quotation from Sir Erskine May. “When tbe
Great Republic,” he says, “was fully established as an
independent state, it afforded an example of Jkedm 4
cprra/i/y unknown in the previous history of the world.”+
The last evemt with which we are concerned in this
chapter, is that which is shortly and generally summarisxi
under the heading of “ Catholic Emancipation.” I- shall
endeavour to show that,just as all the previous movements,
with which I have already d d t , have been inspired by the
strong bve among men for personal liberty, and the equaliy
strong desire for freedom in the d-1
(asbest conforms
tu each iuclividds wishes) of such property as &kty
rmognises as one‘s own ; so, in the event, with which I am
Works, vd. v., p.
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now about to deal, there is evident the struggle to obtain
recognition of an analogou< 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 a n y 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 sta.ges 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
Emope during ,the fifteenth century, is attributable to the
papal as much 5ts to the feudal despotism of those times.
The papal powerwhich was wielded during that period
was, indeed, not confined to matters of a spiritual nature,
bat it obtruded itself into almost all such as canfairly be
comprehended under the term I‘ temporal.” It, in fact,
claimed, and, for the most
exercised a jurisdiction over
all humanrelations,whetherspiritual,political,social,
or
intellectual.
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 dl civilised peoples.
This great power, as might have been predicted, fix3 to
many and great abuses. What was originally intended as a
meam towards the elevatiiin of the human race, h a m e an
end in itself-the original object being in timelost sight d.
Wmh$ degenerated into iddatFg ; ritual mi ceremony
became nothing more thanextravagant aud meaningless
pomp ; faith and reliance in a supreme power wefe allowed

part;
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to drift into superstition and ignorantcredulity.
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 ultimatelythrown 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 VIII., the iduence
of Rome was boldy resisted. That monarch, undercover
of other motives;resolved to enrich himself, and, atthe
same time, to abolish corruFon, by suppressing the monasteries within his realm By an act of padiament of his reign,
380 of those institutions fell into his hands, enriching him
to the extent of thirty-two thousand pounds a yw-an
immense sum in t h e days. The spoils werelargely distriSuted among his own favourites. Serious riots fallowed.
In 1539, the king decreed the suppression of aU monasteries ; and church property of allkinds,including
land,
buildings, and gold and silver relics of great value, were seized
and confiscated. The king renounced the papal supremacy,
and the r e w o n of the English people was tknceZorth

changed.
Cranrner, Archbishop of Canterbury, endeavoured to
campkte the Refortnation. He further removed Romgn
abuses and established the Evkgeliql c r e e d ; circulated the
Bible among the people, and altered the heniceandritual of
the national church.
With the reign of Ildary, however, a reaction set ia
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 acknowledgedher
allegiance tothe pope. Then followed persecution, in all1
its worst and most revoking forms. The prisons were filled,
and the tenible fires of Smithfield were called into constant
requisition. Two hundred and eighty-eightpersons,including bishops, dergymen, women and children, were burned
at the stake ;and many thousand of others suffered difierent
forms of persecution. Thenit was that Latimer, Ridley,
Hooper, and the great Cranmer sacrificed their lives for their
creed.
With the accession of Elizabeth, in 1558,the protestant
religion was again restored : the reestablishment being
effected upon the basis laid downby
Cranmer and his
followers. During that reign
every
catholic priest was
branded BS a traitor, and a l l 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 withvigour;”tbut,
subsequently, that wayward monarch,for various reasons,
became much more tolerant. Even as late as the protectorship of Cromaell, when “ liberty of worsh) was secured
tor all,” an exception was made in the case of Papists.
“Liberty of c o a s ~ c c j ” however, was secured forevery
citizen.$ William of Orange, after the battle of the Boyne
in T+O, entered into the Treaty of Limerick, by which he
guaranteed religious toleration to his Irish catholic subjects.
He undertook to b i d his heirs and successor3; but the
treaty was afterwards disregarded, and twenty years or so
W, was completed the celebrated catholic penal code,
cuwisthg of several acts of the . legislature, F d at
Merent ri-rees, in apd abaut that period.
“ A , e t a t u t e was fabricated,“ says Burke, ‘‘ in the year
x%,
by which the saying mass mas fwged into a crime,
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punishable with perpetual imprisonment. The teaching
school , . . even in a private familywas,inevery catholic,
subjected tothe
same punishment. . . . Every Roman
catholic was to forfeithis estate to hisnearest protestant
relation, until he redeemed by his hypocrisy, what the law
had transferred tb hiskinsman 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
foreignerinhisnative
land, only because he retained the
religion along with his property, handed down to him from
those who had been the old ifihabitants of that land before
him. Does any one who hears me," added Burke, "approve
thisscheme of things, or think there is common justice,
common sense, or common honesty in any part of it ?"+
The Penal code, shortly summarised, provided as follows :
" N o papist could take real estate by descent or purchase. A
conveyance to a papist wits 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 pTotestant, and the priest, who ceiebrated such a
marriage, was guilty of felony. Papisis were prevented from
becoming barristers ; from teaching in schools ; from saying
orhearingmass
; fromholding office,civil or military ;
from sitting in parliament, or voting at an election.
Popish recusants-that s
i , persons who did not atted the
established church-could not hold d c e , keep arms, m e
within ten miles af London, or travel five miles from their
own home, exceptupon 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
person Was liable to heavy p e n a l t i e s . A woman of that
cG,
who married, forfeitedtwo-thirds of her dower or
L
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jointure, and, during marriage, she could, at anytime, be
imprisoned, unless her husband redeemed her at the rate of
ten pounds per month. All other recusant females were
compelled to renounce popery or quit the realrn-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 ofwhichwere
enjoyed
by protestant subjects, were denied to those who professed
the creed of Rome. “ I t was,” said Burke, ‘(a machine of
wise and elaborate contrivance, noted for itsvicious perfection, and as admirably fitted for the oppression,impoverishment, and degtadation of a people, and
the
debasement in them of human nature itself, as ever
proceeded from the pervertedingenuity
of
man.”
The
same writer,in
his tracts onthe
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 I 7 79, and again a few years afterwards, the harshness of
this code was considerably ameliorated. The elective franchise 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 subject 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 h ~ k s to
t the
lowest-fromthe
most material of the civil professions,
from the army, and evenfromeducation.’*
The bill of
1782,which effected this melioration referred to, re-affirmed
many of the old acts ; and thii revival led Burke to say of
.C&UtdWO&diiL
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the measure by which that was effected: “TOlook at the bin
in the abstracf it is neither more nor less than a renew4
act of universnl, unmitigated, indiqkmabk, eXcEpiGmZess
DISQUALIFICATION.” “ One would imaginq” he continues, “that a bill, inflicting such a multitude of incapacities,had followed on the heels of a conquest made by a
very fierce enemy, under the impression of recent animosity
and resentment.Ja* In 1801,when Pitt was concerned with
the great question of conciliation with Ireland, he conceived
the question of religiousequality to be one of the most
powerful means towards that end. “ I n 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&ally at an end.”? The hope, which was thus held out to the
mtholics, prevented opposition to the bill whichbrought
about the legislative union, though it is acknowledged that
the catholic influence could have
s&ured
its dedeat
“ After the passing of the bill, Pitt prepared to lay before
the cabinet a measure, which woukl have raised, notonly
the catholic, but the dissenter also to #&ect cpupJity of a
d
.e’g&s.
He proposed to remove a l l religioustests which
limited the exercise of the franchise, or were required for
admission to parliament, the magistracy, the bar, municipal
offices, or posts m the army or the service of the state.”$
George III., whose unjustihable assumption of historical
p
e I have already instanced, in dealing with the
subject of American indepeedence, h
e
r
e dsa obstructed the
passage of a most genuine piece of Liberal lq@datioo.
Havirzg heard of Pies inteution to submit such a scheme Q
his cabinet, that monarch maid : ‘’I count m y ~ l l l ~
myn
pemd enemy, W ~ Oproposes any such meQsuFc” Pitt,
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thereupon, laid his whole plan before the king ; submitting
that “ the political circumstances under which the exclusive
laws originated, arising, either from the conflicting power of
hostile and nearlybalanced sects ; from the apprehension
of a popish queen as S U C C ~ S S O;~a disputed succession and
a foreign pretender ; a division in Europe between catholic
and protestant powers, areno 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 hisresolution,
resigned.
I n 1823, the Irish Liberal partybeing
united, ‘‘they
closed hands in
defence
of their common
liberties.”
O’Connel and Shiel, long estranged, met, and became
reconciled. Out of that meeting
league
a
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 powerfulpetitions. Tracts and
circulars,bearing upon the questions which inspired its
members, werewidely
distributed ; and, in many other
wqs, not always to be commended, itsinfluence was felt
over the whole political field af its time. So great was its
power, that parliament,in 1825, passed an act terminating
its existence ; but, almost immediately afterwards, it was
reorgankd. The general election of 1826 was the next
battle ground;* and the growing feeling was prominently
represented in the result. The tern “emancipation ” was
then used to designate the element of liberty.
Frarn this time forward the agitation continued. In 1828
O’Connell vas induced to b e c o w a candidate for a seat in the
House of Commons. His address ran as follows :-‘’ Fellow
countrymen : your count+ wants a representative. I respect* Gnen‘s ‘‘Hhtay,” +. IQ.
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fully solicit your s u m 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
t h e oaths 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 representative of the people, an obstacle which would prevent
him from doing his duty to hisking and to his country.”
O’Connellwas duly elected. The Duke of Wellington was at
the head of the government, and, at once, saw that the matter
must be dealt with. Parliament was convened on March
5th 1819,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, notwithstanding the presentation of a thouwnd petitions, intended
to defeat: its progress, the bill was passed by the Commons
and the Lords, though by the latter after a great struggie.
On April rgth, it received the royal assent. ir It was hailed
with joy by the friends of religious freedom in England, as
well as in Irelaad.’“, O’Connell, having been elected More
the passage of the act, was refused admission to the House
d Commons ;and his seat was, after much debate, declared
vacant. He returned to Ireland, and was returned nnopposed, having acquired the title of “the Liberator of hi
country?’ In order to justify my inclusionso€ this epoch,
among others, a one of the great “struggles for liberty,”
and therefore, as -an instance of the true Liberalimn m
politics, I feel bound to quote rhe following additional
passage from Edmund Burke, contained in a letter to his
son, on the subject of the popery laws. It indicates his

.
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view of those laws in such a way as to show how he would
have regarded their repeal. 'I A liberty made up of penalties !
A liberty ma& up of incapacities ! A libertymade up of
exclusion and proscription-continued forages-offourfifihs, 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 Y* Sir Emkine May says,
speaking of this cause: ' I It yas supported by eminent
Englishstatesmen,
and by the liberal judgment of an
enlightened p a r t y in parliantent, and in the country."t
Thus, then, was ended this great and memorablestruggle
known as "Catholic Emancipation,"and thus concludes
my sketch of what I have tenned ' I Historic Liberalism." I
may say of the several movements with which I have thus
dealt-touse
the words of Macaulay, "the Charter of
Henry keauclerc, the Great Charter, the Extinction of
Personal Slavery, the Separation from the See of Rome, the
Petition of Right, the Habeas C o r p u s Act, the Revolution,
. . the Abolition of geligious Disabilities . . . all these
seem to us to be the successive stages of m e gnaf revohhn." The wholeof these great events havebeen so ably
and 50 eloquently summarised by the inexhaustible Edmnnd
Bwrke that I sbali again venture to quote his words :
"Our oldestreformation is that of MagnaCharta.
YOU
will see that Sir Edward Coke, that great oracle of our law,
aitd indeed all great men who follow him, to Blackone, are
industrious to prove the pedqree of our liberties. .
In the famous law of the third of Charles I., called the
Petition of Right, the parliament says to the king, "Your
subjects have inherited this fie&rn ," claiming their franchiye, not on abstract principles, as 'the rights of men,! but
as the rights of Englishmen, and as a patrimony derived
from their forefathers.
. The samepolicypervades
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all the Iaws whioh have sn
i = been' made fw the preservation
of
Zibtrties. In the first' ofWilliam Bdd Mary, in the
famous. statute called the Dedaratio~of Right, the two
Houses utter not a syllable of ' a tight to fkame n goqemment far themselves.' You will see that their whole care
was to secure the religion, lam and Ziktk, that had been
long
and had been lately endaRgered Takiig
into, their most aerious c~nsiderationthe best means for
' n u

making such an establiihmenf~that their religion, law and
might not be in danger of being again subverted,
You will observe I' be adds, "that from Magna Charta
to the Declaration of Right I t has been the uniform policy
of our constittition to claim and assert our l&&, as an
entailed inheritance, derived t
6 us from our forefathers, and
-to be tragsmitted to our posterity. . , . We have an
inheritable mwn ; an inheritable peerage ; and a House of
Commons; and a people inheriting privileges, bchises,
and la3erties from a long line of ancestors."*
1.know of no passage with which I can more suit,ably
close tbis '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 righcs and franchises
acquired, maintained,extended,
and developed, without
subveGing the ancient constitution of the
It is the
history of reforms, not of revolutions. It is be history of a
monaFcby under which the people have acquired all the
free$om,of a republk"t
librrfzk

state.
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The supreme legislative power of England inthe eleventh
’century was lodgedin 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.”+ The
‘‘ meetings of the wise men I’are spoken of as having taken
place &fore the conquest, but their constitution and proceedings are so vaguely recorded, that beyond mere
mention,they do nut d l for further comment. ‘‘ There
are traces of the attendance of a few of the lesser knighthood,gentryperhaps
of the neighburhood where the
-4ssembly was held, in some of its meetings under Henry
111. (thirteenth century) ; but, till a late period in the reign
of his successor, the great Council pmctically remained a
gathering of the greater barons, the prelates, and the officers
of the crown.”f. I n 1265 two burgesses f b m a& town
were summoned ta parliament, but ‘‘rather to afford
financial information to the great Council than as representstives.”8 In rag5 “the admission of the burgesses and
knights of the shire to the assembly completed thc fabric of
our representative constitution.“ The great Cduncil of the
Barons had then b e c m the parliament of the realm, a
parliamentin whicti every order of the state found itsel€
represented, and took part in the grant of snpplies, the work
of legislation, and the control d governem,”$ The
proclamation bywhich this Council was convened, im&d
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“all who had any grace to demand of the kinginparliament, or any plaint to make in matters which could not be
redressed or determined by ordinary course of law, or who
frad been in any way aggrieved by any of the king‘s
ministers, or justices, or sheriffs, or their bailiffs, or any
other &cer, OT 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 fanchise, 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 Englandgrewinpopulation,
in commerce, and in
eivihation, the middle classes began to claim, as a right,
what had been originally granted as a concession ; and what
had beenoriginally
used as ameans
to facilitate the
exercise of the royal prerogatiw, became, in time, an evergrowing check upon its hitherto practically unlimited power.
As the country pmgressed, and as weatth accumuiated
and became more widely distributed, claims for representation were more confidentlyexpressed by the people. At
first, all counties, and cities,
and boroughs sent representatives
to the parliament thus constituted. As fresh towns came
ingo natice, they too were admitted to take part inits
deliberations ; but IU) provision was made for contracting of
reducing the representation of sych t m m s and bormghs as,
in the natural order of things, fell away in popuktion and
impsrtance, with the evolution of wmrnerce and society.
In r p g , the Nome uf Commons co&isted of 298 members,
m e of w h represented cqdtuenues, the population of
Q
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which had in some cases shrunk almost out of existence.
I n fact, (except in a verysmallnumber 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 2 5 5 additional members were added to represent new towns and boroughs. Thus the Commons had
come to consist of upwards of 550 members The condition
of Englishrepresentation, in 1832, previous to the great
Reform Bill of that year, was of an extraordinary nature,
andit is somewhatsurprising that it shouldhavebeen
allowed thus to drift so. far away from a condition of men
approximate justice and equity to the different classes Qf the
community. Burke had already said, in his “Thoughts on
the Causes of the Present Discontents :-“ I see no other
wayfor the preservation of a deeent attention to public
interest in the representativg but the interposition of the
body of the people its*” but he hadsaid this without
effect, and, in 1776,Wilkes had asked leave to introduce a
measure, in order to increase the proportion of representationallowed to the metropa+ 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,*Birmingham, Sheffield, and Leeds. ‘‘ Rdorm,”in fact, became,
for the time being, a popular cry, but it led to nothing
pramical.
In 1830,the condition of things had become almost
ridiculous, andit was in c o n q w n c e of that fact that
d
n boroughs acquired the unenviable reputasion of
“rottenness.” They consisted far the most part of p h
which, having been at one time opulent a d important, had,
in the course of generations,sunk into corarne~$inactivity
and unimportance. One of the most nokxious aas Laown
as “Old %urn”
N o business had been condacted, 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 ofwhich was

aver a million. In such cases the representation was in the
hands ofwealthy peers or “ log-rolling” commoners, who
had uses forthem ; and suck constituencies werepassed
from hand to hand with the propertywithinwhich they
weE comprehended. It is said that an East Indian prince
was possessed of estates which entitled him to send herenty
members to the House of Commons. In the course of the
debate upon the subject it was asserted that certain constituencies, with an aggregatepopulation of less than five
thousand, returned one hundred members to the House of
Commons. ‘‘ Manchester,”saidMacaulay,
in one of his
Reform speeches, “with two hundred thousand inhabitants,
has so members. ‘Old Sarum,’ with no inhabitants has
fwu members.” As a fact,
thirty-eight
noblemen
comd e d one hundred and fifty votes,* and two hundred
persons, alreadysufficientlyrepresentedin
the House of
Lords, were said to have returned a m a j m f y of the House
of Commons. The expulsion of the Bourbons from the
French throne in 1830intensified the agitation for reform,
which was already becoming powerfullyfelt.
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 bemg rendered moresimultaneous, and
thedore more effectual for agitative purposes, by means of
the increasingly powerful labourorganisations which had
then lately sprung into existence.
The election ofSeptember, 1830, resulted in a considerable gain by the Liberals. The King‘s Speech, instead of
promising, or evenmentioning
reform, boasted of the
prosperity and social cmtentmwt of the people. In the
H 5 w of Lords, in the debate on the Address, Earl Gray,
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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 breakingout all around, it is ourfirst duty to
secure our own institutions, by introducing into them a
temperate reform.” The Duke of Wellington,inreply, iosisted on the existing condition of parliamentary representation as being eminently satisfactory in everyway, and boldly
asserted that he would strenuouslyresist any measure of
reform.
A fortnightafterthis,
the ministry was defeated ona
financial
question,
and resigned.
Lord
Grey’s ministry
followed-the first Liberal ministry (with one or two excep
tions,covering as manymonths,) which had existed for
upwards of sixty years.
On 1st March, 1831, Lord John Russell introduced B
Reform Bill. It did not provide forany 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 ‘ b e completelyabolished.
By
the bill, fifty-six of them werewholly disfranchised ; thirtyone were partially disposed of in the same way ; and fortyOnenew towns were afforded parliamentary representation :
m e receivingtwo 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 n u m k of
electors was doubled, by means of th$ extension o f . the
iranchise.
Mamulay, in speakingupon the bill, said : “ I have no
hesitation in pronouncing it a wise, nohle, and c
o
m
p
hensive measure, skilhlly framed far the healing of great
distempers, for the securing at once of the public Z M ,
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 biil, he said : ‘‘ It is to a d d t the
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class to a large and direct share in the representation,withoutany violent shock to the institutions of our
country.”
Macaulay, however, liberalas he wag did not consider that
the principle of manhood suffrage was then defensible. He
admitted its mwess in America, but argued that, inasmuch
86 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
‘ I irritable,
unreasonable,credulous,eager
for relief, and
heedless of remote consequences, it was e x m e n t to
require apecuniary.qualification
lor the suffrage.”Many
Tories, of course,
predicted
“revolution,” instead of
‘‘ refowtion,”
The bill passed its second reading by a majority of one I
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 laqe towns. The
Tones relied, for the most part, upon the constituencies
whichwere speaking for the last time The bill was now
p e d by a majority of 109, and was sent up to the Lords.
In advocating the measure beforethem, Lord Brougham made
what has been regarded as the greatest oratorical effortof
his life. H e spoke for five hours, and the speech is said to
have constituted I t a n era in the history of that House.”
The peroration is somewhat thrilling: terminatingas follows :
I‘ Rouse not a peace-loving,butresolute
pwpk. Alienate
p
t from y y body the o k t i o n s of a whole empire. I
conmd you to assist with your uttermost efforts in preserving
-e, 4.
upholding and perpetuating the constitution.
Therefore, I pray and exhart you not to reject this measure
€37all you hold dear-by all the ties which bind every one
d ,m-to our common order and our common country, I
W l y adjure y w , I warn you, I implore you, yea, on my
b e n d 4 knees, I supplicate you, reject not this bill [ ”

mi*

H
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The bill was rejectednotwithstanding. The public ex&+
now became intense, and hquent ~ots
occurred. Tht
property of variousanti-reformers was destroyed, and the
whole country was p ~ o f m d l yagitated. Tk bill was again
tintroduced, and again boldly opposed. Pt, however, ,passed
lthe5econd rea-;
but am anmdment, which destrupdL
weCulnes$ was adopted The head of the administratim
(Lord Grey), m w demanded the CkeatiOn of sutItcient peers
to carry the bill, which request the king refused. The
ministryresigned, and the people rose in a M y , and
petitioned the Commons to stop supplies. At many @k
meetings resolutions were passed that the paymeat of takes
should be resisted. The king proposed a obmpromise
between the two parties, and immediately public hdigRation
roae to a dangerouspitch.
The king thw d
e
d hrd
Grey, and agreed to create peers
the purpose requirt&
The peers now saw that further r-ce
wss useless,and the
bill was quickly pes& through all its stages, and became
the law of the land.
Thus was placed upon England%atatute boo% one of the
most famous andthe
most L i M of enactments-the
Reform Bill of 1832. "It blroge d m the monopoly which
the aristocracy and landed classes had enjoyed, and admitted
the middle cl&sses t o a share of tlre hw-making power. " The
representation was divided between the aristocracy and,*
middle claps, instead of Being, as befme, the &.+e
possession of the former."*
MacaaEay, in his speech ufMarch, 1831, upon the abject.
of this measure, said when it was i n k o d d by Load John
Russell, A great plan of r e e o n t i l i prepared by @
minister of the crown, has been brought bebe tw
m ~ ~ t t ewhich
r
gives additional lustre M; a &
l
ename,
insqxmbl~a~~ociateduring
d, tm WII~U&S, with tbe dearest
.writ

f o r a

.

, h r

&m&s

of the English people." I need

* '' H;stoy d o u r Own Tireq"v01. i., p 5p
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t h e 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
Bas against the oppremian of power.”*
To have withheld this fair distribution of voting power, by
conservingtfie
unequal and inequitable state of things
which egisted prim 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.
Fiaally, hdacaulay said of the great measure, “ I call it,
a d the d o n calls it, and our posterity will long call it,
this secoad Bill of Rights : this great charter of the liberties
of

England.I’ t

The abolition of slavery in one country, by means of the
generosity and love of freedom En anothq, is unprecedented
in the world’s history, as a spontaneous expression of
genuine Liberalism.
The abolition Qf slavery itself, as an institution, in 1833,
was preceded by the abolition of the slave trade with
which was d&ed a quarter of a century beforevi&,in 1806-7.
The.latter movement is said to have originated from the
fact of a vice-chancellorof one of the colleges at Cambridge,
having, in I 785, chosen, as a subject for a Lath dissertation,
the foilowing question : ‘IIs it right to make slaves of others,
against their will?” Thomas Clarkson, one of the competitabs, tamcentrated his wholemind upon the question, and
won the prize. His essay was traqdated mcl suppIemented.
He then became seizud with an overwhelming enthusiasm
fos &he s&ject, Hsrving dkkdevery Qbtainablefragment
2w
e
n concerning the question, and having conf , of , tbe truth of the frightful tales of
*‘1tspckh~t8cPenalLp~&Catl&cs“

t “spdi o i l , rBm&ik-

Rcfcrm,” sB J*,

CdkctedWorks,vol.iii
1831.

.
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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 1737,
lent his sympathy and great ab-ili&es to the movement. In
I 788 Clarkson published a woik, entitled “The lmpolicy of
the Slave Trade.” He visited France, and enlisted further
sympathyamong the most famous men of that ~0utltr-y;
and, by unceasing labour and advpcacy, succeeded in
bringing the matter under the notice of parliament. In $le
same year, Mr. Pitt carried a resolution to the eff& that it
was desirable.that the subject should be dealt with by
parliament. .In 1790, Wilberforcehimself brought forward
a proposal for the total abolition of the trafic. The
proposal was supported by suchmen as Pitt, Fox, and
Burke. Strong opposition was raised by the West-India
interest; they claimed. thatthe system was justified by
Biblical w-ritings, and declared that its abolition would ruin
Ecglish commerce. Two years
afterwards,
petitions in
h o u r of the movementwere sentinto
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 fariatic.”
The subject was fevivedannually,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. Sha?pe’s interference invotved
him i n a law suit. His legal advisers discomag& him in
his contention that the law should not, and wonki nut
tolerate shvery in England. fIe dew& dl h& energies to
a searching examination of Engfish hw’in support of W
views, and succeeded in persuading some eminent aurhori. ties of their soundness. He completelycircumvent& his
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adversary, and mulcted him in heavycosts.
I n I 772, a
negroslave,namedSomersett,
who had been brought to
England by his master, claimedhisfreedom.Everyeffort
was made, and, the ablest advocacy employed on both sides
attain success. The snbjG was argued and re-argued :
occupying several months in being thus dealt with. Sharpe
-was throughout deepply interested in it, and frequently
assisted in the case, invarious capacities Lord Mansfield,
dn Jgne zznd, 1772, delivered judgment, deciding(ad
~ t & d I y a g a d his own inclinations) that the institution
of slavery, being inconsistent with natural law, mast require
actwid and F i t i v e law to support it. N o such positive law
bahg in existence, he pronounced the man free, and, thereby,
)slid d
o
h the general principle that such must always be
the m l t as won as a slave “touches English soil.”
The success which bad thus attended the efforts put forth
against the slave trade was now only diverted to the institution of slavery$self.
In 1823 public sympathy had
become 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 rfie West Indies, followdby the
barbarous treatment and ultimate death of a clergyman,
w% was suspected by the planters of having incited the
people by his rehgious teachings, roused public indignation
in
England Lard (then Mr.) Brougham, moved m the House
a€ C~mmonsa vate of censure on the government and
wurt of tbe West India colony, in which the outrage had
aecurped. %e mstion was lost by a very small majority,
but ita e f f i +gain aroused public feeling. The year 1830
--the subject e
l
1 fresh in the minds of the people. I t
thee . b a m e a question whether the abolitionshould be
p r h l OT immxliak.~ Daniel O’Conndl said : “ I enter
into ng eomprwise with slavery ; I am for justice, in the

’
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name of humanity, and according to the law of the living
God.”
Lord Brougham, in the same yew, again intruduced r d h tions on the subject, and literally thundered denuriciatim
on what he termed the “ tr&c of blood.” Then came the
French Revolution of 1830, absorbing, as- it did, all public
attention. I n 1831-2,however, that event “having passed
h t o the list of reconciled occurrences, and another mbwatr
having trrken plate in Jamaica, the public sympthp
once more aroused ; and, in r832, a committee of enqsiry
was appointed by the Xouse of Lords. Tlte C o m l l l o ~ s
adopted a similar course, on the motion of Mr. T. Fmd
Buxton. The result of the two emunittees was most fa0o1.1~able to the cause. The ministry of the day gmi ias
advocates an assurance that it would be desk with (*withast
delay.‘’ The government proposal was made m May, 1833.
The measure was pronounced a carrppromise, i m s m t l c h as
it limited emancipation to slaves under six years of age, and
SHbjected thoseabove that age to a fwther
of serpiee
of twelve, afterwards d u c e d to four (x six years. Tlte bin
then stipulated that, at the end of those terms, the slaers
shouid be free, and fhrther provided for aompensatiolr
amounhg to ~ 2 0 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 . The bill was mostdoggedly
opposd. The abolitionists themselves, at first, objected tu
compensation. The West India interest objected to rhe
whole measure. The subject dorded aapothnities fer
several great aratorkal efhrts ; and, in &e c ~ u s ed the
d h t e which it gave rise to, many hard things w!e’e aaid,
and many harder ones predicted. &tt the bill w ’ p d
in August, 1833, and constitutes a g b h ~ ti0nu-t
s
~EJ
m e Liberalism-the love of PerJOnal
,=w
Men, irrespective of race. For &e Engti
w e
contributed sc, enormous a sum towar& the aaaucaissicm of
a m e of people, septated from theia by t b u s a ~ B 5af
miks”a race, too, ot a diffeteHt mlour, kaping notsing in
t o ,
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txmmn with h m s e h e s h t their humanity, is sufficient in
itself to have placed En
in the very van of freedom
and civilisat;ian.
Ft is perhaps di%kuk to find, now-a-days, any intelligent
person who is p r e p a d to advance a single argument in
fsvwr, or is justification of the i ~ t i t u t i o nof slavery ; yet it
is evident, froln the fact of its having required so many
yeazs of agitation to uvertnrn, that the institution had many
advuktes as well as oppu&nts. Buckle says that " George
111. idd U P ~
aS OW of those aoQd old CUStoms which the S i S d ~ r nof his ancestors h d qmseuated."+
I come now to a legishive movement which has had
the most far-reaching cogsequences in determining the m u p&ions, affecth?g the cornrrsemiai prosperity, and generally
inffueadrrg the modern history of the English people. I refer
Eo that d t d m of 1846in the f
iscal $icy of Great Britain,
which conss
ited of the repeal of the Corn Laws, which had,
as P faos been established, off and on, for 'some centuries.
This was, of all thelegidatiw acts withwhich I trave
dealt, m e of the most unmistakably Liberal in its character.
I t consisted in the removal of certain misconceived restrictions npoa t h right of a citizen EO purchase one of the first
n d h oE his daily life ; vi%, .his bread, where it was
ohinable at the cheapest price. This most ordinary liberty
had .been mbjJjected, for centuries, to the most arbitrary
inter€aence. o n rhe part of parliament ; and it was not till
the pe;u I have mq&imed (~8+6), that public opinion
s t d i u d y unanimous to bring about a repeal of
ling
'
in qmstion, and to secllre to the
*bject,.
in the
of his oocg and bead, that full
action prttieh, in ather departments of his daily life,
foaght~forby his ancestors with so much vigour and
At the present .day,in Great Britain, it is
the frequent wonder af enlightened citizens, and leading

o
i n.
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Liberal statesmen, that such a restriction upon civil libmy
ecwld have been allowed to r a e i a so long upon the statute
book of a country, which was recognised as standing in the
very van of human progress. Lord Stanley, when defending
tbe Corn Laws, sought to be repealed, boasted that the
principle of protection to the agricdtwaI interest had lasted
for eight centuries ; but the tqast -.of no avail instemming
the tide of popular intelligence. The truth is that, fm many
centuries, there existed in Englad a strong belief that the
general prosperity of the people could he artificialy guarded,
and even mahi, by m e a n s of legislative action a d reaction
upon the one staple atzide-com. Glancing cmmrily at
history, we fued thaf SQ far back as the year ~ 2 7 2 ,(Henry
W.), the price of bread was fixed by stawe to rise 4
fail according to the value of corn; and Hume, the
historian, mentions that this statutory regnlation was
''copied from a preceding assize, established as far back BE
the reign of King John."'
In 1461,(Henry VI.), the
permission of parliament had to be obtained for the -e
tion of corn, and evm the carr).lng of that commodity from
one county to another was restricted, except. by license
from a collector of .customs.t I n the reign d Jnmes I., a
poclamltion was issued, establishing national magan'nes,
a d empoweringcommissioners to purchase corn tm till
them.$ In 1753, (George 1I.X a bill was introduced for
the purpose of offering a pTemium on the exporkation of
cxtm.ll So that, in the eighteenthcentury, we.find parliament
offering a premium far that which it expressly prohibited in
the fifteenth century. Again, in I 7 57, a bill wm passed to
prohibit the exportation of corn, and m
a
q 0th articles of
commerce, because it was f a d that there rnigM.bedt d d ,
and consequent dish-ess to t h e poorer classes. Ia the samkz!
year, an act was passed removing the import duty ran

*

5,

"History of
kod '' vol. i chap. IZ
t 'I Haiag of Englpad,"Val.
chap 21.
of E:&d;
vel. iv., m i x
.%
sdkn's 4 1 Hmof England," v d u,chap. IO.
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corn and flour; and a resolution of the Commons was
passed to prevent spirits from being distilled from wheat,
&st,by that means, it should reach too high a price.* Later
again, in the same year, further interference was exercised by
parliarneht. 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.+
I n 1759, the subject again occupied the attention of
parliament, and was afterwards repeatedly dealt within
1774, 1 7 9 ~1804,
~
1815,and 1828. The system, which is
generally known under the title of the '' Corn Laws," arose
by virtue of the revisionswhichtook
place in 1815 and
1828. The whole object of these statutory provisions w a s
to produce a monopoly fm English agriculturalists, or
perhaps, more correctlyspeaking,English
landlords, by
prtlcticafly prohibiting the i m p o r t a t i o n of foreign corn.
The iwprt duty was fixed on what was known ab a
sliding scale, by which, when the home corn 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. I n 1774 it was 48s. per quarter ; in
zj91, it wzs 54s.; in r h q , it was 66s.; and in 18x5,it was
Sas.-&
qmrter containing eight bushels. I n 1828, the
maximum price was again lowered to 73s. By means of
thew laws the Engiish h
e
m
,
or ,rather the English landowners, had a magnificent monopoly secured to them ; and
the W e bread-consuming population, rich and poor alike,
were compelkd to subsidise this wealthy class, by contdbutiag, in the high price of the loaf, &muds that great

* S d k t t ' s ' I History d Faglad," wl. ii., chap. 16.
t SmpWt'r ' ' H k t ~oC England," vol.iiil4h.p.aB,

I
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monopoly. The theory of this law bad,” says Mr.McCarthy,
“a charming give and take-live and let live air about it.
‘You give me a little more than the market price for my
corn, and, don‘t you see, I shall be able to buy all the amre
of your c l d h and tea and sugar, or to pay you the higher
rent for your latad.’ Such a compact,’’ he adds, “seems
reasonable and tempting.”+
By the scalewhich was thus adopted, the duties hll BS
the prices rose, and rose a$ the priw fell. The act of
1828had twenty or
degrees in its scale, three or four
of which are given as illustrations. When the average price
of wheat in the kingdom was 52s per quarter, the duty on
foreign wheat was 345. 8d. When the price reached 60s
the duty fell to 26s. 8d When the price rose to fos., the
-duty sank to IC& 8d When the price attained 73s. and
upwards, the duty went down to IS.+
The p r k were
ascertained every Saturday, at 1550af tbe csliec market places
in the kingdom, and am aveage taken; then the awerages of
the preceding five weeks were added and tbe ‘general
average ’ of the whole six talcen. This price was proclaimed
every Thwsday by the government, as the standard for the
ensuing week. The greatest influence which ww 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 bas been d of it that, “in
seven years it revolutionised the minds of the nwst irgdigent nation of Europe ; bent to its ail1 the proudest l e lature in the wRor8d; andmerthrewasysteqrodedtathe
the earth by the steady grow& and fostering c d u m of

thim

eedlturies.”$

TkestcugglefMthereQeaJofttteComZmrws~iedeg8,
a broader and name ,coraprebensine pditica? cy&ctW
the terms, in whicti it is descsiibed, w d d at ticst

a
i dkate.

It was, in fact, a decisive trial of strength, between the
* “ H i d cku O m T i ”vd. L 17+
t lTR&rm Md l
idchap 92.
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of t?w two economic doctrines, known under the
Pespective titles of “ Free Tradeand
“ Protection.”
The
latter of these theoties had, as I have said, held the field for
centuries ; and ehe AntiCom Law League was F ~ I aY Free
‘ € d e League, and set itwlf to fight for the broad doctrine,

&oat&

ofwhich
the Cord-Law question was only an example.
So far back as the’ year I 581,free trade incorn 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,bad said that “to give the monopoly of the home
market to the produce of domestic industry, in any particular
art or manufacture, is, in some measure, to direct private
people id what manner they ought to employ their capital ;
a d must, in all cases, be either a useless or ahurtful
regulation.” And-headded that “the statesman who s b d d
attempt to direct priwe p p l e in what manner they ought
to employ their capital, would not only I d himself with a
kaept mnecessaq attentian, but assume an authority which
chid safely be trnsted not only to no single person, but to
no council or senate whatever; and which would nowhere
be $0 dangerous, as in the hands of a man, who had folly,
and presumption enoougb to Fancy himself fit to elrercise it.”*

He had argUed a
t,inasmuch diffkent ‘countries
possess ditrerent qualificatio~ls,which render them more OT
iess adapted to the p i k t i o n of czxt& artides d h u m
mat, 3 was desii&k, rn
ground d “the division of
la;bomu~th&t
eaeh’shmld produce that to which it was best
suited ; ‘ k t inaspstich as rcePerpindividual endearours, as
mu& BS he can, bath to
his cqittal in support ot
damstic hhstry, and 50 to. dircct that industry, that its
g
b
w
rd
d (may be af tlie greatest value,” each m n q was
store
-likely
to produce the best
e result by
‘as

e
m
*

*

W&
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Umattkted trade. “ Tt is,J’ he said, “a w i m of every
pudent master of a family, never to attempt to make at
home, what it will cost him more to d e than to buy ;J’
and that “all people find it for their interest, to ~ r n p I 0 y
t b r whole industry in a way in whichthey .have s
o
y
advantage aver their neighburs, 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 prydence,” he added, “inthe conduct 9f
every private family, can scarcebe
folly in that of a
great kingdom.‘+

It is not my province to enter here into this wide cob
troversy, but merely to set forth the general terms of Adam
Smith‘s arguments, as constituting one of the mamy kctors
which operated in &e movement with which I am dealing.
These arguments, however, did not prevail. Though
Adam Smith is spoken of familiarly, in the present day, by
hundre& and thuwmds of people, k e is good reason to
believe that comparatively few have actually read his
wfitings ; and it is more than likely that, in the times a b u t
which they were first published, they enjwed a ?ill qrme

limitedperusal
In 1837,England suffered a great comnlercial crisis, partly
attributable to precious b;bd
.and aggravated by
the .same cause in that year. b h n y inteiligent people
attributed the national tronrble to the Corn ~ W j ;md,
S
in
consequence, there was formed at Manchester, -an AntiCorn L a w Amxiation. Mr. Jnstia Macarthy, in his “ Historp
of Bur Own Times,” says :-” NatUrany, .itwq in p1aee-slike
Madester, that t h e h k c y of aM this dwq*
first c w m d y perceived,

and

must .warmly F e t e d .

&&e%m a t l h t w r s

The Man-

saw that t
k
for their
gods were-to be found% all ,parts of t
z
; and they
hew k h a t at every turn tbey were hm$mtd in tki~:dcoliptgt
.. .

* wdrh of N h , ” Book iv., chap. a.
4‘
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with the customers, by the system of @&ctrieK duties. They
wunkii ba d l thir gwds derwer they c o u l d j d buyers, and
they c h f e d ai a s . barrier betwemthem and the sale."*
'' Manchester," he adds, '' had always spoken out for free
trade." Mr. Richard Cobden was the real leader of the
Anti-Corn L w movement. I n December, 1838, the Manchester Chamber of Commerce presented a petition t o parliament,. prayingfor an immediate and total repea1,oftheCorn
Laws. In 1839~an i m m a e meeting was called of delegates
from all parts of the kingdom. I n pursuance.of this meeting,
the Anti-Com -Law Association,whichhadnowbecome
possessed of largefunds, sent deputies to London on the
opening of parliament. They petitioned @lament
to allow
them to appear at the bar of the House, in order to expose
&e injurious effects of ,the Corn Laws. The mtion, which
*as bought forward by Mr. Charles Villiers, was negatived.
The pmtectiunisfs called the aociation the "Anti-Corn
Law Parliament," which title they at once adopted and, a
month later, Mr. Villiers again b r q h t forward his motion,
which was ridiculed, and againnegatived, He brought it
k~rward again , a d again with no greater success ; but
meanwhile, the League was vigorously engaged in the ~ F O vincial cmtres. In the beginning of 1840, over one hundred
important towns had had establisBd- in them branches o f .
the League. The cry for "cheap bread was now raised,
and spreadlike an epidemic through the whole country.
The public feeling was gradually but surely working up to a
high pitch of enthusiasm. In 18,41,Lad John . + A b
seehg the coming change in popular .opiqim a d having
de&rmined 1u1a d
s
is
o
b
m
i
t
d .parli;lmerat, gave notice of a
motion, .which had for s
t
i object the ahaodonmnt 9f tbe
slging-d e , and the adoption, in its place, -ofa fixed duty
shillings per quarter on imported wheat. This was,
idr m crrnceivd with a view to c p h the
* "HiPIQyOfOurOwnTi~"v~.l.i,p.m:
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current of public feeling which was then discemit&. The
of this fake move was felt throughout the ciountq-.
The Conservativw, who repremted tbe landed interets,
thus threatened, (to use the words of an able d t e r
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 I k l
succeeded. him ; but, meanwhile, Richard Cobdm had
become a member of the new Hoose of Commons. Et was
fully expected that though the neft member had moved Manchester audiertkes as he liked, he would be lost in the
crowd, w t that he had entered partiament. It was
not so. He became a power, almost from the moment
he entered its p
o
i
& The year r842 was w e -04 great
distress in the manufacturing centres. The duties w e e now
mgbt to be much reduced by Sir Robert Peel h h e l f .
Mr.ViRiers' motion for absolute repeal came forward a&&
as a counter movement, but the government measure was
adopted by a large wjmig. It was,.. however, distinctly
stated by Sir Robert Feel, that padiament h& no pooper to
secure, for the producer, by means of any fixed QT mooable
duty, -a certain price for his c o ~ t !%r Robert Peel bad
adopted the Free Tade docttine-that was e v i d m t - d to
many of his Wlowers, galling ;but nepertheless a fact ; .for
ht the same year he eqwssed his belief that, *'on the
general principle of Free Tracfe, there is mnv nq great
diaerence of opinion; and tiwt alf'agFeeirr the g m e d rule
that we shoukl boy in the cheapest, md sell k the dearest
market'm W
i confession was follow& by "ironical
&em," to dxkb he gave amwe that t k C m
we'
"ie~~~tthegenerat~"andad~"Eaill~e
into tbat questkm now." At the end af 1842, it WaB pn3
by the k a g w tur raise &o
en, Erigbt, and Thornwere
+ k t

'

'

"~ocouroraTtma."~lup.
I+
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was engaged inraising a quarter of a million of money.
Macaulay,speaking
at Edinburgh, said: “ I havealways
considered the principle of protection of agficulture as a
viciousprinciple. I have always thought that ‘this vicious
principle took, in the act of 1815, in the act of 1818, and
in the act of 1842, a singularly vicious form.* There was
a time,’’ he said, “‘whenpoIiticians were not ashamed to
defend the Corn Laws, merely as contrivances for putting
the mopey of the many into the pockets of the few.
.
Nobody now ventures to say in publie that ten thousand
families ought to be put on short allowance of f d , itl order
that one man m a y have a fine stud, and ’a fine picture
gallee. . , . It seems strange that Conservatives-peopk
who profess tohold new theories in abhorrence; people who
are always talking about the wisdom of o u r ancestors-should
insist on our receivmg, as an undoubted truth, a strange
paradox, never heard of from the ereation of the worid, till
the nineteenth century.”f The end had nowcome.
The
session of 1846 opened. The Cam Laws were repealed.
Sir Robert Peel said, in the‘speech in which he announced
that famous rnemre : I willmot 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 undergone a change ” ; and he afterwards added : U N o t to the
Tory party, ma to the Whig party ; not to myself, nor to
the noble brd at the head of the opposition, is this change
to be attributed ;but the people of this eountry are indebted,
for this great measure of &lief, to the rare mmbinatim,of
elements which centre m the mind and h a i t of Richard
M e n . ” Mr.Mania, in his ‘I Histaryof the Radical Party,”
sap, in speak* of the divisionsOII the bill whkb re@&
the Corn Laws : In ill oh& dIaisions the p m m e n t had

. .
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with thpt *question; fbr almost the whole Ltibrral-1 suppose
the d d e fiberat party of the Irish representatives in parliameht W t e d the measure of FFW tmde, of which we
were the pkminent advocates.",
I n O c t a k r , 1885,when
addmirrg,ahrge audience in Somerset, he dealt at length
with the Corn Law Tepeal movement. He said, inthe
couhe of that speedr -: I should like, i€ ' 1 might be
dloueci, to -state a few things which describe the state of
affaik in this district in the year 3845, which is now eractky
farty -years ago. I should &egh by staringthit, at that
time, there was'an exhaordinary law in this country, which
you would suppose could not be possible--I will not say
among Christian men, but among tkiding men-that is a
Law, w h i c h prevented the importation of grain, and especSIy
dipheat, fr6m foreign countries into this country. At that
time, there were a great many men, who thought that law
very wit;ked-a
gteat many more men have come to that
mdusion si=-and
these men, roho thought it a wicked
law, formed h
te
m
&
e
s into an a;esociation with a view, nat
d e d y to overthrow it, but by persistent labour and
discussion, to bring the great W y of the people, and
ultimstdy the legislature, to the conclusion that that law
wght to be repeated."?
Mr. Herbert Spencer, commeMjng upon this matter in the
a h a , saps : "In -pu~inga veto upon the commercial
inteleourse of two nations, or i3-putting obstactes in the
way oftkt intercoome, a pvemnnent trenches upon men's
& h t i e i of actmh ;
by 90 dc~mg,directly reveises its
fudm.
. Trkde p&Gbitkins, and trade restrictions
do net sedxwe this keedonn, bur tkpy take it away."$
T b Cbatthit mwemen%w K i tdminaced, and h s u b
in r648, is' am epoch which atmot csnsistently be
paseed m e r henq theugh, ut&,
the cd-mm w m e n t s with
wW'I
have dcalt, it %failed to tmd&e in the legidative
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enactment of the principles which iospirgd it. There cw
be little doubt that the six “paints” of “the Charter,”
which, yet, failed to receive legi&ive 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. 1 shall be able, I think, to show that the
movement so failed, by reason of its including among, its
demands a c‘ondition of affairs which cclmes distinctly
within the definition of ‘‘ Socidisrn,T’which the English
people, of that time at least (whatever may be the tendency
now), were by 40 mean5 inclined to view kvounbly.
I shall haveoccasion,hereafter, t o wefully define the
limit of sr+te functions, as determined by the grincipks 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
other citizen, ; or,
as Mr. Herbert Spencer puts it, of “the fulkest liberty to
exercise his faculties, compatible with the possession d like
liberty by every other man.””
,
lshall show, is thischapter,that
the demands of tbe
Chartists, of 1848, included principles which,when carried
into prac-ti% meant nothing more nor less than social anam%y.
I am not aware that at the timey these excessive demands
were analysed with any degree of sckntik acwracy, for the
purpose of showing that
redfy were excessive; b u f
there is little doubt that the majody 06, the public, and
. their legislamq were, however q w l y , ,impressed with the
fact that the ,movement was
pwhed 00 by the
advocacy of princ;pies, which. would, if: tpslissd, overturn,
or at .last permanently disturb the social OFganisation.
Macaulay himself shoved thts, in, a .speech which he
delivered in pabliarneut, in critic& -of the ChMer, atwl
, t h e y

0

‘‘Saial S“’p
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from which I shall quote hereafter. It 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
ita ultimate non-success. , A proof of this is to be found in
the fact that all that was induded in the Charter, which was
neasorPable, has since been made the law of the land, though
the Charter, as a whole,failed in 1848. This movement,
like all others of itskind,has a history. Its causecanbe
pretty clearly traced +to certain other eventsandcircurnstances which preceded it.
The year 1838;” we are told, “ chronicled the avowed
and open beginning of chartism.” The sameauthority‘
infaFms us that the year 1837 was one of great commercial
depession ; that there were heavy
faliiures
in London,
Liverpool, Manchester, and Glasgow ; that, ere the summer
arrived, deep distress had reached the houses of the working
classes ; and that, in Lancashiq~thotfsands of factory hands
were disoharged. “The Chartists,” says Mr. McCarthy, “who
repPesented the bulk of the artizan class,in most of the large
towns, did in themvery hearts betieve that England was
r u l e d for the benefit of aristocrats ar.dmillionaires, who.
were absolutely indifferent to the suflerings of the poor.”t
The manifesto, which afterwardscame to beknown as
the C h a d i Petition, was adopted at a great Radical meetbg, heid in Birmingham, a few weeks d e r the queen’s
commtim~: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 discmtmt among the worki~gclasses.~Thousands upon
t h u d s of &e unthinking masses joined in the movewho were yet really indifferent as to its real political
OilJjeCts. They were poor ; theywereoverworked
; they
were badly paid ; theit liees were altogether wretched ; they
o~’a“LifeafRieBardcoMee.”
t “H~dOtrrOweTimes,”vul.i.
68.
“ HirtaryofOnr O w T i ” vol. i., p 55.
“History of Our Own
,i,p ~
~
~
*

. ~
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got into their -headssome wild idea that the people’s Charter
would give them better food and wages, and lighter roeit, if
it were obtained.”’
The manifesto fo which I have already refened, and
which came to be known as the “people’s Charter,” ‘ c w 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 d -partiameot,
and a sixth was the division of the cwntry into equal
electoral districts. It has been said of C h a e that it
soon becam.: d i v i w into two distinct division&
vmoral force ” Chartism and the ‘‘ phpsid hrce
Chartism. Some .of the leade~swere .men of great abihy
and eloquence; and the laovement brought into existence a
newspaper literature of its own ; b~every tbwa of impatance was possessed of t
i
s Chartist pes.
The agitation for the parliaraentary recognition d thh
movement and for the legislative realisaGon of its
was energetically maintained. Torch light processions were
held, and here and there riots were the restlit. Tbme began
to spring up, in many minds, a desire to resmt
aaid
physical force, in order to push on the mczvement. - The
town of Nekport became -11 known in connecth pitfi it, b
consequence of a serious and fatal disturbancewhich w a r r e d
th&e Newpa~twas posEessedof a large mining ppdatbn,
and a procesien was arranged m take p k after midnight,
with the funber intention ofarmking thepal,aad,r&aS”mg
e
m
i
n Chartist prisonen. Thy czlne iatb cx&&tmwith
the authorities, awl a large ~untber
of people were W W a d
wounded. The r i n g - h b were tmukpwted for Me 53ill:tbe
“,pi&s,”

toi.$nns

alert.; and -pr~secu+min kw&e& .were‘.
d i h t parts of the country.
Many of the h & w were
,

**~iisrwyd~ur~wnT~,“vo~i.,p.
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&sw!. ’c)* thrt p i n t I cardially agree with the peti-

&
n
e
r
s
.The CMists deutamd annual parliaments. There
oertainly I dSer h m them; but I mi&, perhaps, be
aito wmsent to same compromise. 4 d s e r frorn

them also as to the expediency of paying the represeatativq
d the peaabe, mQ of dividing t h e couatry into electoral
districts ; but I do notconsider these mattersvital.
Tlre
essaxe of the Charter,” he added, “is ‘ universal suffrage.’
If you grmt f&, it matters not at dl what elseyou withhotd.
If you grant f h t the cwntry is lost. . .
My firm
conviction is that in our country universal sliffrage is incornptible,not with this, or that form of government, but with
a l Z 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 government of the kingdom in the. hands of the majority of the
d
e
s 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 ia which these words were uttered, been in actual
work, in more than one of OUT coIonies; but a further
passage of the same speech shows what circumstances had
led to snch anticipations. “ If,” he said, “ I am asked why
I aertaia no such hope, I answer :--Because the hundreds
and thousands of males of twenty-one, who have signed this
petitio& tell
to entertain M) such hope ; because they
tell me that, if I trust them with power, the first use which
they will & of it will be to plunder way man in the
kingdom who has a good coat on his back, and a good roof
o w hip W. God forb&” he added, ‘‘ that I should
put a uafair wnstruction on their language ! I shgll read
thejrolos w m k ‘Your petitioners complain that they are
a
7 & to pay the interest of what is called the
national debt, a debt amounting, at present, to eight hundred
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millions,beingonly
a portion of the enormous 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, incmed by
our rulers in past times; and that a national bankruptcy
would be both just and politic.
They tell us that
nothing will unshacklelabour from its misery, until the
people possess that power underwhichallmonopoly
and
oppressionmustcease ; and your petitioners respectfully
mention the existing monopoiies of the suffrage ; of paper
money; of muhinc7y; of land; of thepubicprcss; ofreligion;
of the mum of trmliiag and transit ;and a host of o t M
mik, too numerous to mention : dl arising. from class
legislation.What,” says Macaulay, “ can the monopoly of
land meanexceptproperty in land ? The only monopoly
of land which exists in England is this, that nobody can sdl
an acre of it which does not belong to him. And what a n
the monopoly of machinerymean but property in machinery?
Another monopoly, whichis to cease, is the m m o p ~ l yof the
means of travelling. In other words, all the &I
property
and railway property in the kingdom is to be con6scated.
What other sense do the words bear ? And these are only
specimens of the reforms which, in the language of &e
petition, are to unshackle labour fram its mimy.
..
In short, the petitioners ask you to give them p e r , in mjer
that they may not ‘leave a man of a hundred a yegt in the

. ..

.

.

FGlllTL”*
A subsequent passage, in the SBme speech, fiords some
&mer expknatidm of the apparently -ted
view d
the institution of universal s u m f‘What we are &
a
ito
do,” he says, ‘‘is to give universal suhge &&rr &km.is
* speech on The People‘s Charter.” Yay 3
“
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lurivwsd Iducafian,” and headds, laHave I any unkind
feelingtowards these p
o
o
r people ? No more than I have
to a sick friend who implores me to give him a glass of iced
waterwhich the physician has forbidden. I would not give
the draught of waterbecause I know that it would be
poisoa
. I would not give up the keys of the
granary because I know that, by doing so, I should turn a
scarcity into a h n h e ; and, in the same way, I would not
yield to the importunity of multitudes, who, exasperated by
suffering, and blinded by ignorance, demand, withwild
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, somewhereor
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 amongthe poor.”*
I have quoted Macaulay at some length, becausethe speech,
referred to, sets forth, better than I knowit to be done
elsewhere, the extreme and revolutionaryportions of the
Charter, to which I consider its failurewas in a great measure
owing ;aad further, its comments, uponthose portions, are so
much better than my 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 prewnted itself to the ordinary middle-class
E*-.=
a n y t h g but an object of ridicuk”t And,
elsewhere, the sarne writer says : “ Its active or aggressive
idluewec.easedwith 1848.
’. All that was sound inits
claims asserted itself, and was in time conceded.”: It is
highly pmbable that, if the Chartist mavementhad been
cczaducted, throughout, without the constant references to
p h y 6 i d ,farce; and i&
in addition, the Charter had been
W n k d tQ.the “six points,,” which professed to sum up
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the wants of the petitioners, but to which were added the illconsidered and revolutionary demands which € have noticed,
it might have received early legislative sanction, instead of
having proved a failure ; and men like Feargus O’Ccmnn~r,
who now stand in English History as mere visionary
agitators, wouldhavebeen
ranked among the reformers of
modern times.
The connection which this movement has with the &r
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 consideration, by reason of the revolutionary chamdm of many of
the other sentiments which it contained, and to which
Macaulay took such sermm exception. The baflot;
universal sufiage, and the abolition of a prsperty qualification for parliament are principles, which have long eince
been adopted in British colonies, without, so &r,leading to
any great amount of injury to society ; and there a n be little
doubt that, although the second of these “ p i & ” was
somewhat before its time, the first and the third would have
met with a favourable receptionby the English peopte, if they
had not been introduced in a document, which contained,
also, so much that pointed to a social revolution.
It is certainly somewhat dificult to r d s e , in the p m n t
day, that, less than a quarter of a century ago, rhe fact of
an English
citizen
professing the Jewish rehgkm, was
deemed a surticient r e h n for d u d k g h-im from the
Council of the nation, even though he had ~WXI d t y
elected by a competent constituency. Yet., d i the fact.
The admissim of Jews into the Hmse of t
2ct-w as
representatives of d e people, was &wed for the anot h t .
in r859; and a study of English Bistorg will shaw that,
from the Conquest d m & % to that date, the treatment
of this able and industrious -race IUW ~ORSisted 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 m the acquirement of the
fulfest civil liberty accorded to Englishmen themselves. The
mod of the disabilities,whichhad hitherto prevented
this consummation, constitutes one of the "most unmistakeable 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 dearly recognised of civil rights-freedom
of thought and belief, in matters of religion ; and a section
of citizens, too, whose ancient traditions, as arace,were
essentially free and liberal in their character. Sir Erskine
May speaks of the Jews as being IC by far the most interesting example of freedomin an Eastern race,'* and adds,
that the fact "that a race more entitled to our reverence,
than aiy people of antiquity, should haveafforded
an
example bf popular freedom, notwithstanding their Eastern
origin, andthe inffuence of Eastem 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."t I shall now take a brief survey
of the &lion
of the Jews fm 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 r e a l i d .
The 'Jewish traders, who followed the Conqueror from
N
M
m
a
d
~
,and from
whom
that monarch found it
extremely mnvenient to draw advances for his immediate
wants, were, in peturn, afforded royal protection, and allowed
to establish &etnse.ks in separate quarters or jewries of the
chief English tms. He (the Jew) then had no civil rights,
ami tltg "jewry," inwhich he !io& was exempt from the
COrnnOn law d the country.$ I' He was simply the king's
C k M d , rutd Lk life end gods were absolutely at the king's
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mercy.””But,upon
the principle of royabindulgence, the
Jewish merchant was, in many ways, protected from persecution and affront, and his valuable possessions were allowed
to bedeposited in the royal palace at Westminster. He
was the only capitalist in Europe ; and, heavy as was the
usury he e x a c t e h i s loans gave an impulse to industry, such
as Englandhadneverfeltbefore
. . . . nor was the
influence of the Jews simply industrial. Through their connection with the Jewish schools, in Spainand in the East,they
opened the wayfor the revival of physical science. ,
To the king, the Jewwas simply an engim offinance,
.
it was in his
coffers
that the Norman lungs
found strength to hold their baronage at bay.”t
A century or more later, (I 18g), they seem to have been
less fortunate ; fortheir 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 1 and they were held in
the greatest hatred and detestation by the English people in
consequence. They were,by royal
prohibited from
appearing at the coronation of Richard I.; but some of
themventured
to do so notwithstanding: bringingwith
them considerable presents from their nation. They were
grossly insulted, and put to flight. A rumour became
current that the king had ordered their maaacre, anda series
of dreadful
outrages
followed. The people, mawd by
rapacity and zeal, broke into their houses, which they
plundered, after having murdered their own= ; and, where
the Jews barricaded their houses, and defended themselves
withvigour,
the rabble eet fin: to the huses.’7 This
terrible outrage extended to all the most important t o m s of
England. “ In York, 500 of them, who h d retired into the
castle for safety, and fonnd themselves unable to defend the
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place,murdered their ownwives and children, threw the
dead bodiesover the walls upon the populace, and then
setting fire to the houses, perished in the flames.” *
I n 1275, great dissatisfactionexisted, 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 property was confiscated, and half of it given to such as were
willing to profess Christianity. Edward determined to clear
the kingdom of the m e , and seized the whole of their
property 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 afier
statutq” 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 ofwool on
their breast, which distinguished their race. They were
prohibited from building new synagogue, or eating with
Christians, or acting as plq&ians to them.’7
In the midst of thisreign of tyrannyover 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 protectorate, Says that he “ remained true, throughout, to hi5 cause
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of religious
liberty.”
“The Jews (he adds) had been
excluded from England since the reign of Edward I., and a
prayer,which they now presented forleave 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, w a s so clearly understood that no one ventured
to interfere withthem.
From this time forwabd, the Jews
seem to have been accorded a moderate amount of fair and
liberal treatment, and, as a consequence, they increased in
number a n d influence. In 1753 ‘An act to permit persons,
professing the Jewishreligion,to
be naturalised by parliament’ w a s introduced into the House of Lords, and was
passedwithoutmuch
apposition. 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 d
the Christian religion,’ ‘danger to the constitution,’ and
‘ prejudice to the trade of the kingdom.’ This was s u p
ported by a further petition from merchants and tra&rs.
Counsel were heard, and violent debates ensued. Extravagant
arguments were used against the measure. It w a s prognosticated that the Jews would multiply 50 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
fashionablereligion of the English.’ It was contended,
further, that ‘such an act was directly flying in the face of
the prophecy, which declares thatthe
Jews shall be a
scattered people, without country or fixed habitation, until
they shall be converted from their intklelity, and gathered
together in the land of their forefathersJ ”* The measure
Smdlett’s “History d Englad,’] 4.ii, chap.09.
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muted a complete ferment throughout the Dation, and
created a renewed and intense feeling against the Jews ;
but the bill passed through both houses, and was duly
assented to.
In the following session, however,public disfavor had been
again wurked up to a high pitch, and the ministry, who had
supported the measure, were held up to the most universal
reproach. Ministersbecame, now, as anxious to repeal, as
they had formerly been to pass the measure, and its passage
through the Commons was correspondinglyrapid. 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
IavouraMe to them. Fortunately, there was su5cient sense
of justice to prevent such a palpable piece of tyranny. The
attempt therefore faiM In 1830, leave was asked, i n
Parliament, to bring in a bill to remove the civil disabilities
under which the Jews l a b o d The h i m , then made o n
theirbehalf, was "simply that they should be allowed to
enjoy ail those Tights which we may call fundamental to the
condition of the British subject, witnouthaving to profess
the religion of the State."* During thedehate on this
motion,Macaulay delivered his maiden speech. . The bill
was &ongly opposed, and defeated by a majority of sixtythree votes. In 1833 the bill was again introduced. I t
@ the Commons, but was thrown out by the Lords, by
a mjmity of fifty. On this OcCBsion Macaulay again spoke,
and there are one or two passages, in his speech, which are
w d quatation, as presenting a brief summary of the .
daims Which the Jews had ~ p o na people like the English,
who prided the&in their freedom, 3nd, as a fact,
Mdhthy's
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owed SO much to t h e civilisation and intellectual progress of
older nations.
“ I n the infancy of civilisation,” he said, “when our
island was as savage as New Guinea ; w k n letters and arts
were still unknowntoAthens ; when scarcely a thatched
hut stood on whatwas afterwards the site‘ of Rome, this
contemned people had their fenced cities, and cedar palaces ;
their splendid temples ; their fleets of merchant ships ; their
schools of sacred learning; their
great
statesmen and
soldiers, their naturalphilosophers,
their historians, and
their poets.What
nation ever contended more manfully
against overwhelmingodds for its independenceand religion?
What nation, ever,in its last agonies, gave such signal proofs
of what may be accomplished by a brave despair ? And,
it, in the course of many centuries, the oppressed descendants of warriors and sages have degenerated from the
qualities of their fathers ; if, while excluded from the blessings oflaw, 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 ns 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 ra.olution, upon which this speech was made, w a ~
ingeniously phrased, in order to appeal to the liberality of
those who were to have the determinafion in their hands.
It afknecl “that, in the opinion :of tbis committee, it is
expedient to remme all civil disabilities, at present existing,
with respect to His Majesty’ssubjects pr&ing the J e n U
religion, with the like exceptions, as are provided with
respect .to His Majesty’s subjects pdessmgthe Roman
Catholic religion.” Seeing that the Catholic Ema&patirn

*
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movement had been crowned with success, o d y four years
before, this ingenious reference to that long oppressed, but
so lately liberated people, was well calculated to arouse whatever spark d liberty there mightbein
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 wanting among the peers of England, who, consequently, threw
out themeasure.
I n the followingyear
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 reelected. I n 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, aqd 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, " Qn the true faith of a Christiah, " which
he tbcreupon omitted. €€ewas, in consequence, forced to
withdraw from the body d 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 Lo&.
In 1851,
a n a k Jew (Mr. David Salomans), w a s elected. He,likegise, refused the part of the oaths referred to, and was
forced to withdraw. But, subsequently, he reentered the
House, and took his seat among other members. Considerable excitement followed, and many pmminent members of
tbe House were really-at a loss to know rbt ought to be
dome. . L o r d John Russell baed the question by moving
that Mr. Salomans be ordered to withdraw. An irregular
followed, in which the latter spcdce, and men
tmkpart in the divisiass. Lord John Russell's motion was
r$rrie& ~ rsalcrmano
.
refwed to withdraw. l k e serjeant-
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at-anns approached, to take the usual course of physical

removal,when
Mr. Salomons,being
touched upon the
shoulder, withdrew. Two actions were broughtagainst Mr.
Salomons, and, after carefulargumentand
consideration,
the Court of Exchequer, by three to one, decided against
him. The bill, for the removal of the disabilities, was again
and againintroduced, and thrown out by the L o r d s . In
1859, when the measure was againrejected by the Same
authority, the question was raisedwhether the Commons
should not deal for itself with the question of admission of
its members. This had the desiredeffect, for, on the 26th
July, the bill, having passed both Houses, Baron Rothxhild
tookhis seat in the ordinary way, having been, under the
provisions of the act, permitted to omit the words, OTi
the true faith’of a Christian.”
As I 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 longdelayed. The arguments,
to a fairly wnstituted mind, are overwhelming. I n fact, as
Macaulaysaid, in 1833, “the strength of the case was a
serious inconvenience to an advocate, for it was hardty
possible to make a speech without wearying h e audience
by,repeating trurhs which were universally admitted”
Wacaolay had occasion, in 1829,to write upon the subject
of the “ Civil Disabilities of the Jews,” and he d s & with
great force and effect upon the glaring armm&s involved in their exclusich~ from par1i;uneaL ‘‘Goverawent
exista,” he sa
d
i, “for the purpose of keeping the peace; for
the purpose of compelling us
settle i r u ~dispntes
ahitration, i n s t e a d of setelling them by M o a s ; br the
pmpose of compelling us to supply our wantsby industry,
instead of supptrirrg theen by @ne.’
This is the d y
operation tbr which the machinerg of gm.is
p d i a d y adapted, the anLy owation which wise govlemments ever propose to themselves as tkeir chief object. -If
.to

there is any class of people who are not interested, or who
do not think themselves interested, in the security of .
property and the maintenance of order, that class ought to
have 00 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 noteat ham ;because hegoes to the
synagogue on Saturday, instead of going to the church on
Sundays we cannot conceive.”“ ‘‘ But,”he continued, “it
would be monstrous, say the persecutors, that Jews should
legislate for a Christiancommunity.
This is a palpable
misrepresentation.What is proposed is not that the Jews
should legislate for a Christian community, but that a legislature composed of Christians and Jews should legislate for
a communitycomposed of Christians and Jews.?
’
Mr. John Bright, spaking upon the Same subject at a
much later date,4 1 8 5 3 ) ~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 &e
the test of citizenship -and political rights. Doctrinal diiierences in digion, in allhuman
probability, will last for many generations to come, and may,
possibly, last so long as man shall inhabit this globe ; but if
you pennit these &[ferences to be the tests of citizenship,
what is it but bi#lmit into your systemthis fatal conclusionthat
and political Merencq in all nations,cannever
be eradicated, but. must be etenal
The same speaker
weat an to remind the Cornmom that, up to that time even;
the-hillW been passed by them, and in each case rejected
by the L
o
& f u w & ~times, and he concluded by exhodng
theta in the follwing nods :-“Let us then get rid of this
qumtien, which has
dlacuesed and decided year after
pear; and, above all, let us see that the Commons House

?”:

,
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of England is open to the Commons of England, and that
everyman, be hiscreed
what it may, if elected by a
constituency of his countrymen, may sit in this House, and
voteonallmatterswhich
d e e t the legislation of this
kingdom.”’ Let meclosethis sketch by adding that the
opposition to the claims of the Jews came almost exclusively
from the Tories, and especiallyfrom
the Tories in the
House of Lards; 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 epochof
great and memorable import to a very largesection of
Englishmen, viz., the whole of h e working classes. This
measure was undoubtedly of a truly Liberal character, as it
had the simple and beneficial effect of conferring ;additional
libertyupon a largeclass of subjects, who hadpreviously
suffered under the disadvantage of legislative restriction, for
which no good defence or justification can, or codd 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
dealingwith employers.
It will be necessary, hereafter,for me to distinguish between
that part, OT thclse features of trades-unionism which can, and
those which cannot be justified upon the m e principles i f
Liberalism. That part which I am ROW justifying, as
having been l e g a l i s e d by the measure of 1871, - I h i 1
c+mh~lly define
It is not generally h
c
z
o
p
n that
unio€liSm is d l p a m y tlld a u t i o n , aid that
strikes and l d t
by no means novel, as me& of
iacreaaing the pow& of employers or employ6 respectidy.
So fi~
back, in hct, as 1349, it was c ~new
M
ssay to
hereafter.

, a r e

collsaalSpsocha,“ Admigim of Jew 10 Padinnust.”
t Mdarthy’s “ H
i dour Om b,”
wL ii., page *e.
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introduce legislation for the purpose of dealing with tbe
subject o€ labour.
The previous year had witnessed what was known as the
“ Black Death,” described by Green as “ the most terrible
plague the worldeverwitnessed.”
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,”
rays a contemporary,“strayedthrough the fields of corn,
and there were none left who could drive them.” Wages
suddenly rose, “harvests rotted on the ground ; and fields
m e left untilled, not &rely 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, w e r e
threatened with ruin, by what seemed to their age the extravagant demands of the new labour class, the country itself
was ton with riot and disorder. The outbreak of lawless
self-indulgence,whichfollowedeverywherein
the wake of
the plague, toldespeciallyupon the “landless men,” wandering in searchof work, and for the first time masters of the
labur market.”t
A remedyforall
this was attempted, by means of the
Statute of Labourers of 1349. By this act, “every man or
woman, of whatever condition, free ur bond, able in body,
and within the age of three score years . . . . not
having of his own, whereof he may live, nor Land of his own
a b € h e tillage of which he may occupy himself, and not
w
i
n
g anyother,shall
be b u n d to serve the employer
who shall require him to do so, and shall rake only the
Wages which were accustomed to be taken in the neigh;
bdtood,where he is bound 2b serve, two years before the
plague began.” The smuk further provided for punishment
*Green’5“~drbc~h94f4-cb,p.g.

t

-’a
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by imprisonment. Shortly afterwards, (r350) further and
evenmorestringentmeasures
were adopted. The price
of laborrr was k e d ; 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 mch a law,
inasmuch as corn had risen to such a price, that a day‘s
labour on the old t e r m s would not purchase sufkient for a
man’s support. The originalpenalties were so insufficient
for their intended purposes, that a “fugitive” was punished
by beingbrandedon
the forehead with a ’hot iron. By
means of legal ingenuity, many duly emancipated serfs
weresuccessfully claimed to still belong to the class from
which they had been regarded as havingbeen freed. “ In
the towns, where the system of forced labour was applied,
witheven
more rigour than in the country, strikes and
combinations became frequent among the lower craftsmen.”
A lawless spirit k g a n to show itselfamong the dass a&cted
by these restrictionsan personal liberty ; and, from this time
downwards, the working classes, and those in authurity-whether parliament or the . m o n a r c h - h a v e
carried on a
series of reprisals in the attempt to, on the one hand
regulate, on the other hand resist the regulation d such
matters as rates of wages, hours of labour, etc.
IQ 1361,for instaqce, after a violent stwm, when much
damage was done to roofs, a royal order was issued that
neither the price for materials for M
n
g
,not the wages
Of tilers should be increase$ in c
onsequ~a This was m
attempt to interfere with the free plsy of supply and da
mand in labour aad material, which .had been snddedy disturbed by the damage mentioned. In the foliowing pear,
in cgaeequence of the continued rise of wages, a d the
incr-d
prmperity of the peasant H a t i o n , ttn
wm
passed admonishing agricultural labourers generally not to
eat oc drink excessively,”
or to wear any material in their
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clothes exceptI‘btanket and russet wool of twelvepence.”
At the same time domestic servants were declared entitled
to nomorethan
one meal a day of flesh and fish, and
were required to content themselves, for the remainder,
with I‘ milk, butter, cheese, and other such victualsJJ This
attempted interferencetouchedeven
mare near home m
the direction of personal liberty, and of course met with
some resistance. St31 wages rose. In 1383 a p l a m a tion
was
i s s u e d from the City authorities of London,
prohibiting all ‘I congregations, covins, and conspiracies of
workmen.” The punishments ,were very severe, but, notwithstanding, 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. H e
advocated the “ nine-huurs”’ system, with a view to the
intellectual improvement of the workmen.
In 1548, an act of parliament was passed, bywhich 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 attempted to escape, he could be
branded ‘IS,” by which he becameaslave for life. If he
further objected, he was hanged. The preamble of the act
in question aidences the existence, even then, of combinations of workmen, and of their being regarded as alegal and
injuricsus to commerce ; fbr it recites that &ificera, h a d c&smen and labourers have nude wnfederacies aud
promises, and have sworn mutual oaths, not only that they
&uId mt meddle with one another’s wok, and perf- and
finish what another had begun; but also to constitute a d
appcaint how much they s t d do in a day, and what hours
and times they shall work, confrary to the h s a d .riaMcJqf
&is d ~
and ,
to the great imjovm>hment of his Mujed’y‘s
UR& this act, a third conviction redied in the
@XNWX% ear k i n g cut d, Down to the year 1812, the
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j ~ t i c e shad the power to fix

.

the rates of wages for certain
classes af workmen ; but the exercise of the power fell into
disuse, sometimes for long periods, and wasonly revived
when the wages had risen to a level which attracted notice,
and appeared to require regulation. As affectingweavers’
. w a g e s , no interference was attempted up to 1700, when an
effort was made to re-assert the almostforgottenprerogative. 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 h
to 7 pra”with an allowance of one hour for meals. By the
same act, the wages of cloth-workers werefixed, and an employer who engaged a workman, living more than five miles
from London, was liable to a fine of f;soo.
The miners of
Scotland, at this time, were subjected to’ great oppression,
in consequence of the statutory provisions affectingthem.
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 theywere actually sold as
p a t of the pnoperty. If they attempted to obtain work at
another mine, theycould be taken, brought back, andflogged
as thieves, €or having robbed him of their labour. AH their
hardships and oppressions ~ ~ ~ t u ~tended
a l l y to myrish the
p w - t h of combination, which was carried on, ootwithstanding 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
caatinued to be the fear of the law, 89 decting the members
of trade organisations, that, as -late as I &I 0, a society of
iranfounders held their meetings at night, ccm
the water and
moms 011 the Iughlands of the Midland counties ;‘ and all
the papers connected with the association were kept brvied
in the peat.
Dawn to the year 1824with the emption of a certain
modification in 18 3 the act of Ekakth rerrrained 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 mete combination of workmen
was absolutelyillegal.Previous
to 1871,the date of the
measare withwhichwe
are moreparticularly concerned,
trades unions were, in the eye of the law, illegal, and, as a
consequence, no contract made by such an organisation
couldbeenforced,
or made the groundwork of a prosecution.
In 1869, a secretary of a trade’sassociationmisappropriated 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
existedamong merchants and others, for the purpose of
securing better terms in the disposal of their particular commodities, it isebviouslyunfair 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 ar secretary of a trades union cauid not
be so prosecuted. This was obviously unjust, and constituted a &aid of the “ e
q
d opportunities,” or the “equality
in the eye of the law ” to which every citi2en is entitled.
It was to remedy this unjust state of things that the act of
1871,was passed. By it, workmen werealIowed the liberty
to act in unison in matters of the hours of labour, or the
rates of pay ; and its cczncessions,amount to nothing more nor
less than what every other class of citizen rn enjoying.
Thc act provides that “the purposes of any trades uniqn
&dl not, by reason merely that they are in restraint of
trade, be deemed to be unlawful,” (w.2) that “the purof 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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mid or voidable any a g r e e m e n t or trust.n The same act
eontains many provisions regardingthe registrationof trades
unions. T h e practical effect of the act was simply to
permit men to erercise 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 hy any officer happening to have it under his custody.
Shortlydescribed,thismeasurehad
for its object the
bestowal of more liberty and more e q u a l opportunities for
the perfecting of trades-unionism-an institution perfectly
legalin itseelf, thoughfrequently used forpurposes just as
tyrannical as the very laws which, for centuries, retarded its
o m growth and develupment.
The Ballot Act of 1872, which shauld be classed emong
the most important of modern Liberal measures, finally diposed of a question, which.had, with more or less frequency,
and with greater or less intensity, occupied and agitated the
public mindforupwards
of a century and a half. This
feature of the movement is n d generally known. The
mthctr of The Radical Party in Parliament,” writing of the
year I 718, says : “At a meeting on the o z n d March, with
Fox in the chair, and Burke, Sheridan, and Beckford pree we come upon the $rsf refkenee to the ballot.” The
resolution which contained that reference ran as fdbwi :* I That
the obtaining of a law for taking the d
q
e
s
of the people, in such a mode 8% to prevent both expieme in
ektions,,and the operation of undue influence therein, is
ny
towards thefr&of
~~ment.”+
This is, buwever, not the first d
a
x
m
c
e to that suhjwt ; for
Hallam, in a note to his “Caastihltimd Kiory,” m e a t i w
*e publication, in 1705,of a -L, entitled “ A Patriot’s
Prupos41 to the People of Enghnd,”which consists d a
recamendation of election by Mot.+ The same a r i a
e

‘J3i!amyofthcRdic&lPPIJinPdanmm%“pp.

f **w.&*p!aq.*
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also mentions the introduction into
“ for voting by ballot,” in 17IO.

the
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Notwithstanding that L a d Juhn Russell once said that
voting was opposed to the open and free constitution of the country,’)+a moment’s reflection will convince
m y one that, as the resolution of the W&minster committee
d 1778, discloses, the ballot was ‘‘ necessarytowards the
freedom of parliament.” The Ballot Act simply gave voters
the Liberty to vote secretly, if they thought it desirable ; but
by no m a n s cornpelled them to maintain secrecy, afterwards,
as to how theyhadvoted.Previous
to the act, a voter
possessed less freedom thanafrer its p
a
s
s
a
g
e
,inasmuch as
he had not the power to vote secretly if he wished. The
effect of thqact was to leave it optional with a voter whether
he kept as a secret, or made it known, how he expressed
him,ylf at the poll. This option was, too, a necessary
liberty, inasmuch as thousands of voters have been in the
a d are, in the present,liabletointimidation
by
employers, landords, creditors, and others ; and, if this
privilege, or rather liberty, to express a choice at the poll,
were not possessed by all citizens, wuch of the freedom of
opinion on matters politid whichnow exists would be
withheld from those who at present possess it.
The employer, the landlord, and the a d t o r were able to
record their votes without fear of suffrring disadvantage, if
it happened to be contrary to the wishes of others; but the
tmploy4, the tenant, and the debtor were frequently com@
e
d to chocwe the alternative of stultifying themselves at
the poll, or incurring the displeasure, perhaps the serious
e n m i t y ofothers, on whom they were dependent, by voting
“ cantmy to
6
The ballot then &erred freedom on a class who did
not previously poses it, without any corresponding curtailment of M y in regard to any other class. This is true
* ‘ ‘ L j k o b ~ c o b d . r r “q o l m w i ) , p . x 5 7 .
u secret
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Liberalism ; and, therefore,such an institutioncouldnot
have been ‘‘ opposed to the openandfreeconstitution of
the country.” Cobden said ‘‘ it would do much to put an
end to that corruption in the boroughs, and subserviency in
the counties, whichwe have now to deplore.”
When
Burke
wrote
his “Reflections on the French
Revolution,” in 1790, hetook a very jaundiced viewof
society, to which we may attribute the gloomy prognostication that “all contrivances by ballot were vain and childish,
to prevent a discovery of inclinations.“ R e 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 a n election; and, if he finds
it necessary to do so, he may even “prevent a discovery of
his inclinations.” When Burkewrotethis,however, h e was
despondent of society, which had been subjected to so complete anupheavalinFrance.Many
of his most cherished
Liberal opinions and theories, concerning it, had appeared
to be for everdoomed to disappointment, by that great
revolution ; and, he was, in consequence, renderedpermanently sceptical as to the popular judgment.
Mr. Bright, in one of hisspeeches,mentions that John
Stuart Mill, even, had considerable scruples on the question
of tbe Mlot, though he seems to have been curious to see
it h.ied.’ We are nutwkhout high authority as to the
intimidation to which voters were subjected, previous to the
passing of this liberal measure. Sir ErsRine May says:
The BallotAct 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
3ill (1832) down tu 1872, h e n it became law.
&zech on Ireiand.” Msrch 14,1868. Cdlected S
nmcracy in Europe,” vol. L., p. ~ 3 .
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It was O'Connell who asked for leave in the former
year to introduce a bill to establish triennial parliaments,
universalsuffrage, 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
Bill."
I n fact, according to Mrs. Grote,t it was actually
inserted in the original draft of that measure, though
subsequently omitted. The Samewriter informs us that, as
a principle, it had always formed a " leading article of the
Radical faith."
In 1833, George Grote himselfundertook to introduce the
question in the ensuing session of Parliament. The decision
appears to have arisen out of a meetingbetween a number of distinguished men, including Joseph Hume, John
Romilly, Prescott the historian, Grote himself, and the elder
-Mill. GFote is said to have' introduced the subject in a
speech, which " not orrly 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 a39 against the motion.
From this time forward,
Grote made hismotion on the subject annually. I n 1837,
155 members voted for the motion and 267 against it, and out
of the latter number, zoo of the votes were given by Tories.
In 1838 Lord John Russell declared himself opposed to the
&lot, and prominent Radicals protested against such an
expression of opinion. In 1839 the annual motion was
affirmed by 2 1 7 votes a s against 335, and Macaulay's name
was included in the former number. In 184s the Same
&lutim was' included in a larger and more comprehensive
iih extension of suffrage i%d triennial parliaments ; and it dd not therefore affmd 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

'
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his name became as inseparably cotlnected with it as tMt
of Sir WilfredLawsonwith
the subject of Local Option.
For -someyears the divisions werevery smail, and show
that the interest taken in the motion was by no m w s
intense; but, in 1855, the poportion w a s much more
favourable, there being 157 for and 194 only against the
motion. I n 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 Ref: “ I believe the ballot alone willgive them the
power of exercising the f r a n c h k in accordance with their
own
convictions.”’
In the same speech, he added, “ I
cannot anlprehend why any man should oppose the ballot.
I can understand its importance being exaggemtecl, but I
cannot understand the man who thinks it would be likely
toinflict injury upon the country. . . . The educated
man, the intellectual man, the bemvolent man, the man of
religious and .saintly lit& would continue b exercise a most
beneficent influence, which the ballot, I believe, would not
in the slightest degree impair ;. but the inhence of the
landlard, of the creditor, of the customer-the influence of
the strong and unscrupulous mind over the feeble and the
fearful-thatinfluence
would be as effectuallyexcluded,
as I believe it could be, by any human contrivance whatsoever.”
Mr. B r w then speaks of the “moral aspect” of the que%
tioa I r How,” he says, I‘ would canvassing be conducted
under the Wbt ? I do not know bow yoll conduct the
canvassing of eWom in +is great city, but. I will tell you
how it is managed in s d and d
e
r
a
t
e bwDughs in England. The candi&te goes to see as mgny e k k m as
pJlssibk In d i g an any particular elector, themryassers
endeavour to find out his employer, his landlord, sorqe
0

“S-h

on Reiorm,“ G k g a w , I.hcembu
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w h has lent him money, or done a kindness to some of his
friends, or who hassomeinfluenceoverhim
; and half-a-

dozen meet tagether, and though there may be nothing said,
the e1e;Ctor knows yery well there is somebody in that small
number who bas 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 not
one af the propositions fOT Reform that have been suhmitted
to the public-there is no other portion that is received with
s u c h umimity, such enthusiasm of resolution,throughout
all the meetingsinEngliurd,
as the proposition that the
ballot shall form a portion of the corning Reform.”+
In r86q the division on the ballot was very close, though
it is evideent, fran the smallness of the numbers, that the
amount of interest taken in the mattet was very slight.
Ninety-nine voteswererecorded for, and 102 against the
rmtiot~ In subsequent years, down to 1866,the divisions
were not so fwourabk.
In the same year we find Mr.~Brightagain mentioning the
subject, in a speech upon Ireland. “The ballot,” he said,
‘[isalmost universal in the United States It is almost uni&mal in the alonies, at any rate in the Australian colonies;
it is dmost universal on the continent of Europe; ana, in
the new parliament of North Germany,which is about
mto he a”&
every man oftwenty-fiveyears of age
is to be & ~ w dto vote, and to vote by ballot. There is,’’
he adds, no other people in the world that considers that it.
haa ol-~fairrapese&atiive
system, u n l m it has the ballot”t A
&A, in amnectim with tbe ballot, is that John

.

5

“ s p s h m JZAmn.“ Gl;csgow, Dec. 21. 18sE.
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Stuart Mill, who had begtrn by admxtimg it, snbseqoeatly
-became an opponent of it, on the gound that it was UR
manly to conceal one’s votq” and, strarge to say, in the very
speech in which he condemned it, he quoted an opinion af
Edmund Burke, which appeirs to tell completely against
the conclusion which he was actually founding G n it.
The sentence was to the effect that “ the system which lays
its foundations in rare and heroic virtues will be sure to have
its superskucture in the basest profligacy and corruption.JJ
In 1871-72,a change was taking place in public feehng
upon the subjecl of the ballot. “ T h e gross and growing
profligacy and violence, whichdisgraced every election, begm
to make men feel that something 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 ko 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, be
shrank. from exposing himself to the violence of the mob.
I n many cases, a man giving a conscientious vote wouM have
had to do so with the certainty that he was bringing ruin
upon himself and his family. In Ireland, the conflicting
powerof 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 bowd who supported the popular candidate.
Voters were dragged to the p d , like slaves or prisoners, by
the landlord and his agents.”$
I n 1869,a committee had been appointed to enquire imto
the method and ‘manner of conducting elections, and that
a McCarthy’s “ History of Our Own T i m , ” vol. ii-! p . 35%
t Mdbrthy‘s “ History or Oar
Times.” vol. II., page
+
t (.I H‘
Istory of Our O w n Times, vol. ii., p. 359.

,?wn

+.

LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

‘95

committeehad reported in favour of the principle of the
ballot. I n 1872 the BallotAct was, after a good deal of
hesitation on the part of the House of Commons, passed.
Waving been affirmed on the third reading by 276 votes
against 2 18, the measure was sent to the Lords; and, inasmuch
as t h y had rejected a similar measurein the preceding
d o n , they made several amendments 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
charactcrised the system as a newfangled 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 rig& of scrutiny, on demand by a defeated candidate,
and acceptiug the limitation of the operation of the act to
1880 : the l Loptional” fcature being of course eliminated.
The bill then pasfed. 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 1 8 8 0 .
The Ballot Act has by no means rendered corruption a
thing of the past; but it is acknowledged to have alnlost
completely prevented intimidation being
exercised
over
voters.
‘Let me now, before closingthis chapter, briefly glance back
over the several Liberal measures dealt with, in order toshow
how bne and all of them conform to the principle we have
hid ~ O W Qas the true foundation of that school of politics,
vk,‘theoonkrring of ‘’equalliberties” by the removal of class
p ~ d q p which
,
have grown up by prescription, or been
actuelly-confkmd by the action of parliament. Z have, in
the qening of this vdu~ne,used, as a sort of t a t for my
Su&t, an &nimble, md, at fhc silc~petime a m o 5 t scientific
I‘

’

“

Lire d W.E. G M s m r ~ eLevis
~
hMdm. p q.
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definition of ‘Lliberalism,” by
Mr.
Henry Broadhuwt. I
shall deal with it at greater length in a subsequent chapter ;
butshall also quote it here, in order that I may, by the
light it affords, criticise the several Liberal rneabllres dealt
with in the present chapter.
“ Iiberalism,” says Mr. Broadhurst, I‘ does not seek to
make all men equal-nothing can do that. But its object is
to removeailobstacleserected
by men, which prevent all
having equal oppOrlFzlliiids.”*
The atfirmative part of thisdefinition can be further
abbreviated into “the securing, to all, equal opportunities.”
But, it is necessary to observe that t‘ Liberalism does not seek
to make all men equal,” that is to say, that, while aiming at
the bestowal of equal ojpmtznitie.sl it does not attempt to
produce an uniformity of wealth, or an equality in sociat conditions ; but aims merely at securing ‘‘equal opportunities,”
such as may result from the removal of “obstacles d
human
origin.”
Mr. Joseph Cowen, in his admirable
speech upon “Principles,” says much the same thing.
‘I The first of Liberal principles is equality.
I do not m a n
equality of social condition. That is a speculative chimera
which cannever be reatised.
. If they were made
equal today, theywouldbe
unequal tomorrow. I mean
eqaatiy of oppoduuPli9-a clear and equal course, and
victoryto the wisestand the best.”t Wemay 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 opprt+ty*
to all men ; and from this it lollows that any attempt to
approximate to a more extended equality, such as e q d t y d
wealth, or of social conditionsl would involvea d e w u r e from
true Liberalism, inasmuch as it would at once have the &
e
t
of rendering &heopportunities u n e q d . Men will alwaysk
unequal in wealth, in social position, and even in the

.

m “Wh9slgInLibwslYp,48.
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with,involved the principle of “liberty,” thus defined. I
shall nowshow how each of thosereforms coming under
the category of “Modern Liberalism ” does likewise, and
conforms also tothe “ equal opportunities” principle.
The ReformBill of 1832,produced a closer approximation 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 consequent management of the publicfunds
in which e
v
q
c i t k n is interested IC as Edmund Burkehas said, a
citizen’svote is his shield against the oppression of power,
then, it is essential to hispossessing equal opportunities,
that he should have that shield in his possession.
The Anti-Slavery movement certainly needs no apology ;
for, so long as a manwas deprived of personal freedom,
he was deprived of his equal opportunites by reason of
‘‘ obstacles ” of the most distinctly “ humanorigin.” 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 unmistakably
liberal
piece of legislation. Previous to its
passing, the great majority of the Englishpeople
were
prohibited, by legislation, from purchasing their bread where
they chose, and where theycould.buy it at the cheapest
price. The Corn Laws,whichwerein existence, practically
imposed a 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 p r k for the
produce of their land, which they could not‘ a t h e m e h
a
+
obtained : thu5affording to them opportunities which the
legislaturecouldnot
secure for all citizens e q d y . 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 &e
observed. As I have pointed out, the Charter failed because
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it contained erroneous and revolutionaryproposals. Those
which have since been made the law of England, were truly
liberal, inasmuch as they clearly conform to the principle of
I‘ equal opportunities.”
The ballot simply gave to the poor
and dependent man the right to record hisvote 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 beremoved was equallyliberal. The
necessity for a money qualification was a n . “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.
THEPRINCIPLFS
OF TRUELIBERALISM.*
An attempt to ddine, in general terms, the sodalogical basis of government.

“ I should say, in the first place,thatwhatall
Lilmls most
strongly. most ardently desire is that as larp M antorrnt tu @ssi& of
personulfieedout a d Zikdy should be secured for every individual, and
country.”---LORD
HARTINGTOR (Speech ai
for every class inthe
Derby, July 12, 1886).
“ T h e tmzxirnum rieht of the individual to please himself, subject to
the milrinrunr right of thecommunity to control him.”--TAc T ~ M J ,
(Oct. 29, 1 8 8 6 . )

‘II thinkthatnothing
would be moreundesirablethan
that we
should remove the stimulus to industry, and rhrift, and exertion, which
is aiTorded by the security given to every man in the enjoyment of the
fruits of his
own
individual
exertions.”-JosErH
CHAMBERLAIN .
(Speech at Hull, Aug. 5, 1885).

I”

order to clearlyandcorrectlycomprehend
the nature
of Liberalism, in its origina! and scientific meaning, it is,
above all things, necessary to recognise that that which is so
glibly spoken of in our everyday conversation as ‘‘ politics,”
comprehends one of the mostprofound and complex of

* M y rtaYln for choosing the a b =

heading, Cor the plsscnt chapter, is that I may
k~~rodraa~~de~~s~POhZiMead~~~bctawnwhuIawrvivc
che true principfyupon whi$ all movements, ~ttemptedunder the a u h r i t y of the
political turn Lifmmxlisrn s h l d be ba+, snd those- ochcr p+cippks +A
,I
wLk claiming to right1 c$fto the teadabom of that htk, are m fact w t d y
Wse to &SI, and really calculated to uwknruoc and &my o o ~ a
of
b
e
d revllts associated with our nation’s history. I have, ncaadingly
the ow set of principIa“Tnie LiknlLm,” a d , in the next Caapar I h a d
dealt,yith what I comeire to be the False and perverted school recerrsd to, d
e
r the
title Spnrims L i i m . ”
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sciences This important factis, with omstpeople, completely lost sight of, or, LO speak morecorrectly, never
actually realised, except by the comparatively few who have
made of the subject a close study. There is, in truth, ’no
other topic inwhich d l 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 e m nectionwithwhichmen
act with so little realreflection,
or concerning whichthey express settledconvictions with
so much confidence and &-satisfaction.
“Over his pipe in
the village alehouse,” writes Mr. Herbert Spencer, “the
labourer says, wry $osi#jvdy, what parliament shcnrt’d do.”
This confidence, and the widespread ignorance which
begets it, are, by no means, confined to the working classes
Among the more educatedof society-even among what are
termed University men-there is a surprising lack of knowledge concerningthe fundamental principlesof 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
“ t a l y for some of the first priuciples of sociologywhich
bear upon the practical government of the day.
As long ‘athis is sa, there is little hope that the genuine
and scientific meaning of &e political term in question will
be widely understood, and so made to operate in the formation of public opinion. Milton’s well-knm lme, regarding
the “fear af angels,” has no a p e iliustration than that
which is: afforded by “ the people,” in their confideat treatment of politid matters. Politid problems are, from time
to time, raised for settkment, in t h w days of ‘‘Popular
g~vernrnent,” such.rrs would r&pire, for a correct solution,
all the knowledge and concentratian of E hiill or t Burke.;
yet, they tee disposed of, for the tiam king, as if the q u a tions involvedwere of the very simplestnature.
“The
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entbusiastic philanthropist, urgentfor some act of parliament
to remedy this evil or secure the other good, thinks it a very

trivial and far-fetchedobjection
that the people willbe
morally injured by doing things for them, instead of leaving
them to do things themselves He vividly
realises
the
benefithehopes
to getachieved, whichis a positive and
really imaginable thing: he does notrealise the diffused,
invisible,andslowlyaccumulatingeffectwroughton
the
popular mind, and, so, does notbelieve in it ; or, if he
admits it, thinks itbeneathconsideration.
Would hebut
remember, however, that all national character is gradually
produced by the dailyaction 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 itsincrements, may be formidable whenviewed in its
sum total.”*
In the ordinary way, and more especially at times when
party feeling mns high, any appearance of doubt in connection withpolitical
matters is immediately interpreted as
evidencing want of “ back-bone,” “ shilly-shallying,”:4 sittingon-a-rail,”or some other reprehensiblecondition of mind.
At election time, a voter experiencing suchmisgivings would,
if not abused,certainly be considered a fit subject for
sympathy. Yet, 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
$Meal
question, would be a far safer citizen, in a democracy, than
the thousands of confident electors who have, in their own
minds, and to their o m satisfaction, reduced all the greet
k i a l problems of our day to a cut-and-dried condition, such
m leaves no doubt whatever regarding the wurse to be
pursued. Without, however, dwelling longerupon that point,
let me say that, in the opiniun of all the greatest thinkers
who have dealt with this subject, what we call “ politics ” or
“Onr-Legislalion.” (CoUected Essays.) Herbert Spoc
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u p v r r n n ~ e n t is
” regarded as a science; and, what is more,
the mostprofoundwithwhich
the human mind
has so farhad to deaLAnd
this is a conclusion to which
everyonemust come, who sets himself to itsinvestigation
with any degree of seriousness.
The constitution of a State,” says Edmund 3urke,
“and the due distribution of its powers, is a matter of the
most delicate and complicatedskill.
It requires a deep
knowledge of human nature and human necessities, and of
the things which facilitate or obstruct the various ends which
are to be pursued by the mechanism of civil institutions.”+
Again, the same miter, says : “The science of government
requiresexperience, and even more experiencethan any
person can gain inhiswhole life,however sagacious and
observing he may be.”t And further,
“ The nature of man
is intricate, the objects of society are of the greatest possible
complexity ; and therefore no simple disposition, or direction of power can be suitable either to man’s nature, or to
thequality of hisaffiirs.When
(he adds) I hear the
simplicityof contrivance aimed at and boasted of in any
new political constitutions, I am at no loss to decide that
Lhe artificers are grossly ignorant of their trade, or totally
negligent of their duty.”$ A more modern authority
has said much the same thing ; thus :-“ Lqgslation is so
complex, that only t h e who give themselves wholly to the
study can be acquainted with any considerable p u t of it.
The true method of approaching a legislativemeasure
assumes the form of a complicated logical and scientific
probIem.’T Unfortunately, the bulk of our fellow-men do
not take the same view. Those who have cast upon them
the responsibility of electing the politicians or legislators of
our day have formed their 0-n opinions ; and, what is more,
as one of
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placed their own value upon their own abilities, in calculating
the &lportance and correctness of those opinions.
Representatives €or 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
polities, or of the science upon which they are based, is a
matter of simple intuition ; and that, in fact, the exercise of
the franchisq or the correct criticism of a measure, is one of
the most easily and lightlydischarged of our everyday
duties.
“ A man,” says Mr. Joseph Cowen, “ is expected to serve
an apprenticeship, or to pass a competieive examination for
every profession save criticism and government. Legislators
(he adds, somewhatironically) are r e d p d . Politics,
however, are not personalities ; yet the man who can rat&
off a list of names and rneasures,.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 8 jwrneyman could lay aside the tools, with
which he has been engaged during the day in constructing
a door or laying bricks, and, without my diaculty, take a
really useful part in the d i n g of laws for his country.
About two years ago a debate took piace upon the
question of “Payment of members af parliarneat,” amoag
$he delegatespresent at at^ htercoonial Trades’ Union
Congress held in the colony of Victoria. The p r o w d i n g s
have since been published and are indeed instructive. One
member said, that it was necesmry to give “an opportunity

.
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to men who had every p~ultify nccrssery to rrraRr a good
legislator, but had not the means to live without labour, to

enter parliament.” Anothet 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 ; so that we may infer that thesentiments which
they expressed met with general approval.
It would, perhaps, not be very seriously entertained by
thesegentlemen, il they
were
told that they, in €act,
possessed veg fnu of the requisite qualifications ;yet they
have been frequently so informed already,and by “Liberals”
of considerable authority.
Mr. Frederick Hanison, for instance, in a lectare on
the “ Pohical Function of the Working Classes,’’ delivered
in March, 1868, to the London Trades’ Council, said, in his
usual Czndid manner: “ I tell you plainly that, in my
opinion, if the &ewere
to manage their own concerns
they aevm would be worde managed. Manage your own
concerns €or yourselves !” he exclaimed. “Do you ever
make your o m boots and shoes, or turn your own enginedriver on a railway, or cut OR your own leg when amputation is inevitable 7. If we alImanaged 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 d c i e n t hands-putting the round men in the
round holes. We get our law done by men trained all their
lives to the w o r k We get taught by p r d d fxachers ;
we have our armies led by experienced and scientific
. generals ; and if, in dl things of life’ great and small, we
rely on men of special gifts and attainments, and how that
even they can do us no good service, unless we entrust
them with full freedoan of achn and concentration of
power, how can we venture to dispense with these advantages,
in the gmatssst daratt d$ica& m-t of ali-the art of governmeat? what w&be
ttreresylt athe
in a

r
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train insisted on tuning this o r 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 tbe field were directed by the
votes of the rank and file 7 Yet (he says) these are mpufutive& eusy fo the art of gmJernmenf, 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 authoritieson
this and kindredsubjects,
says :
[‘There is no branch of human knowledge ; no art or
applied science, whichmay 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 understood regarding it, even by those who most confidently
profess a “practical ” knowledge of its principles..
“ I n the greatscience of politics,”: says the Duke of
Argyle, “which investigates the complicated forces, whose
action and reaction determinethe condition of organised
societies of men, we are still standing, as it were, only at the

*

“ Orderand Progless.”pp. a d , 2 2 9
“ Influence of Aurhority In Matten ofOpinion,” p. 173.
:Althwghlrequently
using andquoting others in the use of the expressions
“science ofpolitia,” “science of governmeot,”Iam aware tMt they are, by some
authorities, considered inoorrect. J. S. Mill, forinstance, has said:--“The ~cienfc
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 Soveroment,’ would be an objectionable cxpress~onwere It not that ‘government’ IS often
loosely taken to signify, not the act ofgovcming, bot the state BT coedtion of bsirlg
governed, or or being under a government.” (“ Unsettled Questions of Political
l+ncmy,”
p. 136,) With the greatest respect for so.high w authority, I -tu*
to
thtnk that the word “ g c r n m e n t , ” when coupled \nth the word “ ~ ( ~ e n c e ,is
’ ’ mole
d e n used to signifyt
t body o f n a t u d laws which
ate &e “order andpmg r e s ” of mankind, and a knowled
orwhich is ess.ent*o
the successful governm a t of a p p l c . A knowledge
Sciqncmpf smronmty, or of someportipn of it,
isessential to a p d c e of the am of n a v u p o n . A knowledge of the saence of
.++gy,
and of ehe at+
scieoces whrch w mbordiDate to it @iiogy ead
soc~ology)are equally easentral to the art of government. I venture to thtnk therefore, that the a p m a i o n ‘ ‘ s c k c eoC governrnmt ” i s narher i n t a d e d to sigdfyahp
body of laws (included ia sociology) upon which government dew:?.
That IS,
the sen% in pvfiich Bu&e uses it, Tor, he sa
it r e q u k a deep kRqv.
7 e Z J i u m a n nature and human necessities.” I &&enceforth
use the express~cm
‘‘sciciance of government,” ps sigairyiw the d e o c e of the b$ otlaws vpon
ood government depends. Sir Geo. Curnewall Lewis, in his %hatiseon Polbtm
vol I’:,
I p. r & h m
s p o k c ~ a f ! “t h e s h c e dthe ad laws, which regulate the
conditmn of nations, and deteminetheirpmqerity, declioe, or skagni~bn.”
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break of day.”+ Can we then, in the face of these reflections, fortified, as they are, by endless authorities, resist the
conclusion that the posi$ion and responsibilities of a lawmaker, or, as he is glibly called, a “ politician,” call for a
special training, at least as difficult
laborious as that
needed in other professions? Mill was of opinion that
L‘there is hardlyanykind
of intellectual work,which so
muchneeds
to be done, not only by dperienced and
exercised minds, but by minds trained to the task through
long and lbon‘mssiudy, BS the busiwss of making laws ;t
and Mr. Joseph Cowen is o€much the same opinion, as are
indeed allwriters of eminence on the subject. “If,” says
Mr. Cowen, “the science of legislation is to be learnt, it must
becultivated. No man can do this in a day. It must be
the labour of ymrs, and to that labour must be brought the
powers of a mind, prepared by previoustraining,
and
strengthened by preliminary discipline.”$
Howevergovernment may havebeen
regarded inthe
past, by students of history and others, who have directed
their attention to the theory of the subject, M) past governments have thought tit, even if they were so inclined, to be
guided by the true principleswhich underlie it. “If (says
Humbolt) we cast a gIance at the history of political organizations, we shall find it difficult to decide, in the case of
any O A of
~ them, the exact limits to which its activity was
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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 bywhich the propriety of government
interference is customarily tested.”t
It may fairly be said that these statements regarding the
scientific side of politics, and itscomplexity
and profundity 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 writershavegiven
sound reasons and facts for their conclusions, and some of
the latter are indeed somewhat startling. I n the firstplace
the effectof measuresis, as a rule, quite different to that
whichhasbeenaimed
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 thiswant of political knowledge; or
the amount of harm whichhas, at differenttimes, been
inflicted upon society, as the result of abortive attempts at
statesmanship. “ Every great reform,’’ says Buckle, ‘‘ which
hasbeeneffected,has
consisted, notin doing something
new, but in unrzoing something oZd. The mostvaluable
additions made to legislation have been enactments destmctive of preceding legislation, and the best lawswhich have
beenpassed have been those bywhich someformer laws
wererepealed.
. . . We owe no thanks to lawgivers as
a class ; for since the most valuable improvements in legislation are those which subvert preceding legislation, it is
* “ S p k and,pties ofCovernment” (Wilhelm von Hurnbaldt) p . 5.
t “On Liberty
5. Note.-Mr. Stanley Jevons hcs adopted the very d a n g c r ~ ~ ~
(though d*i&t$ true) marim that “anythin i5 right and
which adds
to the sumofhappiness of the community; ’ b u t t e dcarly sees the d i f i y ! t k ond
dangers liable to a r k from its hasty apphmrionto legislative proposak
It is not
(he says1 sufficientto show, by direct erpermcnt, or other incontestable evidence,
that an ndditioa of happiness is made. W e myst also assure ourselve.; that t h e is
w epnivdenf o r grraler rvblrartiim of happiness-a subtraction which may rake
e6ect e n h e r as regards other
e or su.5scpw#zf timer. This (he adds) it d
hard1 be said is a mom
matter.” (“The S u e in Relati to Labour,“
p, L2tl.J
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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
muchharm that their successors are considered benefactors,simplybecausethey
merose their policy, and, thus,
restore affairs to the state in which they wmZd h u e remained
if politicians had allowed them to run on in the course which
the wants of societyrequired.”+Again, ‘ I I t is no exaggeration to say that the history of the commercial legislation
of Europe presents every possible contrivance for hampering
the energies of commerce.”t ‘ I For no governmeqt having
recognised its proper limits, the result is that every government has inflicted,on its subjects, great injuries, and has
done this, nearly always, with the best intentions.”S
Here is an even stronger piece of evidence. “It would
beeasytopush the enquiry still further, and to showhow
legislators, in every attempt they have made to protect some
particular interests, and upholdsome particular principles,
have, not onlyfailed,
but have brought about results,
diumetriralfy opposite to those which they proposed.’T
If facts are needed we have not far to go for them. In a
paper read to the Statistical Society, inMay
1875 Mr.
Janson, vice-president of the Law Society,affirmed that,
“from the Statute of Merton (20 Henry HI.), to the end of
1872, there had been passed 18,110 public acts, of which
he estimated that four-jifths had been wholly or parhulb
repealed.”§ Nor is this very strong evidence of the ignorance
of legislatorsconfined 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 belonging to
th p m e n t reign alom.”ll

* ‘‘ History of Civilkation,” -01. i.
t. ‘I His- of Civiliwion ” vol.
“History d
v d . I., p. 281.
’A * ‘ H i r yof
k i v ! ~ ~ t % ~ ~ ‘ v i.,
o l p.
. ~ 8 % 8 “ Man armus The Stare.’’ Herbtrt Speom. p so.
II Man 7Wl SUI The State,” p 70.
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Can one doubt, then, the soundness of the contention
that the science of government is not the very simple
study whirhmostpeopleimagine,
but a science,in the
strict sense of the word, involving a knowledge, and a
profoundknowledge 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 7 I< then, politics are a science,
surely they should be so treated, instead of being dealt with in
the haptpard immethodical manner adopted towards them
by the b ~ l kof 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 onlyfor 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.
Aristotie says : I‘ Since, inevery art and science, the end
aimed at is always good, the greuiestgom? 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
‘‘gr-eatefl 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 I’
has certainly many objections, for it does nor, in -the
minds of ail men, bear the interpretation of the
greatest good.” It might, ind probably does mean, to
* “ Politics,” book iii., chap. 12.
I When Macaulay was cn‘ticisiog the essay on Government by the elder Mill in the
E d i A r q h RmMq he d d of Bmthams definition of the end of Kovdnment
which Mdl had quoted, h a t ir wa5 “ far less precise than that which is in the -td
of the vu ar” and added, “The first man with whom Mr. Mill ma travel in a stagecoach,
;ell him that govepxent exists for the protection X t h e p r r s o ~snd
ymperiy of men.” (Exsy on Mill on Government,” March, 1829. EdX?wck
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many -men; a “short life and a merry one,” which is
certainly not ‘‘good’’ in the sense inwhich Aristotle used
the word, A wise governmentmust, 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 ofwhich it is
called upon to govern.
How best is that good to be considered ? Not, certainly,
by feasting and wine bibbing,” nor, indeed, by carelesily
expending the wealth of a state over any single generation
or age. 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 individaals somewhat complicates the prnblem.
A government should, no doubt, aim at the d t i m a t d as
well as the immediate happiness of the wbZ. people. But
how is 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 methads to be adopted, in order to attain success.*
At the outset, we finditnecessary
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 startingpoint, 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 arethe science
of mundane existence. The starting-point is the individual,
free and selfcentred.” 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

T;

Sir W i n e May, i n the i n r e m i preface to his ‘ I Democracy in Europe ”
spys : It W i d be t
k dim of & r d
.statesmen to’A e r y for k
ikcrtask$ respensz‘MJitus- to educate the pepple to train them in the ways of
f m d o m ; UI s
t tbeutkith iarget h n c h ~ $ e s d-d:
the laws, and to bring
the government or the state into harmony with the judgment of its wisest cilia%&
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the necessity for the family or tribalcombination,
by
which that security is, to some extent, obtained. I t 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. I n a primitive state of
society, the greaterpart 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 msequent inability to follow the daily calling. Man too, being
naturally
disinclined
to exertion, will not, voluntarily,
undergo more toil than is necessary to acquire suficirnt to
satisfy the wants of himself, and of those who have ctaims
upon him. From this, it follows that, in a primitive state of
living, men will not, without good reason, providefor the
wants ofothers, unless such as nature has bound to them by,
what we term, ‘I ties of affection,” love,” etc. In all communities, men are forced toeithermake
provision for
emergencies, or, as an alternative, suffer the consequences.
I n less civilised communities, where food or material for
clothing are obtainable only at certain seasons, themore
provident take care, and the less provident are forced to lay
by more than sufficient for their i m m e d i a t e wants. Upon
those who systematically neglect snch providence, the kw
of ‘Ithe survival of the fittest’’ inevitably operates, unless,
indeed, as is sometimes the case, nowadays, society o k r s
encouragement to improvidence. From the above condition
of things accumulation results, and, thereupon, a new
necessity arises-that of preventing su& accumulations
from being taken by those who are, either tuo lazy, or
too improvident to adopt similar precautions for themSelves.
Here therefore, in the very infancy or 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 ofgovernment-“
security to the person ” and
L‘security for property.”
I‘ Without security of property, and freedom
to enaage in
every employment, not hurtful to others, society can make
no considerableadvances”’
‘ I Therefore,” adds the same
writer, “ we have, j r s f , to consider the means of obtaining
security, and protection.”t “The great and chief end,”
says Jmke, <‘
of men’s uniting into .commonwealths,and
putting themselves under government, is the preservation of
their property.”$
There is an obvious reason inthus regarding this principle
as paramount. The safety of society depends upon accumulation. 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-kngs honestly believe
that supmtufurui interference can be brought to bear upon
the auturaZ operation of those laws, in answer to human
requests, yet, those very persons neglect no effwt to resist
or divert the operation of the lawsthemselves, by natural
means.8 Man, in a primitivecondition,
is liable to a
hundred and ooe dangers,of which famine is the most terrible.
Where any tribe, or larger community of men, is content to
depend, for f d 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
fallows the importance of this particular function of
*

“ Priociptcs of Polirical Eemomy,“ J. S. Mill, p, a64
t “RinCi& of Political l?.conomy,” J. S. Mill, p a64.
1 “Two Trap& on Govarmsma,” chap 8.
li I t b k n iapziously eked that almost Jmultaneody with the setting
a qxdal da for tkanlrsgiving
oa the -very
of health by tbe
of Wnh d e eMdicol man w b ~ t m d e his
d Royal Highness was
k
n
i
g
t
r
t
o
d
T
o
r
*
$
i
u
h
c
h
a
d
d
q
l
a
p
d

214

LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

government-the giving security to property ;*, and, up to
a certain point, it may be also said that the extent of h a p
p i n e s of apeople
will be in correspondence with the
will be, thus, the
extent of its accumulation, sinceit
farther removed from the condition of danger which famine
would entail. Accumulation, therefore, andhuman happiness itself, depend upon security for property.
Having then obtained this security for the person and for
whatever food or property may be acquired, andseeing
further that, up to a certain point, the greater the accumulation, the greater the happiness, it becomes necessary to
enquire what is the next want for which society calls. I t is
acknowledged to be“freedom.”
Now, whyis 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 bemet
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 mustbe f r e e h to move about. If you shut up an
animal in a small space, ortie itslimbs together, or take
from it the food it ha5 procured, you eventually, by persistence in one or other of these courses, cause its death.
Passing a certain point, hindrance to the fulfilment of these
requirements is fatal. And a l l this, which holds of the
higher animals at large, of course, holds of man.”?
Without freedom, it is obvious that man a u l d not choose
the time, place, means, or methods of obtaining the requirements of life ; and, as I shall show hereafter, themore
* Mr. Herbert Spencer has classified in the order of tkir importance what be calls
“ the Irding kinds of activicy whichconstitute human life.”
H e places, first, thme
activiries whlch direcfly ministerto self-preservation, vir. the actions and pmcantiom
by which from moment to moment we securepewanal satety ’ secdnd those which by
securing the nrcesGties of life indirectly minlster to wlF-p&vation,’
(“
Phvsical, Moral, and Intellectual,” p. 9 . )
t “ Man w ~ r u The
s
Slate.” p . oh
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crowded a community becomes, and the more artificial the
condition of lifing within it, the greater the necessityfor
freedom &I t h e individual, wpon
whom
depends the
responsibility of a livelibood for himself, and perhaps far
ethers. Therefore, as Locke says, “ the end of lawis not
t o abolish, or restrain, but to presewe a d enlavgc freedom.”+
The argument stands thus: The object of man (upon which
all sane people must be agreed) is to behappy. The first
essential to that end is that he may live. In order to live,
others must be prevented fromkilling him. Hence the
necessity for “security for the person.” To maintain life
the bodymust be nourished. FQod, 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 heshould
accumulate. Security is essential
to accumulation, for wilhout it man would have no
encouragement to accumulate. Security, however, being
obtained by common consent and common assistance, it
becomes necessary to offer e v e r y da’itzhnal encowapnmf
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, provjded
that the freedom be sufficiently limited toenable every
member of the community to enjoy the same protection
and security ; that is to say, ‘I the liberty of each, limited
only by the like liberty of all.”t
U t us pass away now from these considerations regarding
a primithe 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 labpur, and
the much more ekborate requirements of our daily life. It
becomes almost a physical impossibility for any individual to
live as he might d o in a primitive community. All the
9 “Two Treatises on Government,” chap. 6.

t ‘‘ Socia Statics.”
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circumstances which surround him combine toforce him
into the moreartificial and complex mode of existence.
H e is compelled to devote himself to the acqulrement of
some special knowledge, possibly very indirectly
connected
with the production of food, in order that he may obtain the
means of livelihood ; for, havinghadafforded
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 bywhich
those necessaria can be obtained from a third person. On
account of the adoption by society of the principle of
“division of labour,” he findshimself 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 withhis fellowcitizens. 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 exchangeable value with which to purchase those necessaries ofIife.
Moreover, eating, drinking, sleeping, and generally rendering
oneself and one’s belongings comfortable in life, are only a
small p u t of man’s mission To have secured such ends is
certainly the first duty of everycitizen, p d 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, therecome desires, even yearnings, for far higher
satisfactions. According to the constitution of our minds,
or the nature of the early training which we have uadergone, we find ourselves inclining in the direckion of certain
octxptions, accomplishments, or amusements. One discovers, and finds pleasure in cultivating a faculty for
painting ; another for literature ; a third for music. One b
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led, 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 happiness and improvement of their fellow-beings,while others
leave the busy haunts of men and lead the
prekr
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. H e
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 growsbyitself,
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. I n
humanity there is the same unbounded diversity. So all
men,however different their capacity, ghould have equal
liberty of germination. The same sun warms them, and the
samewind breathes to them melodiuusly. Let each have
the space and the culture most fitted for the unchecked unfolding 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 fw any particular class. I t is essential to the happiness
of uZZ. 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 np” that ideal is essential to individual happiness
and, therefore, to the happiness of the m i a n , of which the
individuak are but the units. “ That a good man be free,’
as we d l it-be pPrmitted to urefold himself, in works of
t o ,
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goodness and nobleness-is,” says Carlyle, ‘I surely a blessing
to him,immense and indispensable-tohim
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 hisown
energies, in his perfectindividuality, but in which external
nature evenisleft 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~~erypofi~icabsyste~~.”~
Such a principle wouldsecure what
Joseph Cowencalls “a clear and equal course,” rn that
victorymightgo “ t o the wisest and the best.” By it, the
paths are opened up to wealth, success, honour, fame, everything, in fact,worthman’saspirations.
‘&
Personal liberty,”
saysCowen again, “ develops individual energy, and raises
the level of human dignity, by inspiring, in it, sentiments of
self-reliance.”ll
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 hismission.
To accomplish this mission, he requires
freedom, without which there can be no responsibility, and
equality, without which, liberty is a deception.”j 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
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authority, whose opinion in the fields
of
comparative
politics and comparative history, is of high value,says,
of the Asiaticmind : “ It has failed to reach the mental
elevation of the West. It has proved itself inferior in religion,
in morals, in science, and the a r t s ; 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 intheory. Never did the founders of Eastern
religions, or lawgivers, or philosophers, dream of it. Not
a wordis 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, afterwards, in China, Japan, and Eastern Asia, liberty h a s been
beyond the conception of the races who have embraced that
religion. Not even inIndian poetry or song is utterance
given to any sentiment of liberty.”* Let us now examine
the nature of this great national characteristic, concerning 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 conditio11 of primitive man, before such a thing as
‘‘ law” is known. I t 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 anarchid. We have
already seen t b t one of the indispensable conditions of the
happiness and progress of humanity, when raised a b e the
level of the savage, is “security,” whether of the person, or of
Q
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what is termed ‘‘property.” This security is not compatible
with such an extended and unqualified liberty. To be able
to ‘I 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 wouldmean
one manbeing albwed to take the property of another,
merelybecauseheenjoyedsuperiorphysique.
It would,
as I have said, mean anarchy,and, if not mutual destruction,
certainly mutual injury-social stagnation and disorganisation.
It is’ evident, then, that the. kind or extent of liberty,
which is calculated to encourage industryand the accumuiation of the necessities and luxuries oflife, and which is
essential to the mental and moral development of a people,
is not that which is signified by the wordin its primary
meaning. We must look for the true signification in the
samesource, but subject to certain importantlimitations.
Liberty in the sense in which I und&and it, and in which
I take it to be used by those miters fromwhom I have
quoted, means “the freedbm to do as one wishes ; freedom
from restraint-subject io th same or egna/fi-ecdom in o w
jdiow5,” or, to use the words
of
Mr. Herbert Spencer,
“the liberty o€ each, limited only by the like liberty of
all.”
Sir George Comewall Lewis, in hisvaluable treatise on
‘ I Political Terms,” sayq “Persons who speak of liberty i
n
general ; of the blessings of liberty ; of the cause of liberty,
may bemderstood to use the word to denote an immunity
or exemption from certain restrictions, which they consider
asjwnidaur R, socieQ.’*
Sir James Mackintosh says that
liberty is security aguimf wrong,” and Hackstone define
it thus:--“ Political or- civil liberty . . . is no other than
natural liberty, so far restrained by human laws (and to
further), . as is necessq and expedient for the g m d
“
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advantage of ihepublk.’* This definition leaves, unexplained,
the extent to which it is “necessary and expedient to
restrain “natural liberty,” by human laws, for ‘‘ the general
advantage of the generalpublic.’]
It issufficiently clear,
hewever,fromit, and the preceding observations, that the
liberty whichmenoriginallypossessedshould
be k e f f c d
on& sofar as to secure e q w l liberty to dl.
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-tht in order to obtaia for
a cokmunity the Zargest aggregate anwunt of hapfimsl
each member of it SMh
w
e seav-ea? to him i
k mi
absoZute freedom or lib&+&;s u b j e d oaly to such limitcrtims as
arc neassury iA order fo m r e c p d f e e d m or Z&r& to dl
other numbcrs. And this I contend is the true principle of
‘‘ Liberalism,]’ whether tested by the hght 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,stillfurther, 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 difficultyin 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 onlyby the physicalcapabilities of each, all that
would benecessary would be to enact laws which would
prevent any one or more of such units from depriving auy
other m e or more of their fellows of the same amount of
liberty enjoyed by himself or themselves. It would be
0 ~ ‘Commcntaries,”
‘
vol. ii., p. sap Note.-I have, in a +sequent chapter dealt
mth the somewhat complex questlon of“ ’ htr ” whuh t b lafterdabition’nises
That qu&o
to me to depend
upon the view w take ob u) the
rmrnr of our l i . BLclrstoneand +er@ d c r r b t man, in beccd?g 8n
nnit of society,entirely giaro rp a
t of h%sr
u
r
h
r
dL
Sir Gco. C h
a
r
pM d
andrbcnhYed
others consider that we ivs ap
li.+y, we
whuh is considered g m f for sonety that rndlvldna
,u r d to us b7
the laws of our country. Mr. Spencer SEWI~S to adopt Bladrstow’s view. I defer 19
a sukquent chapter any detaikd trealmcet.
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found essential to provide against bodily trespass of all kinds,
whichwould include injury to the person and interference
with personal freedom. It would be found
essential,
also,toprovideagainst
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 foundnecessary 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, whatevertheymight
be, sosoon as all members of the cammunitywere,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 wilh, had been similarly protected.
I t would, simultaneously, become necessaryfor the governing power to take steps for protecting the community, as a
whole, fromoutside, or, as it is termed, foreign aggression, lest,
otherwise, the liberty of the whole should be jeopardised; and,
with this view, the governing powerwould be justified in
calling upon each member of the community to contribute
his proportion of assistance (or some recognised equivalent)
towards the general security. This would, in a civilised community, 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 wouldbe
justified in calling upan. 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 af 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 werenecessary, in order to secure equal liberty to all
members.
But, with regard to practicallegislation, that is to say,
legislationapplicable to the timesinwhich,
and the circumstances under whichwenow
live, the caseis quite
different. Legislators are not now called upon to arrange a
newlyconstituted” community, but, on the contrary, to
regulate, and in some cases to reform, a very old and complicated one,interwoven with traditions requiring careful
and delicate treatment. We are livingin a time which
stands many centunes later than the period at which
many of the existing laws and customs were originated
and enacted. Societyis surrounded by legislativerestrictions, in the enactment of which the present generation has
taken no part; and, as a consequence, those who profess to
legislate ontrue Liberal principles are confronted with a
twofold duty. Erst, to watch mer and preserve, in their
in&gr@, the libcr/y of their fclZm-cmntrymen, subject a d y
to equal Ziberiies for ail. Second~y,to examine, dosdy, th
ZegisZatior of our unctstors, and, after care+/ imestiguhun,
c & a z w u ~ to repeal such as thy jnd io have been c
d in
contruvtnttkn of true $rin&pZes.
Liberalism, in the nineteenth century, therefore, is charged
with a s
d fimtion, wbich would not pertain to a community newly constituted.
I t wi11 be observed that in the definition of Liberalism,
at which I havearrived, no provision whatever is made
for depriving the strongers or the more capable, in any
way, of the right to etijoy, to the utmdt, the hits of that
superiority, so lang as he regards the like liberty in others.
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Under such a principle df government, as practised in a
primitive community,the swiftest, OT the keenest, or the most
ingenious hunter would obtain, and IsazJesemred fo him, when
obtained, the largest amount of sport. If a member of any
tribe, moreanxiousthan
others inregard to the comfort
of his Family, chme to spend a greater part of his time in the
erection and decoration of a dwelling, he would have
secured to him the fullestenjoyment of the result of his
labour. If, on the other hand, any member of such a tribe,
either from stupidity or laziness, neglectedto provide himself
with the requirements of existence, he would, nevertheless,
be forced to haveregard to the rights and liberties of his
fellows, and be restrained from helping himself to the fruits
of tbeir 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 charity or p o d nahve
of his fellows, instead of acquiring a claim to any proportion
of their accumulations. In a moreadvancedsociety, such
as that in which’weare nowliving, citizens, standing in a
somewhat analogous positionto the community, are fr e
quently encouraged, rather than discouraged, by reason of
the indiscriminate charity of society.
It wilt 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 fbrce of circumstances, be aroused to a
keener condition of mind, and the lazy would be ultimately
starved into a condition of physicalactivity,
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 k t i o n of a high& development, and an improved
method d fiving. 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. I n bothcases, there would be
a stronginfluence in the direction of self-reliance; there
would be no tendencytowardsequalisingmen,but
rather
towards rendering more prominentthe 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 inlife,wouldfind
their rewardin that
superiority; and by reason of the maximum amount of
freedomenjoyed by everyone, there wouldbe noposition
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 farwithmy chain of reasoning, 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 almostinevitablyfatal to itsacknowledgment or
reception), letme 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. JosephCowen, ‘‘ what are
they 7 The firstisequality.
I do notmeanequality
of
social condition. That is a speculativechimera that can
never be realised. One manowns his clothes, and another
owns a county. If theywere equal ta-day, they would be
unequal to-morrow. I mean equality of opportuniiy”a dew
ami equal c a n e , and viciory to the wisesf and t h &st.
That
ispracticable,” he adds, and then, (‘1 would remove all
&+l
impediments and restrainis that make the path of
progress tedious and painful.” * “Liberty,” he says, “is the
secondLiberalprinciple.
By liberty, I meanmuch more
than liberty of locomotion, or liberty to buy in the cheapest

* Spech :
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or sell in the dearest market. I meanliberty of thought,
speech, and development. Physicalliberty constitutes us
free agents; intellectual liberty gives us the power of acting
up to our Sense of right and wong ; religious liberty enables
us to make the decisions sf our consciencesourrule
of
conduct ; and civil liberty givesus the unchecked oPportuni9
of gwluth. The idearunning 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 controlled 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 religiousfreedom ; 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 : c‘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;
andwithoutpoliticalliberty,
he is a serf.”
No practical
politician of our time hai touched so frequently and so
trenchantly upon this important question, and nu one has,
outside literature, told the masses such home-truths’with
regard to the modern tendency to ignore t h w principles.
Mark, now, the definition of Liberalism which hasbeen
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 affered, with relation to modern tendencies; and, coming as it does, &om
one who owes his present position in the political world to the
Geedom which has resulted trom Libedism in the past, it
acquires aU ttie more d u e
“ I am a Liberal,” he says, “becausethe
true, full,
and free application of Liberal principles is best catculated
to pmmate the &..st a&
gf nrtdcwd. It teaches

* speech :“ Political F+-incipks,”1885.
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self-reliance,and gives the best opportunites to the people re
promotetheir’ indiuidud, aswell as their united and best
permanent interest.Liberalism
does not seek tomakeall
men equal : nothingcan do that.But
its object is to
remove all 06stecZes e m f e d by men, which prevent all having
equal opl)orlbnities. This in its t u r n promotes idusfry, and
makes the realisation of reasonably ambitious hopes possible
to the poorest man amongst US.”*
To the same effect is a definition byMr. Burt, equally
entitled, from the nature of hispoliticalcareer,
to speak
with authority upon the beneficial effects
of civil freedom.
Liberalism, hesays, is “the doctrine, not of equality of
wealth andposition, but the doctrine of equality of all b&-e
tire Zaw-of equality of opporanity.”
Here, again, is the same leading principle,
pithily
expressed by the editor of a prominent Liberal journal,
enjoying one of the largestcirculations in England. ‘I I
desire,” says that authority, “the triumph of the L i b e r a l
cause, which means progress, the p o w t h o f f r c e h , and the
advancement of the geeneral good”+ Yet another of those
who wereinterrogated uponthis important subject, and whose
answks are contained in the volume, to which I have before
referred : “Liberal principles &el@ res$onsibi(iiity ;responsibility educates and Auuzanises, and the fully educated man is
the mostserviceablemember of the social organisation”$
The same subject has been dealt withfrom another and
totally different quarter,but nevertheless with great clearness
and force.
The late Rev. F. W. Robertson, of Brighton (England),
whose versatility enabled him to throw considedble light on
every subject he touched, gave to a body of warking men
the following good advice :-“ Ekmacracy (he said), if
it means anything, means goverment by the pqile. .Now
let us not endeavour to make k ridmulous. L suppose that
*::WhyamIaLibeTal?”p.35.
why am I a Laberal?“ p. +I.

t “WhypmIaLihrd?”p.gg.
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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 thexe is no
reason why the Hotcntot and the Australian may not be
cultivated, so that, in the iapse of centuries, they may be
equal to Englishmen. I suppose (he adds), that the democrat would say there is no reason why the son of B cobbler
should not, by education, become fit to be prime minister
of the land, or take his place on the bench of judges; and I
suppose that all free institutions mean this. I suppose they
ate meant to assert :-kt the people be educated ; let
there be a fair $eZd and rn favour; let every man have a
fair c h , and then the happiest condition of a nation
would be that, when every man had been educated, morally
and intellectually, to bis very highest capacity, there should,
then, be selected, out of menso trained, a government of
I

f/u 7Wkest a d the &sf.’*

It will be observed that, in all these definitions, wherever
mention is made of the necessity for removingobstacles,
care hasbeen taken to distinguish between those which
exist in the individual Rime& and such as have been placed
as o m c t i o n s to individual freedom, by h u ~ agency.
n
Hobhes puts this in his usual quaint style, in the chapter of
his “ Leviathan ” entitled “Of the Liberty of Subjects
When the impediment o€ motion is in UU cotrstitukm @
th thing ifst&we use not h say it wants the liberty, but the
to move; as when a s t m e lieth still, or a man is
:’I-

&(

fastfXIed b his bed by SkkneSS.”
.
Mr. Cowen speaks of
impednnents and
restraints.” Mr. Broadhurst speaks of “obstacles em&d
by meu,” a d elsewhere Mr. Cowen again says, IC Health

‘‘tzdt@ior

and wealth, industry and thrift, capacity
*““~dLitorarp-,”p

5g.

ana endurance, are
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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@iciaZ hidrances 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,
undoubtedly, to be removed-thatis
to say, obstacles not
of nature. Those which are of nature,or, as Hobbes puts
it, I' 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 cleverlyput
it : I'To try to make menequal by altering social arrangements
is like trying to make the cards of equal value by shuffling
the pack."? If we endeavour to keep back the industrious
and the thriftytillthose,less
fortunJte, 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 lessqualified.Besides,
who is to judge between
temporary incomptence 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
ofhis ingenuity, and by so securing it to him, encourages
improved methods of work and production. It is, in kct, a
system of rewards, inasmuch as whoever runs and wins may
have that which he has so obtained. If this were not so
guaranteed tomen, certainly fewwouM
compete for the
rewards whichlifeoffers.
Tf property were not secured, no
indmidual would exert himself to aceurnulate ; there would
be little cultivation and refinement-in short, the minimum
of civilisation. And if Buckleis
right, when he says,
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“that of all the greatsocialimprovements,
the accumulation of wealth must 6e first, because without it there can be
neithertaste nor leisur:for thatacquisition ofknowledge
on which the progress of civilisationdepends,”then
a
communityin which these principles were ignored would
practically stand still. “The manwhoworks has the right,
and he alone, to the creation of his work and sacrifice. No
confederation or commonwealthhas any right to trench
upon a man’s persons1possessions and rob himfor the
world’s benefit. The things that are produced by him,
pmcbsed by him, or given to him by others, whofairly
own them, are his and no others.But it may be said he
has a superfiuity,while others want.Possibly.
Still the
state cannot honestly or wisely sequestrate. If it could,
whatwould
fdlow 7 The man would cease to labour.
He would not work, if the fruits of his toil were to be
confiscated. H e m a y 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 af property, and its security are the basis of
civilisation and liberty.”” I n order, now, that the practical
application of Liberal principles to the past may be clearly
comprehended in their twGfold operation, let us turn to
history and brietly investigate the part they have played in
the principal epochs out of which it is made up.
The early historyof England begins ( k , 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 comprehensivenature;
a condition of society, in fact, in which (to use the words of
Macanlay) “a cruel penal code, cruellyenforced, 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 conqumar himself, and hi nobles.
Jaseph cotvcn.

“
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should refuse to recogniseany lawswhich mighthave the
effect of restraining their powerover the people. If there
were any such laws in existence, which, as it were, covered
the people from previous kingly abuses, hey 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 physicalforce of hisfollowers)exercised the
power to tax, imprison, and govern,when
and howhe
pleased, the subjects of his newly vanquished realm.
England, as a community, may besaid 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 wasby that means placed at the mercy of the king,
by reason of the royal usurpation of popular fieedom, each
and every decree, action, aod determination, bywhich the
monarchsignified the limitation of that freedom,involved
the erection of an “artificial. restriction,” which it thenceforth 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
likethemselves, though oi a more favoured cllste, such as
true Liberalism does not, and cannot recognise.
De Lolme, in his ‘ I British Constitution,” lays down the
followingclassification of ‘‘ private liberties” :-’‘ private
liberty,” he says, ‘‘accodng to the dipision of the English
lawyers, mnsists, first, ofthe right o f f i u p d y - t h a t &.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
p s ~ n ~ l ~ e ~;~thirdly,
n i ’ ’ of the Zocornotivc faculty.”*
It is needless to say that the inhabitants of England, under
iVilliam the Conqueror, did not enjoy any of these liberties.
Blackstone says : “ The spirit of liberty is so deeply implanted
in our constitution, and robted, even in our very soil, that a
slave, or a negro, the moment he lands in England falls
under the protection of the laws, and, so far, becomes a
free man.”+ 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 MacauIay says, “The country was
portioned out among the captains of the invader ;a 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 tel4s us that “ ancient
and honourable families
were
reduced to beggary, the
nobles thernseietves (that is the EngIish nobles) wereeverywhere treated withignominy and contempt; they had the
mortification of seeing their castles and manon possessed
by Normans of the meanest birth and lowest station, and
found themselves carefully excluded from every road which
led either to riches or prefmment.”$
Regarding the second of the three divisions, viz., the
right of p e r s o d s a r i & equal indifference was displayed.
Humc tells us, again, that the Engtish people, who had
been deprived of their freeholds by inheritance, and compelled to take
the subordimate positions of under-tenants,
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were required to swear allegiance to their respective barons
in the followingwords : ‘+Hear, my lord, I becomeliege
man of yours for life and limb and earthly regard, and I will
keep faithand loyalty to youfori~eaanddeuth.God help me.”
Loner still than this class were the ceorls or vilZeim, with
evenlessliberty
and security of life. The feudal system
had, in fact, as .Hume says, ‘‘ reduced the whole people to a
state of vassalage under the kingorbarons, and even the
greater part of themto a stite of real slavery.” Thus, it
will be seen that the second class of liberties, mentioned by
De Lolrne,
were
taken from the English
people.
The
“locomotive faculty,” as the third class is called, would
followwith the second, inasmuch as it was impossible that .1
the Englishpeople 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.
Whilethisremained so, those who hadliberty,viz., the
Normans, enjoyedsome degree of prosperity,while those
to a conwhohadbeen,
as 1 haveshown,thrownback
dition of comparative barbarism, fell, for a time, into a state
of absolute stagnation.
But the spirit of freedom,which was unplanted in the
breast of the English people, could not, for a11 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 whichit was conceded that “dfmtmm
of our kingdom shall enjoy their land in peace, h.ee horn
dl tillage, and from every unjust exaction.” Hem, we find
the first dawning of Liberalism on the darkened horizon of
Engljsh subjection and oppression-; and, it will be otsemed
that that firstsymptomtook
the form of “security for
a
property-” It is scarcely to be expected thateither
.”
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monarch by conquest, or his heirs, would willingly consen1
to giving up that which they regarded as their spoil-viz.,
the right to govern how, and with what amount of despotism
he or theymight think fit. Nor did they. Though much
was frequentlypromised,
in moments of pressure and
emergency ;those promises were, as a rule, more ‘‘ honoured
in the breach than the observance i)l yet each confessionwas
a step towards the great goal of Liberalism: and 60 it seems
to have been received.
In 1100 we find Henry I. anxious to ingratiate himself
with hispeople. H e promised ‘(the people their liberties,”
that ‘(the distinction of Englishman a n d Norman should be
heard no more.” One of the t e r n of that monarch’s
celebrated charter was that the vassals of the barons should
enjoy the sameprivilegeswhich
he granted to h i own
barrm. This charter again was not observed with any
degree of care by himwho had granted it, but it marked
“the new relationwhichwas
thus brought about between
the people and their king.”
W e pass now to the reign of John, a king whowas as
impatient of restriction upon his power as m y monarch well
could be. I need not dwellhere, as I have done in a
previous chapter, upon the struggles which preceded . t h e
granting of Magna Charta ; nor need I recapitulate the
causes which ultimately led to acoalitionbetween
the
Rubles and the people, in deknce of their common liberties.
Hitherto says May, c L the barons’ had fought for themselves alone ; now they became the national leaders, in
p k t z i n i g the “ t i e s of England.” That great Charter
secured, a~ H u m says, “very important liberties and
privileges to ewry urak d men in the kingdom-to the
dew, the bet.eps and the &a”
The Charter, itself, is
Mstlbg, from beginning to end, with references to the
liberties ” and *‘rightf ” of the subject ;and a, cursory
eJraminatian of b main provisions, swh-as I have given in
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a previous chapter, willshow that the spirit of Liberalism
was fastblossoming and makingitselffelt
as a power,
which nothing could
resist.
That chapter is of most
importance whichbegan : “ No freeman shall be taken or
imprisoned, or be disseised of his freehold, or liberties . . .
but bylawful judgment of hispeers.”
Personal freedom
and security of property were the two prominent principles
which inspired that great bulwark. Hume says: “ Men
acquired some more security for their pmfertia and their

Zibertkr.”
Passing from this epoch to that which secured the ratification of the Petition of Right, we find a further concession
to the principle of security ; fOT, 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 COTPUSAct, by confirming the sacred
beenclearlylaid
principle of personal liberty, whichhad
down by the terms of the Great Charter, made the right
more distinct, and more certain for the future. The
Revolution, of 1688, practicallyconfirmed all past concessions 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
no *means
the struggle for equal opportunities wasby
completed then ; for,with
the final disposal of Royal
demands, there stin remained a condition of things, under
which the government, and the consequent inquitable
distribution of civil burdens, and civil privileges, was left in
the hands of a limited, and, too often, selfishly-motid
class, whotook care, at alltimes, and, under all cirmmstances, to legislate in that manner, best calculated -to
forward their own intemts. I refergenkrally to the aristu
cratk end moneyed classes,who,practical$,
a h r b e d the
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legislativepowerprevious
ta the ReformBill
of 1832.
‘‘hok,” says a modern writer on Reform, speaking of the
treatment of the people by the legislature between 1688
and 1832; “ Loo$’’ 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 atthe long series of
Corn Laws ; laws putting clown combinations of workmen
to protect themselves against the rapacity of their masters ;
criminal laws againstworkmen, 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 legislation was passed, conferred its advantages alwaysin one
direction, that was in favour of the aristocratic and wealthy
section of society,who happened to be more f d l y represented 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
SO s o ~ as
1 that class of liberties, withwhich myal despotism had persiskntly interfered, had been rescued, and
permanently held by means nf a final curtailment of kingly
preragative, Liberalismfound a new and extensive field, upon
which to exercise its equalising functions. It was gradually,
and (aspopular powerwas 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 tbe masses were &t in the enjoyment af those *‘equal
opportunitiq” which it is the fuactian of t r w Liberalism to,
*‘ Xitory d Conuitntional Ref-,“

(James Murdcch), p. a6
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secure for all; and an investigation of the greater number
of the legislative reforms whichhave beeneffectedsince
1832, will reveal the fact that parliament has beenchiefly
occupied in securing that ‘ I equality of opportunity,” which
is the chief, and, in truth, the only aim of Liberalism to consummate. This field has been, ever since, the battle ground
of Liberalism and Conservatism-the former, as is its function, ever striving to abolish class restrictions of all kinds ;
the latter everstriving
to prevent their destruction or
removal, professedly on the ground that I ‘ 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
the Anglo-Americancolonists, who hadmigratedfrom
old to the newworld, once for all laid down the principle
that, so soon as an offshoot of the mother country became
self-supporting, the members of it shouldbecome 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 onlywhennecessary
to
contribute towards the protection of the liberties of those
upon whom the taxes are being imposed.
The oppressive state of the lawwhich 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 shouldhavebeen,in
the
parliament of Great Britain a large body of men, so dead
to the principles of common justice and liberty, from which
theythemselves had derived so manyblessings, that they
should be f w n d willing to continue so long the exclusion
from parliament, and from other even more primitive liberfies,
other
a large portion of their fellow-countrymen,forno
reason than that of a difference in religious creed. Yetl.so
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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
whichwouldhavebeen
more in keeping withwhat are
termed “the dark 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 “ h k e 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, bywhich
every man, woman, and
child in the kingdom, who consumedbread, or-any other
article of which grain was the primary ingredient, was compelled 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 pcople free in that direction.
I t requires no comment or explanation to prove that
there was a distinct bestowalofmore
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 theTrades 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 intimidation being brought to bear upon them,
were frequently compelled to vote contrary to their judgment or conviction, it was necessary to prevent MY undue
p a s u r e from being brought to bear, by giving
each
elector the right af voting in secret, by ballot, if he thought

fit,

24 0

FXBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

Thus, it will be seen that, from the Conquest downwards,
freedom has beenfought for, and won,by a gradual but
sure process of wresting, first from the sovereign, and afterwads from the aristocratic and moneyed classes, the u q a a G
power which they, respectively, had arrogated to themselves,
wben they had might upon their side.
As each successivestage of progresshas been reached,
the people have acquired a further share in the deliberations
of that body, by whichall “ rights ” and opportunities ”
are regulated. Thus, there has at lastbeen
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 Lj,hcralism contends.
It would be indeed difficult, in our own day, to point to
any feature in the laws of England, or of our self-govemed
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 pointedto, by which any other citizen is suffering a
deprivation of ‘‘ equal opportunities,” enjoyed by any other
ofhisfellow-eitizens. So soon as that social condition has
beenreached, bywhich 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(withsome few exceptions) realised, the chief
objects of iegislation will have been served. Parliament is
not an end, but only a means. If ’‘ equd opportunities ’I
have been secured by parliament, then the principalfunctions of that body are, for the time being, at an end.
Eut in any c a s e , rhe determination of such a question wili
at dl times require the closest investigation of any mpposed.
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 aknowledge of
sociology, it would bediscovered that such differences are
really attributable to obstacles of nofurc, such as want of
ability, want of application,improvidence
or some other
negative quality possessed by themore unsuccessful class.
A hungry man is not over nicein
his logic, and will
readily and confidently attribute his inability to procurea
meal, or
other
necessities, to
some
conspiracy among
capitalists, or totheabuse
of someeconomic 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,atthe
effected;
commencement of his political career,havebeen
and therecan be no doubt that if a condition of “equal
opportunities” is the goal of true Liberalism, as I contend
it is, thenthatconditionhas
(with some few exceptions)
been already attained in all English-speaking communities.
I t 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
The presentposition
df
deal with in a futurechapter.
women as members of a commonwealth is certainly open
$1
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to very much doubt, and I would go so far as to confess that
I regard the present numerous restrictions upon that class,
i n the legal disqualifications for taking their equal part in
political matters, as adistinctlyneglectedfeature
of true
Liberalism.
The fact of being a woman is no protection against the
numerous penaltles provided underthe law for particular
offences against society, and it therefore follows that every
woman whois not by marriage or otherwise represented in
the legislature is simultaneously held amenableto a code
of laws in the making of which, and in the reform of which
she is debarred from takingpart.
As it hasbeen 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 thehands of the particular families
in whom they were vested. Any such laws are clearinterferences with the freedom of the individual, and should be
removed,since they are “ obstacles erected by men.”
But, as I have s a i d , thereare not now any “ crying ”
abuses of power, in theshape of class privileges ; and,
therefore, the (what may be termed) “ heroic ” days of
Liberalism have passed away, at least fora time. Henceforth
the more important function of that school of politics will
be to watch closely and carefully for thedevelopment
Df new rights and libe-rties, 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 meantime, are beingrespected. That is, as I shallendeavour to
I‘
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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 securicg equal
opportunities has had the effect of conferring a larger and
increasing amount of liberty upon the latter, throughout a
period of somecenturies,
theidea
hasbecomealmost
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.
If 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 thatthestateshould
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 happento be much larger ormore 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
I’eople are beginning to realise the enormous political poaer
which the continuing enlargements of the franchise are conferring uponthem,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 counteractand graduallyerase
from the statute-book.
The tendency is, in fact, towards what I shouldterma
democratic Toryism-a school of legislation conceived in the
interests of a particular class of society, viz., the masses.
Inthe publishedreport of “ T h e SecondIntercolonial
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 toassist
in framing measures ‘ifor the benefit of labour.” Under the
heading of ‘ I 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 dlrect representation in t h interests 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 justiceina
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 consideration : “Civil and religious freedom are the fruits of its past
victories, and 1 am a Liberal, in the hope that freedom from
tyranny, of mob or monarch, will be the safeguard of its
future triumph.”
Ifthe function of thestate is limited, as Mr. Herbert
S p n c e r puts it, “ t o preventing the aggressions of individuals on each other, or to the protection of the nation at
large against external enemies,“ * thenthe
fact that a
majority is to be foundin favour of a particular measute

*

“

P u h e n t a r y 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 estimation of many great authorities, really no criterion of either
wisdom or justice. (‘Why,” says the Bishop of Peterborough, “am I to place
unlimited
confidence
in a
majority ? Are
majorities
always in the right ? Have
they never in
times
past
been
in the
wrong?
Have
Is it so inprivate
minorities never been in theright?
the
majorities of each man’s acquaintance
life ? Are
persons in whom he reposes
unlimited
confidence
;
and, if not, why must it be so inpublic life ? . . . I
hold that there m a y 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 tyrannyof the two.”*
“If ever,” says De
Tocqueville,
“liberty is lost in
America, the fault will be with theomnipotence of the
majority, in driving the minority to despair.” t And
Mill has said, ‘‘ thatthe
institution of society should
make provision for keeping up, . . . as a shelter for
freedom of thought, and individuality of character, a perpetual 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
‘I unfold ” as he or she
may think fit; and in every branch
of life there mustbe 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 andadvantages
of self-help, and on every side discovers to us what can be
done under circumstances which are calculated to encourage
.lI.

on Disstablishment,” Oct. 14, 1885.

t

“

Democrzcy in America.”

2 46

LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

ar incite feelings of emulation or competition. “The law
of nature,” says Locke, “stands as aneternal rule to all
men, legislators as well asothers.”
“ T h e 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, thebad
effects of a political economy,
in some degrees, both partial and oppressive.”
John Stuart Mill goes even further, and points tothe
law. “ A
inevitable effects of neglecting to regardthis
people,’’ he says, ‘‘ among whom there is no habit of spontaneous action, for a collective interest-who look habitually
prompt them in all
to theirgovernment tocommandor
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 : “ T h e cultivation of the
active faculties by exercise through the whole community
is itself one of the most valuable of national possessions.”
And again, “ I n 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 somegreat good, is a certain eviLn
The popular objection, which would be at once offered to
these principles, is that they are selfish; andthattoput
themto practice would in every case allow the strong,
physically and mentally, to secure an advantage over the
weak. But it must be remembered thatthestate
would
always have the right, andbe in duty bound, tostep in
at that point at which the exercise of the principle of ‘ L 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 otherwlse 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.”
T h e same wrlter, speaking of Adam Smith, and referring
to the mass of “ meddling ” legislation which existed prior
to his time, says, ‘‘ H e found positive institutions regulating
and restricting natural human action in two different directions. There were laws restrictingfree interchange in the
products of labour itself, and therewere 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. I t 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 restrictions were as mischievous andas destructive of their
own object as restrictions in the free interchange of goods.
Theybothdependedonthesame
vicious principle of
attempting to obtain, by legislation, results which would be
more surely attained by allowing every manto
sell his
goods and his labour when, where, and how he pleased.
The labour of a poor man was his capital. H e had a
for protectnatural right to employ it as he liked. And, as
ing the community from bad or imperfect work ; that would
be bestsecured by unrestrictedcompetition. . . . Natural
law was the best regulation of both. Such were the doctrines
of Adam Smith, then new in the world.”*
* “ Reign of l a w , ” (Duke of Argyle), p. 339.
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And, again, he says : ( I I t was his (Adam Smith’s) labour
to prove that in therude contrivances of legislation, due
account had not been taken of the naturalforces with which
it had to deal. H e showed that among the ve’ety elements of
human character there were instinds and &sires andfaadtics
ofcontrivance, all of which by clumsy machinery had been
impeded and obstructed and diverted from thechannels 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, 1885, entitled I ‘ Plain
Truths and Popular Fallacies.”
I t is not;’ says Macaulay, ‘ I by the intermeddling of the
omnipotentand
omniscientstate,but
by the prudence,
energy, and foresight of its inhabitants, thatEnglandhas
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 strict& confining
themselves to their own legitimLe duties ;by leaving rapital to
find its most lucrative course, conmodities thir f a i r price ;
industty and intellkence their natural reward; idleness and
fo& thir natural punishment; by maintainingpeace ; by
defending property; by diminishing the price of law, and
by observing sirict economy in every department of the
state. h t tire government do this and the people wil2
assured4 do the rest.”
This passage contains,inasummarized
form, the whole
duty of the legislator, andthe last sentencecontains a
covert admonition which would be a blessing to impress
indelibly uponthemind
of every man who takes the
humblest part in the government of his country, viz., after
attending properly to the duties enumerated above, to “ l e t
0 “

Reigu of Law,” p. 340.
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the people alone” and leavethem
tomanage
their own
as
they
do not
unduly
affairs for themselves, so long
interfere with oneanother,andthuspreventthe
equally
free exercise of faculties, and the equally free use of their
possessions, by all members of the community.
Mr. Gladstone, most popular of Liberal statesmen, whose
earlier utterances were moreinharmony
with thetrue
principles of Liberalism than those of later years, wrote to
Mr. James Stansfield a letter which has been reprinted in the
Confempara~yfor Octoher, 1885, in an article entitled,
I ‘ Liberal Programmes.”
“ Liberalism,” says Mr. Gladstone,
has ever sought to unitefreedom of indizidual fhoughf and
action, fo which if so Zarge@ awes its kaZfhy afmosphere, with
corporate efficiency.”
Mr. Stanskld himself, in thesame article, adds,There
is one safe test, I think, by which to judge such measures :
we should never yield to the tempfahbn of them, unless we can
first satisfy ourselves that, successful, f h y will nof at once or
later undcmtine ami sap, bur, on the contrary, that they will
give m~Zfe and v%our fo independence of characfer and
habif of mind, and to f h e spirif and capacig of se&he@ and
sel/-control.”
Again, in
an
article in
the
Ninc.feenfh Cenkry, for
November, 1885,Professor Edward Dicey makes the following comparative statement of the real Liberalism, and the
new creed, as being promulgated by what has been termed
the Birmingham school of politicians. I ‘ ~ndivid~alZiberty,”
says Mr. Dicey, freedom of contract,the superiority of
private contract over state action, t h right of m y man
to do what he thinks fit with his mvn, so long as he does
not infringe the liberty of others, open competition as
between purchaser and seller, capitalist and labourerthese arethe mainplanks of theold liberal platform in
respect of Home politics.” In the same article, the writer
goes onto s a y :--“Thesubstitution
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
throughout
the
United
Kingdom
are
to
exercise the functions now discharged by theImperial parliament-or, in
plainer words, the introduction of Home Rule-the providing of gratuitous education for the poor at the cost of the
ratepayers, the legislative limitation of the hours of labour
“these,” says Mr. Dicey, I‘ are only a fewof the measures
which the Radicals have proclaimed their intention of promoting as soonasthey are ina position to do so. These
measures are, one and all, based upon the principles which
underlie Socialism, as distinguished from Liberalism.”
There IS aprinciple in the lawof evidence by which a
greater value than usual is attached tocertain testimony upon
the ground that it is “ against the interest ” of the witness.
The principal authority on that subject says : ‘‘ The ground
upon which this evidence is received is the exireme imprubability of itsfaZsehood.” Having this principle in view, I have
endeavoured as much as possible, in the treatment of this
subject, to drawasmany as possible of my various definitions 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 contention. There is one which aptly points the moralregarding the
danger of legislative interference, as effecting the national
character. “ We cannot,” says Mr. Jefferson Davis, ‘‘ legislate to destroy the motive of self-interest ; for that lies at the
foundahm of materiaZ progress.””

-
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Mark, too, the weighty opinions of M. Leon Say, of whom
the Times speaks as “ t h e eminentFrench statesman and
economist.” Presiding at a meeting of the Liberty and Property Defence League at Westminster, he said in his address :
“ T h e functions of government ought to have well-defined
limits, and there ate limits which could not be transgressed
without
entailing
misfortunes
on mankind.
Civilisation
itself,” he added, c‘would be in peril if governments were
allowed to go beyond the limits of theirnaturalfunctions
and
attributes.”
“ Liberal
economists,”
he
continued,
‘‘ were determined to take their stand on the solid ground
of observation, and not todeviate from the principles of
experimental
science.
Experilnental
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 appeareddominant.They
were
necessary for society, and were, so to speak,itssprings.
Those principles were indiutdval energy and personal resfionsibi@v. I t was impossible to conceive a human society
which shouldnotbe
animated,as it were, by those two
not
respect those
principles. . . . If government did
two principles, it destroyed society, and turned men aside
from the paths of progress, to throwthem back on their
previous course.
Governments
which respected these
principlesledhumanityin
the waysof civilisation, while
other governmentsexposedthem
to the risk of loring the
way and of going back info 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, andmight,
according to circumstances, produce decadence, or mark
a
period of retrogression in thedevelopment
of civilisation.”
The moral to be drawnfrom all this has been well and
succinctly put by “Culloch, in his treatise onPolitical
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Economy. Dealing with the subject of government interference 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 judgment and discretion, and that no interferenceshouldever
be made on any speculative or doubtful grounds, but only
clearly
when its necessity is apparent, or when itcanbe
madeoutthat
it will beproductive of public advantage.
. . . . Whenever legislators set about regulating,they are
treadinga path encompassed with difficulties; and while
they advance with caution, they should be ready to stop the
momenl they do not see the way clearly before them.”*
I t 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 shall or shall not be
done where before it was optional.
The utmostcare
and cautionneeds,therefore,
to be
observed in order that it may first be ascertainedwhether,
in so limiting somebody’s liberty, a more equal distribution
of liberties generally is beingbrought about. If this is not
being done, the measure is not Liberal in the true sense of
the word. “ I t ought,” says Burke, “ t o be theconstant
aim of every wise public councilto find out,bycautious
experiments and rational cool endeavours, with h little,
not how much of this restraint, the community can subsist ;
for liberty is a good io 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, thecondition
of “ equal
opportunities ” has actually beenrealised-what is the policy
*

“Principles of Political Economy,” p. 3 9 .
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d Literalism? My answer is to preserue thatstate
of
things ; to watch, as I have already said, for any attempts
to encroach uponthatdomain
of freedom or “equal
opportunitles,” andto 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 mean
to
merely a maintenance or preservation
of institutions as t h y are, then society, having reached
the desired
social
conditionat
which Liberalism
aims,
we should have the two political schools,Conservatives
and Liberals, embracingthesamepolicy;and
this reflection appearsto
have beenexperienced
by Mr.Joseph
Many a
Cowen when he wrote the following passage :-‘I
man,” he says, ‘ I inherits his political opinions as he does his
property. Political faith is largely amatter 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 rigime.
Since then they have been Liberal, and Liberal because the
Conservatives refused toconcedethem
political rights.
They huve now got those political rights, and stand on the
same level as other dasses; 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, “Whyshould
not a working man be a Tory ?” Conservatism is, however,
by no meansunderstood
or professed according tothis
interpretation, by all who embraceit as a political title.
It too frequently means, in the mouths of its followers, a
distinct refusal to recognise the equality of menin their
rights and privileges. I t 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 Elect100(1885)

Speeches,” p. 248
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social position, is of aninnateandpermanentcharacter;
andthat 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.
Suchpersons would debarthe
people ” from the franchise; 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 ahigher
level of life and a higher sphere of society.
With such doctrines and such desires, trde Liberalism has
no sympathy. By it, as I have fully shown, a11 men are
equal-not in wealth or position, or ability ; but in “ t heye o j
the Lazo.” The ideal is, as Mr. Herbert Spencer has put it,
“ t o 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 l1 in life will be allowed to go to ‘I the wisest and the
best.”
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CHAPTER VI.
SPURIOUS
LIBERALISM-HISTORIC
INSTANCES.
“ I t would he easytoshowhowlegislators,ineveryattemptthey
havemade to protect some particularinterests,andupholdsome
particuinrprinciples,have,
not onLlyfailed, buthavebroughtabout
results dz’ametrirolly opjosite to those which they proposed.”-BucKLE,
H i s t q of Civilisation.
“ The substitution of government direction for the play of individual
action, andtheattemptto
secure by restrictionwhat can better be
secured by freedom.””HeNRY GEORGE,Progress and Poverv.
“ Experience hath plainly taught in the said town that the said act
was hoped and
hath not only not brought t h good efect thatthen
surmircd, hut also hath been, and now is likely to be the very greatest
cause of iheimpoverishing
and undoin5 of the poor artaQfcms and
others, at whose suitthesaid
act was procured.”--Extractjrom
an
Art of Parliameni of flre K e i p .f Elizubeth.

T

HE above quotationsshould

sufficiently explain,
in
general terms, the purpose of the present chapter, and
the application of the title which I have adopted for it. I n
dealing with the very numerous instances of falsely-conceived legislation, which are afforded by historic and modern
times, and which I have collected from different sources in
order to illustrate the theories for which I am contending, I
have found it necessary to divide this portion of my subject
into two parts-the first containing those instances which
of “historic;”the
may be fairly placed underthehead
second containing those which more correctly come under
the headmg of the Lcpresentday.”
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I have applied the termSpurious
Liberalism ” toboth
divisions-each of which occupiesa chapter-though the
instances enumerated under the former were enacted at a
time when the word “ Liberallsm ” had not yet been
adopted as a political term.
The nature of that older legislation, however, is so identical In principle with the more modern school, that I have,
notwithstanding,preferred totreatthembothunderthat
head. The principalobjectionable
feature which characterises all those historic, as well as those modern instances
with which I purpose dealing, is that they havethe effect
of either curtailing the liberty of citizens instead of widening
it; involving theState incommercialpursuits
instead of
leaving that field to private enterprise; or of interfering with
the recognised rights of property-in each case, too, to an
extentbeyond that requisite for the generalgood,up
to
which point there could, of course, be no objection. English 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 atime when the working classes hadonly
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 confidence
of the people, andthemorefrequent
expression of the
popular wishes, there were certain otherfeatures of Liberalism
which failed to receive anything like clear recognition, even
by the people
themselves
who were most
immediately
interested. The broad principles of freedom had certainly
been recognised, and understood in the earliest times, even
by the dullest classes of citizens ; for it required the minimum of intelligence to discern the advantages of liberty of
locomotion, for theperson; liberty to do as one wished
with one’s own property ; liberty to believe, and waship, in
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accordance with the particular creed which happened to be
most popular in one’s own time. These broaderfeatures
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, yetas human wants of a very practical
and necessary character. Butthere were otherimportant
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 aboutto speak. I refer tosuch mattersas freedom
of commercialintercourse
andinterchange;
freedom of
contract in the natural rise and fall of wages and in the conditions of labour ; freedom of individual taste and expenditure in the moreprivateconcerns
of life. These were
matters which, in many cases, affected the poor andthe
rich alike, but principally the poor, who, in their meagre
parliamentaryrepresentation,enjoyed
few opportunitiesfor
effectual protest. One can only account for the continuance
of those which materially affected the better classes, who did
enjoy representation, tothe fact that, notbeing
familiar
with thefundamental
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 thesefundamental principles, mostpeople
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 legislatimproducedsome
good to somebody. This is, in fact, the only feasible explanation of the widespread belief in Protection in our own
time. I n the period which elapsed between the reign of
Henry 111. andthe
abolition of theCorn
Laws, there
existed a most universal ignorance among legislators,
regarding the very fundamental principles of what is now
termed “political economy.” It is tolerably evident, indeed,
from history, that an act of parlianlent was considered to
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possess something of acreative faculty, by which it could really
producepositive 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. I t is now generally recognised by all persons,
who have read or thoughtbeneaththe
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
exertionhas
to be stored upin
ordertoproducethat
machinery ; and that parliament, which after all, is onlya
large debating society, cannot, by any magic process, produce
something out of nothing-can only, in fact, and that by an
improperuse of its power, compel one citizen to tramfir
something to another citizen. An act of parliament, therefore, cannot confer positivc advantages on any section of its
citizens, except by first taking those advantages, or the means
of obtaining them, from some other sectlon of its citizens.
'This simple-I 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 atthe root of all the falselyconceived legislation of past and present times. I n historic
times, indeed, there were few men who knew the error of
this view, for the science of political economy was almost
unknown. Inthe
presentdaythis
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.
I propose,therefore,
todivide
my subjectinto
two
branches, enumerating, under the present heading, all those
instances which arose under the earlier state of economic
knowledge-from the time of Henry ILI. 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 morecorrect view of such matters. As I have
alreadysaid, 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.* I t
teaches thatthe operations of society, in relation to commerce, are regulated by ascertainable laws, andthat any
anticipation of thegood 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 11. 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, asaconsequence,
to give rise to serious’ riots.
Yet, such was the fact; and, subsequently, when the other
extreme was fesorted to, by actuallyprohibiting the exportation of cum, and laying an embargo on all ships laden from
Rritish ports, theauthors of the law equally lost sight of
the fact that what they were doing would have the effect of
paralysing the national shipping interests. Yetsuch also
was the case.
Now, in both theseinstances, 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
moderneconomic knowledge, would now be predicted by
any person of moderate political education. The first of

dad ’:

‘‘ At the present
says Buckle “ eighty ears after the publication of Adam
Smith’s ‘Wealth of d t m s ’ there is ;lot to be &nd any one of tolcrablr educafian
who is n.ot askatnrd of holrhg opinions, which, hefore the time of Adam Smith,
Were I m w r s d y receited.”
H~storyof Civilisation,” -1. i., p. 216.
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these laws was conceived for the encouragement of the agricultural 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 taxpayer was, in the one case, infringed by his being compelled
to contribute,through the revenue, tothe 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 individualinstances 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 i n its turn looked upon as a reform.*
I t was only by a series of experiences of thiskind 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 suchattempts, it was the class
who thenmore or less monopolised the governing power.
But, as I have said, the worldwas only learning political

* Buckle says or the Corn-Laws Repeal : “All that was done ?as to repeal the old
laws and leave trade to i t s naturalreedorn ;” and elsewhere Eve great reform
which has been affected, has consisted not in doing somethi; new,yut in U&W
something old. . . . the whole scope and tendency oTrnodern!egidatron is to restore
things to that a u r a l channel from which the i’rcurr
of preceding legishion had
d t i m them.“
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economy, and at a considerable cost to itscommerce and
its social advancement. To this fact, alone, can we attribute
thosegreat andnumerous legislative errors. Consider, for
a moment, the position of affairs in the presentday.
The
science of political economy has been expounded by some
of the greatestintellects 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-speaking community. Everyeducated 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.
for instance, which underlies the
The fundamentaltruth,
theory of Freetrade is trite among properly educated persons,
and, as Mr. Brightsaid some time ago, it is difficult to
understand “how reasonable men ever thought otherwise.”
If this be so, itmaybefairly
asked how it is that, notwithstanding 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 preponderance 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 011 io 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 unfortunate 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
makeamore
familiar acquaintance with sound political
principles, and resist, more than they have hitherto done,
the overtures of aspiring candldates who are not disinclined
to stultify themselves in order to win the approval of those
who can turnthe
scale at election time.
Thus,
then,
though the better educated classes of the presentday
are familiar with politlcal 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
A review of some
far-seeing legislation somewhatremote.
of the modern and impending legislation, which I shall undertake 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 remotetimes
to which I have alluded.Every
important extension of
the franchise brings in to the electoral fold a fresh detachment 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
theamount of wisdom which is possessed in determining
their wants, and the amount of judgment which is exercised
in wielding the power by which thatdetermination
is
expressed. The mere fact of such a detachment having
been hitherto excluded from the franchise is, in itself,
evidence of havingbeen under age, or of having wanted
means; and it would be a mere truismto assert that bothyouth
and poverty are, as a rule, unaccompanied by a large amount
of political or any other wisdom. The net result of the
Pranchise Art of 1885 has been carefully set forth in “The
Radical Programme” as follows :-‘‘ The parliament of 1880
was elected by three millions of electors, of whom it was
estimated om&&“ were of the working classes. The next
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will be elected by

five millions of men, of whom three9fths belong tothe

labouringpopulation.”*
The Act of 1885 therefore added
twu millions to the franchise, principally of the agriculturallabourer class. This hasbeen the dream of Radicalsfor
years; yet, hear what the author ot the “Radical Programme”
says of the class from which this new detachment has been
taken :-I‘ The English nzrrsses are nearly imperuious io
political ideas. . . . The peeple know vague4whaf t h y
want. . . . Thre neve7 was a tinre w h n insfmchbn 70as
nm-e sureo neea2d on all these topics.”i Elsewhere the same
authority says :-I‘ It is for the people’s leaders to indicate
to them the precise methods and instruments by which flreir
wis/w may be realised.”:
The modus operandi is then as follows :-All men are, of
course, aiming at wise government. Two more millions of
electors have been addedtothe
electoral roll of Great
Britain, who are “ inrpervious fopolitical ideas ;”who “ know
their wants only zlaguely;” and who are I‘ is sore need of instrucrion on polifical topics.” These two millions areto
express “fheir zeishs,” and certain other persons, having
heard those “wishes,” areto 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 approximatemore closely than before to a “.wise ”
government-that is to say, to a government working in the
real interests of the I ‘ whole people ”! Will such a series of
propositions standthe
most superficial logical analysis?
l‘he future is indeed not promising, but let us not venture
on prophecy. Let us turn now tothe past. The investigationwhich I shall now make of “Spurious Liberalism,” in
its historic instances, will prove that the repeated attempts
to produce happin$ss or success for the people, by Act of
Parliament, have not only failed to effect their purpose, but,
“The Rdical Programme ” p. 4.

t “ The Radical Programme:” p.

33.1

t “The Radical Rogramne,” p. 33.
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in nlally cases, produccd results entirely opposite to those
which were intendedand anticipated. It will, atthe same
time, benoticedthat,
in a large number of instances, the
matters dealt with were of the most private and trivial
nature, which could have had no real concern for anybody
but
the
individuals themselves, and certainly not the
remotest for the government of thecountry, or for the
peopleat
large, whom the government are supposed to
represent.
I shall first deal with thoseinterferences with national
commerce, which form part of the material from which
Buckle deducedthe
conclusion thatthe
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 ascorn,meat,
andwool;and
astudy of them will show howvain
and
profitless were, and almost must be, the attempts to improve
uponthe
ordinaryeconomic
lawsby
which the English
people are now content to allow their markets to be ruled.
I n the reign of Henry 111. an assize of bread was fixedthat is to say, a statute was passed with the object of regulating prices.* Hume says, in reference to it :-‘I Yet did
of
the prices often rise much higher than any taken notice
by thestatute.”+The
state,in fact, did notsucceed
in
regulating the prices, for they rose notwithstanding the
statute. I t was, inshort,
anattemptto
keepdown the
price of bread, but it is evident that the object of the legislativerestriction 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

the reign of John.

this act were copled from a preceding assize, datiug as CU hack as
t ‘I History o l England,” vol. i., p. 531.
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In the reign of Edward 111. (according to Hume), by Car
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 lawfully acquiredcommodity. 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 thesame reign, the
exportation of wool was absolutely prohibited, as also that
of manufactured iron.* This was done with a view of compelling 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 variousperiods of this
reign, becameunbearablyinterfering.
I t attempted, what
Hume characterises as “ t h e impracticable scheme” of reducing the price of labour, as also that of poultry.+ A
reaper, in the first week of August, was not allowed above
twopence a day, or near sixpence of our present money ; in
thesecond week, a third more. A master carpenter was
limited, through the whole year, tothreepence a day ; a
common carpenterto
twopence a day, money of that
age. 1
Inthe following reign (Richard II.), parliamentcomplained (as mighthavebeen
expected) of the decay of
shipping, andattributedittothe
fact thatthe king had
They
authorised frequent seizures for purposes of war.
asserted thatone
seaport hadcontained
‘‘ more vessels
than were then to be found in the whole kingdom.”ll
* Hume’s History of England,:: chap.

16.
t 37 Edward III.,
f Hume’s “History of England, vol. ii.. chap 16.
ll Hume’s .‘ HibtorJ-of England,” vol. ii., chap 16.

chap. 3.

N
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Notwithstanding this very distinct lesson, as to the effect of
such arbitraryconduct,
thesamecomplainthad
to be
repeated in Edward’s reign, and again in that of Richard.
In the 27th year of Edward, parliament took upon itself to
fix uponparticular 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
likewise
to beinvited to a definite market.Thisscheme
was carried out to such extremes by parliament that English
merchants were actually prohibited from exportingany
English goods from the statutory market, and the result was
‘I the total abandoning of all foreign navigation, except
that
to Calais.”* In this reign also “shopkeepers had the prices
of provisions dictated to them.”t
In the reign of Henry IV. we find another crop of the
same short-sighted legislation. “ Commerce,”says Hume,
“was very littleunderstood
in this reign, as in all the
a great jealousy
preceding. Thereappearstohavebeen
against what were termedmerchantstrangem”Restraints
of various kinds were imposed uponthem
by act of
parliament. For instance, they were obliged to lay out, in
English manufacturesor 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.1 Hume says of this last enactment,that ‘I it
was found so kconvenierrt that it was, soon after, rcpcaled by
parliament.” It would also appear that, during the previcnts
reigns, the prohibition ontheexportation
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 “ Hislory d England,“vol. ii., cbap. 16.
5 Henry IV.,chap. 9.

f 4 Henry IV.,chap. 15.
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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 wemay judge by most
of the laws enacted during his reign, trade and industry
were r u t h hurt then promoted by the rate and atteention
given to them.”Severe
lawswere enacted against taking
interest for the loan of money,* “ which,” adds Hurne, ‘‘,the
superstihbn of the age
zealously
proscribed
;I’ and @I
attempts at evading such a law, so as to makemoney by
the loan of money, were carefully guarded against.t “ It is
needless,” says the same writer, “ to observe how anreasond i e and iniquidorrs were these laws ; how im,bossible lo be
executed, and how h M u i to trade, if they could take place.”$
In this same reign, laws were made against the exportation
of money, plate, or bullion ;ll “a precaution,” adds H L ~ ~ ,
“which serves to no other purpose than to maRG more be
ex#otled.”
The exportation of horses was likewise prohibited,§ “as if,”says the historian, “ that exportation did
not enrowage the breed, and render them more plentiful in
the kingdom.” In order to promote archery, no bowswere
to be sold at a higher price than six shillings and fourpence
of modernmoney.
“ T h e onlyeffect of this regulation,”
says the same writer, ‘‘must be either that the people would
be supplied with bad bows or none at all.”[( In this reign,
also, prices were fixed for wooliencloth, caps,and hats;** and
the wages of labourers were further regulated by statute.++
“It is evident,” says Hume, in comment, “that these matters
oughf to 6.4 kft f i e , 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 r e s t m i ~ t s p uupon
f
it.” It appears that parliament
itself at last recognised this, and subsequently enlarged the

4.

* 3 3enry VII., chap.
vd. 11 chap 26.

t 7 Henry VII., chap. 8.
t “History ofEngland,”
Henry V E L chap. 23.
B XI ~c
vrr., c b p .
I1 ‘‘H’istory of England,” vol. ii., c k p 26.
OC 4 Heny?II..
chaps. 8, g.
t i I I Henry VII., chap. 1 2 .
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limitations,
though
not
sufficiently. Among the many
abortiveattempts (in the reign of Henry VIII.) at manufacturinghappiness 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 largepart of the
woollen tradeintoHolland,
where the“divers
devilish
contrivances,” as the machines were called, were under no
such legislative restraint.*
Speaking of the reign of Mary, Hume says : “ T h e
of the
queen
(Elizabeth)
joined
arbitrary
proceedings
to manymonopolies granted by this princess, as well as
by her
father,
checked the growth o j &nrmcrce.”
The
example
of this
reign supplies us with one excellent
abortive legislation. A law had been made, in the previous reign, by which everyone was prohibited from making
cloth, unless they had served anapprenticeship of seven
years. I t was fully expected
that,
by thus preventing
private andinexperiencedpersons
from producingthat
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 ; andthe
reasons given for so doing were that the former statute had
occasioned #he decay of the woollen manufacture, and had
ruined several towns. t
I n 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 rrprfaiion of corn,”he says, trade and navigation
were promoted, and so much inmeased was the shipping of
her kingdom, .
thatshe was, justlystyled the Resfo‘orcrof Nuzlaal Glory, and the Queenof the Northern Seas. $
It was in her reign, however, that the system of monopolies
w a s carried to such a high and injurious pitch of develop
ment. I n order to reward many
persons
who had

. .

“Liberty or L a w ” (Wordrworth Donisthorp), p. 20.
t H w ’ s “ History of
England.” vol. iii., chap. 37.
t Hume’s “ History of England,” vol. iii., chap. 18.
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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 ihe expedient of granting them patents
for monopolies in various articles of commerce.Beyond
those which she thus gaveaway, there were others which
she sold. The recipients of the& patents, having the
monopoly of certain articles secured to them, were enabled
to charge just what they chose for them. I‘ It is astonishing,” says one writer, “ to consider the number and importance of those commodities whichwere thus assigned over
to patentees : currants, salt, iron, powder,cards,calf-skin,
fells, ox-shinbones,oil, cloth, potashes,aniseeds,vinegar,
coal,steel,brushes,pots,
bottles, saitpetre, 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: ‘ I Is not bread among the number Y’
“Bread ! ” said everyone with astonishment.
Yes,” said
the member, ‘I if affairs go on at this rate we shallhave
bread reduced to a monopoly before next parliament.” The
effectof these monopolies,it is scarcelynecessary to say,
was most oppressive to the people. The fortunate patentees
were most exorbitant in their demands ; and it is recorded
that salt rosein 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 couldexactheavy
penalties from all who
interfered with their patent. The patentee of saltpetre
could, for instance, enter into any house and commit whatever 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,”
anyscope should remainforindustry,
almost every species of foreign commerce was confined to
exclusivecompanies, who bought and sold, at anyprice
that they thought proper to offer or exact.”
These grievances, I‘ the most intolerable for the present,
and the mostpernicious 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 extinguish all donlestic idustry.”
James I., Elizabeth’ssuccessor,called
in and annulled
those which remained, because they had ‘I extremelyfettered
ezJeryspecies of domestic industry.”* Another singular illustration is afforded by Elizabeth’sreign. An act (8 Elizabeth,
crtp. 7) “touching the drapers, cottoners, and frizers of
Shewsbury,” was passed, to prohibit any one entering into
whatwas termed the “mystery” of those industries, unless
they had been “brought up in the use of the said trade.”
It appears t h a t 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 (14Elizabeth, cap. 12) the previous one
was repealed, “ at the humble suit of the inhabitants of the
said town, and also of the said artificers, f u r aduse bemjt
the said act was supposed tu be provided.” In the second section, the following significantmoral is unconsciously pointed
for posterity.
Experience hath plainly taught in the said
town that the said act bath, not ody sot brmghf f h g d
efect #hut then was h
p
e
d and s u m i d , but also hath
been, and now is likely to be, the veery greatest awe of the
i m j v v e ~ h i a gand n h i a g of the ~ L W cwt&ws and others,
says Hume,“lest

* Hwe’5 ” 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.,
certainexclusive companies wereallowed to continue, by
which almost allfmeign trade, except “that of France, was
brought into the hands of a few rapacious engrossers, and
alljmspect of future imprczement in commerce was f o r m r
sacnfied, to a little temporary advantage of the sovereign.”
As a furtherconsequence,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
a special committee, whichgave
as its
grievanceledto
opinion that shipping and seamen had sensibly Acayed,
during ail the preceding reign.”
Coming, now, to the reignofGeorge
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 pnces
became exorbitant, and frequent riots occurred in consequence of the popularoutcry against the subsidy.From
thisextreme, in one part of the reign, parliament went to
the other, at a subsequent period. I n 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. I n 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 an0ther.t Many other commodities were
’ The Stnte in Relation to Labour” (W.Stanley Jew& p. 37.
‘I

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.
Thishadthe
effect of so raising themarket price of
malt that ahugepetition
was presented to parliament by
the brewers of London, complaining that they couldnot
carry on their business, andthatthe
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. Thislattercontentionappearsto
have had the desired effect, for, in order to prevent such a
contingency as that to which it pointed, a bill was immediately passed to restrain the distilling of aZZ grain vhatsmer.
I t was next pointed out that the last restriction wduld ruin
many farmers and others, engaged in the trade of malting ;
but, as it was found impossible to please everybody, parliament left matters where they were. I t would, indeed,be
ditticult to conceive a series of more harrassing interferences
with thenaturalcurrent of commerce; and littlebusiness
imaginewhat
knowledge is requisite to enableoneto
ruinousresults such a disturbingand disorganizing policy
must have
produced
in themercantile
world. At one
period of the reign, a bounty is offered for the exportation of
corn. This would, in the ordinary course of events, artificially bolster up the agriculturalindustry.
The maximum
amount of land would be put under cultivation, and a large
part of the population would be drawn off from less profitable occupations, in order to further the cultivation of cornland.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 parliament, abolishing the bounty, and prohibiting the exportation,
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would suddenly paralyse all concerned.
The shipping
interest would as suddenly find i t s 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 commodity, 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 population, andthat 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, infact,
conceive the extent of the injurious effects of such a
meddling and changing policy on the part of a parliament.
Such, then, aresome of the instances of legislative interference
with the commerce of England, almost all of which resulted
in injury tothe
public interest, though benefiting, for a
time, certain class-interests, in whosebehalfthey
appear
to have been short-sightedly conceived.
I t 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 Kceping down the price of
herrings. In that measure, that is to say, in the preamble
to it, it was complained that people, “comingto the fair
. . . do bargain for herring, and every oi them, by malice
and envy, increase upon another, and if one proffer fortyshillings, another willproffer ten shillings more, andthethird
sixtyshillings, and so everyone surmounteth the other in
the bargain.’*
The fact is, this was an act aimed at the
Mr. Herbert Spencer, who
prevention of auction sales.
quotes the act, adds that it was ‘I soon repealed, because it
raised the p i c e of the herringsYt Again, in the time of

* Craik’s
t
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Edward HI., there was a lawby which innkeepers af seaports 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 manufacturers (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 otherEuropean countries. There were,
however, regulations in the lastcentury,
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 l o o m s and burn the goods which
were not made exad& according to law-whereby, also,
improvements in machinery were illegal, and inventors were
fined. These, s a y s Mr. Herbert Spencer, “hadno small
share in producing the Revolution.”
Let us turn now from these to similar interferences in
matters of moreprivateconcern.
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 CM
scarcely be surprised that a number of that class, now that
they havethe balance of political power in their hands,
should display a spirit of retaliationtowards the so-called
better classes, whose predecessors, in social position, led to
the passing of such laws.
I have alreadyreferred to the fixing of wages by the
legislature, in the reign of Edward 111.; a step. which was
taken, onthegroundthat
they hadbecome “excessive.”
That, in itself,was an unmistakable breach of true Liberal
principles, inasmuch as theworkman had a right to receive
whatever consideration he could honestly obtain for his
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services. The act compelled workmen to accept thesame
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 combining for the purpose of raising their wages. Such
combinations were characterised as I‘ conspiracies,” and the
punishment for a violation was very severe.
I n the sixteenth century (Edward VI.), a man was compelled to work at statute prices, and, if he refused, he was
branded ‘‘ V ” for vagabond, andreducedto
slavery for
two years. I n orderto
show thattheauthors
of that
measure had, or professed to have the general good in view,
when enacting it, thepreambleneeds
to be considered.
It complains, by
way
of
recital, that “artificers, handicraftsmen, andlabourers 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. . . . io the great ilrpoven’slnunt of his Majesfy’s subjects.”*
I t 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 am.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.8 It is saidthat
even Pitt, Fox, andWhitbread
‘ I distinctly asserted the unjust and pernicious doctrine, that
a labourer‘s remuneration should be proportioned, not to his

* Trant’s

“ Trades’ Unions,“ p. 15.
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serwrces, but to his wants.”* An act of parliament was
passed, so lateas 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 Scotchminers
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.1
The wages of workmen of all kinds were fixed, with the
most minute detail, in the third and sixth year of Henry
VIII.lI
Theseattemptsonthe
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 untouched by the governingbody in any age; but,not so !
I n 1363, an act was passed enjoining carters, ploughmen, and
farmservants generally, nottodrink
‘Lexcessively;’ 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, andothersuch victuals.” )I By another act
of the same reign, no one was allowed, either for dinner or
supper, LLabove three dishes
in each course, and not above two
courses.” I n addition to this, it was specially declared that
“soused” meat was to count as one of thew dishes.“”
Hume, who mentionsthis act, adds characteristically, “ I t
was easy to foresee that such ridiculous laws must prove ineffectual,and could never be executed.”tt The reasons given
0
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for this enactment, in its preamble, are certainly amusingviz., that the great men have been sotegrieved, by the excesses
of “over many sorts of costly meats,” and “the lesser people,
whoonly endeavour to imitate the great ones in such sorts
of meats, aremuch impoverished,” andnotableto(‘aid
themselves or their liege-lord.”* I n I 3 t 3, a few years before
this act, a similar measure prescribed the prices of food, but
was, says Mr. Herbert Spencer, “hastily repealedafter
it
hadcaused entire disappearance of variousfoods from the
markets.”t
On the subject of wearing apparel we find the same spirit
of interference showing itself. By anact of Edward HI.,
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. TI An act of Edward IV. fined people
for wearing “any gown or mantle,” notaccording 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 11. decreedthe material
in which peopleshould be buried. $
At another period of history, a n act was passed providing
or button holes made of cloth, serge,
thatnoL‘buttons
drugget, frieze, camlet, or any other stuffs, should be made,
set, or bound on clothes, OY w o ~ n . ”
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 VIII., which prevented the
‘ I lower class” from playing dice, cards, bowls, etc.
There
have been Fnglish laws also, setting forth with what a m m a t
of energy and thoroughness the ploughman should plough
the furrow.
0
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The subject of usury I have already referred ta
After a perusal of all these instances of meddling legislation, it is not at all difficult to realise the truth of what Buckle
has saidregarding 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 thetrade 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 industry to take its own course, it hasbeentroubled
by an
icterminable series of regulations, all intended for its good,
and all inflicting seriousharm.
To suchaheight has this
been carried that the commercial reforms which have distinguished England, during the last Wenty years, have solely
consistedin tcndoirzg fhis mischia~ousand intrusive leg id^
tion. . . . It is no exaggeration to s a y that the history
of the commercial legislation of Europe presents every
posszNe contrizlancc for hanrpeting the energks o j commerce.
. . . . Dutiesonimportation,anddutieson
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 commerce must not be grown, because it was grown in the
colonies; another articlemight be grown and bought, but,
not sold again; while a thirdarticle might be bought and
sold, but not leave the country. Then, too, we find laws to
regulate wages ; laws to reguiate prices; laws to regulate
profits ; laws to regulate the interest of money; customhouse arrangements of the most vexatious kind.t . .

.
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It would be easy (he continues), to push the enquiry still
further, and to showhow legislators, in every attempt they
have made to protect some particular interests, and uphold
someparticular principles, have not only faded, buthave
brought about results diametrically opposite to those which
they proposed.”* Such,then, aresome of the instances of
the misconceived legislation of historic times. I shall, in a
subsequent chapter, show that,
notwithstanding
the immense advance which hasbeen sincemade i n economic
knowledge, much of the legislation of the present day is very
liltle, if at all wiser, or more scientifically conceived.
*

I‘
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CHAPTER

VII.

SOMEINFIRMITIES
OF DEMOCRATIC
GOVERNMENT.
‘(In order to win the masses, it is neressay to understand zwha# the
masses zwatzt, and to oJ& it t o them as the j r i z e of victory.”-TTrucir
(Radical Journal).

. ..

“ The English masses are nearly inzperuious to political ideas.
They know v a p d y what they want.”- The Radical Prog~ammc.

“ I f ever the free institutions of America are destroyed, that event
may be attributed to theurdimited avthorily offhemqbrity, which may,
at some future time, urge the minorities to desperation, and oblige them
to haverecoursetophysical
force.
. Anarchy will then be the
result, but
it
will havebeenbroughtabout
by des$otim.”-DE
TOCQUEVILLE.

. .

“ The tyrannyof the legislature is really the danger mostto be feared,
and will continue to be so for many years to come.”-JEFFERSON.
“ The rig,%#
of the people is almost always sophistically confounded
with their pmuer.”--BURKE.

EFORE proceeding to deal with the numerous illustrations of modern and ‘‘ impending ’’ legislation, of the
spuriously “Liberal ” order, which I have to lay before my
readers, I deem it necessary totreat of some infirmities
of the existing form of government inEnglish-speaking
communities, from which form thatorder of legislation is
resulting, and is still more likely to result in the near future.
As I havealready shown, the instances of the same class,
which arehanded
down to us from historic times, are
traceable to the fact that economicprinciples had not, in

B

LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

281

that age, been either widely or thoroughly investigated; as a
consequence of which, those who were then entrusted with
atthe
the government of the English people-whether
time monarchical or parliamentary power was paramountinflicted upon their contemporaries, and in some cases on
their remote posterity, endless injury, loss, inconvenience,
and misery, as the penalty of their incompetence.History,
says, is “philosophy teaching by
which, asBolingbroke
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 accuracyas
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. -4
study of history will show, indeed, that the great bulk of the
earlier legislation (excepting of course the few great movements with which I have dealt in previous chapters) has altogether failed to producegood results, for either thegenerations
which enacted them, or, for us, their posterity.-) Since those
early times, the wisdom of any particular legislation has been
found (that is,by those who have some knowledge d the
science,) to depend upon itsgreater or less conformity to
certain clearly recognised economic laws. k knowledge of
the more fundamental of those laws has been imparted to
I have elscwhere quoted Sir George Cornewall L e w i s to the effect that “ ifpolitical
science be roper& uwckrstwd
. them is no reason why it should not passes
the IIIIHL
$ p e e o j c e d a i n l y which belongs toother sciences founded on ohmation.”
-fa u r n u d A n t h - t y p 289.
t 1 &e already shown &where that no less than fmr- flhd the legislation from
the time of Hmry 111. to, the year 1671, has been who\< or partially repealed, and
t h a t , even of that p a s d u1 the present reign, 650 acts have heen sirmlarly treated.
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most men of fair education ; but it is to he feared that, in
the majority of cases, they have beenlearnt without being
retained;and,
as consequence,
a
it is no uncommon
experience to meet men in the higher walks of hfe 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 politicians 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 thebroader sense ; and,strangeto
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 “ T h e
Radical Programme,” for instance, has said, and with a
somewhat triumphant air, that whereas the parliament of
1880was elected by “ three millions of electors,” of whom
“ one-third were of the working classes,” the present House
is elected by ‘ I five millions of men, of whom tkrce-jftks
belong tothe
labouringpopulation.”
Yet, i n thesame
publication, admits,
he
with the most
unsophistical
candour, that the English masses are nearly i m p m i o m to
political ideas,” and only ‘I know vaguely what they want.”t
of “ t h e
Unfortunately only an infinitesimalproportion
people” canbesaid
to really understandthe
political
science;andthat
proportion is by no means powerful
of adopting or
enough to turn the scale in thematter
0 Throughout t)ii chapter, and perhap in some of the others, I have macle a frequent
use of theterm
I norant.” I w e this termin no offensive sense.
I use the word to
indicate m m l y a want of lcnowlcdge ” of or an indl&rcnce to the sub’& in connection with which it is used. The wisest bf men are ignorant of some suLject ; and
in d i n g of the
of theworlring-classes of such mallerr as those oi
Political Ecorromy an Polttlcal Science, I mean only to indicate their lack of hfc I of them, mthout regard to other subjecu concerning which they may be very
w3informed.
t I venture to utilii this gmss inconsi~tencymore than once, because 1 t h i it cuts
at the very root of some of the more extravagant wnclusinns of the present Radical
party.
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rejecting much of the wild and dangerous political doctrine
which is thrown,
like so much
to what the Radical
author wouldcall the (‘impervious” masses. It therefore
behoveseverythoughtfulman
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 d 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 inthe irnmediate future.
I have already spuken of the misconceived interpretations whichhavebeenfrequentlyplacedupon
the term
“Jliberalism,” by the masses of the people; and I have
endeavoured to trace thosemisconceptions
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(nowforming a largemajority of the governing
body) has been brought to the belief that the bestowal of
such advantages upon its own members is notmerely 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 Greet Britain and her
colonies, there isvery little hope, for some generations to
come, of wiser counsel prevailing in the broad field of legis
lation. In historic tm
i es, as I have said, economiclaws
were unknown, and the most uncompromising of them were,
consequently,ignored,with
such results as we have seen;
this,too, notwihstanding that the government was, to a
great extent, in the hands of the wealthy and better-educated
classes. In the presentday, the more fundamental of the
economic laws are not only known, but have, as I have said,
become familiar to many educated persons. I n the meantime, however, the preponderance of the legdative 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 matters, but the remainder of whom (comprehending the great
majority) are completely ignorant of the subject in its higher
bearings. The result of thiscannot
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 ofwhatis
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 handIing of a surgical instrument.
Inboth
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.
I n both cases, also, a want of knowledge converts the instrument into an engine of destruction, according to the confidence withwhich, 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-interferencewith 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
cantent to exercise that judgment, irrespective of personal
interest or sympathetic leaning towards any dass. So perfect a government is scardy obtainable, as humanity is
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constituted; and,even if, by chance, such anideal condition of
things could be secured, it would be inadvisable to constitute
any such governmenta 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 standardto which it may be everapproximating.
Under the most favourable circumstances, legislative errors
committed
; for w h o could
be
inwill be frequently
variably wise in
predicting
results
in
connection Rith
a science which Edmund
Burke
has
said “requires
more experience than
any
person
can gain in his
whole izyt,” and which another profound student has
admitted to be ‘Lsocomplex that only those who give themselves wholiy tothestndycan
be acquainted with any
considerable parr of it.” Even amodicum of these high
qualifications is possessed by only a very smallproportion
of men, andit follows that the opinion of the majority of those
who are entrusted with the selection of our legislators is, except on themost simple of political questions, next to useless;
indeed., in many c a s e s , 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 modifying andcounteracting influences, which I shall hereafter mention, the
chances are greatly in favtmr of the direction, which any
legislation may take, being the wrong or unwise one. This
conclusion, moreover, is not wanting in confirmation in the
facts which now surround us ; for at thepresent 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 isdirected towards some immediate object,
without regard toultimateresults;and
which is already

286

LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

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 independent citizenship.
aware,
constitute an extremely
These charges, I am
weighty indictment against democratic government; but I am
prepared, I think, to offer the dicta of unexceptionable authorities in support of every step ofmy argument. If that be
done, it must be admitted that democracy has yet to justify
itself by results, as a wise and equifubie form of government.
It is not, of course, my intention to examine every feature of
democratic government, or to suggest, what many, who differ
fromme,may claim that I am bound to do-a
better permanent form. I merely desire to lay my finger upon some of
the most prominent infirmities of the existing one, in order to
support my charge of legislative incompetence. “ I t would
seem,” says the Times, 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-classesare 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
line
with all speed. This idea runs throughalmostevery
of the election address, and gives a somewhat needless
solemnity to it. It is the language of men on whom the
This
entire cares of empire are henceforward to rest.”*
for evidences of its
tendency is by no meansconfined,
strength and distinctness, to the utterances of the workingclasses. The legislation of our owndayis
already deeply
dyed with the colour of the new school; and, unfortunately,
the workingclasses themselves do not sppear to anticipate that such a state of things involves any danger to
the social fabric. If the majority arrive at a certain
Tbr Timra(18th September, 1805).

LIBERTY AlTD LlfW.RALISM.

287

conclusion, it should, in their opinion, be at once registerdl
by the legislature as embodying the latest results of political
wisdom. “ I n our own day,” says Sir Henry Maine, r r 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 their own hands. . . . The ruling multitude will only
forman opinion by following the opinion of somebody; it
may be of a great party leader-itmay
be of a small local
politician-itmay
be of an organised association-itmay
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 viewof the term
Liberalism,” or rather, so incorrect an estimate of the
essentialprinciples of that school of politics.Besides that
particular cause (vi.., 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 mustbe apparent to every one who has come into
practical contact with the workingclasses, overpolitical
matters, that they, as a body, judged from their utterances,
absolutely dectine to acknowledge the scientific aspect of that
suhject. They regardit, 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 tbe criterion of IIself,” in determining upon any question
which is submitted to them for answer or solution.
It is, of course,only natural that men should feel disinclined to confess their inability to exercise, with judgment
or accuracy, a power for which they have so long struggled.
I‘

* “ 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 sangajne 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 stepshave been taken, and
more a= now impending, as the results of an unwise use or
direction ofthe power which suchan
extension of the
I have already mentionedthat when
franchiseconferred.
Macaulay was addressing the House of Commons in 1842,
onthe subject of the “people’s charter,” which counted,
among its six “points,” manhood suffrage, he used extremely
strong ianguage in denunciation of that proposal, and even
went so far as to predict that its establishment, as an institution of the country, would be found
inconsistent
and
incompatible, not only with property, but with civilisation
itself; “for,” he said, ‘ I on the security of property civilisation
depends ;” and he :added, ‘‘ If it be admitted that on the
institution of property the wellbeing of societydepends, it
follows, surely, that it would be madness to give supreme
a class which would notbe likely to
power in the state to
respect that institution.” This may seem now-adaysupwards of forty years later-somewhat extreme language to
useregarding
an institution which has worked with no
revolutionary results, so far, in theUnited 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 theCharter 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 mentiw,”from class
legislation. Macaulay may, therefore, be taken to have
*The Reform Bill of 1832 is said to have doubled the aRgregah onmber of voters
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been expressing his opinion regarding “manhood suffrage,”
as applicable to theparticular times which produced such wild
~docol-iwesas thoseincluded in theCharter. But,although
manhoods~ffrage has ncft as yet actually led to sevolution, it is, as I shall show, producing,in our own day,
much retrogressive and injurious legislation ; because, urnfortunately, the people who have acquired the power Bf
governing, either greatly underestimate the complexities of
the science, or else, while recognising them, neglect to
require aknowledge of it in those whom they chooseto
represent them; and, themselves, neglect to give the subject
that amount of study which is indispensable toits being
even partially understood. ‘ I The people,” said Macaulay,
in reviewing Mitford’s “History of Greece,” “are to be
governed for their own good; andthat
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 straitwaistcoats in amadhouse.”
The essay in which thls is
contained was published in 1824; but, observe the correctness of the following prediction, which also is contained in
it :-‘I Freetrade,” he says, “one of the greatest blessings
which a government can confer on a people, is, inalmost
I t may be well doubted whether
every country,unpopular.
a Liberal policy with regard to our commercial relations would
find any support from a parliamentelected
by universal
suffrage.” Since that was written, the people of the United
States, in which manhood s d r a g e has become firmly estab
lished, have treated freetrade as an exploded theory;
and, out
of the halfdozen or so of English colonies in which the franchise i s equally extensive, four at least have already adopted
protective doctrines, and the other two are now undergoing
periodical agitationsin favour of a reversion to the older
theory. I am dwelling thus at length on this branch of my
0
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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 I have mentioned, in an earlier portion of this volume,
tbe political science, above all others, has this peculiaaity ;
that,in
practice, its results are almost irrvariably oontrary to those which a superficial judgment would look for.
This, indeed, is one of the most subtle difficulties which t h e
legislator has todeal 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 searchand investigation ;
and, when found, they cannot be correctly guaged and valued,
exceptafterconsiderableknowledge
of sociological laws.
This knowledge the masses do not possess; a n 4 as a consequence, they are liable to be swayed from one extreme to
another, according as
immediate
benefits can be foreshadowed, 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 modem results of
universal, or, more correctlyspeaking, manhood suffrage.
“There is,” he says, “justenough evidence to show that
even now there is a marked antagonism between a‘emwutic
opinion and snini~fitruth, as applied to human societies.
. . . . Onthe complex questions of politics, which are
the
calculated in themselves to task to the utmostall
p e r s of the strongest minds, but are in fact vaguely conceived, vagnely 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 extractan opinionupon them from a great mass of men,
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and to shapethe administrative and legislative acts of a
state upon this opinion as a sovereign command, it is
probable that the most ruinous blunders would be cornmitted, and all socialprogresswould
be arrested.”” The
same author has, like Macaulay, expressed his opinion concerning the effect of universal suffrage uponnational progress,
but with this difference, that he speaks a f i , whereas
Macaulay spoke b&re the event.
“Universal suffrage
(he says), which today excludes freetrade from the United
States, would certainly have prohibited the spinningjenny 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 cuuntry,
there wouldhave
been no reformation of religion ; no
change of dynasty; no toleration of dissent ; not even an
accurate calendar. The threshing machine, the powerloom, the spinning-jenny, and, possibly, the steam engine,
would havebeen prohibited. Even in sur own day,vaccination is in the utmost danger; and we may say, generally,
that the gradual establishment of the masses in power is of
the blackest o n w for all legislation founded on scientific
opinion, which requires temion of mind to understand it
and seQ&ziul to srrbrnit to it.”t
I by no means wishto
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 powerwith tolerable judgment-in matters,
sometimes requiring more than the minimum of discernment.
* “ Papular Government” (Sir Henry Maine), p. 4.
t

“

Popular Gavernrnenb p. 98.
I’
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It will benecessary
formein
a subsequent chapter
(“ Application of Liberal Principles ”) to discuss the question
of the nghtof the people to manhood suffrage,
as distinguished
from the exfediency of granting it, while the bulkof those for
whom it is intended are still in a condition of ignorance regarding the science which a wise use of that franchise involves.
That question I thereforereserve. 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 ( I ) the habit of considering ‘‘ Liberalism ” synonymous with legislation for the benefit of the working classes ;
(2) the nan-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, insome cases, the blind beliefin
the wisdom of the voice of the majority. I shall now deal
with these two latter causes.
I findin the prefaceto the officialreport of theIntercolonial Trades’ Union Congress,published in the colony
of Victoriain 1884 the following ill-considered passage,
whichwill at once showhow 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” :I‘ I t 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 %ita
tion in respect tothe repeal of the Corn-laws, they were
really on(y wmkimg to s m r t prozcclion lor their mm intemts,
as opposed to those of the landowners, and for this reason;
the forty per cent. duty on corn 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,ofwhich
the freetrade champions
were members. Thus, therefore, Messrs. Bright and Cobden
wisely protected tknzseZveswhiZe cZammnng for frrctlade.”
The logic and the principle of this piece of composition is
certainly unique.
I n the same publication, I find a reported debate upon
the subject of ‘I 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 menaakr us
is the importation of labour from other parts of the world ;
butthis would be nullified if the trades were united.” I t
would be interesting to knowhow this gentleman would
have regarded a combination of trades unions which should
have precluded, or, at least discouragedhimself and his
familyfrom settling in the colonies in his own earlydays,
and thus bettering his position in life.
I n the debate upon the subject of I ‘ Legalisation of the
eight hours system,” one speaker said, regarding the
future of his particular colony : “The lawsby which it
shall be governed are in our o w n h a n d s ; and surely it
should be the desire of every true Austdian to have all our
regulations framed so as to make it in reality what America
was some time ago in name, viz, a working madspardke.”
I‘ What,” said the same speaker, I‘ do we send our representatives into parliament for? Surely we expectthem
to
legislatefor my i&msf..” Another speaker on the same
subject said : ‘ I I t was quite useless EO leave these matters
to members of parliament, who did m
f understand them
from the znsrking-cZass Poinf ofview.” During a debate upon
“Payment of members of parliament,” one delegate said :
‘ I It should be the object of the delegates to break down
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the monopoly of representation, so as to have direct representation in the interesfs of the working&.sses.”
Under the heading of I‘ Direct representation” I find one
delegate moving ‘ I That this congress desires to urge upon
labour organiuations, in the various colonies, to at once elect
a parliamentary committee . . . . whose duty it shall
be to assist in passing through parliament measuresfor
the benejf of labour.” As a result of thisregard for self
being so entertained by electors, it naturally transmits itself
to candidates for their representation.
I havebeforeme
three electioneering addresses which
have appeared in a Victorian newspaper whilst I am writing
on this feature of my subject. In eachcase the candidate
claimstobequalified
for the seat onthe ground of Ais
interests being identical with those of the constituency. One
says :-‘I My inkrests and yours are irlentkal.” A second
says : ‘ I Being apractical farmer, and now carrying on farmingoperations, my interests are in errey way in uccordance
with your own.’’ The third says : I‘ I have grown up in the
district, and hold a considerable interest and stake therein.”
It can be more easily imagined than stated how much legislators of this kind would be influenced by purely national
considerations where the interests of their district were
Involved. What a fall,too, is observable here from the
high-minded and loftyprinciple which prompted Edmund
Burke to say to hisBristol constituents : “You choose a
member, indeed ; but when you have chosen him, he is not
member for Bristol, but he is a member of ParZiamed. If
the local constituents should have an interest, or should
form a hasty opinion, evidently opposite to the real good of
the rest of the commmity, the rnemkr for that place ought
to be as fur as any other fromany endeavour to give it
dect.”
I might quote many other instances in connection with the
colonies, to showhow completely the working-classes regard
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parliament as a sort of scramble for benefits, and how continuous are their efforts to secure legislation in their own
interests. Let menow
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 ‘ I support its interests thoroughly,”
and that they should find fault with those who failed to do
their dug. Mr. Archhimself is a labour representative,
and one is only strictly logical in inferringfrom 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 mustbe “ i n its (the working-class) interest.” I n
adopting such a guage, as distinguished from that of “the
greatest happiness of the greatest number,” he is, in his own
opinion, only doing I‘ his duty”! A second delegate present
at the same congress-a
conservative working-man”-justified his party loyalty on the ground that the Conservatives
had done as much for f h working classes as the Liberal
party.”
A third delegate, speaking on the subject of cooperation,
predicted that I ‘ if they-co-operators and trades-unionistsjuined hands, there was no power to preventthem,in the
next sixty years, becoming entire possessors of t h soil of the
who
can be accepted as an
country.” Mr. BroadhuFst,
authorised exponent of the undercurrent of feeling among
the English masses,fromwhich he himself has honourably
sprung,uses
the following significant, if not threatening
language :-‘I
Dare democracy to the utmost ; then all experience teaches us that the terms dictated will certainly not
be such as they otherwise might be.” I t 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 workmg classes to become, themselves, even in
Yet, so great a Liberal as
Lord John Russell has spoken of universal suffrage as “the
grave of all temperate liberty, andthe 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 thelabouring classes from
taking part in publicquestions, onthegroundthat
they
had no leisure to form opinionsconcerningthem.tThe
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 againstwhat
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 became
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, ina preliminary manifesto, the following
principle was (among others) laid down :-“There
are no
rights butthe rights of labour.” I t requires nostretch of
imagination to picture the class of legislation which such a
journal, or those who established it, would consider satisfactory. The same author adds :-“ We find American writers
dwelling upon the dangers of democracy, with an earnestness
which ought to convince theorists, d s e w k e , that thete is,
a small way, property-holders.

*

“ Government of England,” p. 352.
t “Politifd Pwgreq” p. zq.
t “ Liberty and Sociiism ” p. ZO.-NOTE-I have said a good deal regarding the
efforts for class legirktion’wbich are rcguLrly p t forth b t b e wwkiag classes. I
am oFcmrse, aware that similar erorts are, a€ tmes, madexyother cIasses to obtain
l e g h t i o n in their o m intercst, though in a much mne limited degree. What,however, calls, I think for most attention is the persistency and the invariablenew, of

those &or& by the brrner class, and the
uesttonable bclia, which laems u)
exist among them, that tkir ava interest, ;%tinguished
from that of the w b &
t-c
is a&&&
&@timat+ urdrbnourdk Bani upon whkh LO rear a legislative edi ce.
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afterall,
some danger in intnlsting the larger share of
political power to the least educated classen” And he concludes by saying thal “ in America, the truth has long been
admitted, that democracy is insatiable. Its demands increase 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 oneturn, to be
sidedneos in legislation,which is bound,inits
resented by the capitalist class, so soon as an opportunity
is afforded ; and, thus, there might very soon be produced
a sort of traditional poIicyof retaliation between the two
interests.
But, there is yet another reasonforthisneglect
of the
true principles of legislationto
which I havereferred.
There is, as I have said, a widely-acknowledged belief in the
wisdom of the majority. I do not refer merely to the conclusion at which many people have arrived, as to the vote of a
majority being the only pradcal 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 d s of one’sfellow-men,
who actually believe that whatever a majority determines is
carrect and just, and should, in fact, be carried into practice
without question of a n y kind.
De Tocqueville, indeed, cmmences one of his most valuable chapters by the statement that “ the greatest dangers of
the American Republics proceed from the unlimited power of
the majority jl,* and he follows up that statement by another,
to the effect that “ if ever the free institutions of America
are destroyed, Fhat event m y be attributed to the unlimited
a

“Democracy in Amcriea,”

&
I
.i.,

p. 272.
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authority of the majority, which may, at some future time,
urge the minorities to desperation, a n d oblige them to have
adds,
recourse to physical force. . . . Anarchy,” he
‘ I 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 Lome has wisely said, in his definition of
the leadingprinciple
of that school : “ Freedom from
granny of mob or monarch will be the safeguard of its
future triumphs.”
I t willbe, I know, rather surprising to many so-called
“ Liberals ” to be informed that much of the I‘ Liberalism ’I
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 wenow pride ourselves. The United States, to most
democrats of the less reflective class, suggestsLiberalism
of the mostcompletelydeveloped order; yet, if the truth
be known, and the institutions of that extensive community
analysed with any degree of scientificaccuracy, it will be
found that this blind belief in the actual wisdom and justice
of majorities has given birth to adespotism of the most
dangerous and unbearable character. Says De Tocqueville :
(‘I know no country in which there is so littZe true ina‘eprndence of mind andfreedom of discusOn. 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 singleauthority, as
not to contain citizens who are ready to protect the man
who raises his voice in the cause of truth, from the consequences 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 afreecountry,
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,
andthe
democracy in others. But, in a nation where
democratic institutions exist, organised like those of the
United States, there is but om sok uuthn$, one single
element of strength and of success, with nothing beyond it.”
And then comes themelancholy confession :-IC I n America,
the majority raises very formidable barriers to the liberty of
opinions.”“
I havealreadyquoted,
elsewhere, Mr. FrederickHarrison on thissubject,
in which he told anaudience of
working men what he thought of the wisdom of the opinion
of the masses on political matters. H e put the question asto
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
thanthat 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.
I t would seem to exercise a considerable influence upon the
toneandcharacter
of public life,by reason of the everpresent 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 intothat
position to which he aspires. ‘ I I am inclined,” says De
Tocqueville, speaking of America, to attribute the singular
paucity of distinguished political characterstothe
everincreasing activity of the despotism of the majority,” and
he says, elsewhere : “ Democratic republics extendthe
practice of currying fanour with the many.” Again : I ‘ I n
that immense crowd which throngs the avenues of power in
If “ Democracy in

America,“ vol.

i.,

p.

261.
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the United States, I found very few men who displayed any
m a s d i n e ina?ejendence of
opinion which frequentlydistinguished
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 broughtmore
ability tobear
upon democratic
institutionsthanthisgreatauthority.
His conclusions are
therefore of the very greatest value. Here is one of a very
general character: “ I hold it to be an impious andan
a
execrable maxim that, politically speaking,apeoplehas
right todo whatsoever it pleases. . . . When I see that
the right and the means of absolute command are conferred
a n aristocracy, or a
on a people, or upon a king,upon
democracy, a monarchy, or a republic, I recognise the remt
of fYranny.”*
I might quote from innumerable authors, and many even
of greatrepute, to show how strong is thetendency 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 ? he asks. I C If the poor,” headds,
becausethey
are a majority, they may divide among thmseZves what
belongs tothe rich ; is notthis unjust ? ” “If,” he says
further, “the many seize into their own hands everything
which belongs to the few,‘ it is evident that the state wiiZ be
ai an end. Therefore,”he concludes, “such a law can
never 6c right.”
I t 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
of that man& candour, and that

*

“Democracy in Arne rica,” vol. i, pp. z&,
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a justification for the mostatrocious
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 preponderance in numbers. No reasonableperson,therefore,
could believe thatan
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
SirGeorge
Cornewall Lewis says, “awarethatnumbers
are not the test of truth, yet many p e r m s , while they
recognisethis 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, nomatter how wise they (the
latter) may be. There are, indeed, several threadbare maxims
which pass among the people as conclusive, when the quesone,” is by
tion is raised. “TWOheadsare betterthan
many peopleaccepted as beyond controversy;and again,
“In the multiplicity of counselthere
is wisdom,” is frequently suficient with someminds
to settle all doubts.
Now, as a €act, thejoint opinion of a large number of
persons is aZmsf invaran’ably erromow. A correctopinion
on any subject, and particularly on one so complex as are
those connected with the political science, necessitates a
special knowledge which it takes years t~ acquire. This
specialknowledge is pwsessed 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
*

“
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.do not possess it must (except an such questions as are most
easy of solution) entertain erroneous opinions, and it would,
therefore, happen thaton
most occasions upon which a
large number sf 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 arenotcompetent,and
the conclusion
arrived at would be erroneous. This is, in fact, what
happens in the majority of cases in which the people are
on
any complex
called upon for a correct judgment
Speaking of the opinion of
question of legislation.
the majority of the people on general subjects, Sir
George Cornmall 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 considered as a mark of error.”* And he quotes a saying to the
effect that I‘ a person ought to be ashamed of findinghis
opinions approved by the multitude, because the concurrence
of the many raises a presumption of being in the wr0ng.t
I n sciences and arts,” he says further, I‘ the persons versed
history,
in the particular departments of knowledge-in
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, arebut
few innumber,
if set against the body of their fellowcountrymen. Moreover, even with respect to each of these
classes, it is principally the ablest, the most learned, the
mostexperienced,
the most skilful, whose opinion constitutes authority.”f “ I n each
subject,
therefore,
the
9

“Influence of Authority,”p. 112.
I‘ InKuence oC Authority,” p. 1x0.
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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 aggregationof 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,thoughnotmade
with any special a y
plication to political questions, will, nevertheless,
apply
with equal force,
inasmuch
as
the political science is
acknowledged to be one of the most complex. It may
be thought that what I havesaid, though very true as
far as the deeper problems of political science are concerned, can have no application tothe apparently simple
questions of everyday occurrence, upon which the bulk
of our fellowcitizens are beingconstantlycalledupon
to express their opinion; but this is not so, for a careful
examination of some of the apparently most simplequestions
which are presented to us will show, to those who understand the difficulties of the political science, that there are
extremely few of such questions which do notinvolve a
knowledge of the more complex principles.
If there be any-truth in the foregoing statements, it would
at firstsight appear that there is little chance of arriving
at QHY correct conclusions, or indeed of producingany
rationallegislationwhatever
under a democratic government; but this is not altogether so, for it will be remembered ,thatthe masses of the people are not frequently
called upon to express their opinion, dimdy, on any particular question, but only tr, say yea or nay to the suitability
of the varims candidates who present themselves for the
honour of their represenmtign. In that, they are limited by
9
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the usual provisions requiring nomination by a certain
number of electors, and calling for someslight proof of
seriousness in the conditionallodging of adeposit ; but,
notwithstanding these slightaids to the exclusion of mere
adventurers, it is notorious how frequently the one who is
full of empty promises is returned, while the substantialman,
possessing ail the guarantees of rectitude, and displaying, by
hisproneness 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 ‘LcoIIservative”
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, general
as
a
rule, the ablest only, are
entrusted with the initiation of the more important measures.
This constitutes a moderate safeguard to popularrashness
and unwisdom ; but, nevertheless, the few, more frequently
than not, prove unequal to the temptations to win the popular
e
a
r
; frequently by a sacrifice of the highest principle. Nevertheless, 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 areobviated,
thoughmany, nevertheless, are realised and work their ill
effects upon society, as I shall show hereafter. The truth is
that ‘Ifor political and other purposes, in which capacity of
a high order is requisite, there must be single persons, possessing thatdegree of power, in orderto arrive at sound
practical conclusions. This want cannot besupplied
by
numbers.”* Unfortunately the tendency in public life is to
encourage ra.ther than discourage the popular delusion as to
a majority’s wisdom. The character of the ruachinery by
which a decision is now arrived at in political OT other public
C “

Influence of Authority,” p.
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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, throughit, 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 combined circumstances, which tend to so undesirable an end,
those who constitute the majority might in time come to see
thedanger of actingonthe proverbial little knowledge”
in political matters; but the fact that they constitutethe
stepping-stone to high political place and power brings
about the unfortunate result that those who are moved by
such aspirations d o nothesitate to pander toand flatter
the masses, wherever and whenever theymeetthem,
and
thus engender a confidence and self-satisfaction, quite proof
against the occasional misgivings which might otherwise lead
to reflection and modesty of opinion.
TheRev._F. W. Robertson,than whom noman of his
day was in closertouch with the working-ctasses, said, in
one of his addresses,delivered
onthe
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,thatoughtto
disgust the working men
of thiscountry. The man who cansee no other source of
law than the will of a majority ; who can feel n o 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 himclaiming 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 flattery even, and the raisingof false hopes, are by no
means the only base influences brought to bear upon the
government is practically
majority, in whose handsthe
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 andunprincipled bids for popular favour
known in modern history. Suddenly, no less than two millions
of electors are admitted to thefranchise, 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 mostprominent 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 dishonestpractice 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. W e must have a Radical platform, of which
@nk. The democracies of
Home-Rule will bebutone
I confess thir is by no means scientific criticism, but I quote it a5 a finely-framed
and nrrrectly-oonaived condemnation of the common practice of politicians, and even
slatesmen, to fl?tter the w o r k i n g . c k into a false belief as to their own wisdom
and judgment in matters political. The same eloquent miter has well said : “ Now,
whether a man Aatteri the many or the few, the flatterer is a derpicable character.
It matters not in whatage be appears : change the century you do not change the
man. He who fawned ttpon theprince or upon thedukehadsomething of the
le in hia character : but he who fawns upon the mama in their day o l power is
a reptile which has changed fkdircciion 4its crawling. He who, in this
oineteenth century echoes the c thnt the voice of the people is the voicm of G o d , is
just t h e man who if he had been% rn two thousand years ago would have been the
in that aingi
crowd af a l a v u who
before a &e
loudest and hoa&
invested with the delegated majesty ?Rome, and cried I t is the voice of God, 2nd
not o f a mn.’”--Lrchrrrr, AMruser, and Litmay Rrrruiwr, p. 5.
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the two islandsmust giveeach other the hand. We have
our grievances, the Irish havetheirs.
To remedy both
must be our cry. . .
In order to win the masses it is
necessary to understand what the masses want and to ofer it
to thtn as the prize of victoq.”*
The Bishop of Peterborough lately expressed himself on
this subject of majority rule. ‘‘ I hold,” he said, “ that there
may be as muchuawisdom and, what is more, as much
injustice and tyrannywhere the many govern the few as
where the few govern the many; and further, that if there
be such tyranny, it is the morehopeless and the more
universally-present tyrannyof the two.”t 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 amnot altogether
without mxkty when I seethem suddenly called on to
decide great and difficultsocial and politicalproblems,
which, we are told, base baffled for ages the wisdom of
phdosophers and statesmen.” The populardelusion (for it
can be characterised in no other w q ) has been tersely put
by Mr. Herbert Spencer. I‘ The fundamental assumption,
(he says) whichis made by legislators and people alike, is
that a majorityhasppwers to which no limits can be put.
This is the current theory which all accept, without prsof,
as a eelf-evident tmth. Nevertheless,”headds, I‘ criticism
will, I think, show that this current theory requires a radical
modification.”S Whether we suppose tbat everybody really
klieves 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
conclusionis 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.

.
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Butpracticalstatesmenhave
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."* A d 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,insome
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. . . .
Almostall the greatestmen who everlived have formed
part of suchanopposition.
. . . A centre of resistance
is as necessary when the opinion of the majorityis sovereign
aswhen the ruling power is a hierarchy or an aristocracy.
. . . Where no such poi& 6aQpui exists, there the
human race will inevitably degenerate ; andthe question
whether the United States, for instance, will in time sink
into another China resolvesitself, to us, into the question
whether such a centre of resistance will graduallyevolve
itself or not."t
I come round now to the proposition with whi& I opened
this chapter-viz., 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, -andthe consequent unwise use to which their power
in the legislature is being turned in the making of laws. I
shall nowshow that societyhassuffered, is Still suffering,
and is likely, for a long time, to suffer injury and retrogression as a further consequence ; and, what is more
important, that the greatest share of that injury is likely to
fall on itsauthors-the
working.classes themselves. One

. Speech:
"Conservative and Liberal Principles," June 24, lefa.
1)lsertations and Discussions," ~ & p ,p. 380.
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may safelysay of t h e average elector, what Macaulay said
of Southey, in his scathing essay on that author’s “Colloquies of Society.” ‘‘ He conceives thatthe
business
of the magistrate is not merely to see that people are
secure from attack,but that h e ought to bea jack of all
trades,architect,engineer,schoolmaster,
merchant, theologian, a Lady Bountiful in every parish, a Paul Pry in every
house, spying, eavesdropping, relieving, admonishing, spending our m n e y for us, and choosing our opinions for us. His
principle is, if we understand it rightly, that no man can d o
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
wbatever to the interferewe 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. Fearingthe 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, providing rules €or sitting, standing, walking, talking, and bowing.
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 themindanddebasethe
heart.” t What
sort of legislation, for instance,might be expected from a
man who expresses an opinion that I‘ the first came of the
undue inequalities which at present exist betweencapital
andlabour
is that f c a f f i l ~ r u dinrrsasifig ed-compditiotl I ” f ‘‘ It is,” adds the same authority, I*degrading to
* “ Crit-ml and Historid Essays.” t “ Social Statics p 364.
: “ Intercolooial 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 employ&in clothing facto+
had to contend with, affirmed that they had many, “snch as
sweaters and the introduction of the most mmodem machiraety;”
or from another trades’ unionist who urged a reduction in the
quantity of their labour, in order ‘ I to maintain the balance,
and deftaf the march of muchinet-y” ? This senseless tirade
againstmachinery is certainly in striking contrast tothat
pamgraph of the ‘ I Knights of labour I’ programme, in which
it is claimed that they should be I‘ enabled to reap the
advantages conferred by the labour-saving machinery which
thir 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 hisfellow-delegates. “ l t appeared to him,”
he said, I‘that some of the speakers wished to go back to
the dark ages, when at the ringing of the Curtew Bell every
one had to put up his shutters and go to bed.”
Again, at a meeting of ‘ I unemployed,” whichwas 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 obtaia work, they should
resign and rprake way for others who would dispmre jasfice to
their fellow-men.” It wouldbe 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.
the institution whichwe
call
This erroneous viewof
government is, as I haveshown,unfortunately encouraged
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b y 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 electiontimes, candidates readilypromise to do all in their
power to have them carried into practice, and, as a consequence, 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, ‘ I is prompted topropose or support some new
piece of ad captadam legislation.Nay, even the chiefs of
parties-those anxious to retain office, and those to wrest it
fromthem-severallyaim
to get adherents by outbidding
one another. Each seeks popularity by promisingmore
than his opponent has promised.”*
One cannot be surprised either at the workingclasses
becoming more and more confident of their equal ability to
legislate, when they set up so low a standard for their parliamentaryrepresentatives. In point of comparisonthey 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 tradesunionist:
Wben we choose men to
represent us, we should pay them to remain hwt,and, if they
did not, they should be 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 irimsdlf; In order
to have true representation in parliament, it behoves us to
agree that members of parliament be paid for their
serviees.’’t
What a contrast is here offered to the picture presented by
Mr. Frederick Harrison, wherein he says to the London wokmen: “ Choose the best men you can find for your representatives, and then trust them heartily, and strengthen their
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hands. . . . Let no pettycriticism on details, let no l&l
divergence of opinion draw you off the main point. chosse
menwho know fheir own minds, and then give f/lerre the+
had. In politics you cannot have a truly superior leader
whom you are io check a d cn2icise a d fuforat mery st@.
Nor can you have one who is simply the szoulhz)?iecLofevery
noisy clique.”*
That all, or even
many
workmen should follow Mr.
Harrison’s advice is too much to expect for many a long
year.Beforesuch
a state of things is realised, a much
higher standard of politicalknowledge
will have to be
reached-a standard sufliciently high to lead to a recognition of the difficulties of the political science, and thus produce a much less confident attitude than is now assumed in
such matters.
Promises willalways go a long way towardswinning
popular favour. To make them, c a t s nothing ; and the
failure to fulfil can beafterwards accounted for on many
plausible grounds ; even if theyfail, the covetedprize of
membership has meantime been acquired. The practice of
oIfering such bribes to the public is being carried Qn 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 moderntimes
was that which I have mentioned, in whichtwo millions of
newly enfranchised agricultural labourers were, in 1885,
oked.allatments of three acres of ground, in the event of
the Radical partybemg returned to power.
One of the most important and, at the mme time, most
unfortunate results of the public confidence init3 own
political knowledge ,and jud-pent, is the widespread belief
that every evil which afflicts or may diet society i s capable
of cure, and that everygood which the mind can conceive is capable of praduction, by means of an act of
*
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parliament. I havealreadymentioned
that aminister bf
the crown in the colony of Victoria, on a recent occasion,
boasted to his constituents that the government, of which he
had been amember, hadsucceeded in passing measures
which wouZd add three inches to the statutdook. What
can be said of such
an
utterance
! It would almost
seemas
if such aspeakerlackeda
knowledge of the
very fundamental principles of his business; yet hedid
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
of its
happiness of a people depends upon thenumber
laws-in
short, the thickness of itsstatute-book!Could
absurdity go further ? The ministerinquestionevidently
knew his audience, and touchedtheirmost vital part. The
truth is, there is a wide-spread belief that an act of parliament is something more than a
resolution of the people to
do something for thmseZves 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 thisreadiness would
quickly take the shape of acts of parliament, if an opportunity offered, has been sufficiently shown by the nnmerous
efforts of total abstamers ”--“local optionists ”-‘I Sunday
observers”--“ early closing” enthusiasts-“eight hour” advocates-and others of equally narrow vision. Such people
forget, or have never realised that, “in p6portion as each
individual relies upon the helpful vigilance of the State, he
’ “Principles

or Political Economy,” p. 572.

P

37 4

LJBERALISM.
‘LIBERTY
AND

learns to abandon to its reponsibility the ,fate and wd1-being
of his fellow citizens.””
an the debate upon “The legalisation of the eight hours
system,” which is recorded in the report of the Intercolonial
to, one speaker
trades unioncongress,previouslyreferred
said, ‘‘ The eight hour system m k h f be acquired by Trades
anions; but there were people
whose
circumstances
rendered it impossible for them to becomemembers of
trades unions. They mightbe
few in number, or they
might be many ; but they were frequently the people who
required to be protected againsf fhemsehes, and an act of
parliament was the only wayinwhichthey
could be protected.” Another speakerexpressed the hope “that before
long it would be the vecognised Zaw of the land that no man
or woman should work more than eight hours a day,” and to
showhow limited a view he took of the probableeffects
of what he so desired, he addedthatthe
legislation in
question I‘ would greatlybenefit such a trade as cabinetmaking ” /
I t is quite probable that if each person, who now entertains
these fallacious opinions, were to be induced to analyse the
source of parliamentarypower,
he would, on reflection,
recognise that it was capable of nothing which the people
could not do for themselves ; that it, in fact, was t?u pcopk,
speaking and acting in concert; that everypoundwhich it
expended wouldhave, sooner 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 allthis had been admitted,
and apparently believed, the old delusion would show itself
inpractice, and, frommere asmiation, the bulk of the
people would continue to look to parliament forbenefit8
which a moment’sreflection wouMshow that the people
0

“Sphere and Duties olGovernment.”

Humholdt, 1851. p. a
6.
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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 IO study
or even consider, the ultimate effects of an act of parliament
as distinguished from its immediate results. My meaning
Mr. Herbert Spencer in the
hasbeenwellexpressedby
following
passage,
regarding
what
is known as the
“practical” politician, “into whosemind there enters no
thought of such a thingaspoliticalmomentum,stillless
of a politicalmomentum
which, instead of diminishing
orremaining constant, increases. The theory,”he adds,
“ on whichhe
(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 itscollateral 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
some
system of irrigation. The scheme will involve
millions of money, yet it was legislated foron the smallest
amount of data, of a veryflimsy and uncertain character.
The following passage, from one of the daily papers of that
colony, will givesome
notion of the hastyandcareless
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 ” (asMr. Herbert Spencel calls them), which such
an act may and probably will produce in the future.
“ Eighty-jve clauses of one of the most momentous measures
ever submitted to the legislature are passed in f i r and a
ltalfhours, or at the rate of about a clause mev 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 ~ o m e
of its enactments prme unzewkuble, inconrpreknsible, ana! the
laughing-stock of Zuzeyers 1 ’’ I t is highly probable that some
of its enactments will proveequallyastonishing
to its
enactorsinits
ii remoter issues.”
The English election of 1885,which was characterised by
the now famous I‘ three-acre I’ proposals, led to some admirable and instructive expressions of opinion on this subject,
by such sound Liberalsas the Marquis of Hartington and
Mr. Bright.
Mr. Chamberlain had raised, in the mind of the agricultural 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
I have no
doubt,”
he said, that a
way satisfactory.
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
hardlyrepresented at all. But I am not prepared to tell
the working men of thiscountrythat
I believe that any
legislation, which any parliamentcan effect, will suddenly
and immediately improve their condition, except by enabling
~
to improve i# themselves. What is
them by their r n eforts
it after all that the working-classes of this country stand in
need of? They stand inneed of good wages, cheap food,
continuousemployment,andcheap
necessaries and comforts 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 uny legislation can certainly m-rm them, and
they can only be secured by the state of general prospcrify
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and general arriZi4 in trade. I believe also that legislation
in favour of any particular class is likely topmen: the general
prosperity, and I believe that legislation, whichis directly
applied to theimprovement of the condition of the labouringclasses, can only be detrimental to other classes, and will be
as like0 to injure that prospmi‘y as cuss legishfioB of any
o t h r Kind, I desire therefore nottoattract
so muchthe
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 general’sfafe ofprosperiQ which, alone,
ia my upision, can improve their co~ditio~t.”*This quotation
is useful in another way,in affording evidence, from one of
the greatest among English Liberal statesmen, of the proneness of ill-digested legislation toproduce
effects directly
opposite to those which have been looked for by its authus.
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
andindirect consequences which donot so readily reveal
themselves. The same idea which has been thus expressed
by LordHartington
was touched upon in 1876 byMr.
Gladstone,inaspeechdeliveredupon
thecentenary of
Adam Smith.
With reference tothestate of the workingclasses,” he said, ‘‘ I think that we have no right to complain
of those who have been so long under the power of others,
in respect to the
who were commonlycalledtheirbetters,
regulation of wages ; but I think it is a primary dutyto
make this allowance, because thy, above aU others, sufer
from :heir w a d ofknowZedge. I have,” headds, observed
this distinction
between
the workingclasses and
other
classes-that, whereas the sins of theother classes were
almost entirely in the interests of their class, and against the
“I

Speech, October

11,
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rest of the entire community, the sins of the working-classes,
many and great as they were, v e r e almost eniirtb aqaimt
tirenrselves.” And, again, Mr. John Bright,
speaking
at
Taunton as late as last year, said, with evident reference to
Ivlr. Chamberlain’s allotments proposal:--“There is a dangm
I should like to point out to y o u - o f 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 cIauses to make any one well off.” And then he
adds : ‘(Every man ofus, and everywoman,may abstain
from those things whichwe generally believe to be hurtful
to other people, and I recommend therefore the influencing
of the opinions and the actions of privatepersons, rather
than dwelling upon the idea that everything can be done by
an act of parliament.* I n a like spirit, Macaulay said :
“ I know that it is possible by legislation to make the rich
poor, but that it is u t f e r 0 impossibZe to make the paor rich.”+
With the exception of the last of these quotations, they
are all directed against the growing tendency in modem
legislation, by which parliament is expected to do for society
much of that whichithas hitherto endeavoured to do for
itself- 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,mostpolite
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 ofmany civilised communities as sure tobe
carried out: a certain number of persons regarding the prospect with exuberant hope, a somewhatlarger 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 ofVictoria-has
publishedhisproposals for future
legislation,in whichhe “avails ” himself “ of the earliest
opportunity for placing beforethe e1ectors”whathe 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 fhe inferesfs of agn’mlfure;
intercolonial freetrade on the basis of uniform protection
against other countries ; the conservation of water for irrigating purposes; the search for and development of coal
fields ; the search for and development ofgold 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 m a n d labour. Much of this is
Liberalism of the most spurious character, and it gives
one some idea of the elastic nature of the terminmany
people’s minds. It is not necessaryfor me to dwell, at length,
upon the probable effects of such a tendency to over-legislate.
The Statute-book has alreadybecome over-burdened with
enactments which sap individual effort ; check individual
enterprise; removefrom
certain parts of the industrial
organism;wholesome and health-giving competition, which
hamper commerce, and, in the end, do moreinjury than

*
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good tothe 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, illmanagedorganisation, 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 almosteveryone is competentto deal,
coupled with theblind belief in the powers of an act of
parliamentasasort
of social panacea, has thus led to an
immense amount of commercial and industrial injury,
The
earliercenturies of English history were, as I 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 parliamentary regulation. Time has clearly proved thar that
belief was a vain one ; and, to readers of history, the series
of disappointments which so proved itshould serveas
political beacons for futureguidance in similar matters.
The abortive legislation of that period was partly the result
of adeliberate attemptto conserve the privileges of the
aristocracy and moneyed classes of the time, and partly the
result of a desire to benefit “ the people,” by influencing the
values and prices of food. As I shall show, they were in
both cases ineffectual in the direction anticipated.
The over-legislation of thepresent day is equally the
outcome of misconception as to results-miscalculations, as
it were, in political arithmetic, arising from the before-mentioned 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 ultimateconsequences which it produces, and which
unfortunately are left unconsidered at the time of enactment.
Observe nowwhat no less anauthoritythan
Bucklereferring tothe
past-has
said regarding this class of
legislation.
I have referred to this before ; but
as
a
broad and comprehensive
generalisation
cannot
it
be
too
distinctly
impressed
upon
themind.“Every
great
reform,” he says, “which has been effected, has consisted,
not in doing something new, but in andoing something old.
The most valuable additions
made
to legislation have
been enactments destructive of preceding legislathion; and
the best laws which have been passed have beenthose by
which some former laws were repealed.”y And again, ‘ I The
whole scope andtendency
of modern legislation is to
restore
things
tothat
natural
channel
from which the
ignorance of preceding legislation has driven thern.”t Elsewhere, the same writer says: “Indeed, the extent to
which
the governing classes have interfered, andthe
mischiefs
so remarkable
which that interference hasproduced,are
as to make thoughtfulmen wonder how civilisation could
advance in the face of such repeated obstacles. . . .
To sum up these evils would be to writea history of English
legislation; for it maybe
broadly stated that, with the
exception of certain necessary enactments, respecting the preservation of order, and the punishmentof crime, nearlyeverything which has been done, has been done amiss.”: Towards
the conclusion of the same chapter, Buckle comes to closer
It would,”
quarters with thisinjurious class of legislation.
he says, “be easy to push the enquiry still further, and to
show how legislators, in every attempt theyhave made to
protect some particular interests, and uphold some particular
principles, have not only failed buthave brought about
* “ History 01 Civilisation vol. i., p. 275.
t History of Civilisation,”vol. i,,
”
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results diameh-ikaUyopposite to those whichthey proposed.
We have seen,” he adds, ‘‘ that their laws in favour of
industry have injured industry ; that their Iaws 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 inncare usury and raise 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 interference 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.”+
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,thethousand
andone
obstacles and
hindrances which it has thrown in the very path of progress.
Think of the partly realised plans which have been frustrated ; of the almost completed commercial schemes which
have been destroyed ; the hopes and aspirations which, at
different periods, have been disappointed and defeated.
“We talk gliblyof such changes ; we think of cancelled
legrslation 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,
a “History

of Civilisetim,“ vol. i., p. 283.
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some for centuries. Change your vagueidea 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 allmore
or less remote-certainly
many
of
them
indirect, though none the lessreal and
injurious.
But
they
strike, and will ever strike atthe
the incentive
very root of our national progress-viz.,
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, hasbeento
deteriorate, and not to improve their condition. I t 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, organiclife. 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 justificationfor
meddlesome, inquisitorial, and enervating legislation, which
aggravates the evil it is designed to cure. Under its operation
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 onean0ther.Y
And,again, Mr. Cowen says : “The
stereotyping men intosystems-encasing
them in legal
armour; danglingbefore them material Utopias; making
the flesh-pots the pivot on which ail their efforts turn, is a
prostitutiun. of national aspirations ; . a violation of human
liberty ; an encroachment on individual life ; and a barrier
to progress.”S I need not, I presume, here emphasise the
0

Man versus The State
1 Spexh d

q.115.
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t Speech
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fact that the author of these wordsis acknowledged tm 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 ofthe best authorities would show.
Sir Henry Maine, who has investigated with the eye of a
specialist the records of earlyhistory, 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
menwho 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 Benthamobserved, 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 efficient 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 acting an men ? The motives
which at present impel mankind to the labour and pain
which produce the resuscitation of wealth in everdncreasing
quantities, are such as infallibly to entail ineqyality in the
distribution of wealth. They are the springs of action, called
into activity by the strenuous and newreding struggle far
existence; the beneficent private war which makes one man
strive to climb on the shoulders of another, and remain
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therethroughthe
law of the survival of the fittest.”’ I t
must be evident, then, to every one who cares to give the
matter even a moderateamount
of reflection, that all
attempts to legislate for the general happiness, which involve
an interference with these primary motive-forces in human
nature, must gravely jeopardise the soundness andprosperity
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. I t is quite possible thatmuch of such
legislation may beenacted withoutproducingany
sudden
and easily-discerned effect; butthe
effect will bethere
nevertheless. I t 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
As Mr. HerbertSpencer humorouslyputs
oneanother.
it, inillustration of the frequent remoteness of the results
of far removed social disturbances : “You break your
tooth with asmall
pebbleamongthe
currants,because
the industrialorganisation
inZante
is so imperfect. A
derangement of your digestion goes back for its cause to
the bungling management i n a vineyard ontheRhine
several years ago.”t I n many 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
sufferresults from some of the shortsighted legislation of
generations back. Inthepresent
day, forinstance, there
are many otherwiserationally-minded
and fairly-motived
t~ carry their trades-union
workmen who .aredisposed
principles to unreasonableextremes, from noothercause
than the unconscious irritation which has been engendered
by a knowledge, derived from history, of the repressive

.
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legislati011of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries directed
of
against workmen. This,andnumerousotherinstances
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 anegligentlyconceived legislative measure may
continue to operate injuriously on society, or to what extent
those operations may affect its welfare.
What the future will bringforth it would be difficult to
say. Thatthe errors I have enumerated will bechecked
in any way, by wiser counsel, it would, as I have already
said, be rather sanguine to expect. It is more than likely
that the current of over-legislation will run itscourse, and
thatthe hastily-conceived and carelessly-digested schemes
which are now being, and will, in the near future, be further
added to the statutebooksof English-speaking communities,
will,by
virtue of the unalterable andunaccommodating
economic laws, throw back on their authors practical and
sorrowful proofs of their unwisdom, andthus instil some
wholesome lessons for subsequent guidance.
But, meanwhile, there will be neededmuch care and
watchfulness onthe part of thoseto whose lot falls the
guidance of publicaffairs;
for, before any suchreaction
sets in, society will have suffered many shocks of a severe
nature.
“ If I am in any degree right,” says Sir Henry Maine,
“popular government, especially as
approaches
it
the
democratic form, will tax to the utmost all the political
sagacity andstatesmanship of the world tokeep 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 1 have given, applicable in the same
degreeto all communitiesin which it is established. I n
1 “
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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. T h e
fortunately
better,
because
more equal, distribution of
wealth, brought about by otherthan
legislative means,
together with the almost phenomenaldevelopment of the
building society system, by which almost every workman
can, and does in
time, become possessed of his own freehold, hasproduced,in
the Australian colonies, aregard
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 VIII.
SPURIOUS
LIBERALISM-MODERN
INSTANCES.
“ There is no surer way of drying up this great stream of se@e(p and
self-reliance, than to teach the working
classes that they should look,
not so much to their own e f i r f s , but to the stale or the muttiripaZity.”PROFESSOR
FAWCETT.
‘ I The popular cry now is for the state to mer1 ide the man ;for l e g 7 a tion to srtfp& the place of open romfetitiun and free personal action.”-

JOSEPH

COWEN.

“ Democracies should leave
as little as possible fw the stale lo do.
Every citizen should prment, as much as possible, any control mucr individual ePICY#J.”-BRADLAUGH.

“ I t isproposed to mitigate or extirpatepoverty by governnzentaal
repuZation of industry and a c m m d d i o n . The substitution of g o v e r n nzrrzt dirrction for the play of individualaction, and theattempt to
secure by restrictionwhatcan
better besecuredby
freedom. . .
Whateversavours of rqulation and resfrictiorz is in i t s e y bad.”-

.

HENRY

GEORGE.

HAVE already ventured to submit to my readers what I
may terma
theory of the growth of Liberalism in
Great Britain, asgeneralised from what I conceive to be
abroad 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
theconquered
population into condition
a
of absolute
subjection to theNorman invaders.Whateverliberty
the

I
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people had acquired and enjoyed, prior to that event, was,
in fact, taken from them by thesudden accession of the
new monarch, who, at once, assumed all the rights and
powers incidental to the despotic position which hehad
secured by his military victory. The people of England
a n therefore be said to have commenced afresh, from this
event, in the growth and development of their freedom.
traced in
T h e history of that growth has alreadybeen
previous chapters; but it is necessary to observe that in the
gradualacquirement of that freedom from the monarch,
(which acquirement was of necessity accompanied by a
correspondingcurtailment
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. T h e despotism of unchecked monarchical rule
may be said to have spent its last effort with the Revolution
of 1688, when that particular and formidableobstacle to
true Liberalism was disposed oi for all time.*
Fromthe
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 andthe wealthy classes. What
in the various
those privileges were has beenexplained
epochs of Liberalism which have been already enumerated
as having occurred sincethat great event. Fromthe 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” respective1y.t During thewhole struggle
of about two centuties which have elapsed since the Revolution of 1688, the people have been contending for “equal
I do not regard the somewhat despotic conduct of Gco. III., in connection with rhe
American War, as any exception to this broad statement, for however disposed he
ma have felt to have his own way in opposing the colonists, he was careful to keep
witKim corrstitutimal limits.
t I regard as exceptions to this general rulethemany nobles who identified themselves with the popular $de at dllferent stages of history, and for different purpo.ses.
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freedom,” “ equal opportunities.” That goal
has,
I
submit, now beenpracticallyreached-that
is to say,al:
Englishmen are, at the present day, in the enjoyment of
“equal freedom,” “equal opportunities ;” and what may be
described as a turning-pointhas
presented itself in the
politicalhistory of the Englishpeople.
In confirmation
of this, Mr. Frederick Harrison, in a paper upon I‘ The Progress of Labour,” contained in the October (1883) number
of the Cotrtmporary Rmim, says: “It is matter for congratulation ?ww complefdy the old parliamentary programme
has been c h a r d u& and howsmall are the measures,still
tobewon,whichdirectlyaffect
the working-class alone
and M. de Lavelyeeven admits that “caste and itsprivileges are abolished ; the principle of equality of all in the
eye of the lawiseverywhereproclaimed
; the suffrage is
bestowed on all.’“
It is notdifficult to understand that “ the people ” (by
which term I mean to include, among others, the whole
of the manual workingclasses), after six centuries of
struggleagainst monarchical despotism, and two centuries
of struggle
against
arisfocrutic privileges, during the
wholeofwhich
time theyhavebeengraduallybecoming
morefree,
and more confident of their power and importance, should have acquired the habit of looking
constantly to the legislature, when engaged on matters of
“reform,” for some bemjts, 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 whichhas,
as a fact,beenonly
the e f l of
“ Primitive

Property.“ Prekce.
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“Liberalism,’ viz., benefittothemselves,
w a s the actual
basis gr indispensuble condition of that particularpolitical
policy.*
Swh howeveris the fact ; and I venture to affirm that
the vast majority of the workingclasses of today, would, if
asked the question, express their belief that the one characteristic 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 advantages on those classes, as distinguished from
what are called the I‘ 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 observationswhich,instead
of discouraging,only render more
confident this belief. When masses of workmen are told,
ata politicalmeeting, after a hard day’s work, that the
mission of the ‘I Liberal or Radical party is to increase their
comforts, secure their health,andmultiply
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 placesuch 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 beingpromised 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
9

Mill, in one ;f his “Chapters on Socialism,” o,bKr\ler, indeed, appropos of this

mkonception, Having after long strug les, attamed In some conntnes, and nearly
attained rn others, the point at which for tiem t h e is najSrtkr
Ce m d e

in thedepartment of purely political rights, is it possibk that r t r c r o r t u n a t e
classes should not ask themselves whether progress wght to stop there ?’
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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 unfetteredcommerce.During
all that time we
have been busy unfolding medizval swathes and entanglements; and there are some amongsf us, who now seem bent
on encircling us with ofhers equally as anomalms, zf Rot as
opafcsiz~e.’’ Mr. Henry George, too, with all his wildness
ebb in
onthe
subject of land nationalisation,seesthis
popular political belief. I‘ It is proposed,” he says, “to
mitigate or extirpate poverty by gmernmental regulation of
indusfv ana’ accumcdafioa.” He subsequently speaks of the
change as “the substitution of government direction for the
play of individualadion,
andtheattempt
to secure by
restriction what can betier be secwed by freedom. Whatever,” he adds, “savours of regulation and restriction is, in
itself, bad.”* A third author, who hasdevotedmuch attention to this subject, says : “ The party known successively by
the names Whig, Liberal, and Radical, after having been for
years the champions of freedom, theqmstles of liberty,
have begun t~ retrace their steps, and to substitute for the
tyranny of an individual or a class, the tyranny of the
majority.”t
is any truth in
these
reflections, thenthe
Ifthere
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
holding them, is simply toturnroundon
their own principles ; for the author of “ The Radical Programme ” says
that the “ preservation of class p&u&ges ” is “the fundamental doctrine ,and uniform aim of Conserr~aiism.”
Progress and Poverty,” p. 227.
t ’’ Radrcn’isrn and Ransom,” (M.J. Lyons), 1885.
5 “
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I n the last chapter I explained my reasons for believing
thatEnglish-speakingcommunities
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 populargovernment.
I see noescape
From the conclusion that, quite apart from the popular ignorance of the political science, so long as the masses pin
their faith to the belief I have just mentioned, or to the bald
principle of “majority ” votingasatest
of wisdom, the
chances of legislation, beneficial 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.
Thesealoneare
sufficient to show thedirection which
we
legislation will take in the future. Ontheonehand
have schemes for artificially creating a peasant proprietary,
be scattered over a
by which smiling homesteadsareto
land, in which the condition of the agricultural industry is at
present too depressed to render such holdings even self-supporting. Yet all of this is to be done by the magic influence
of an act of parliament, compeGling landowners to sell their
property at such a valuation as will constitute what Mr.
JosephChamberlain has lately spoken of asa I‘ ransom ”
from the propertied classes. Another visionary wouldagain by act of parliament-put an end to private ownership
inland by nationalising ” the proprietary. The advocates
of this scheme would convert the country into an immense
publicestate,
andburdenthe
people witheanenormous
“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
off. A third
dreamer
would found a
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national system of insurance, bywhich everycitizenwould
be compelled to makeprovisionforthose
about him;
unmindful of the contingency that he might be lacking the
meanstoprovide
forhimself.
Others, equallyunpractical,
would compel society, by act of parliament, to confine itself
toeighthours'
work p e r day,fromwhich
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.Anotherclass
of enthusiasts wouldpass 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 istrulyappalling to contemplate whatlifewould become 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 ifwe turn our eyes towards
impending legislation,whether
regarding commercial or
socialmatters, we find that our individual liberty isbeing
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 shallfind that some
either has been
scheme for producingimpossibleresults
already attempted by the legislature, or is impending, with
everyprospect 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 ofwhichpowerful
society is to resist such overlegislation, contains the following too-well founded statement : " During the last fifteemyearsall inkrests in the coacntty
have successively suffered, at the hands of the.state, an increasing loss of their re&zwnment.
These apparently
disconnected invasions of individual freedom of action, by
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t h e central authority, are, in reality, so many instances of a
generalmovementtowardsstate-socialism,
thedeadening
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 ‘ I a process of setting free the individual
man, that he m a y work out his vocation, without wanton
hindrance. If,” headds,“instead
of this, gmtrnmenf IS
to work out his zlocuiion f o r Aim, I, for one, am not
sangvine as bo fhe result.”* He significantly observes, in
thesame paper, “ T h e law cannot give praSper@, butit
can rtmuze 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 gravedisadvantages to society. First
of Commercial legislation. I t was thought, after the publication 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 beenburied as one of thegreat errors of
thedark ages. Those who thought so, however, miscalculated the bent of the human mmd. The theory of Protection
had held the fjeld 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 anypreceding century, it would have shared
the fate of the great works of Stafford and Serra,” When
thatgreat economist didsecure 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
struggledagainst by the most overwhelming majorities of
a

“

Locksley Hall and

rhc

Jubilee,” Ninrtcedk Ccnivrj (Jan. 1887.)
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both Houses of Parliament. 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 i t 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 befound
anyone of iolerabZe educafion, who is not ashamed of holding
of AdamSmith,
were
opinions, which, before thetime
universally received.”*
It would bedistinctly
beyond my province toenter,
here, into a dissertationupon 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. I t is so, as much in commerce as in any other
department of social activity ; for it is through the medium
of commerce thattheacquirementand
accumulation of
wealth is effected, and by which, therefore,most
of the
comforts of life areobtained.
“ The
feelings of rival
tradesmen,” says Mill, “ prevailing among nations, overruled
for centuries all sense of the general community of advantage
which commercialcountriesderive
from the prospPn-9 .f
one nnoihr; and that commercial spirit which is now one of
the strongest obstacles to war, was, during a certain period
of European history, theirprincipal cause.”t Quite apart,
however, from the economic aspects of the question, which,
as 1 have said I cannot consistently dwell upon here, Protection,as
a legislative policy, involves a very distinct
.breach of a very distinct principle of Liberalism. The
liberty tobarter 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
0

t

I‘

Hiqory of Civilk-tion,” vol. i.. p. a16.
Principles sf Political F m y , ” p . ZZI.
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amount of freedom of exchange. Protection says : “YOU
shall not barter with a foreigner without paying apenalty 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 thestate to secure to him Thestate 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 a body (represented by- government)
violates a principle which prohibits
it
any individual
from violating. “Everysuch encroachment,’’ says Adam
Smith,“every violation of that naturaldistribution which
the most perfect liberty would establish, must, according to this system, necessarily degrade,more or less, from
one year to another, the value and sum t a a l 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 degreeof this encroachment, according as that natural
distribution, which the most perfect liberty would establish,
is more or less violated.”*
Elsewhere the same highauthority lays down the broad
principles of Liberalism, of which the system of Protection
a
“Every system,” he
is so clear anddistinct breach.
says, (‘which endeavours, either, by extraordinary emourage
meats, to draw towardsa particular species of industry a
greater share of the capital of the society than what would
naturally go to it, or, by extraordinary restraints, to force from
a particularspecies of industry someshare of the capital
which would otherwise be employed in it, is, in reality,
subversive of the great purpose which it mhns to promote. It
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
“

W e a l t h of Nat:oo.,” p. SSI

u

3 38

LIBERTY AND LIBERALTSIR.

landand labour.”” And, again : ‘I 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 longas
he does not violafe f h e laws of jusfike, is left perfecfbfrce to
pursue his own interesf, in hii own 7uay, and to bring both
his industry and capital into competition with those of any
other man or order of rnen.”t Very much the same thing
has beensaid by Mr. Herbert Spencer, though in somewhat different words.
“ In
putting a veto,” he says,
‘‘ upon the commercialintercourse of two nations ; or, in
a
putting obstacles
in
the way of that intercourse,
government frenchs ujon men’s liberties of action, and
by so doing directly reverses its junction. To secure for
each manthe
futlest freedom to exercise his faculties,
compatible with the like freedom of all others, we find to
be the state’s duty. Now, trade
prohibitions
andtrade
restrictions not only do not secure this freedom, but take if
away. So that, in enforcing
them,
the
state
is transforrnedfrom a mainfainer of n$ts into u violator of rrghfs.)’I
The system of Protection, therefore, in so far as it trespasses upon the domain of civil liberty for the individual,
is subversive of the true principles of Liberalism. I n Great
Britain, though from time to timetherearise
local and
spasmodic agitationsin favour of a return to the old and
exploded doctrine,there
yet seemslittlechance
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 cxpladed creed ; otherwise there is good reason for
fearing that by well-organised andcleveriycontrived agitation, the masses could be seduced into a reversal of the true
Liberal policy.
*

Wealth OC Nations,” p. 286.
‘‘Smial StaticF,” p. 376.
‘I

t “Wealth of Nations,” p. 286.
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Mr. John Bnght 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, concerning 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
PossibZe-Iwill
not say among Christian men, but among
thinking 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 great many more men
have come to that conclusion since.”
2% 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 followingpassage occurs: ( I 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 theHouse of Commons yesterday. It is no longer
formidable, even asa ghost.”t And, again, in the same
article : ‘ I The Fuir Traders have almost disappeared.”
There can be no doubt that the disciples of this latter and
comparatively new school are merely advocates of the exploded policy under another name : a protectionist being
for
the purpose of
an advocate of an import tariff
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,whohas,
one would think,
of his sympathy with the masses
givensufficientproof
of the people, has spoken plainly upon this question. Commenting upon the proposal to tax American goods imported
*

The Times (October 14, IXE+

t May 15,

1885.
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intoEngland,he
said : “ I t meansthat every workman
throughoutthe countryshould pay more for his loaf, and
more for his clothes, and more for every other necessary of
his life, in orderthat greatmanufacturersmight
keepup
their profits, and inorder,above
all, that greatlandlords
might maintain and raise their rents.” “ I t 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 Australiancolonies, I mustbe
contenthere to submit thatthe policy
of Freetrade is the only
commercial
policy
consistent
to
with truly Liberal principles ; andatthesametime
condemnthe
policy of Protection as coming mostdisLiberalism.”
tinctly within the category of ‘‘Spurious
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 onemomententertainsProtection
as acorrect
theory.But,before
passing away from the subject, which
is a wide one, affording great scope for commentand
criticism, I shall deal with some instructive illustrations of
the anomalies which a system of protection has developed
in Europeand in the Australian colonies. Those illustrations go to show how impossible it is to bring the complicated machinery of government to bear uponany single
industry, with a view to conferring benefit upona class,
without, at the same time, giving rise to counter disadvantages, and even
great
commercial
losses, which were
probably never anticipated or even thought of at the time
the machinery of government w a s set in motion.
Some monthsago, for instance, an influential deputation of
farmers of the colony of Victoria waited upon the Commissioner 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 forwhich they could be produced inVictoriahence the necessity for the import duty asked for. It was, in
fact, practically admitted that New Zealand was beftcr adapted
than Victoria to the cultivation of that grain. Yet, it was
asked thatthe 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 ofcab
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 curtuled, 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 sameanomaly 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 whichthey could
not, they said, under present circumstances, compete with,
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unless a greater “protection ” was dorded 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 parof leather, the too-easy importation of
ticular
classes
which was complained of. The effect of granting them
whatthey desired wouldhavebeen
to imposeuponevery
member of the community, who used the particular article,
an increased charge, in order .to enable the tanners of the
leather in question tocarry on, with remuttrrariz,e results,
an industry which was obviously unsuitable 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 important industry, employing some hundreds of persons ; that if
the additional duty asked for were conceded, the leathersin
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 forby the
tanners, would have led to the injury and destruction of a
large and important industry; and that, in its turn, w d d
have probably produced further disorganisation in directions
not dreamt of. If this instance be analgsed 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 ~ubiruction,at some o t k time,
from some other cZass.
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Yet a third of these instructive illustrations can be mentioned. 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 onthe spot; and sanguine protectionists predicted that
only a little “ fostering” was needed to nurse it into
industrial independence. It has had twenty years “ n u r s
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 a
good many of the other industries which have been reared
in the colonyreferred to, what was asked for, for the purpose
of ‘I fostering”, settled down to an absolutely pertnanent
system of industrial “wet-nursing.’’ For twentyyears the
woollens imported from abroad had been subjected to a duty
of twenty p e r cent., yet the local venture did not pay. The
proprietary, as also the work-people, waited on the government, and, in so many words, demanded an increase of five
per cent. It was admitted that, notwithstanding the advantage 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, whichthey accordingly abused, and
alleged to be made of all the refuse ofgaols, 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 government. The “ fostering ’’ theory was made much ol, and the
usual ad captandum reasoning was resorted to. Strange to
say, notwithstanding i k 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 championing, 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 Javge amount
of labour, which might otherwise Zanguish in idZeness;” and it
further claimed that ‘I the government may just& interfere
to relieve us of the dispaiificafions which a new industry
is always handicapped with,” adding that it is “willing that
the millowners should receive a Zittle adzmtitiotcs hne$t at
the start.”
Without spending much time over this very transparent
piece of sophistry, it maybe
observed that “the large
to
amount of labour ” alluded to would not belikely
“languish in idleness” for long; or otherwise the work-people
would haveoffered, 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 ofhis school as the “doctrine of common
sense,” the journal in question observed, I‘ Fortunately the
working-classes are not in his power. They will consult thir
a n znteresfs jirst, before they trouble themselves about his
principles.” This is, in fact, the bottom 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 werefollowed 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 ownshowing,signallyfailed
; 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, n ~ a sa successful one, inwhich some hundreds of
men,women,
and girlswere
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 aflord additional assistance (whichwould still be
insufficient, under the circumstances), toanother industry
whichwas 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 fromwhich 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 forwhichthey are
obtainable-as he thinks best. Already parliament has, in
the community in question, placed a penalty on the exercise of this freedom, byfixing a duty on every article
composed of British, or, as it has been called, for agitative purposes, “foreign ” tweed.
The first deputation
therefore, practically asked the government to impose a
further restriction upon the liberty of all citizens, by inflicting an increased penalty upon the purchase of the British
article. In attempting this, a government wouldobviously
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 s u b
sidising theone industry at the expense of the general
public, it wouM, with the other, have been simultaneously
sapping the very foundation of the second and mQre
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flourishing industry, and, at the same time, throwing out of
employment a large number of persons who had spent their
timeinlearningaparticular
business. Let memention
another equally instructive instance of popular misconception regarding this first principle of government : this first
lawof the science of economics. A person,signing himself, rather significantly, ‘ I One of the unemjloyeed harness
makers,” writing to one of the daily papers of the colony of
Vlctoria on the subject of ‘‘ Duty on Saddlery,” complains
most bitterly that ‘ I a firm-one of the largest in the tradetaking advantage of the bad times in England, has imported
harness largely from there, during the past few months, and
they
theconsequence is thatsinceithascometohand
have been able to dispense with the services of about half
their workmen.” H e adds, “ T h e pricetheypaid
for it,
landed in Melbourne,including 25 percent.duty,
is considerably less than what theleatherand
mountings would
cost here, to say nofhing about fhe cost of making if @.”
Then the same writer makes the important admission that
‘ I anyone, knowing anything about the home
trade, can see
that it is impossibZe for the manufacturers here fo compete with
t h e in Enghnd,” and he gives, as reasons for the fact, that
“in the first place t h y (the English manufacturers) pay such
small wages totheirhands . . . . and not only the small
wages, but they keep their hands continually on one class of
work until theyget ve~yprojcienta/it, They also work into
each other‘s hands, each making aparticular part, which
saves consi&rab(c 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
“ i t is figh time that a h v i e r duty than at present exists
should be put upon ” that class of work. H e finally
expresses a hope that the matter will be “brought under the
notice of the gmernment ”/ I 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 havereadilyfound a placein a
recognised protectionist organ. This misconception regarding the policyofbuying in the cheapest market-apolicy
which,it should be observed, every economist of note has
its climax,when an ex-minister of the
advocated-reached
crown, of the colony of New South Wales, lately said : ‘‘ The
introduction of goods manufactured by cheap labour,
should be checked as zyif were smal’cl-fifc.”
To turn now from these matters (which, though in themselves small, show the direction of the popular superstition),
to those of higher and more serious import-let it be considered what extent of injury the whole civilised world has
suffered and isnow suffering, i n consequence of the misconceived
legislation
of Germany and France in their
or at least control
short-sighted attempts tomonopolise,
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 hasbeen well said, “ a hiveof 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 theficlhtappl’ication of the
principle of ‘ I division of labour” can only be reached when
there is no isolation : 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 fill’ power and efficacy.”t
I t has been conclusively ascertained that the two countries
above mentioned, under such a system of “free and unrestricted intercourse and interchange,” cannot compete with
0 “

Wealth-Creation,” A. Mongredian, 1882, p. 19.

t “Wealth-Crpltion,’p

rp.
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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 production of that particular article of merchandise. Assuming
that those two countries were wisely governed, and that one
feature of their good governmentconsisted in the careful
recognition of economic principles, such persons would
either produce sugar at a loss or abstain from any attempts
at its cultivation.Unfortunatelythesecountries(together
with a great many more) are not wisely governed ; for with
some misconceived theory of national progress, their rulers
have thought fit to disregardthisprimaryeconomic
law,
and offer rewards or bonuses, that is to say, bounties,”
out of the national
revenue,
tosuch
persons as will
undertake
produce
to
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 contribute,annually, a sum of moneytowardscompensating
certain persons for the loss theysustain in the production
of sugar. This touches one of the very first conditions of
civilised society, viz., the protection of property. Thatis
one of the fundamental objects of government; yet, in the
case of bounties, we find thestate actually confiscating
portions of its citizens’ property in orderto subsidise a
section of the community which chooses to occupy itself
successfully proseover an industry which couldbemore
cuted in other parts of the world. Almost every country is,
from various causes- climatic, geological, or otherwisebetter adapted than others to the production of some article
of humannecessity;and,asone
of the purposes of the
division of labour is that “men in all countries should devote
themselves tothat particular work for which theyhave
special opportunitiesor aptitudes,” it follows thatdirettly
this artificial aid,nomatterout
of whose pocket it may
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cffered to an otherwise unsuitable 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 workwhich foreigners can do better thanthey can.
. .
The wealth-creating powerof
the world is proportionately
impaired.”’ Thus, we find that the system of bounties, as
adopted by Germany and France, involves,
those
in
countries themselves, a most distinct breach of the very first
duty of government, by conjscafing a portion of each citizen’s
property, which it should be the constant object of the state
to p o f e c f .
The majority of suchcitizens
may
be
saidtohave
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 effectof this economic misconception outside
the country itself. In consequence of the systembeing
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 havebeen
lost, and thousands ofpersons
of differentnationalities,
havebeen 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 relining of sugar inFrance ;and,
in addieion to the great wrongwhichwas thereby dsne to
the FreRchcitizensthemselves, thousands of pounds
lost, and many hundreds of peoplewerethrown
out of
employment in Bristol and other parts of England, where,
previous to such artificial assistance, there hadexisted . a
come, is

=re

Q
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payable and thriving industry, depending on no adventitious
aid.
Let me mentiononemore
interestingexample
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
tablingaresolution
tothe effect thatthat bodyapproved
anyaction “ t o securea full measure of protection.” The
mover admittedthe highest regard for German colonists,”
but “protested againstinjury which would be done to the
trades generally, if they were permitted to enterinto unwholesome com@tion with colonial artisans.”
The representative of the brush-makers, sitting as a delegateintheabove
council, said that“the
brush-makers
intended shortly waiting upon th minzsiry, with a view to
securing rizcreused protection ;’ and he gave as a reason that
some of the large firms were importing brush-ware at a
large percentage less thanitcould
be turnedout in the
colony at first cost.” All this passes muster as sound and
patrwtic reasoning. The system of see-saw between wages
andduty 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. H e informs his men, and they may go tu
the ministryand getwhat the person, mentioned above, terms
‘ I increased prctection.”
I n these days, when, unfortunately,
colonial governments are frequently governed from outside,
the obtaining surh an increase is by no means an unlikely
event. Indeed, in the cake of the woollen industry before
mentioned, there was every appearance of the government
giving way to the demand, until counter interests of some importance showed themselves. Supposing,therefore, that such
is atoncemade
for
an increase is obtained,anopening

LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

35 I

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 reducedabout one-half, andthe cost of living in the
colony would be sufficiently high to drive all, who could go,
out of it. Littleconsideration is of coursegiven tothe
lact that every I ‘ increase ” of thekindmeans
a further
penalty upon the liberty of all citizens consuming the particular goods upon which that increase is sought.
But this system of self-help”-at other people’s expense,
is not
confined
to
the
workingclasses.
I n November,
1886, alargemeeting
of saw-millers tookplacein
the
colony of Victoria, for the purpose of considering the depresThe result was a deputationtothe
sion i n theirtrade.
government to ask for “ a n increase of dutyonimported
timber.” Thechairmanpointedouttothe
minister that
“they had no desire to prohrbit the importation of timber, but siinp(y wanted such a duo putonit
as would
preuelzt if enteri~aginto cornpetitzoa Zoith hardwood. I t was
admittedthat
in Tasmania, whence theobnoxiouscompetition came, themen worked ten hours a day, and the
wages were less; ” and, further that “ t h e facilifies for
saw-milling in Tasmania were much greater than in VICtoria-” The samespeaker admitted also that “the Tasmanian
The minister very
timber was bcffer than Victorian.”
properly refused to entertain the request, and a resolution
was carried uturnzinous~ 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 IS more
significant, as indicating the bent of public opinion, IS the
fact that the proceedings elicited no surprise or condemnation from any section of the press, or of the community.
I venture toalludetoonemore
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
directconnection with theculture of the poppy, andthe
manufacture of, andtrade inopium ; andthatit
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. I n support -of
the resolution, the mover quoted, from missionaries and
others, statements concerning theevils arising from the abuse
of opium. I t was admittedthatsuch aprohibitionas that
aimedat in the resolution would entail an annual loss of
cf;3,3oo,ooo upon the
Indian
Exchequer, while others
calculated it at upwards of live millions.
This movement w a s somewhat on a par with that of the
totalabstainers,
who desire,because
of theabuse by a
limited number of persons, of the use of intoxicating liquors,
to compel the whole world to abstain from the most limlted
use of them; disregarding the beneficial effect upon many
persons which a judicious consumption of such articles may
produce. Assuming thatthe passing of such a resolution
would have led tothe
required action by theIndian
Government, andthatthe
prohibition would haveput 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 results, would havebeen
hampered in
their liberty of personal action, and ten miZZiorrs of persons
would havebeenthrown
out of employment, merely to
satisfy a certainsection 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 TAC Times rightly said on that
industry
occasion : “If it is fair to suppress anIndian
upon which ten miZZion of @pZe depend for f k i r daily
bread, merely because their product is ultimately misused by
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of small
arms and munitions of war for use, in all kinds of unjustifiable enterprises, might surely attract the attention of conscientious philanthropists.”
The assumption, however, that if the Indian Government
prohibited the growth of opium,its consumption would
cease, was trulyvisionary ; for, as Th Tima said, in the
same article on the subject, “ T h e result of prohibiting the
growth of the poppyinBengalwould
be io increase its
growthin 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 ismerely
the stimulant appropriate to certain
clialates and races,usedin
moderation by millions, with
no worse effects than millions at home experience from the
moderate use of beer and tobacco 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 Francisco,” 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 aiways 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 doctrines, 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 effectof an unwholesome artificial monopoly
from the
u percentage of its consumers, our own exports

Tlu Timer, May

5, 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, “ o n level ground,” he could not for
a momentcontend ; we see the woollen manufacturer
ciamouring for an increased state ‘(fostering,” after having
enjoyed twenty years of artificid bolstering, without yet
being any nearermaturity
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
incompetition
with other countries, thousands of miles
away ; we see the timber dealer desiring to prevent cornpetition with his own inferior production by an article which
better and chufir. Yet, none of these
headmitstobe
classes, and there are scores of others following thesame
if each
policy, seem to be aware of the simplefactthat,
industry in the community succeeds ultimately in gaining its
point, the only effect will be an enormous waste of national
the
wealth and energy, and in the end nothinggainedbut
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 havebeen so artificially raised in value
that the whole of the increase in the wages will be absorbed
inthe increasedcost of living; besides which, thecommunity as a whole will be paying, in the aggregate, an
immeasely augmented price for all it consumes.
With these arguments, however, I am not here so much
concerned ; butrather 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 legaliy acquired propertythat is to say, toexpend his money where he chooses so
long as, indoing so, he refrainsfrominterfering with the
like liberty of his fdlbwcitizens. It will be easily seen,
however, that if each of theinnumerable classes compre-
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hended ina 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 confersome
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, OT
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 d a y ; still
conlining my illustrations to matters of commerce.
I n July (1886) the English Foreign Office issued two importantparliamentary papers, respecting ‘ I 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 LLmoreassistance”to British traders in
foreign countries, by British diplomatic and consular officials.
It appeared that theGermansand
Americans hadbeen
securing the bulk of the Chinese trade ; and the London
Chamber of Conlmerce had come to the conclusion that the
reason was to be foundin the fact that “these merchants
are assistedin their undertakings by the moral, and frequently by the activepersonal support of their ministers.”
The matter had already beenalluded to in the House of
Commons ; and attention was there called to the “successful
&
r
t
sof theGermanandother
foreign governments, in
foreign
pushing thetrade of theirrespectivecountriesin
markets, in competition with English manufacturers.”
The result of the movement was that the English
merchants, throughtheLondonChamber
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.
Shortlysummarised, the English merchants asked that
thgmemment should undertake, of course at the expense of
the national revenue :I . The publication of an official commercial newspaper,
giving vaned 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 L6commercialmuseums ” in
various parts of theUnited Kingdom.
Besides these there were other proposals, with which I
need not here deal.
I t will be apparent to everybody, who peruses these proposals, that if any government were to accede to them it
would be guilty of a most distinct breach of the true princertainly
of true
“Liberalism,”
ciples of government,
as I have endeavoured to define it. The public revenue, as
I have already observed more than once, is the property of
the whZe people, and no one person, no government even,
would be justified on sound principle, in using any part of that
revenue for any purpose hut such as comes properly within
the functions of government. These proposals clearly aimed
at afording facilities to the mercantile class, who carry on
their business with no philanthropic motives, but for their
m n persond gain. To accede to such proposals, therefore,
at the expense of the public revenue, would practically mean
the compeiling ezJev cifi2en in the kingdom to runtribufe -&I
wards the firthtrance of insthtions, Gonceived in the inteests,
and established fw the matenalbemft of the m e r c a d l e
classes. This, if understood, would be objected to by every
citizen, except those interested; and such an act on the p
a
r
t
of any government would, therefore, amount to an infringe-
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ment of individual freedom in thematter
of security to
property.
Fortunatelythis view, which I submit is the correct and
scientific one, was adopted hy 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 p.rrernnunf,or whether the commercial community should
not themselzles take the initiative in creatingsuch an institution.”
Regarding proposal No. 3, it was thought by thesame
authority that, if acceded to, it would tend to put consuls in
the position of commercial agents”, and that “ the maintenanceand management of such rooms . . . would rather
seem to devolve primarily on the commercial communiiy.”
Lord Rosebery’s comment upon the suggestion that the
governmentshouldestablishcommercialmuseums
is even
more to the point. “ The cost of such museums (he says)
oughf . . . to be borne by f h s e /or whose bene$t they are
creafed.”
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 admmble
article which appeared in the columns of The Times upon
the subject.
“It is not,” says that journal, i‘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 Qnglish trade was #of budf u - by governments. I t
was built up by fhenfetprise, tkenergy, the zuatchfulnas, the
self-denial, t& laborious eflorts of individuals. Moreover, if
it was built by these, by these it must be sustained.”
It is certainlysignificant of the times in which we live
that a body, so influential, and generally so sound in its grasp
of broadmercantile
principles as theLondonChamber
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of Commerce, should have openlyadvocated 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, obtainsome 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 thedateat
which the answers to the previous proposals had been published, attention was called in the House of Commons to
“the inadequacy of commercial training” in England, and the
minister was actually askedwhether
he would ‘I enquire
into the possibility of establishing some recognised centre
of commercialeducation with proper tests of efficiency.]’
The minister very properly “hesitated to offer any
opinion the
on
matter.”
The member who asked
the question was evidently under
the
impression that
the government would be quite justified inteachingits
citizens the principles of commerce, presumably also those
of law and medicine.
I turn now tothesubject
of legislation for the regulation of factories, of which a startling example already exists
in the colony of Victoria; having been placedupon the
statute-book within the last two years. The provisions of
that Acthavebeenconvenientlysummarised
by one of
the leading local manufacturing firms, for the readycomprehension of their employ&. The following is that sumemployedin
a
mary:-“ No one under thirteen canbe
factory. N o fcnzuk can work morethanfortyeight hours
in a week. N o maZe under sixteen can work morethan
forty-eight hoursin a week. N o one undo- sixfeen can
be employed without aneducation
certificate. N o unc
under sixteen can be employed without a medical certificate.
N o g i d under sixfee# can be employed between the hoursof
six in th evening and six in fht mupaing. No bqy under
fnurtee~can be employed between the hours of six in the
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.evening and six in the morning. N o boy under sideen can
work as a compositor between the hoursof six in the evening
and six in the morning. N o one under ekhfeen shall be
allowed to clean such parts of the machinery, in a factory,
is in motion for the
as is mill-gearing, while thesame
purpose of propelling any part of the manufacturing
machinery. N o woman shall be allowed to clean such
parts of the machinery in a factory as is mill-gearing,
while thesame
is in motion for the purpose of proof the manufacturing
machinery.
No
pelling any
part
one under eighteen shall be allowed to work between
the fixed and traversing parts of any self-acting
machme, while themachine is in motion by theaction of
steam, water, or other power. N o person, employed in a
factory, shall be permitted to fake his 01 her m a d in any
room therein, in which any manufacturing process or handicraft is then being carried on, or in which persons employed
in such factory or workroom arethen
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, andthe
indiKerence to commercial interests, displayed in the measure
of which this is but a short summary.
The first observation which its provisions, as a whole,
of personal
provoke, is as totheenormouscurtailment
liberty which they involve. Shortlyre-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 m r fhirfeen years of age.”
“Every male or female u d c r sixteen, and in some cases,
under ekhteen ;also every w m a n who works in a factory of
any kind, is assumed inmpuble of tcrkmg care of his or k r own

bQdjJ.”
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The state thus assumes a quasi-parental care of allfendes,
a d aZl males rm&r e&hfmz ;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
assistanceincertainmatters
of personalconcern.Moreover, the state, atone blow, handicapsthe manufacturers
of Victoria against the whole world, by deprivingthem 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 o l the colony of Victoria is saddled with a
proportion of an enormous expenditure for maintaininga
large staff of inspectors to secure a close observance of the
provisions of the act.
Lastly, but paramount inimportance, every womatt, and
ezlery male and female under sixteen, is deprived of the liberty
of determining for himself or herself the times andextent of
work which he or she shall adopt in the pursuit of a livelihod.
The state, it will be seen, determines 7uhre every person
engaged in a factory shall, or at least shall not, ea# his o r Am
meals. This is obviously onthescore
of health,lest the
atmosphere of the factory workroom should become vitiated.
Why should the state stop here ? Why should it not determine what such persons
should
eat?This
is equally
important on the score of health. And if the state is about
to prnrcnt injury to kaZtA, 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 illhealth in factory people ? This would
lead tothe establishment of nationaldispensaries and a
national
medical
staff, the members of which would
requireto
periodically visit and report upon the health
of factory hands. Why, again, limit this stateattention
to factory people ? What
greater
right
have they to
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‘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? Whoshall say where this
state-aid shall end? The fact is the true line was werstepped, the moment the state saidwhatmales of females
shouldnot do in the matter of working hours T k e i a
consists the fundamental breach of principle. If aparent.
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.
I n 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 justifiedinassuming
that they would object to
certain conditions of employment if theycouldmake
that
objection heard. But, for a state to treat as infun65, young
persons of sideen and cigk6een 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 forhimself.At
the age of twenty-one he is considered an authority on government, and invested with
an equal voicewith
other citizens.But
the same wise
authority prohibits him
from
doing certain other and
simpler work, because, forsooth,it assum& that heis not
capable of judging forhimself.
Strange to say, the working-classes are apparently pleasedwith
this impliedexpression of doubt as to their ability to take care of their
own bodies.
R
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In England, in rS83, a Factories and Workshopi’ Amen&
ment Bill was passed, notwithstanding considerabk opposldon. T o such an extent has the state gone in that instance,
inlooking after the health and comfort of work-people, that
it subjects to a fine of A2 any adult male, in a whitelead
factory, who refuses or neglects to use any gloves, boots,
clothing, respirator, or other appliances, or omits to dvink
the s d t s 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 theworkman’s behalf;
yet the state,not content even to compel the employer to
provide the necessary articles, must resort to the machinery
of anact 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 legislation is that which deals with the compulsory closing of shops.
I n 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 overworked.” 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 eveningbeing
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 : “ N o ; 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 overwork your assistants.’’ 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 shall 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 engagedupon the preparation of our daily papers, be
allowed to undermine their health, when an actof 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 latein the
day, instead of i n the early morning ; but parliament would
have the satisfaction of securing a more comfortable and whoZesome night‘s rest to a large body of citizens ! Shouldthe
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 inthe shopkeepers ! Even morereprehensible is it for the parliament itself to sit into the I ‘ small ”
hours, in many cases doing more harm than good ; keeping
upnumerous reporters, officials, and, in many cases, the
anxious wives of honorable members themselves ! What,
too, of cabmen,omnibus drivers,actors, andothers 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. Whatmore
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 shopassistant has wakened, and w h o is
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expected to attend to household matters up to a late hour at
night ? Yet noregard is had for this class. If parliament
should deem it advisable to deal with them, it wouldbe
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 farremovedfrom that
which resulted from the “Curfew Bell ” edict. The fact
is, suchlegislation is absolutelyindefensible.
The public
convenience requires many classes of people to beworked
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, toprevent these p a r t i e s from dealing together is to
subject them to an inconvenience and a distinct curtailment
of personalliberty.
If shop assistants are wiZliBg to work
at night, surely, to prevent them, by act of parliament, is
to curtail their liber9, though it may increase their Zeisute
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 shortsighted 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 a5 a permanent disgrace to an otherwise
enlightened people.
Is such legislation, I ask, conducive to “more liberty”? Is
it rdculated to promote “ self-reliance ? N o doubt the
draper’s assistant gait&his leisure for the evening, but he
had already the liberty to take that, inasmuch as he could
terminate hisengagement and turn to other employment,
or be idle, wheneverhechose.
The public, however, who
buy, and theshopkeepers who are ready and anxious to
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sell, are deprived of their liberty; and theyhave no such
chance of helping themselves, inasmuch as they
are placed
under a sfafe pvohi&ifwn. 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 carefuny
conceived, and carefully
worded
petition, in
which
the
repeal of the objectionable measure was prayedfor on the
following, among other grounds :I . That it is a 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 (insomecases
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 public, especially to the working man.
The petition was signed by 3000 shopkeepers, concerning
every signature of which the strictest scrutiny was challenged.
One of the petitioners stated that“absolute
ruin had
been inflicted in many instances through the enforcement of
the law.Manybusinesses,which
had formerly been carried
on, principally at night, had been abandoned in consequence, and premises which had formerly let at good rentals
had becomeempty, or the rentals hadbeenreduced-in
either case, much to the loss of property-owners and municipal councils.”
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The minister who received this deputation found it necessary to make the humiliating confession thatthe petition
wouldbe presented to parliament, “because the PYQMSof
eduutiovz in the matter, from the shopkeepers’ point of view,
had to be brought to bear upon honourable members as well
as on the gmernment.”
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 wasan act whichonly a despot would
attempt.” Since that, the leading organ, among those which
advocated the measure, has found it necessary to confess
that ‘I mne of the three great classes of peopk whom the early
closing clause was intended to beneht issatisfied 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 S h o p
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. Is there,” he said, “any sense in a
law which allows drink and tobacco to besold, but prohibits
a man frombuying bread and meat ? And yet, so it is
decreed by the legislators to whom we pay A300 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 important 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 painful evidence of the blighting
influence of thispreciouspiece of legislation. Shops-previously all occupied, are now empty by scores. Assistants
are walking about in scores, if not inhundreds, without
occupation. I n proof of this,a shopkeeper recently advertised for two, at 30s. a week,of a class to which before this
law he was able to pay OS., and received 300 applications.
The more the act i s enforced, the more repulsive it becomes.
T o ensure the repeal of a bad law there is nothing like its
strict enforcement.” The above is a valuable piece of testimony, 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 intendedto
benefit, has, instead,been
seriously
injured. Indeed, as I have shown, the so-called ‘I Liberal ”
press admitted that ‘ I none of the fltree dasses whom it was
zitfended to 6eneBt was satis~ed.”
The conclusion to which one is forced concerningthis
matter is that which was arrived at by the late Rev. F. W.
Robertson, of Brighton. H e said as far back as 1849,when
delivering anaddressonthe
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 soaa’y, it must fail. Everything of
legislation, coercive, and not’expressive of the mind and desire
of society, mustfail.”*
Closely connected with this feature of over-legislation, is
the demand for a legal recognition of eight hours as a day’s
work I n the colony of Victoria that recognition has
actually beenobtained,and,
in so many words, placed
upon the statute-book of the country. Whenthe matter
W ~ S being discussed at theIntercolonialTrades’Union
“

Addresses and Literary Remains,” p.
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Congress of 1884, one delegate, from New South Wales,
intelligently and courageously condemned the narrow views
of his codelegates, 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.”Agood
deal was said, while
the “eight hours”principle had not yet receivedlegal recognition, about the sufficiency of that period ofwork “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 thatthe legalisation has taken
place, it is a matter of notoriety that workmen are willing to
go on, much as before, with this dig& difference-that after
the expiration of the eight hours they expect to be paid ovmtime! Nor is this the only evidence of disregard for the
principleupon which the legal recognition was based ; for
one of the most prominent of Australian trades’ unionists
said, atan eight hours demonstratibn banquet given in
Sydney about two years ago, that, now the eight hours
system was so widely recognised and acknowledged, it was
about timetheybeganagitating
for a division of the day
intofourperiods of six ~ U Y S one
,
of which shouldbe devoted to work.
The same spirit of legislative Interference, which has
inspiredthis confessedly unsuccessful measurein Victoria,
has shown itself in thedepartment of commercialshipping
in
older
communities.
Mr. Plimsoll, whose name
is now known in every English-speakingcountry,
chose
for thesubjecton which heshould found his reputation,
that of shipowning abuses ; and
there
can
be
little
doubt that his efforts, though, like those of all enthusiasts,
by
extreme and injuriouslyreactionary,
didmuchgood
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 gooddeal 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 by sea,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 providedfor their
quality of lifesafety in case of mishap ; the number and
belts, life-buoys, fire-buckets, fire-hose, and life-rafts, with
of
which each shipshouldbe
provided ; theposition
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 hamperingeffect which
commercial side of the
such legislation has had upon the
shipping industry. A leading London weekly journal lately
putthe 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 ifwe 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, somethingtoeatanddrink,
for even in boats
those things are necessary), it would be simpler, and on the
whole safer, and iniinitely morecomfortable to have t w o
sh$s. Then, if anything happened to the full ship, the
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passengers could betake themselves to the empty one, if it
did nothappen to be wrecked first, or simultaneously-a
possibility which should not be taken to militate against my
suggestion, for even as things are at present, a ship’s boats
are often lost or rendered useless before she herself comes to
grief.’’
Within the last few months, previous to the date ofmy
writing, an influential deputation of shipowners waited upon
thePresident of the Board of Trade with reference to
certainregulations of that body upon thesubject of the
freezng porfs of what are known as weZZdecked vessels.
The first speaker said “they had been harassed from time
to time with Board of Trade regulations, but the last straw
thathad brokentheir
backs was anorder issued in the
spring of the year, “ compelling certain additional qualificationsin
well-decked vessels. The north-easternports
of
England,”headded,“were
largely engaged in the Balt,c
trade; and they had to compete with the Germans and the
Danes, whose vessels, nof being under f h s e restrictions,
were enabled
to
carry perhaps zoo ions more cargo;
and this, coupled with the lower wages of foreign sailors,
handicapped ihe English sh$p-oze,ner to such an extent that
it was only a question of time for the trade to pass i B f o the
foreiflev‘s hands aZtogerhr.”
This is an admirablyclear illustration of the class of
legislation which I have before instanced, in which the
immediate effect only is considered by the legislator, and
theremoteones
ignored or entirely lost sight of The
ignorance of the average legislator onshippingmatters is
usually accompanied with an amount of confidencecorrespondingly great. Regulations may be piled up, one upon
the other, for all time, each one seeming to benefit the public,
who graduallycease to look after themselves or their o t n
safety ; but those who are thus contributing to the creation
and enforcement of such regulationsseldomthink
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 underanother flag, are exempted from
the paralysing andhandicapping 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 tolerablyvaluable 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 distressingcircumstances, Publicattention was called tothe matter, and,
Tor several days the columns of the newspapers were filled
with the usual demands for themost
searchingenquiry.”
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 asomewhatdesultory
fashion,
and said what should bedone to preventarecurrence.
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, attributedthebreakingup
of the vessel, after
she had struck on the rocks, to the fact of her being I‘ old ;”
and he is reported as having said : I‘ There ought to be a Zaw
to prevent old shipsfrombeing
used for suchimportant
work.” The author of thissafegeneralisationmight
have
learned, with a little enquiry, that the vessel in question had,
as all othersuch vessels are compelled to do, beenduly
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,”suchas parliament itselfrequired. A second
law-maker,havingsatisfiedhimself
thatthe
vesselhad
chosen a course too near the coast, proposed that I‘ a line
might be drawn on the chart, within which no vessel should
be allowed to go nearer to the land.” He gave as a parallel
w e the fact that I C the steamships of the Cunard line
followed reguZar tracks to and from America,” and, in the
same easy-going way, advocated that ‘ I 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 wasof opinion that “ i t
wouldbe an easy matter to fix a simple contrivance on all
lighthouses, bywhich 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
tobe taken withinsuch a limit should be liable to severe
punishment.” I‘ They could,” added a fourth, I’ be repartea!
by the Z&hthuse-keepers.”
The member who advocated the “ O M ship I’ theory
expressed the novel opinion that the vesselswere driven at
the present dangerously fast rate in order to save coal ; and
he advocated parliamentlaying down a minimum timein
which the passage should be done, so that if anyvessel
travelled faster than aZZowed by act of parliament, she should
be compelled ts postpone her entrance to the harbour of
destination.
The first thought which must occur to anyone, on reading
these expressions of opinion, is that a community, in the
government of which such men take part, must indeed be in
danger of being legislated out of cxistence. I have already
mentioned a minister of the crownwho boasted to his
constltuents of having added so many inches to the statutes
of the country. These gentlemen would measure statutes
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by the yard, and in a short time fill a library. It would
certainly be necessaryin a community] forwhich so much
was done, that the old maxim that “ ignorance of the law io
no excuse I’ should undergo some relaxation ; otherwise it
would be impossible for the citizens to do aught eke but
study the latest additions to the statute law.
It would be almost useless to suggest to these gentlcmen
that, probably, when they had spent some years in attempting
topreventshipwrecks,theywouldmake
the melancholy
discovery that the rules and regulations, the surveys, and
the lines round the coast-as also the ‘‘ simple apparatus ”
on the lighthouses-had increased instead of diminished the
number of losses.
Mark, in support of this suggestion, the result of all the
attempts at preventing
shipwrecks
in
Great Britainattempts, too, by men possessing a sonmhat larger amount
of brain-power than those to whom I have just referred. In
a minute of the Board of Trade of November, 1883, it is said
that since “the Shipwreck Committee of 1836,scarcely a
session has passed without some Act being passed, or some
step being taken by the legislature or the government, with
this object” (prevention of shipwreck); and that ‘‘ the
multiplicity of statutes, which were all consolidated into one
Act in 1854 has again become a scandal and a reproach :’I
eachmeasurebeingpassed
because previous ones had
failed. Here follows the melancholy but instructive admission that “the loss of life and of ships hasbeen greater
since zB76 f h n it eve^ was before.” The cost of administration, meanwhilqhad risen from ~ 1 7 , 0 0to;f;73,000
0
a year.*
If the colonial legislators, whom I have quoted, could have
their way, a d get their pet schemes enacted in a short and
easy manner, it would probably be open to apply to them, a
few years hence, the wordswhich Edmund Burke used in
speaking of the Board of ‘Trade of his d a y :--“ Even where
Man Venus n e Stale,” p
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they had no ill intentions, trade and manufacture suffered
infinitely from their injudicious tamjerings.” Mr. Joseph
Chamberlain, who seems to be deeplyimpressed with the
belief thatthestate
has “maternal ” duties towards its
citizens, thus explains the functions of the Board of Trade.
“They are,” he says, “ charged to watch over the copcrtfort
and security of ourseamen and the safety of our ships.”
This, indeed, is only an illustration of the false theory which
runsthrough the whole of the spurious Liberal legislation
of which I havebeenspeaking.Howeverunsophistical
and simple-minded the typical sailor may have been in the
days of Dibdin, he is now quite capable of takingcare of
himself: at leastas well as thousands of other citizens for
whom state sympathy has not yet beenexcited.
“Yet,” as
Mr. Stanley Jevons has said, “ he is treated by the law, as if
he were a merechild.”
Mr. Chamberlain would have his
conzforts attendedto
by the Board of Trade, by which
means that already cumbersome body would be able to pay
less attentionto its more legitimate and more necessary
functions. It is this craving for distributing comforts,
throughthe state, which is threateningtohandicapand
paralyse English commerce in every branch. The report
of theRoyal Commission, which was lately appointed to
enquire into the existingdepression of trade and industry
in Great Britain, contains the following confirmation of my
contention. “ O u r shipownershave anadditionalground
of complaint in the fact that foreign vessels, loading in our
ports, are not subjected to the
load-line, and other regulaon
tions of the Board of ‘Trade, which, beingenforced
Britishships, impose additional‘ ezfinse and trouble upon
thus
. , .
their owners. Owners of foreign ships
enjoyin our ports, a latitude inregard to loading, and an
exemption from other troubl’esome regul’afionswhich give them
an unfazr advantage in competition.” This is a point of
view which the average legislator would probably consider
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and characterise as “ far-fetched ” or “theoretical.” Within
the last few months, numerous other instances haveoccurred
(in connection with this industry) of thesame injurious
practice of endeavouring to secure, by legislation, that
which shouldbe
left tothe
ordinaryeconomic
laws of
supply and demand. I t would be impossible to enumerate
them all here ; but I venture to set forth a confession which
was, not long since, uttered by Mr. Chamberlain himself, in
connection with thisparticular subject of shipping legislation. “ I am sorry,” he said to a deputation which waited
upon him, “that I must tell you that interference has not
produced the result it was intended to produce, in the security
of the lives for which we are in some degree responsible.”
H e then admits that the loss of life at sea, notwithstanding
the net-work of regulations which parliament has woven
round the shipping industry, I ‘ is an znmeasing quantity.”
Sir Frederick Bramwell, too, learned at Quebec, to which
port English ships had been accustomedtohesent
for
timber, thatthetrade
was being done between thatport
and EngZand by S~etedziAships, the reason being (he says)
that “the restrictionsupon
the working of Englishships
were such that they
could
no longer cornjete wzZh #he
Swedes.”
The subject of licensinghouses for the sale of intoxicatingliquor is oneupon which therehas been the most
profoundmisconceptionregarding
the principles of true
Liberalism. Legislators seem to have known no limit to the
functions of a state, or to theright to interfere with individual
liberty, when dealing with this apparently absorbing theme.
When an attempt was lately made in the House of Lords by
the Bishop of Durham, to secure the
passage of an act entitled
“The Durham
Sunday
Closing Bill,” Lord Salisbury
characterised the measure as an enactment
which provided
“thatonSunday
in every week, a certain portion of the
population in thecountry shall abstain from one of their
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accustomed articles of diet, because a fraction of the population say that the temptation to consume too much of that
article of diet is t o o strong for them.” As the Tims said,
in criticism of the measure, “ H i s [Lord Salisbury’s] o p p
sition was not directed against the advocates of temperance,
for whom and for whose work he expressed unbounded
admiration. Onthe contrary, it was directed against those
who came to parliament to ask for the secular arm to effect
that which they had not done.”
In the colony of Victoria, within the last two years, an
attempt was made, under thishead of “licensing,” to still
further curtail the alreadylimited
chances which women
possess of obtainingemployment, by the introduction of a
clause into a bill, then before parliament, intendedto
nbsohie&yprmnt them from working behind a bar. If ever
there was an unjustifiable and cowardly attempt at undue
state interference with the liberty of citizens, this was one.
To make women as amenable to the law of the land as men,
while denying them all right to take part in the making of
such laws,is surelyinequitable
enough;butto
s a y that
women, who are obliged to earn their living, shall not get it
by following a possibly honest and honourable occupation, is
surely a piece of the most glaring despotism. Where could
parliament find a justification for sucha
measure, either
amongthe principles of legislation, or on grounds of the
barest justice to our fellow-beings? What sort of reception,
let me ask, would have been accorded to such a provision,
if, instead of proposing to deal with one of the occupations
of W O ~ ~ F it
Z , had aimed at the
prevention of certain work
being performed by any particular class of mep ? Could
such a proposal ever be reconciled with the liberal principle
of “ equal opportunities ”? Women are even now debarred
from entering many channels of employment, in which they
could take part with quite as much, if not more success than
is achieved by men. To have passed such a measure
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would have simply rendered their already L L unequal opportuhities still more unequal.
Mr. Joseph Cowen has said, a clear and equal course, and
victory to the wisest and the best.” Will anyone venture to
say that a proposal to disqualify womenfrom performing
work behind a bar was not a mostflagrant step towards
rendering the (‘course,” over which a woman’s as well as a
man’slifemust
be run, more unequal than ever. If, as
Mr. Broadhurst says, Liberalism seeks to remove obstacles
of human origin which prevent all having equal opportunities,” then this proposal was not only lacking in a negative
sense, but conceived in the very contrary direction. Such
a measure would be a most distinct obstacle ” to prevent
women enjoying equal opportunities’’ with
men ; and,
instead of being removed it would be erected in the very
face of Liberal principles. I t has been well said, regarding legislation of the licensing class, that it (‘rests on the
assumption,again and again disproved, that moraleffects
can be eradicated, or even partially amended by an act of
parliament; and upon the want of recognition, or ignorance
of the fact,that,wherever
thestate attempts this task, it
either directly itmeuses tkc mil, or forces it to reappear in
another spot in a new form.” The following are some
significant
facts
in
connection with the Sundayclosing
movement. In March, 1884,four Irish judges made the
following statements to grand juries at the Irish assizes, in
districts where theSundayclosing
movement had been
tried :“At Ennis, Lord Justice Fitzgibbon said the cases of
intemperance in county Clare had risen from 960 to 1 5 1 I .
At Nenagh,BaronDowsesaid
drunkenness had increased
in the north riding of Tipperary from 5 12 to 1037 cases, a
little over IOO per cent. A1 Limerick, Judge O’Brien said
that intemperance had doubled in that county. At Cavan,
Judge Harrison informed the grand jury that drunkenness
((
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h l d trebZedin that county. I n all these counties the Sunday
Closing Act isin force.”” It has been shown, by the same
authority, that in the town of Cardiff, since the Welsh
Sunday Closing Act has been in operation, drunkenness has
increased fifty per cent.; andthat in Scotland, where the
Forbes-Mackenzie Sunday Closing Acthaslong
been in
force, the convictions for drunkenness on Szlnday have been
steadilyincreasing from 1886 in 1879, to 2530 in 1882. It
is also affirmed, on the authority of the police in Glasgow,
and other large centres of Scotland, that, I‘ notwithstanding
all their exertions, the law has, throughout, been persistently
defied by a yearly increasing number of unlicensed drinkingrooms, called ‘shebeens ’-secret, and therefore badly conducted places, with no character, nor stock-in-trade,but a
few barrels of liquor to lose.”
’
The principle of “local option,”as it is called, which
enables a certain majority, inanydistrict,
to prevent the
minority from having established, or indeedcontinuing in
existence, in their midst, a place
where wines or spirits can
undoubted
instance of spurious
be purchased, is an
Liberalism. The majority, it may be assumed, do not want
suchan establishment, andnoone
would be justifiedin
attempting to compelthem to frequent it; but an attempt
to so ron@eZ themagainsttheir
wish would be quiteas
prevent the minority
justifiableas thecounterattemptto
from so doing. If the establishment of any such place in
any district becomes a nuisance to the neighbours, there is,
in existence, already, the proper legal machinery for abating
it; and no one could, in such a case, raise an objection to
the necessary steps being taken to punish the offender ; but
for a majority to claim the right to curtail the liberties of the
minority for anact which, in no way, involves an interference with that majority‘s liberty, is nothing more than the
despotism of the majority, and contrary to all the traditions
5
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of the liberal party under whose banner it is so frequently
but improperly classified.
This question of Sunday closingisverynearly
allied to
that of Sunday observance. The spirit of despotism, which
would lead to a revival of the old laws under this head, is by
no means so absent from our own time as many people
think. There is an old act in the Statute-book, by which
citizens could be prosecuted, and fined 5s., for not attending
church on Sunday. If only there were some hope of securing a majority, there iseveryreason to believe an attempt
would be made by the more “pious” portion of Englishspeaking communities to resuscitate and refurbish its rusty
provisions. Only as lately as September, 1885,a delegate at a
Trades’ Union Congress, held at Southport, England, moved :
“That, in the opinion of this Congress, all kinds of labour
shall be suspended on Sunday ; no train shall be permitted
to run ; no cabs, trams, or breaks shall ply or run for hire ;
no horses or private carriages shall be permitted to be used;
noblast furnace shall be permitted to work; no mechanics
do any repairs ; nor shall any telegrams or letters be
delivered, or any work be done in any printing office ; nor
any public or refreshment house be permitted to be opened ;
nor shall any park, museum, art gallery, or reading-room be
opened, or any policeman be called upon to do duty on the
Sunday.” This may seem, tosome,too
extreme tobe
seriously regarded, and so it was fortunately viewedby the
Congress at which it was moved ; but it has been proved
beforein modern history, thata
very short time needs
to elapse before what has previously been laughed at
may be subsequently adopted inall seriousness. Given a
majority, and its virtue being admitted, then wemay have
any absurdity forced upon us at any moment.
The subject of poor-law legislation would require a treatise in itself, to enable one to comprehensively deal with it
and its dangerous surroundings. I shall find occasion, in

380

LIBERTY AND LlBERALISM.

the next chapter, to discuss fully the principles which are
involved in its enactment. I shall show that, in the first
place, even supposing it had succeeded in its objects-viz.,
to alleviate suffering arising from poverty, without at the same
time encouraging idleness and offering a premium for improvidence-it involves the transgression of one of the first
functions of government, in taking the property of citizens
for other purposes than that of maintaining the security of
their person and property; andI shall show, also, that according tothe conclusionsarrived at by thePoor Law Cornmissioners themselves, they have aggravated ratherthan
prevented, the evils at which they were aimed. I shall then
indicate to what extent, and under what circumstances only,
it can be wisely continued.
One of the most startlinginstances
of what I have
termed“spurious
Liberalism ” is that which was lately
promulgated by Mr. JosephChamberlain and his disciple,
Mr. Jesse Collings, and now known as the “three acres ”
or “agricultural allotments ” bill.
I purpose
dealing
with this proposal at somelength, as well as the various
criticisms which have been passedupon it, inasmuch as it
marks a distinct epoch in English legislation, and has, in
consequence, attracted more attention,and givenrise to
more careful analysis of political principles, than any other
movement of this generation.
The proposal was made by Mr. Chamberlain, during the
November (1885) generalelectionin
England,and was
evidently intended as a sort of political “ bunch of carrots ”
for the two million “agricultural” labourers who had recently
been admitted-to the franchise.
The proposal really tookthe form of a promise that, if
the Liberal party should again come into power, an act of
parliament would be passed, by which municipal councils,
or other local bodies, should be empowered to take the land
belonging to other people, nolens vnhs, and at a price not
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acquiesced in by the seller (as is usual in ordinary sales),
but to be determined by such local body. A further feature
of thescheme was thatsuchland,
when acquired by the
local body, should be sold or leased in small allotments, on
the“time
payment ” system, to agricultural
labourers.
When this p o l i t d bribe was made for the first time, and,
by a man who had already occupied an influential position
in an English Cabinet, it naturally caused some uneasiness
among thoughtful people. Every student of sociology is
familiar with the growing symptoms of Socialism which,
within the last few years, have been distinctly observable in
several continental countries;and a proposal of thekind
I mention, coming from so influential a quarter, was naturally calculated to shake the feelings of security among all
who happened to be possessed of property of the class at
which such aproposal was aimed. Mr. Chamberlain being
at the time recognised as the leader of the Radical party in
Great Britain, numbers of his followers were ready to take
up any cry which he might start ; butthere were others
among the Liberal party-Liberals of the genuine typewho at once repudiated the proposals, and gave clear reasons
for so doing, with which I shall presently deal.
Mr. Gladstone himself, in drawing up the programme of
the Liberal party previous to theelection, completely ignored
the proposal, and confined himself to four otherpoints
with which w e are not hereconcerned.LordHartington,
Mr. Bright, Mr. Goschen, Mr. Wm. E. Forster, and other
sound Liberals followed in Mr. Gladstone’s course, so far as
this scheme was concerned ; but, notwithstanding, there can
be little doubt that Mr. Chamberlain’s allotments proposal
seriously injured the Liberal cause, by shaking the confidence
of the propertied classes belonging to that party, and causing
a large section of them to turn to the Conservative side of
politics as a sort of political brake upon theimpending
excesses of the Radical section.
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Some time has now elapsed since the proposal was first
made; and, as a result of the very keen criticism which was
passed upon it by a certainsection of the press, and by
many leading
Liberal
and Conservative
statesmen,
the
authors of the scheme have, as I shall show, considerably
modified their original proposals. There is, however, one
principle involved inthe scheme, which has never been
altered or modified ; and, as that is the particular one upon
which my presentobjections turn, I need not spend time
over other details. Thescheme itself is set out atlength
in the small volume entitled the ((Radical Programme,” to
which I have before referred, and to which apreface has
been written by Mr. Chamberlain himself. I shall quote
from that volume just so far as toguarantee having fairly
represented the principle with which I desiretodeal,as
illustrating what I have termed spurious Liberalism.”
After setting forth the scheme at length, in its modified
form, the writer of the work in question says : “Land should
be acquired where necessary, by the authorities, by con@dsorypurche, at a fair market value.” And again : “Any
scheme of this sort should be contpulsory.” One contention
with regard to this feature-the cardinal feature in f a c t - o f
the proposal, is that it involves a return to those principles
of class legislation which ithas
been theaimandthe
province of true Liberalismin the past, to prevent, and,
where existing, to put an end to. To compeZ one citizen to
sell to anothercitizen property which he has legally acquired,
is, in the first place, to commit a national breach of faith ;
since the state of the law practically constituted a guarantee
that every form of wealth obtained in conformity with its
provisions should be protected and secured to the
rightful
possessor, and at all times peacefully enjoyed by him. The
point upon which this proposal must be excluded from the
category of true Liberalism, and classed,
instead,
with
‘‘ Toryism ” of the democratic order, is this--that it is an
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infringement of liberty f o r the bene$t of a class. The
practice of resuming land norens zlolens, for public purposes,
is, we are aware, now generally recognised, and acted upon
in almost all English-speakingcommunities, and especially
incertainBritish
colonies, where parliamenttakes
upon
itself a much greater amount and variety of work than the
legitimate functions of government justify-more particularly
the construction and management of the system of railways
throughout the country, which involve the frequent acquisition of so much land.
The difference between it and the allotments proposal is
quite clear, and most importantto be observed. Inthe
one case-that of resuming land for government railways or
other public purposes, theact of compulsorypurchase is
directly in the interests of the general public, since the
reason for the departure from the ordinary security guaranteed to property, is put upon theground of itsbeing for
‘ I publicpurposes,”
that is to say, for purposes which are
calculated to directly benefit the adzole community. In the
other case, however, the benefit sought to be conferred is of
a L‘class” character, andcaninno
way bejustified on
grounds of public policy.
It is practically conceived in the interests of the agriculturallabourer, at the expense of entrenching upon one of
the mostvaluedtraditions of the English people, viz., the
respect, andsecurity
for all kinds of legally acquired
property. It is remarkable, too, that if this is said to be
conceived indirect@ in the public interest, the necessity for
such a proposal should, after being uverlooked for so many
years, be observed and provided for, just at the very moment
when the particular class, in whose interests it is conceived,
shouldhaveacquired political power to the extent of two
million votes. This would surely be an unique coincidence !
The
truth
is that, if Mr. Broadhurst’s definition of
Liberalism be a correct one, Mr. Chamberlain’sproposal
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must be distinctly contrary to the principles of that p o l i c y ;
for theacquirement
of property,whether
of a real or
personal character, is as open to one man as to another-to
the peasant as well as to the nobleman ; and to clamour for
the property itself, in addition to the freedom to acquire it
merely for equalopporby legal means, is to ask,not
tunities,”but for equal possessions,” or for an approximation to that condition of things-in short, it is to cry for
a system of Communism in a modified form.
As Mr. Cowen has well said, ‘‘ Equality of social condition
is a speculative chimera that never can be realised.”
Mr. Cowen
Men are not and cannot be equal; and, as
again says, I ‘ if they were so today, they would not be so
to-morrow.” Nor, as Mr. Broadhurst’sdefinition says, is
Liberalism concernedtoattempttomakethem
so. This
proposal, however, does seek to take a step in that direction,
by taking from one that which he would not otherwise part
with, to give to another that which he would not otherwise
be able to obtain.
All the talk in the world about a ‘ I fair price ” will not
improve the aspect of the matter. If the price is less than
the owner values his property at, or is wr’ZZingto part with it
for, it is not a fuiy price but an unfair price. If one
man has property which he does not wish to part with; to
take it from him at a less price than he is willing to sell it
for is practically to rob him of the difference between the
so-called “fair” price, andthat which he places upon it.
I t is, as I have said, “ class ” legislation of the worst kinda return to Toryism of the mostpronounced
character,
but in the interest of the agricultural labourer, instead of as
in days gone by, in the interests of the landowner. If the
one is wrong and inequitable, so is the other.
Letme
now set forth the mostvaluable
and most
influential of the criticisms which were passed uponthis
&
m
e in England, and further illustrate Mr. Chamberlain’s
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erroneous notions of Liberalism, as displayed in his answers
to those criticisms.
In September (1885) The Tims, speaking of the new
Radical programme as expounded by Mr. Chamberlain,
said ; " A leading feature in it is the now familiar scheme
for enabling local authorities to buy land, in order to create
peasant proprietors, and give allotments to labourers. This
he thinks at once so moderate, so just, so experimental, and
so conformable to precedent, that he cannot conceive how
any Liberal can object to it ; and at the same time it is so
vast in its scope, and so effectual in giving prosperity to the
poor, that he relies upon it to give the needed impetus to
the Liberalmovement.
We are furthertold that the great
aim of the new electorate must be to abolish poverty, to level
up, to destroy, by direct legislation,all
the differences
created among men by centuries of free play for individual
qualities. I n Mr. Chamberlain's view, the lawsof political
economy are not the expression of observedfact,
and
unvarying causation, but arbitrary arrangements for the
distribution of wealth, invented by rich men and their selfish
satellites for the oppression of the poor. He isgoing to
abolish them. H e is going to destroy the checks upon
laziness and incompetency,withoutdiscouraging
industry.
He is going to destroy the security of property,without
affecting its-accumulation and investment. H e isgoing to
enrich the poor without impoverishing the rich, to throw a
whole set of new and expensive expenditures upon the
national purse without affecting the national well-being, and,
in fact, to obtain, indefiance of Liberals, Tories, and the laws
of the universe, that the three-hooped pot should have ten
hoops, and there shall be no more small beer. It is perhaps
idle to expect Mr. Chamberlain to understand that men,
not less benevolent than himself, have brooded over the
painful riddle of the earth forages,beforehe
saw in it a
means of exciting enthusiasm forhis
return to power.
S
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Probably it is equalty hopeless to get him to understand
that if they have not rushed at his empirical remedies, it is
because they know their absolute worthlessness. We can
only hope that the sobriety, which has brought Englishmen
through so much, will be found to be the heritage of t t x
new electors as well as the old; and that we may be spared
experiments which will hurt us all, but none so much as the
poor, who are unfortunate enough to be thecounters of
his game.”
The same journal, again referring to
other
equally
impracticable promises made by Mr. Chamberlain in his
numerous election addresses, speaks of him and others, as
“ theorists,” who appear utterly “ unconscious that such
things as invariable sequences of cause and effect exist in
the sphere of economics, and are prepared to undertake the
summary suppression, by act of parliament, of climate, history,
the market, and human nature.” Again, on October 16
(1885),the same journal says in one of its leaders : “ If
every political question were as simple as Mr. Chamberlain
makes it out to be ; if for every social evil there were a
remedy, cut and dried, which needed only to be proposed
and adopted in order to bring about a blessed change, his
impatient dogmatism, supposing him to be alwaysin the
right, would be a potent instrument of reform. But politia
and socir#y are fun o j compkations, and the statesman who
does not recognise this ; who is eager to try experiments in
every direction, and who refuses to submit to the obligations
of patience, caution, and reserve, will find that a large part
of the nation, the soundest, and still perhaps the most
their implicit
influential part, will be slow to givehim
confidence.”
Mr. John Bright (one of England’s greatest Liberals),
speaking at Taunton on October 1 2 (1885),and r e f e n g
t
to the same sub]& of land legishtion, said : “There is a
danger I should like to point out to you. There is a danger
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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 anyone well off. There is no more senous mistake than that.”
Lord Hartington (another great Liberal statesnun), speaking at Rawtenstall, on the 10th October of the same year, and
to Mr.Charnberevidentlyreferring,thoughnotdirectly,
iain’s proposal, gave utterance to the following sound Liberal
opinions : “ I have,” he said, “ no doubt that a parliament
largely elected by the labouring classes will find a good deal
toreviseinlegislation,whichhadbeenpassed
by former
parliaments, in which the labouringclasses were hardly
I am not prepared totell the
represented at all.But
working-menof this country that I believe that any legislation,which any parliament caneffect,will
suddenly and
immediatelyimprove their condition, except by enabling
them, by their m n eforts, to improve it themselves. What
is it, after all, that the workingclassesofthis
country”
(England) ‘ I stand most in need of? They stand in need of
good wages, cheap food, continuous employment, and cheap
I believe that bad
necessaries and comforts oflife.Well,
laws, bad legislation can do much to prevent them having
thesethings ; but I do not believeanylegislationcan
certainly secure them; and they can only be secured by the
state of general jrosperig and general activity in trade. I
believe, also, that legzslatwn in favour of any partialar cZass
is like4 toprevent t h g e g e r a l p p s p e d y ; and I believe that
&idation, w&ir z i direcuy appZkd to tire inlprovenremt of the
com&tziobn of the Zabauringclasses, canody be detrzmental to other
clases, and wlP be as Zikefi to injure thut jrosperzg as class
&@iZakon of aey 0th” Kind. I desire,therefore,notto
attract so much the attention of the labouringclasses, by
promises of Zegzrilatzbn intended for thnr excZustve benejit, as
to ask them to join with us, and with all the other classes of
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the country, in bringing about that ge-eneraC state of prosperity,
which done, in my opinion, can improve their own condition.”
Viewsvery similar tothese were expressed some years
ago by Mr. Gladstone, at a dinner in celebration of the
rooth anniversary of the publication of Adam Smith’s
I‘ Wealth of Nations;” and although these
views do not in
any way criticise the particular proposal under consideration,
they nevertheless lay downgeneral principles which throw
light upon it, and upon theories of a similar character.
Mr. Gladstone then said, speaking of this popular fallacy
asto benefits derivable from actsof-parliament : ‘I With
reference tothestate
of the working classes, I think we
have no right to complain of those, who have been so long
under the power of thnse who were commonly called their
betters, in respect to the regulation of wages ; but I think it
is a primary dutytomake
this allowance, because they,
above all others, suffer from their m a want of Rnmdea‘ge.
I have observed this distinction between the working classes
and other classes-that whereas the sins of the other classes
were almostentirely
in the interests of their class, and
against the rest of theentire community, the sins of the
working classes, many and great as they are, are afmosf
entire0 against themselves.”
These words, though uttered many years ago, and, therefore, as I have said, not directly applicable as a criticism on
Mr. Chamberlain’s proposal, nevertheless expressthe principle
by which it may be criticised. Mr. Goschen, however, who
is one of the most able and thoughtful of modern Liberal
at Edinstatesmen, has ventured, in a speechdelivered
burgh, to express himself most
openly
regarding
this
proposal. “ I should like to know,” he says, “ why it is a
sign of strength to reCy upon a corporafe b d y to a3 cedurn
dufus, rather than to re+ upon the indzbiducrl himeZfP I
should like to know,” he continues, I‘ what there is in this
system which so entitles it to the creditof being “advanced.”
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I do not know how far it is a recommendation in its favour,
butthese
newviewshave
the advantage that they lend
themselves very considerablyto the approbation of Prince
Bismarck. The municipalsocialism, which has, now, both
advocates in this room, and a great body of adherents in
many parts of the country,has the approbation of Prince
Bismarck. The Iron Chancellor likes these wayswell.
He
likes regulation. He likes that regulation of labour, and of
so many interests in individual life, which are involved in all
theseschemes of socialism-whethermunicipalsocialism,
whether state socialism,orsocialism of anykind. But the
National LderaZs of Germany, the Great Liberalpar@ in
Germany, were opposed to this socialism, as stn2zn.q ai f R r
jrezdom of the working cZafses of the cowlfry.”
r6 I t is supposed,” he goes on, “that it is an advanud view,
# you are not sound about the rzghts of property, but it z i
very unsound $you are. But that viewis not common to
the whole of what one maycall democratic communities.
There are many democratic qountries, where it is considered
that the sanctity of proprietary rt@s iies at the bottom
of the foundation of society; and it would be a strange thing
indeed if, in this country, at this day,we should have to go
to the United States for precedents as regards the protection
of property.But
the fact is, that the constitution of the
United States places extraordinary guarantees againstany
transfer of property by an executive
power,
from
one
individual to another.”
The same authority, speaking on a subsequent occasion,
said :
It hasbeensuggested that, by thissystem of allotments,you might so raise the whole status of the working
classes as effectually to deal with the subject of pauperism.
I wish itwere so. . . . I know,” he continued, “ of
tm system of the division of land, or different distribution
of land, to check a State of things like that, except by doing
41 you can to. raise the self-esteem of the population, and
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that feeling of charity, and feeling of independence : that
familyfeeling,whichwould
make men and women turn
rather to their kith and kin, than to any municipal
incorporation."
Thus it will be seen that, quite apart from the thoughtful
Conservative utterances by which this Utopian scheme has
been condemned, the greatest of English newspapers, and
three of the greatest among English Liberal statesmen have
characterised it as impracticable and injurious to the very
class in whose behalf it has been conceived.
Mr. Gladstdne, as I have already stated, absolutely
ignored it in his Liberal programme, and has, in the extract
quoted above, clearly condemned the principle of legislation
upon which it hinges.
Such quotations are rendered more valuable by the fact
that they emanate from the very party to which the author
of the proposal belongs ; and they are of further value, as
showing, out of the mouths of Liberals themselves, that
legislationwhich aims at e p a k s i n g thc conditions of men,
almost invariably leads to the injury of the very class whom
it has been intended to benefit.
The quotation from LordHartington, which was mentioned a few pages back, while admitting that there may be
scope for Liberal measures in repealing previous legislation
conceived in a partial spirit, when the working classes were
not spfficiently represented, nevertheless, lays down the
general principle that the only hope for a better condition
of the working classes depends upon the general prosperity
of the whole community, and the cultivation of feelings of
independence, self-reliance, self-respect, and, above all, selfhelp.
Mr. Chamberlain has, more than once, expressed his adherence to Bentham's somewhat vague phrase-" the greatest
happiness of the greatest number ;,r and has even gone so far
as to offer that somewhat inconclusive guage of the political
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propriety of a measure in support of his allotments scheme :
affirming it to be “the foundation of theLiberal party.” I
presume thatheand
his followers would be prepared to
accept, with an equal degree of respect, Bentham’s opinions
upon the subject of the security of property. No man, certainly no writer on political matters,regarded the rights of
property in a more sacred light. I n that writer’s treatise “ The
Theory of Legislation,” under the headof “ Security,” he says
I‘ law alone is able to create a fixed and durable
possession
which merits thename of property. . . . Nothing but law
can encourage m e n to labourssuperfluous for the present,
and which can be enjoyed only in the future.” Sametimes
Mr. Chamberlain would appear to be quite in accord with
Bentham up to this point, for he has himself said : “ nothing
wouZd be moreundesirable than that we should remove the
stimulus to industry, and thrift, and exertion, which is afforded
by the securi?y, given to every man, in the enjoyment of the
fruits of his own individual exertions.” “Law,” says Bentham,
“does not say to man, labour and I will reward you ; but it
says : labour, and I will assure to you the enjoyment of the
fruits of your labour-that natural and sufficient recompense
which, without me, you cannot preserve. I will insure it, by
arresting th h n d whkh may seek to ravish Zt from you.” Let
us see now what Bentham means when he uses the word
“ security.”
I n his chapter, entitled “ Of Property,” he says :
“ AS regards property, security consists in receiving no chck,
no shuck, m derangement to the expectation, founded on the
laws, of enjoying such and such a portion of good,” and he
adds : “theZtgisLator owes the greatest respect to thzi ex$ectation,
which he has h’mselfproduxed. When he does not contradict
it, he does what is essential to the happiness of society ;
when hedisturbs it, he alwaysproduces a proporfwnate
amount of evil.”* To all of this, Mr. Chamberlain and his
followers would, doubtless, reply, as in fact the former has
“Theory of kgislation.”p. 1x0
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done : “ I t is the duty o€ the state . . . to redress the
inequalitzks of our social condition.” Bentham, however, has
anticipated such a contention, andhas
thus answeredit.
‘I When security and equality are in conflict (he says) it will
not do to hesitate a moment. SgualiQ must yield. The first
is the foundahon of Iz+; subsistence, abundance, hajpimss,
everythinz depends reon it. Equality produces only a certain
portion of good. Besides, whatever wemay do, it will never
be perfect ; it may exist a day ; but the revolutions of the
morrow will overturn it.
The establishment of perfect
equality
is
a chimera.
All
we
can do is to diminish
inequality. . . . If equality ought to prevail to-day, it ought
to prevailalways.Yetit
cannot be preserved,except by
rentmikg th violence by which it was established.” *
I n concluding that chapter of hisworkwhich is entitled
‘I Means of Uniting Security and Equality,” the same writer
says : Security, while preserving its place as the supreme
principle, leads indirectly to equaZi4; whileequality, zf
taken as the basis of th social arrangement, will &st~oy bath
itsew and securig at the same tiirre.” I‘ The word equality, *
he says, elsewhere, becomes a mere pretext-a cover
to the
robbery which ideness perpetrates uykm industry.”
So much then for the probable effect of this novel piece
of legislation on the security of property. There is another
feature of the scheme which is equally objectionable, on
grounds of principle. It is proposed that
the
I‘local
authorities,” having power to compulsorilypurchase this
land, shall also have the right to grant these allotments to
the agricultural labourers,on
a sort of I‘tirne-payment
system. The terms of such a system will either be such as
could be obtained without its assistance, in the ordinary
way of business, or, they will be terms of an easier, and to
the purchaser, Zess espeasive nature. If such terms are no
better than could be obtained i n the ordinary way of busi-
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ness; then, there is no object gained in the authorities
with such troublesome duties. I t
burdening
themselves
would,insuch a case, befar better to leave the purchaser
to borrow elsewhere, and thus develop inhim
the selfrespect whichwould be generated by the consciousness of
having h@ed Aiinseg But if, on the other hand, the terms
are better, that is to say,easier than could be obtained in
the ordinary business way ; then every taxpayer who may be
rendered liable for any loss which may be sustained, is being
wronged by the state, tothe extent of hisliability. ‘ I If,”
said the late Professor Fawcett, ‘I the state makes loans in
caseswherethey
cannot be obtained from ordinary c m mrciaZ sources, it is clear that, in the judgment of those
best qualified to form an opinion, the state is runnings rzsk
of Zoss.” That risk of a lossisshiftedfrom
the shoulders
of those, for whose benefit the state aid is being exerted, and
is made to fall, instead, upon those of every honest independent, self-helping citizenwho is liable to national taxation.
I pass away
now
from
this proposal, which
is
sufficientlyrevolutionary, to another whichismore
so. The
volume entitled I C The Radical Programme,’’ to which I
have before referred, lays down the following proposal, taken,
I believe, verbatzin, from one of Mr. Chamberlain’s speeches.
“When yourpropertyhas
grown to a magnitude that
exceeds what, in the ofihion of th state, is compatible with
the public interest should be possessed by an individual, it
will peremptorily discourage youfrom going farther. There
is o m way in which the state can execute such a revolution.
It can providefor a graduated probate dug upon landed
proprietors above a certain size.”
This may be taken as a fairsample of the spurious
Liberalismwithwhichwe
should be socially regulated, so
soon as men of Mr. Chamberlain’s school acquire sufficient
power to turn the scale of political institutions. Under such
a pnndpk as that which the quotation contains, no member
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of the community would be allowed to transmit any advantages of his hardearned andhardly-savedaccumulations,
unless they amounted to a sum less than what, z j t th opinion
of the state, wascomapahbze zerith t h public interest; and
since “ the state ” would consist of the maion*, that amount
would obviously not be fixed very high. Everything beyond
the amount limited would, of course, go into the coffers of
the state, for theigeneral good; and we should in a very
short time find we had brought upon ourselves most of the
demoralising effects of “ communism,” viz., loss of incentive
to energy and enterprise, andapathy
regarding future
provisions; for since thestate could claim the surplus,a
consequent tendency to idleness or extravagant expenditure
a
would soon display itself, and, as a result, general
degeneration would be produced in the national character.
When Mr. Chamberlain was asked, among the other “reputed Liberals,” why he was of that party, he gave as an
and which
answer that which I havealreadymentioned,
The Times characterised as a “ not very new truism.” H e
said, “ True Liberalism seeks constantly the greatest happiness of the greatest number.”
Mr. Chamberlain has probably read Bentham’s “Theory
of Legislation,” from which 1 have been quoting, but
evidently not with great care ;for he has given, as a dcjinitzon
of Liberalism inpolitics, that which its author only intended as
theprinnjZe whzch should uderlie aZl legidallon. They are
very different things, and require carefuldistinction.
Benthamhas said that the principle which Mr. Chamberlain
has given must underlie all legislation ; but it by no means
follows that all social movements which “seek constantly
the greatesthappiness of the greatest number ” should be
brought about by, or would constitute legitimate subjects for
legislation.
I n fact, Benthamhas expressed himself very distinctly
upon thispoint in the oppositedirection.
“ MoraZZQ, in
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general,” he says, “is the art of directing the actions of men
in such a way as to produce the greatest possible sum of
good. Legislation ought to have precisely the same object.
But although these two arts, or rather sciences, havethe
same e&, they &fer great& in extent.”
“All actions, whether public or private, fall under the
jurisdiction of morals. It is a guide which leads the
individud, as it were, by the hand, through all the details of
hislife, all his relations withhisfellows.
Legislation cannot
do this, and if it could, it ought not toexercke a continual
inferferetue a d )dictahbn mer t/re conduct o f men. In a
word, legislaation h s the same centre with morals, but it has
not t h same cirtunrfereme.”
Can it be doubtedthat Mr. Chamberlain has seriously
misread, and, unconsciously, misrepresented Bentham ?
To claim the support of so great an authority, in the
advocacy of such proposals, is to do that great writer an
injustice, and to give to the proposals, among those who
have not read for themselves, a force and influence which
they do not merit.
If it were intended, as part of. this proposal, to give the
owners less than the value of the land, an obvious injustice
would be done to them; if, ontheother
hand, it were
intended to give the owners the fill value, then legislation
were unnecessary, for “men will devote themselves to
pursuits in which they can realise the greatest profitsfor
their labour and capital;” and if the agricultural labourers, as
a class, really want small holdings, and are willing to pay a
fullvalue for them, there would be found no difficultyin
effecting the purchase in many parts of Great Britain.*
* “ I a m well aware of the distinction that has been dnwn by jurists andothers
between the nature o i M l and personal pro
y , and of the d
a
h that is made that
in the case of the former, the s a t e has a r i p E t any time to take it, notwithstandin;
the unwillingness of the proprietor. “ It 1,’’says Cowen, argued by some that no
compensation i5 due-that as all had equal rights to it, all s t 4 have. Admit the con.
tentmn.What
then? The original rrght was worthless. Land must be enclosed
and cultivated and drained to give it value. ‘lbc mpn or woman who did t h i hrst
sdd their improvements, or gave t h m to hk or their ~ C E B S O T S - ~ O a r r i k or to a

‘I
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Turning now from this very significant instance of the
modern tendency in legislation, let us glance atanother
phase of the same subject. We have seen that the whole
scope of present-day legislation is in direct contravention of
the true principles of Liberalism, as scientifically undersJood.
A further examination of what is passing around us will show
that legislators themselves have,in one form or another,
given up their own freedom of action, and even freedom of
expression, in the exercise of their legislative functions. Who
can have failed to observe the pitch to whichparty tactics
have been carried in almost all English-speaking communities ?
Mr. Joseph Cowen, one of the most scientific and highprincipled of Liberals, and one, too, of the most ardent
disciples of individual freedom, has been literally d k t z
from public life by the bigotry of party despotism in his
constituency. One of that eminent man’s ablest addresses
to his constituents commences with the following words : “ I
am indifferent about party; but I try to be true to principles.
. . . I cannot think for anyone. . . . There is no sacrifice of independence in accepting information or instruction,
by whomsoevergiven ; but there is in acceptikf tutehge.”
Principles (he sayselsewhere), should govern party, and
party should not govern principles.” Again, “I would (he
says), subordinate the interests of party to that of the nation,
the interest of classes to that of justice, theinterest of
sections to that of liberty, and the interestof all to the
elevation of man. . . . We are witnessing too many of
the newly-enfranchised, amidst hurrahing and placarding,
hurrying to equip themselves in the pn’son u n g o m of party
-to speak to their leaders’ briefs, rather than by undying

. ..

prsoo. The land thus imroved

pascd from one to another.
Then it may be
t m d back to its origin. Every sucwsive owner did something, little or much to
add to its value. until what was once a rock became a garden, what was o d e a
s-p
or forest becam=a site or a Extory or palace. . . Some oft h s e transfers
m y have come in questionable form, but purchase and possession have ripened into
indef&ble,des, which can only be upset by robbers OT revolution.” &wen’s
uSpeeches. p. 51.
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principles, and to trust perishable names and interests, rather
than realities.”
Mr. Joseph Cowen sacrificed himself on the altar of his
principles ; for, at the subsequent election to that at which
these lofty sentiments were uttered, he positively declined to
submit himself as a candidate for parliament, on account of
the reprehensible extremes to which he had seen party tactics
carried in the party organisations of his constituency.
In a touching letter, which he addressed to certain of his
constituents, inanswer to a request that he should allow
himself to be again nominated forNewcastle-upon-Tyne,
which hehad represented for twelveyears,he said : ‘‘ I claimed
and exercised the liberty of thinking for myself, and voting as
my convictions prompted me,on all matters of principle.
I regarded myself as a representative of all the eZecturs,
and not a &leg& of afocrion.
. But my procedure
has secured for me the unappeasable animosity of our
mganked Lzberafs. They required me to blindly f o h w
thri Zeadrrs, whther I thought them nght or wrong. They
desired me also to act only as their spokesman ; to take my
orders from fhem and communicate with the people of
Newcastle t h m g h them. I refused. I pteferred p r i m j l e
t o pare, andthe
consh’tumry to the caucus. And for so
doing, they have done their level best to make my position
intolerable. The caucus demands unqualified
party
ob
sequiousness, and given that, it i s indifferent to other
services.
What the caucus wants is a rnachi-rze. 1
am a man--rwt Y machine.”
These extracts, and the freedom and freshness of intellect
which they indicate in himwho
uttered them, areone
picture, on which it were pleasurable to dwell.But look
now on the reality, as compared with the ideal.
rL Somemen,” says Sir Henry Maine, “are Tones and
Whigs by conviction,but
thousands upon thousands of
electors vote simply for yellow, blue, or purple, caught at

.
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most by the appeals of some popular orator.”* And, again,
“Now-a-rlays, party has become a force, acting with vast
energy on multitudinous democracies, and a number of
artificial contrivances have been invented for facilitating and
stimulating its action.”+
i‘ The fictitious authority and importance which opinions
derive from
being
the formulas and cries of party, or
the dicta of party leaders, is a besettzng evd of m d t m
firnu.”$ But party government, party discipline, party
despotism, call it what wewill, has not yet run the lengths
or reached the extremes which is the case in the United
States. Almost everyone whohas,
in writing, dealt with
political matters, as existing in that great democratic community,
testifies
to the slavish results which
have
followed upon the party organisation in its intense form as
there developed. “It is,” says an able writer upon American
institutions, ‘‘ almost impossible for a man of independent
opinions to obtain
a
seat in Congress. H e must be
endorsed ’ by a party, or it is useless for him to contest an
election. Should any accepted member exhibit an opinion
of his m a in opposition to the geaeraZparty, he is practically
dTivca out of its ranks; he is assailed on all sides with a
virulence and unscrupulousness, unknown elsewhere ; he
inevitably fails to receive a future nomination, and then he
loses the next election. Within the walls of the legislature
everyvoice is raised against him, and, outside, he has to
confront the unprincipled assaults of the combined agents
of a faction. Few public men in America can long contend
in so unequal a struggle. Thus the power of Congress is
securely concentrated in the hands of the leaders of the
dominant party of the b u r , who m y be 60 actuated by
personal ambition, or other unworthy motives, as to render
them altogether unsafe guides for the nation. The discusPopular Government,’’ p. 32.
t “ Popular Coyernment,” p I M .
1 I ‘ IsAuurce of AuthQity in Matters of Qplnion,” G . C. k i r , p. 266.
0 “
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sions of this conclave are carried on in secret, and the
mockery of a deliberative assembly is made complete by
the systematic refusal to allow af full debate upon measures
of the mostmomentous description.”* The same author
quotes at length from a report of (what is termed) “the
Personal Representation Society ofNew York to the Constitutional Convention of 1867. I n that report the following
passage occurs, with reference to party despotism:-“ Under
our present system of majority representation, the necessity
of unification and consolidation of party, for the purpose of
becoming the dominant power,is so urgent, as non-success
means non-representation, that party discipline becomes
almost as rigorous as that of an army; and all men of
independence of thought, who agree with a strong
of the partymeasures,
minority of a majorityuponsome
while disagreeing as to others, are either compelled to
accept the partyyoke,howeveruncomfortably
it mayfit,
and sink their individual opinions,or abstain from taking
part in politics.”t “Never,” says another eminent writer
on Americandemocracy, ‘‘ Never,since
our government
was formed, has the tyranny of majorities been exercised to
the same extent as at present. .
. The majorityin
the House are now more enslaved than southern negroes
everwere,whose
mouths neverfelt the gag. There will
never be realfreedom and independence in this country
(America) until this tyranny-never attempted againstus
by the mother country-shall be effectually ended.”!
The former of these observations, being written by one
whohasfilledseveralhigh
positions inAmerican politics,
shouldhave some authority. English communities have
certainly not yetbecome so degraded; but there are not
wanting signs that they are fast tending in that direction.

.

’“Republican Government,”(L. L. Jenning5), London, 1868,p. 83.
t “ Republican Government,“ p. 165.
“ Democracy in the United States” (R H. Gillet), New York.
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I need scarcely ask here whether it is possible to get freedom of 3pinionamonglegislatorsthemselves,
under such
hopea state of things ; and it would seem to be even more
less to expect legislators to getthe true principle of individual
freedom ncognised in legislafzon, when they openly sacrifice
it at the very threshold of the institution where the laws, intended to secure it, are made. The immediatecause of this
unfortunate result is to be found in the fact that, instead of
“sacrificing party to principle ”-as advocated by Mr. Joseph
Cowen-principle is hurriedly and thoughtlessly sacrificed to
party. “ I n allparties,” says Sir George ComewallLewis,
“whether political or otherwise, there is a tendency to forref
the end for which the combination exists, and to p ~ f clot it
the means; to think only of the confederation and the body,
and not of the purpose for which the body exists.”*
The caucus is but the engine of despotism by which the
party power is screwed up to its highest pitch of force and
efficacy. “The caucus,” says the same American writer
whom I have quoted, “ was originally little more important
than the preliminary meeting of Conservatives or Likrals,
whichis held at the opening of the English session, at the
houses of their respective leaders. It is now a distinct and
important part of the governing power of the country. The
whole business of the land, at the opening of a session, is
practically at the dkposal of a caucus. The deliberations of
the body are conducted with closed
doors,
and
the
ConcZusions, which have been arrived at, are alone made
known to the public papers, and often even that dole of
information is witheld. The caucus cannot indeed make
laws ; but when it has decided upon a particular course, it
has tbe power to carry it out, and the people do not learn
the motives which led to its adoption.”?
I have before me an excellent illustration of the injurious
results which
may,
and do arise from caucus voting.
*

“

Influence of Authority,” p. 266.

t

“

Republican Government,”p. 263.

LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

401

Government by majority is questionable enough as a means
of obtaining wise legislativeconclusions ; but by adopting
the caucus in democratic communities, a very small minority
maypossibly
secure a result which,in open parliament,
wheremen’s opinions are not, as itwere, ‘I gagged,” o n l y
an absolute majoritycouldbeeffectual.
About two years
ago it became necessary to choose a leader for the so-called
Liberal party in the parliament of the colony of Victoria.
The “caucus” was utilised with an instructive effect. I
shall describe the process in the words of a member of the
Victorian parliament, who, personally, took part in it. “ After
the last parliament was prorogued,’’ he said, ‘cI received
two letters inviting me to caucuses of the Liberal party.
I could not conveniently attend the first caucus, but was
present at the second, which w a s held for the election of a
leader of the party. There were
twenty-two
members
present.When
the meeting was constituted, I asked the
chairman if it was a meeting of the Liberal party, or only
a section of it. The question was o6jecfca’ to, but 1 insisted
upon it. It was never anmered. I soon learned thatthe
programme was cnt and dt-ied. A leader had alreadybeen
chosen, kfwe tiu mtiirrg began. But parliament having
been prorogued, with a view to dissolution, the meeting
ought to have comprised prominent members of the Liberal
party, not only in parliament, .but out of it. My advice was
contemptuously rejected ; and, under the circumstances, I
declined to have anything further to do with the meeting.
When I ieft the room twenty-one remained. Out of the
twenty-one, eight were expectant ministers, and there were
only four vacancies for them in the government. The eight
expectant ministers had no business to vote, being interested
in the decision.
That reduced the number really to
thirteen. Out of those thirteen, three violently opposed the
then proposed coalition. That reduced the number to ten.
Three out of the ten were rejected, so that the position of
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the leadership of the ‘ Liberal ’ party had been decided by
seven votes. Such a pyramid, standing on such a base !”
adds the speaker, “even in this age of shams, I know,” he
says, of no greater sham.”*
It is certainlysignificant that a leader of a “ Liberal”
party should be chosen by a method so absolutely contrary
toallprinciples
of Liberalism. “ T h e caucus,” says Mr.
Cowen, “ is antidemocratic. It substitutes fugitiveness for
patriotism. It reduces politics to personalities, and agitation
to a business. I t plants, between the representatives and
the people, an intermediary power, whose endeavours either
galvanise them into frenzy, or produce an unreal tranquillity
-the tranquillity of galley slaves, who row in cadence and in
silence.”+ The present English Home Secretary (the Right
Hon.
Henry
Matthews), in addressing the electors of
Birmingham, in August of last year, in regard to the party
and caucus orgarisation of that city, told them that they
should rely less upon
those
political
organisations for
which their town was so famous It struck him (he said) that
these political organisations were things dcstncctive of alZ
hmst, e n q e f k , EngZirh opinioa. He t r u s t e d an honest
Englishman to come to the right conclusion, especiallyupon
a great national question, beforeall the associations and
unions in the world. . . . If they pulled aside the veil,
what did they find? Persons whom, in private life, theywould
not think much of. But when they hid themselves behind
the title of an association or a federation, it looked so
imposing that they really deluded simple men.”!
The result of this extreme use of party government, and
the constant resort to that terrible engine of despotism-the
caucus,is to reduce parliamentaryreprentatives to mere pup
pets or automata, w h o are moved, in many instances, at the
will of a mere handful of cunning and ambitious organisers.
NewspaperReport of Debates.
t Times Report, Augast 13, 1886.

t Speeches at Newcastle, 1885.
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Freedom of opinion and liberty of openexpression are
stifled out of existence, and politicalconclusions,affecting
a whole nation, are arrived at with as great an insensibility
to reason and justice as was everdisplayed in the judgments of the historical Star Chamber. The effectof all
show itselfin the servility and
this has alreadybegunto
subserviency of manyparliamenlary representatives, when
brought into close contact with those whose interests they
have been elected to watch. A candidate may be elected
by a body of constituents professing certain party tenets,
and, though that partymay be led, for reasons of political
exigency,to advocate somemeasure quite contrary to its
traditimal principles, the representative who ventures to
be true to his convictions will, in all probability, suffer the
loss of his seat for his consistency. The knowledge of this
possibility has led a large number of the members of every
representative assembly to completety subordinate their
judgment to the popular whim which is expressed by the
masses. Thus, such representatives as are willing to sacrifice
anything in order to retain their seat become mere delegates
for the purpose of registering the wishesof the noisiest of
their constituents. Mr.Chamberlain is a strong advocate
for the caucus, and for the maximum of what he terms
‘ I organisation.”
‘ I The fw;e
of democracy, (he says) to be
strong must
be
concentrated. . . . It must not be
frittered away into numberless units, each of them so
precibusIyindependent that no one of themcan unite with
another, even for a single day.” In the same speech in
which this truly anti-Liberal sentiment is expressed, he urges
this concentration on the ground of hishearers’ cagcrzrcss
for liberty.” Could paradox go further? Elsewhere he
urges as ‘la necessity for future union and future success,
that in each district there should be created a numerous,
a powerful, a representative district council of the Liberal
Association, and that to this district council should be it$?
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the duty of selecting t h c a d d a f e s for each of the localities.
Then these district councils might unite to form
the United Liberal Association of Birmingham, which would
be no longer an Eight Hundred, it would be more likely a
Two Thousand, and would done have fh p e r of
c d k c f i q and expnssing f k opinion of f h whle f m . ”
All this from an apostle of freedom / Did Eastern
more imperiously? Weresuchwords
despotismevertalk
as “freedom ’I and “ tiberty ” ever moredisgracefully
prostituted ? Did hypocrisy and falsehood ever take a more
impudent and audacious form than is involved in the assump
tion by this man of the title ”Liberal YJ One b reminded
of the high ideal set up before his constituents by Edmund
Burke, which offers so striking a contrast to most modern
electioneering utterances. I‘ Yourrepresentative,”hesaid,
owesyou, n o t his industry only, but Ais judgment; and
he betrays, instead of serving you, if he sacrifices it to your
opinion.”
You choose a member,
indeed,’’
he added,
but whenyouhave
chosen him,he is not memberfor
Bristol (that being
Burke’s
constituency), but he is a
member ofparlinmnt-’J These words were spoken in 1774,
more than a century ago, and things have much changed
since ’then ; for now-a-days ‘‘ the omnipotence of the
majority creates a habit of adulation towards the people,
which lowers the morality of public men, by rendering them
servile and insincere, and, in short, bygiving them the
character of the mob courtier.”*
The truth is, atthe present day, “Every candidate for
parliamentis prompted to propose or support some new
piece of ad captandum legislation. Nay,even the chiefs of
parties-those anxious to retain ofIice, and those to -st
it
from them-generally aim to get adherents, by outbidding
one another. Each seeks popularity by promising more
than his opponent has promised. .
Representatives

. . .

. .
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are unconscientious enough to voteforbills
which they
believe to be wrong
in
principle,
because p a r 0 needs
and regard for the next electioR, demand it.”* Note the
following instance of this propensity to promise indirect
rewards for party support.
A minister of the crown of one
of the Australian colonies, a short time since, in an address
to his constituents, made the following bid for public favour :
“ The irrigation question,” he said, I ‘ is one of the most
important that could engage public attention. My colleagues
agree with me in the matter, and they have placed before
the public a proposal, which for Ziberafify and justice could
neither be equalled nor surpassed. . . . Under
the
existing law the Government could advance moneys to
trusts, and postpone the paymcnt of intercst until the works
were completed.” This offermay have been very liberal to
the farming Community, in the sense of foregoing interest to
state debtors at the expense of the general public ; but,
whether it is, at the same time, capable of being “ equafied
or surpassed,,” in “j#stz2e” to the rest of the community,
is, I venture to think, quite a different question. I am inclined to view it as a very s/njust method of purchasing
political popularity and support, by offering money conces.
sions to one class at the expense of the whole community.
-4lmost while I write, another instance is afforded in the
samecolony. A deputation waitedupon a minister of the
crown, with a view to acquaint him with the numerous proposals for celebrating Her Majesty%Jubilee. In the course
ot a samewhat desultory conversation which took place upon
the subject, the minister in question himself proposed and
pledged thesupport of his government to a vote of ~ z o , o o o ,
to pran‘de an mdmment ,
/
o
ra zuorkhg-men’s mfiege. The
minister is of opinion that ‘‘it would not be an unwise
movement
it would be I‘a very good thing to do f’ it
would “commemorate the Queen’s Jubilee in a practical
‘‘Maa VIMS The gtate,” p. 31.
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manner.” I venture to characterise this as one of the most
bare-facedbreaches of the principles of goodgovernment
which could wellbe conceived. The workingclasses are a
large and powerfulbody in the colony alluded to. They
are as well off, comparativelyspeaking, as any section of
society, and certainly as prosperous as, if not more so than,
their own class in any other part of the world. That being
the case, we find a minister of the crown, whose first duty
it is to lookto
the interests of a e r y class of citizens,
proposing, and deliberately pledginghis
government to
support a movementinparliament,which
would have no
other effect than that of taking ~ 2 0 , 0 0 0out of the public
revenue, which belongs to aZZ ni%seas alike, and using it for
the purpose of endowing an a d v a w d educatwnal establishment for a jarh’cular cZass in the community. This is indeed
a most loyal act on the part of a minister ! To perform it
involves no personal
sacrifice.
It would doubtless add
greatly to the popularity of his ministry ; but it means taking
out of the pocket of every citizen a certain sum of money,
in order to bestow the aggregate amount so taken upon a
particular class in the community.And
this breach of
political principle is-to make the farcemorecompleteproposed to be done to commemorak tire Queen’s jubilee.
It would, I venture to think, be a greater compliment to
Her Majesty to celebrate her jubilee by a sounderobsctvance,
rather than by so glaring a breach, of the true principles of
good and equitable government. If the minister in question
hadread
Mr. Gladstone’s Nineteenth Century article on
“ Locksley Hall and the Jubilee,” he would have found that
statesman speaking of the legislation of the last fifty years as
“ a prociess of setting free the individual man, that he may
work out hi.. own vocatioa without wanton hindrance ;” and
he would have found, as part of the context of those words,
the following significant observation :-“‘ If, instead of this,
government is to work out hisvocahon for him,I, for one, am
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result.’’ Under such circumstances, is
there much hope of sounder principles prevailing in democratic communities?
Another instance of the onwardmarch of this spurious
school of political thought is the attempt lately made in
England to prevent freedom of contract between employers
and employed on the subject of compensation for injuries.
The law already provides that if an employe is injured in
his master’s service, through the negligence of his fellowservant, the master shall, under certain circumstances, be as
liable to that injured servant as if he were a perfect stranger.
To avoid this liability, and the great and indefinite obligations under which it places employers, that class has sought
it, though by perfectly legitimate
inmanycasestoavoid
means. They havegiven a preference to those employes
whowerewilling to exempt them from that liability in the
drafting of their contract of service. I n the competition
for employment it has not always been difficult to make this
arrangement, nor has it been unjust ; for, with the wonderful
growth of the institution of insurance, it is aneasy matter
for an employe to secure his family against any such contingency. Where this element has been introduced into a contract of service it hasbeen
a purelyvoluntary
matter.
Moreover, if the employe refused, he would either shffer a
reduction of wages sufficientto
enable the employer to
or he would have to give place
secure himself against loss,
to those who would consent. Bearingrhis in view, an attempt has been made to introduce a measure to prohibit an
employ6 from contracting himself out of the act ; that is to
say, an attempt hasbeenmade,
by act of parliament, to
prevent an employ6 from entering into such a contract of
service as he may beanxious and willing to do. This I
needscarcely say is a distinct breach of civilliberty.
In
1884, when Mr. Thomas Burt endeavoured to pass
the Bill through the Commons, a petition w a s presented
rrat s s n p z m as to the
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from 1 2 1 9 adult workingminers,allbeingvotersin
that
member’s constituency. “They objected to their freedom of
contract being taken from them.” The bill was defeated,
and the defeat attributed to the petition mentioned. In
x886 the measure was again brought forward, but so much
opposition was offered by various organisations that itwas
again dropped.
Here is another formwhich this socialistic movement is
taking.
Mr. Hyndman, Grand Master of the Social
Democratic Federation, writes in Th Times, I ‘ I hope
that steps will a t once be taken to meet the demands of the
most important portion of our population, for the organisatian
of labar upon th lam’, for the erection of artisans’ dwellings,
bath, w a s h u s e s , etc.,in our great industrial centres; for
the reduction of the hours of labow in all gonernment defirtmnts and i n all monopolia; and, in the meantime, for the
atension of outdoor relief and temporary employment, until
arrangements have
been
made for thisre-organisation.”
Turn from this to another feature, in whichLiberalism is
drifting from its old moorings and forgetting its old traditions. No political party has ever shown greater intoleram
for independence ofpolitical thught than the Liberal party of
the present day, in Great Britain.
Simply
because a
section of that party hasdiffered in opinion, on the Irish
question, with the bulk of the partyfollowing Mr. Gladstone, it has been subjected to an amount of bitter and
offensive ridicule whichwould havebeen more in keeping
with the treatment of opponents in a theological controversy of the middle ages. Sir Henry James, who
hai shown a constant and consistent regard for the
true principles of the Liberal school, has commented
severely on that intolerance. Speaking of the threat which
had been made that the Unionist section was to be
“drummed Q U ”~ of the Liberal party, he said: ”it meant
that for the first time in this country, an arbitrary pmtw
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was ‘to‘be applied to men’s jzrdgments, and appliedina
manner and method, contrary to all t h instincts and t h very

faith of the Liberalparty.
And,”(headded)
‘I thismust
and will bring upon this country great and serious political
disaster.” In the reported proceedings of a Trades’ Union
Congress, held at Hull, in Septemher of 1886, an attempt
was made to affirm the principle of having a nrinimum rate
of wages established by t h siatt, I ‘ which” (added the mover)
“willenable
workmen to live d e c h l y and rear
their
families.” It is but fair to addthat, though the resolution
was much discussed, its wisdsm was on the whole doubted,
andthematter
allowed tostandover;but,atthesame
of
Congress, it was resolved and carried that abureau
labour should be established
in connection with the gmernmnt.”
Not many monthsago a deputation of trades-unionists
waited upon the Premier of the colony of South Australia,
asking that his government would “granf a block of land,
on which to erect a Trades Hall,” or that, instead, they would
‘(place a sum of money on the estimates for the purpose.”
These alternative proposals meant, practically, that a site for
a Trades Hall, that is to say, a site for a building in which
trades-unionistsmight more easily andmore comfortably
perfect theirorganisation,shouldbepaid
for out of the
public revenue, or taken out of the public estate, in which
every man, woman, and child in that colony has an interest,
The effect would be to take from everybody inthecommunity to give to a class. I t is somewhat refreshing to find
that the Premier of that colony knew something of political
principles, and what is more rare, now-a-days, had the moral
courage to say what he thought and felt upon the subject.
“ This is (hesaid)
a new idea-comingtogovernment
for every requirement.” T h e leader of the
deputation
it was a new idea, it was a
interjected that
though
,yrowing one,” to which thePremier replied, “Yes, and I
I
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deeplyregret the tendency t o make the govermuent a mZZch
addingthatit
was “ a curse which was sapping th
manhood of e v e r y country which practised it.” I t maybe
worth remarking that in the colony of Victoria, where
politicians seem less capable of courageous public conduot
of this kind, a large and valuable piece of ground has been
alreadygranted to the workingclasses for a similar purpose.
Events point to the conclusion that there is verylittle which
they could, as a class, ask for in the latter colony, that the
average run of that colony’s legislators would have the
courage
to
refuse. The working-classes number many
thousands, at election time, and no governmenthas appeared,
during the last few years, possessing sufficient manly independence to treat them with the same courage and candour
which is adopted towards other and less numerous classes
of the community.
I n the same colony (Victoria), only a short time ago, a prominent member of the Legislative Assembly asked the Postmaster-General to (‘engage the services of a s p o r t i q agent,
for the purpose of ascertaining the names of the first, second
and third horses” in a certain race, “ i n order that telegrams
announcing the result might be delivered as soon as possible
after the race was run, at any
telegraph
office inthe
colony.” The request was at
once
acceded
to. T h e
effect of this
extraordinary
action
on
the
part
of a
government was that that portion of the population who take
an interest in horse-racing w a s supplied with the latest
“sporting news ” ; but, at the expense of the whoh community, including those who take no such interest m that
subject. The injustice of this is obvious, and would become
evenmore so, if every section ofthecommunity
claimed
the right to use state-property (such as the telegraphic system)
for its own class purposes. I might, indeed,mention a score
of such departures into fields of enterprise, wholly foreign to
the true functions of gorernment.
CMCI,”
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One of the most serious aspects of this already sufficiently
serious subject is the popular belief that municipalities can
undertake many functions which it would be improper for
too, without any of the
parliament to undertake, and that,
injuriousresults
which might follow when the matter is
undertaken by the legislature. This is a grievous error; for
inasmuchasallmunicipalregulations,duly
made in pursuance of an act of parliament, acquire the force of law;
andinasmuchassomeare
actually so passed, those innumerable small bodies called
municipal
councils
may
be renderedcapable
of inflicting inestimable injury by
means of a system of silent and unobserved overlegislation. T h e extentto which municipalities inGreat
Britain and elsewhere are widening their functions, in the
presentday, is becominga matter for grave attention. I
have before me particulars of a bill called the“Hastings
Improvement Bill.” The object OC the measure is “ to confer
additional powers” onthe corporation named. It consists
words of
of 262 pages, containing &sections; and, in the
a competent critic, “ it deals with every conceivable department of human activity.” This bill is only one of a type
which is being sought for by all the principal municipalities
of Great Britain ;and I shall therefore venture to go somewhat into detail over it, in order that I may give the reader
even vague
a
idea of the rage which it indicates for
“ regulating’’ society into ‘‘ good and proper behaviour.”
I need scarcely explain that the class of men who fill the
positions of town councillors in many of the less important
English provincial towns, are usually small tradesmen of the
busybody type, who have lived for the greater part of their
lives in a narrow groove, and whose knowledge of men and
of the world is, as a consequence, almost invariably in an
inverse ratio to theirconfidence in their own capacity.
Their knowledge of the political science itself is an
“ unktlown quantity.”
Observe NOW the duties which these
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persons would place upontheir own shoulders. Take, as
an instance, the town of Hastings, which I have mentioned.
“ As traders, or regulators of trade, they will provide public
weighing machines and measuringapparatus, with weights
and measures, and appoint official weighers ; they will erect,
at a cost of _f;~o,ooo,and maintain, public slaughter-houses.
The costermonger or fish-wife will notbe allowed to sell
any commodities, from door to door, without their licenses.
A license will have to be procured by the payment of an
annual fee, before the marine-store dealer, the itinerant rag
andbonemerchant,the
bottle-collector,shoe-black, flowergirl, bill-sticker, bathing-machineproprietor,porter,
messenger, commissionaire, or cats’-meat man, can enter upon
their respective callings. . . . The
conduct
of the
porter, the messenger, the commissionaire, andthe shoewill be
black will be regulated, and appropriatebadges
assigned to them. . . . They
(the
councillors) will
prescribe the times for the collection and removal of ‘hog. . ‘for thetreatment
wash,’ and will erectan engine
by fire or otherwise,’ of such of this commodity as goes
begging, and of waste refuse of all kinds. They will fix the
fares and prescribe theroutes
of omnibuses, and will
supervise the conduct of the drivers, and the quantity and
quality of their horses. They will see that the cranes, ropes,
and tackle of merchantsandtradesmen
are ‘proper and
sufficient.’ They will regulate the size, construction, and
use of advertising vans, and the loading and unloading of
goods in the street, as well as prohibit ‘ the practice of
touting ’ for hotels, lodging-houses, carriages, or pleasureboats. They will exercise special supervision over architects,
builders, and contractors. The height of houses, andthe
manner of theirfoundations;theconstruction
of cellars
and chimney-flues, the size of timbers, the thickness of the
inner and outer waIls, the height of rooms and chimneys,
bedimensions
of hearth-stones, theingredients
of the

.

L.fHERfY AND LIBERALISM.

413

mortar, andthe
quality of materials and workmanship
generally, must all conform to the standard fixed by the municipal authorities ; and they will superintend the erection of
gipsies’ tents and vans. A license will be required by any
one who opensa
bowling-green or skittle-alley, or who
provides facilities for the games of bagatelle, dominoes,
quoits, or brasses ; and the hours of playwill be fixedby
the authorities. Similar conditions willbe imposed upon
any person who shall play for ‘reward on any musical
instrument ’“the latter term including any barrel-organ,
punch-and-judy show, marionettes, or performing animals.
The corporation will appoint and regulate the number of
oars and sails in pleasure-boats, and the places and times
for the hiring of mules, donkeys, and bathing-machines ;
and, as regards the latter, will see that they are safe, and
duly fitted with hand-lines and clothes-hooks.”* It would be
impossible for me to go through the thousand-and-one trivial
details into which it is provided that this omniscient and omnipresent corporation shall enter. But I should fail to give
an adequate idea of the extent to which human follymay
go, when no limit is known or recognised to parliamentary
or municipal interference with personal liberty, unless I
were to add a few more of them. The municipality in
question has, besides those duties above enumerated, these
others following : The regulation ot infectious diseases, local
hospitals and dispensaries; processions; the speed of carts and
carriages ; and thehours for driving sheep through the streets.
On Sunday “processionsand parades,” excepting funerals
and religious processions, are absolutely forbidden, and, in
the cases allowed, there must not be “any music, fireworks,
discharge of cannon or firearms, dr other disturbing noise.”
Penalties are inflicted for throwing orange-peel on the p v e ment, or allowing one’s servant to stand on the sill of a
windowfor
the purpose of cleaning i t ; forblowingany
3
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horn, ringing any bell, or using any other noisy instrument,
or shouting or singing for the purpose of announcing or
attracting persons to any sale, show, or entertainment ; or
“ for the purpose of hawking,selling,
or collecting any
article whatever.” The town council will inflict punishment
for drowning cats and dogs ; will buy and lay out recreation
grounds, with refreshment sheds, and I‘ apparatus for games”
and gymnastics. They will erect suitable statues and keep
them “ in good order.” They will provide conservatories,
cabmen’s shelters, public libraries, and reading-rooms, baths,
and wash-houses, illuminated clocks, museums, and picture
galleries, stands for meteorological instruments, public bands
of music,flag-staffs and weather charts, etc., e t c They
will prohibit ‘‘dangerous whirligigs and swings,” and will
control the speed of such as are permitted. They will
prescribe the opening and closing hours for entertainments,
and punish anyone who discharges ” a snowball, stone, or
other missle, or whomakes a bonfire or I‘ sets fire to fireworks.” Anyone who collects a crowd byflying pigeons,
foot-racing, or singing, or whoflies a kite, or uses a slide
on ice or snow, or plays at pitch-and-toss, or other descrip
tion of gaming, or trundles a wheel, hoop, or girth, or plays
at football, quoits, pig, or other game or pastime, whether in
th street or elsezuhere, will only do so on sufferance. T o
complete this veritable redzutio ad absurdum the corporation
in question has taken powers in its act &‘tomaintain, at
railway stations and other public places in the United Kingdom and France, advertisements, stating the attructions and
amusements of the town”! As I have already said, this is
no isolated instance of the extremm which are above
enumerated. The measure is only a typical one, and it
really contains a large number of other equally ridiculous
provisions, which I cannot find space for here.*
I am indebted for all my i n f o m i o n , under this head, to Mr. W . C. Croft’- interesting pamphlet on ‘ I Municipal .SOCiPlism.”
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Turning againfrom municipal socialism to that of the
state, let me enumerate some of the most modern instances
which have attracted attention in Great Britain. During the
1886 session of the House of Commons, a billwas introduced to enable the tenant, under certain condltions, toj w c e
the owner to sell the freehold. After considerable opposition had been excited through the powerful influence of the
English Liberty and Property Defence League, the bill was
dropped. Two,game bills and two land billswerelikewise
proposed. They havebeen aptly described as “bills for
legalising trespass, and for transferring to tenants the rights
of the owners, without compensation, any agreement to t h e
contrary notwithstanding.” These also were ultimately
dropped.
A billwas
introduced (Places of Worship Sites Bill),
which, if passed, would have had the effect of enabling any
twenty householders to compel an owner to sell a site for a
religious place of worship. Another bill (Crofters No. 2>,
which actually passed in a modified form, had the effect of
enabling tenants, in league with the Land Commission, to
extort from the owner fixity of tenure, and additional land
at“regulation”
rents. Seven other bills, all relating to
land, were prepared for enactment, all tending in a greater
or less degree to the suppression of freedom of contract,
and to the substitution of state replation in the management and transfer of land-steps in the direction ofabsolute
“land nationalisation,” in the place of qualified individual ownership. A Coal Mines Regulation Bill was
also introduced, the effect of which was to subject the coal
mining industry to increased state replaEion. Four other
miningbillswere prepared, but ultimately abandoned : all
of them being measures in various degrees and particulars
exhibiting the same general tendency to the nationalisation
of the mining industry. A Railway and Canal Traffic Bill
was introduced, bnt ultimately withdrawn, the effect of which

,
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was to enable that already over-weighted body-the
Board
of Trade-by means of a Court of Railway Commissioners,
to obtain official control over the pnancial arrangenunts of
the various public railway companies. And a second bill,
called the Railway Regulation Bill, was prepared,though
ultimately abandoned, the effect of which would have been
to enable the Board of Trade to acquire additional control
over the practicalworking of radways. I n thedirection of
shipping, a bill was introduced, though ultimately withdrawn,
having for its object to enable the Board of Trade to enforce
more stringent regulations on the sea-fishing service ; and a
further attempt was made at merchant shipping legislation,
of empowering the Board of Tradeto
for thepurpose
prescribe for the merchant service a code of regulations, for
the internal arrangement of the vessels, and for the management of the crews. Underthehead of Manufactures and
Trades, a SteamEnginesand Boilers Bill was introduced,
but ultimately dropped, which would, if passed, have empowered the Board of Trade to forbid the management of
steam boilers on land by any person not holding a certificate.
Acts Amendment Bill was introduced and also
A LUIMCY
abandoned, by which it was proposed to close pauper
private asylums withoutcompensation.
No less than six
bills were introduced and ultimately withdrawn-all dealing
with thesubject of intoxicating liquors, and all of them
being attemptsonthe
part of the Stateto control the
dealings and habits of buyers and sellers of alcoholic
drink.*
Theseare only aportion of theattemptsat socialistic
legislation which were madeduringthe
sessions of 1886.
They should sufficiently point to the overwhelming flood of
socialism which is gradually gathering around us, and by
which sooner or later our individual rights and liberties as

* I am indebted for the Ereater part of my material drawn from
the
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citizens seem likely to be swept out of existence.
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There is,

as Mr. Herbert Spencer says, a widespread assumption “ that
it is the duty of the state, not simply to insure each citizen

fair play in thebattle oflife, butto help him in fighting
that battle, having previously taken money from his or some
one else’s pocket to pay the cost of doing it.” I t is, in fact,
expected that the state should not only “guarantee men in
the unmolested pursuit of happiness, but should provide the
happiness for them and deliver it at the doors.”
Now, it is very necessary to remark that, in proportion as
thestate
is more andmore
burdened with dutiesand
functions, which d o not properly belong to it, it will cease to
carry out with the necessary degree of thoroughness, those
which properly fall within its province. To be constantly
watching the development of new classes of rights, in the
increasingly rapid changes of modern times, and amid the
increasingly complex ramifications of our highly artificial
society-to provide sufficient and scientifically conceived
checks to preventthoserights
being ignored and abused,
might, as an individual function, well occupy the time and
attention of the most competent parliament. If, in
addition
to this, such a body is obliged to keep a watchful eye upon
the outside world, and to be ever ready to meet the possible
aggression of other nations,aparliament
would find the
fullest occupation for its deliberations. But when, in addition
to these all-important duties, the parliament iscalled upon to
supervise the management of an immense public estate, an
equally immense system of public railways, gigantic
a
organisation for the collection of duties on imported goods,
and for the payment of drawbacks on those which are
exported, a national postal and telegraphic system, a national
savings bank, publicpicture
galteries and museums, the
inspection of factories, of boilers, of vessels, of stock, of
vineyards, ot distilleries;the
licensing of public-houses,
and the regulation of their accommodation, a n immense
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educational system comprehending hundreds of schools and
their respective staffs, a gigantic water supply, all the necessary administration of acomprehensive irrigation scheme,
and the maintenance of a large group of public charitable
institutions, all of which parliament, as a body, is expected
to bewatching and scrutinising from time to time on the
score of administration and expenditure, how i s it to be
expected the two first-named and only true functions can be
properly or satisfactorily fulfilled ? Nor are these all of the
duties which modem colonialparliaments are being called
upon to fulfil. Every day sees some new duty attempted to
be cast upon the state-some duty,too, which could be
much more perfectly and economically performed, and the
expenditure of which would be more equitablydistributed
by means of private enterprise.
I have now spoken at length regarding the difficulties of
the polltical science, of the social miscarriages which must
and do inevitably result from its being so imperfectly understood ;also of the injuries and injustices which are inflicted
upon society as consequences of such want of knowledge.
Most thoughful men fully recognise all this, but answer that
it is useless to attempt to stem the current of popular selfconfidence. Ontheotherhand,
many intelligent-even
someeminent men-follow the masses in theirconfident
treatment of political matters, andrather encourage than
otherwise, this state tampering, onthegroundthatitcan
“do no harm,” and can be repealed if found unsuccessful.
They vould seem to be under the impression that an act
of parliament is a harmless sort of institution, that can be
brought into existence as a mere experiment, and if
discovered to be useless or injurious immediately repealed.
This, as I have already pointed out, is not the case ; for while
it may take years to repeal, its influence, meanwhile, will be
found to have worked incalculable injury, in directions which
it is impossible to trace.
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I t is only about two years ago that Mr. Chamberlain
advocated in the plainest terms this “experimental” doctrine.
‘‘ Now,” he said, ‘’that we have at last the government of
the people by the people, we will go on, and we will make it
government -farthe people, in which all shall co-operate to
secure to every man his natura! rights, his right of existence,
and
the
fair enjoyment of life. . . . For such a
purpose I @ not pretendanyone specific will be found.
W e must t q cx$erinrelzts; we are bound to d o it. Let us
keep fast hold of the object in view and let us tv and tty
again till we succeed. ” * That this view of political matters
is erroneous, and most injurious to society, I find a host of
authorities to testify. Lord Hartington, for instance, touched
the core of the matter when he said, “ I believe that legislation in favour of any particular class is likely to prevent
the general prosperity, and I believe that legislation which is
directly applied to the improvenlent of the
condition
of the labouring classes can only be detrimental
to
other classes, and will be as likely to injure thatpro@erily
as class legislation of any kind.”t I t must be remembered
that experiments with legislation involve frequent repeals of
acts of parliament which have failed to effect their intended
purposes;
and
the
future
results are incalculable. Mr.
Justice Kent,one of America’s most eminent jurists,has
commented strongly uponthis
propensity to deal lightly
with legislation, as if it were a matter which could be changed
from time to time without effecting any injurious results.
“ A mutable legislation,” he says, “isattended
with a
formidable train of mischiefs to the community. I t weakens
the government and increases the intricacy of the laws,
hurts credit, lessens the value of property. I t is an infirmity
very incident to republican establishments, and has been a
constant source of anxiety andconcerntotheir
most
5-

t

“Speech,” Sep. l r t h , 1885, (The Ti,rrcs.)
Speect ,” The T i w s , O c t . 16, 1885.

I‘

420

LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

enlightened admirers. A disposition to multiply and change
to bemaking
laws upon thespur
of thexcasion,and
constartf a d restZess exjerimcrzts with thestatute
code,
seems to be a natural disease of popular assemblies.”“ ‘The ’
evil results of this disposition have been well elaborated by
Mr. Herbert Spencer. ‘‘ We talk glibly,” he says, I ‘ of such
changes : we think of cancelled legislation with indifference.
We forget that before laws are abolished they
been inflicting evils more or less serious : s
years, some for tens of years, some for centuries. . . .
Even to s a y that a law hasbeen simply a hindrance is to
say that it has caused needless waste of time, extra trouble,
andadditional worry ; andamong over-burdenedpeople
extra trouble and worry imply, here and there, breaksdown
in health, with their entailed direct and indirect sufferings.
Seeing, then,that bad legislation meansinjury to men’s
lives;judge what must be the total amount of mental
distress, physical pain, and raisedmortality which . . .
rel’ealed acts of parliament represent.”t
Thus it will be seen that the more one knows of legislation,
the less it will be believed capable of actually produczizg h a y
p i n e s for the people, that is to say, happiness of ajoszttvr
nature. I t can prevent aggression and abuse by one citizen
over another. It can guarantee to every citizen the freedom
to do iizi very best f o r himself: But parliament possesses
wholc
no mysterious power. I t is nothing morethanthe
people, concentrated, for purposes of practical debate. I t
can no more nukc wealth, or the comforts of life, than any
other body of mere debaters. It cannot bestow comforts
or luxuries on any o m class, without taking them from some
other class. Directly it commences such a process, it strikes
a blow at the very taproot of our social system ; at the
peace and good-will which is even now maintained in the
face of all the inevitable pains and anxieties of life ; at that
“

Commentaries,” vol. i., p. 327.
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confidence in the security of property which constitutes the
main incentive to work and accumulation.And,
if it goes
further, and inaugurates a permaneut system of state interference with individual rights and liberties, upon which our
civilisation has been reared, that too will inevitably fall, and
with it will disappear all the motives of self-interest and
of which has
self-help, the temperatelyrestrictedexercise
madethe
English the first andthe
greatestpeople
in
the world.

CHAPTER IX.
PRACTICALAPPLICATION
OF THE PRINCIPLES
OF TRUE
LIBERALISM.
“Ifindividuality has m p l u ~ lsociety~ocsnofnll’va~rce.
,
ITindividuality
breuks out of alL bmozmrfs, society p e r i S h e S . ” - f R O F ~ S O R HDSI.EY.
“ The rule of our policy is that tzofhing should be done by the state
which can be befteev or as weIl done by volwztary e ~ o r t . ” - - W . E.

G L A D S T O A E . - ( LMatzifesto,
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~1885.)
“ If political science be profir& u ~ z d e ~ s t o o dif; it be confined within
the limits of its Zegi?inra/e pvovinre ;if its vocabulary be urell fixed by
smrnri dejnifions and a consisfmfwage ;there is no reason why it should
not possess the same degree of certainty which belongs to other sciences
founded on observation.”-SIR G E O R G E C O R N E W A L L L E W I S .

COME, now, to a branch of my subject which I have
approached with not a few misgivings. I t is that of the
practicalapplication
of the principles which I have been

I

endeavouring to champion.
It, unfortunately, too often happens that theoretical politicians, who have certain convictions which they wish to make
known, arecontentto
committheir
doctrinesto paper,
without sufficiently considering themselves, or at least
demonstrating to their readers, in what way those doctrines
are capable of practicalapplication to the particular questions of their day. This is an objection which can fairly be
urged against a very large portion of the political literature
of ourtime;and,
having hadpersonalexperience
of its
drawbacks, I am the more anxious to avoid the possibility
of being charged with thesame shortcoming. It is often
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believed, and not seldom publicly statedthat,
thougha
particular doctrine, whether political or otherwise, may be
‘ I very good in theory, it is useless in practice.”
I need not
herecommentuponthe
paradoxical nature of thisstatement. Every nloderately
accomplished
student of logic
will know that the two things are contradictory ; that, if a
doctrine is not prachcally sound, it cannot be so theoreficdiy,
and vice versa; and as there is no subject in which theory
and practice are popularly supposed to be more frequently
antagonistic, than in that of politics, there is all the more
reason for my showing that‘thedoctrines
which I am
advocating are capable of themost ready and successful
practical application to those very quedons, over which the
necessity for examining principles has arisen.
If I did not thus demonstratethe practicability of my
proposals, I should fairly lay myself open to a very short
and summary criticism. Advocates of socialist doctrines
would be able, and only too ready, to dismiss my protest,
by an off-hand use of the expression “ faissez $tire.” That
would, of itself, be considereda
sufficient explanation of
my doctrines ; and, asa
result, many o i those, whose
enquiries intosuch
a subjectate hasty and superficial,
would be content to regard my views as purely doctrinaire,
and, on that ground, excuse themselves from the trouble of
their perusal. I desire, however, that my theoriesshould
be guaged by their application to questions, the tostpractical,
so long as the process of guaging is carried out in a broad
and comprehensivespirit ; that is to say, by taking other
than a circumscribed and narrow view of the question under
consideration, and by regarding the remote, as well as the
immediate results of the contemplated legislative action, to
which they are applied. The remote results of legislation
are, in the present day, a campletelyneglectedfactor,
in
political discussion and deliberation ;and I should certainly
claim a much larger than the average amount of attentkn
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for them,in the application ofmy principles. The hasty
and off-hand use of the term Zaissezfr~ir~,
as usually applied,
is nothingmore nor less thanthe process of rcducfiu ad
ahurdzcm, utilised for the purpose of throwingridicule
upon the doctrine of a limitation to state functions. If such
a limit is advocated,there is an extremereadiness, on the
part of those who take the socialist view, to say : “ O h !
of course; let everything alone ! let things taketheir
course! survival of the fittest and all that sort of thing !
the weak must go to the wall, andthe strong areto be
allowed to crush the remainder out of existence.” I need
not say that I distinctly repudiate such a viewof society.
To the April (1885) number of the Confemporat-y
Xeviezc, M. Emilede
Laveleye contributedan
article,
Man,”
in which he
entitled : “ T h e State versus the
endeavoured to combat Mr. Herbert Spencer’s views,
asexpressed
in his (then) recentlypublished
work, entitled : “ T h e Man versus The State.” M. de Laveleye’s
to show that
the
state
was
paper was an
attempt
justified ir. “appropriatingstate
or communal revenues
tothe purpose of establishing a greater eguntitv among
men;” and he applied the reductio ad abszrrdzm method of
throwing discreditupon
Mr. Spencer‘s theory of limifed
functions, by contending that, if the Zaissez foire doctrine
were applied to all sociological matters, might would become
right, and the physically weak man would become the victim
of the strong-that,
asaconsequence,
society would be
revolutionised. This is, of course, a very effective method
of addressing careless thinkers and indifferently-read persons ;
but i t s use, as an argument, speaks badly for the merits of
the cause of him who uses it. T h e truth is, the expression
tnissee faire, inasmuch as it does not properly express the
theory to which it is frequently applied, is capable of being
reduced to an absurdity of the most glaring character. The
term is usually employed to describe that school of politics

LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

425

which recognises u h i t to the functions of government, and
which contends that, when that limit has been reached, the
state should not further interfere with the free play of either
mind or body amongthe individual citizens constituting
the state. The politicians of that school contendthat,
beyond a certain limit of interference, the state should leave
the people alone. Theterm
laissez faire, however, says
nothing about the limit up to which interference is allowed.
It is simply a short term for ready application ; and all who
use it familiarly aresupposed to know what it means. M.
de Laveleye’s object is, perhaps, better served by ignoring the
range of interference, which even advocates of iaisscz faire
approve, and, by taking the word initsliteral
and unrestricted sense, reducing the theory, which it represents, to an
utter
absurdity,
by interpreting it as
synonymous
with
Anarchy. Could not thesamemethodbe
applied to any
term which is used to shortlydesignate
some particular
school of thought? Would it, for instance, be fair or honest
to attempt to render a man ridiculous who called himself an
Utilitarian, by representing that he disapproved of art, literature, and all the refining influences of life becausethey
could not be rendered usefuC in the popular sense of the term?
Would it not be better for such a critic to study Bentham,
Austin, and Mill, and, first, understand that the word utirity,
from which the larger term is derived, was intendedto
comprehend every quality which was calculated to contribute
to the happiness of mankind, present or remote ? Yet, this
is a parallel case to thatof M. de Laveleye, and many others,
who are simply bentuponupholding
their own theories
before the general or magazine-reading public. The truth is,
as the Earl of Pembroke says, in his article on “ Liberty and
Socialism,” to which I have beforereferred:-“There
is
hardly one, of what are commonly called political principles,
that will not leadto ruin and absurdity, if carried to its
logical end, and which must not, therefore, be met at some
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point, and limited by its opposite.” To leave society alone ;
that is to say, for the legislature to do nofhing, would simply
mean anarchy. What we have to determine is whether
state functions have a limit, and, if so, where that limit
shouldbe placed. All men agree thatthestate
must do
something to preserve order and thus secure progress. The
point, as yet unsettled, is-Where should itsinterference
stop? Mill said : “When those, who havebeencalled the
hissez faire school, have attempted any definite limitation of
the province of government, they have zrsualb restricted it
to the protection of person and propertyagainst fraud.”*
Even this limitation would be far from leading to the brutal
state of things, predicted by M. d e Laveleye ; but, as a fact,
there is no stereotyped limit recognised among advocates of
Zuissez fuire. They differ, considerably, as to where that
limit should be; and all they do agreeupon is that there
shouZd be Q Zintit.
As Mill says : t‘‘Whatever theory we adopt respecting the
foundation of the social union ; and under whatever political
institutions we live, there is a circle around every individual
human being, which no government, be it that of one, of a
few, or of the many, ought to bepermitted
to overstep.
There is a part of the life of every person who has come to
years of discretion, within which the individuality of that
person ought to reign uncontrolled, either by any other individual, or by the public collectively. That there is, or ought
to be, some space in human existence, thusentrenched
aroundandheldsacred
from authoritative intrusion, no
one, who professes the smallest regard to human freedom or
dignity, will call in question : The point to be determined is,
whwe the Zimit should be pZaced; how large aprovince of
human life this reserved territory should include.”
The recognition of a limit of some kind is, too, just now,
rendered more than ever essentd, since every movement, in
t
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the political world of the present day, points to a complete
disregard for its existence, and threatens to invade the most
inner circle of our individual and private activities. T h e
whole tendency in modern politics in Great Britain, as also
inmany of her colonies, where responsiblegovernment
exists, is to use the state as a means of interfering with the
mostpersonal
of our civil liberties, as also of intruding
upon the regulation and management of our private and
legally acquired property, and, in some cases even connivlng
atits partial confiscation. The effect of such a policy, if
persistently pursued,must
inevitably prove disastrous to
the progress of any community in which it is thus attempted.
Capital, which really constitutes the “tools of commerce,”
is timid to a degree, and will invariably be found removing
itself from such a community to othersin which its security is
regarded in a more sacred light. T h e withdrawal of capital,
no matterhow unpopularly that commodity may be viewed by
those who do rznt possess it, is a calamity which no country
and no government can regard with indifference. If capital
can be properly regarded as I have ventured to suggest, viz.,
as constituting “the tools of commerce,’’ then its partial
removal from a community represents the deprivation of a
corresponding proportion of the tools by which the labour
of that community is enabledto find occupation. In the
present age of the division of labour, the cultivation of the
soil represents a very smallproportion of the work which
society requires tobe
carried on. Land itself cannot
certainly be removed,but the capital by means of which
those who cultivate it are supported during production can
be too easily diverted to a freer political atmosphere. And
as tootherindustries
in which machinery, fiel, plant,
buildings, r a w material, means of locomotion andother
primary necessities of production are requisite-all of which
comeunder the muchcondemned category of “capital,”
interference by llte state in the shape o l “ regulation ” will
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very soonprevent those who own it from continuingto
ernploy it in a n y particular community in which, as a result
of such interference its “return” is rendered less abundant
than elsewhere. Uponthe presence of capitalina
community really dependsthe progress of that community.
Hence, as M. Leon Say, the eminent French economist and
statesman,has said, “If governments are allowed to overleap the bounds of their normal functions, the first principles
of civilisation will bein danger.”* Butanysuchabuse
of
functionshas another undesirable result-it
weakens the
organism of government itself, and renders it less competent
activities
as
are really legitimate.
to fulfil such of its
“ Political theorisers and statesmen, who, from an ignorance
of the true limits to the practical powers of a government,
extend its action beyond its proper province, not only waste
its resources in vain efforts, but withdraw its effective powers
from the subjects to which they are properly applicable, and
thus diminish its activity in its own field.”t It was said by
a prominent English politician atthecentenary
of the
publication of “ T h e Wealth of Nations,” that “ there
never was a n age or acountryin
which the tendency to
undue extension of the €unctions of governmentrequired
so much to be enforced upon the minds and hearts of the
people.”
It has been shown by Sir George Cornewall Lewis that in
the earliest governments which have existed, everything was
organised upon the principle of individual action,* and the
indispensibility, to human progress, of the free play of
individual effort, has been testified to by the very highest
authorities in philosophy and practical politics. Mill, himself, who took anything but a closely restricted view of
state functions,nevertheless recognised, veryvividly,
the
necessity for offering the greatest possible encouragement tu
1
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individual eKort. “There never was,” he says, “more
necessity for surrounding individual independence of
thought, speech, andconduct,
with the most powerful
defences) in order to maintain that originality of mind and
individuality of character, which are the only source of any
real progress, and of most of the qualities which make the
human race
much
superior
to any herd of animals.”*
“ There is,” says Mr. Bright, “ a danger of people coming
tothe idea that they can puli or drivethegovernment
along; that a government can d o anything that is wantedthat, in fact, it is only necessary to pass an act of parliament, tomake any one well off. There is EO more serdom
mistake than that. . . I recommendthe
influencing of
the opinions, and the actiom ?f private persons, rather than
dwelling upon the idea that everything can be done by an
act of parliament.”+ Even Professor Sidgwick, who displays
little sympathy with the advocates of Iaissez faire, is bound
toadmitthat
“ n o adequatesubstitute has, as yet, been
found, by any socialistic reformer,” for the motive of selfinterest.$
The truth is, the struggle for existence, considered sociologically, is, as Mr Spencer has, in variousparts of his
writings shown, onthe whole a health-giving process. I t
contributes, inthe long run, to the well-being of society,
even though in the struggle many unfortunate individuals are
forcedunder.
They are,what Mr. Goschenonce called
the I‘ breakages ” of society ; a c d individual effort, in the
exercise of its humanitarian impulses, can well be left to lend
a helping hand to those less fortunate ones, without adopting
a means of amelioration, which at best will prove abortive,
and which will, in all probability, stopthe struggle altogether, by stamping out or suppressing the motive to enterprise, for which, as yet, no substitute has been found.
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Endlessthinkers have soundedthenote
of freedom, as
the very starting-point of all our boasted progress. “ The
trueend of man,” says Humboldt, or that which is prescribed by the eternal andimmutabledictates
of reason,
andnot suggested by vagne andtransient desires, is the
highest and most harmonious development of his powers, to
a completeandconsistent whole. Pkedom,” headds, ‘ I is
the grand and indispensable condition, which the possibility
of such a development presupposes,”* and it is, therefore,
theone principle, above all others, to preserve which the
legislature should constantly aim. ‘ I The end of law,” says
Locke, “is not to abolish or restrain,but to preserve and
enlarge fi+cedonl; and that freedom consists,” according t o
the same writer, in the “liberty to dispose and order, freely,
as he (every man) lists, his person, actions, possessions, and
his whole property, within the allowance of those laws, under
which he is; and therein not to be subject to the arbitrary
willof another, but freely follow his own.”+ The I ‘ special
function of government,” then, is I ‘ to see that the liberty of
each man to pursue the objects of his desires, is unrestricted,
save by the likeliberty of all.” On the other hand, ‘ I to
diminishthis liberty, by means of taxes or civil restraints,
more than is absolutely needfulf o f p e r f o m i n g swch function,
is,” according to Mr. Spencer, wrong, becauseadverse to
the function itself.”: By means of this fuller freedom, the
freest play will be given to the motive of self-interest, which,
say what we will, and view it how we may, is the primary and
fundamental force from which all human activity, all human
progress, and all human aspirations are derived. Few men
of reading and reflection n o w recognise any distinetion
between what have been termed the egoistic and the altruistic impulses of human nature, when those :impulses are
traced to their source. Eventhe suckling of a child has
5 “
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been claimed, by one of our nineteenth centuryphilosophers,
to spring from amotive, primarily egoistic. Bethat a5 it
may, it is nst difficult to see that human actions of errerg
kind, even the (apparently) most unselfish, are traceable ultimately to themotive of self-interest. That, intruth, is the taproot of all human activity and advancement ; nor should the
reflection, as to itssource, tend, in any way, to lower its value
or importance, in our estimation. There is a higher, and a
lower selfishness ; the difference being that, in the former,
the results are beneficial to those around us, though prompted
by a selfish motive; while in the latter, though in the same
way producing pleasure for self, the results involve injury to
others. The effect of the former on society is good, while
that of the latter is injurious. But the effect of the impulse
has noconnection with the source from which it springs.
' I For all the desires and aspirations of
self (as the Duke
of Argyle has said) are not seZ@h. The interests of self, justly
appreciated, and rightly understood, may be, nay, indeed,
must bethe interests also of other men--of Society-of
of the World.'"
If, then,
Country-oftheChurch-and
self-interest-for which it is admitted no substitute has, as
yet, been found-is at the very root of human progress, and
liberty is so indispensable to the successful exercise of that
motive, then the security of that liberty (limited, of course,
by a regard for others) not only becomes the first duty of
the state; but the state neglects its duty so soon as it acts in
such a way as to checkthat motive, except it be for the
P U T of
~ securing an equal freedom to all. No man of
really sound mind has everadvocatedabsolute unchecked
freedom ;for it would mean absolute anarchy. Anarchy and
freedom cannot be co-existent. As Locke says : ' I Where
there is no law, there is no freedom ; for who could be fieel
when every other man's humour might domineer over him."+
And Blackstone says, in much the same strain : ' I No man,
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that considers a moment, would wish to retain the absolute
and uncontrolled power of doing whatever he pleases ; for,
as every other man would also have the same power, there
would be nu security to individuals in any of the enjoyments
well said by one of the leading
of life.”” It hasbeen
economists that ‘ L let alone should be the rule in politics, and
interference the exception ;I, and the same idea is expressed
in the contention of an equally high authority, that government should
secure
to its citizens the “mnximzcm of
liberty’’ and should indulge in the “ nzinimum of interference.”
I n all cases the burden of proof, that interference is necessary, should be thrown uponthose
who are urging it.
“Even in those portions of conduct which d o affect the
onus
of making out a case,”
interests of others, the
says Mill, “always lies onthedefenders of legal prohibitionsl’t
There is no greater source of error, in the criticism of
legislative proposals, than that of lihiting one’s investigations
It frequently
to the more sinmediate results of ameasure.
happens that a legislative proposal is unanimously approved,
on the ground that itwill benefit some, without immediately,
injuring the rest of society ; but, quite as often as not, such
a measure, if sufficiently investigated, in its dfiinateresults,
will be found to lead to a loss of character to those benefited
-a demoralisation, in fact, of the spirit of self-help and independence, which, in the one case (non-interference) would
; in theother (interference) will be
havebeenexercised
discouraged and weakened
in
its
vigour. The average
politician, and certainly a large proportion of the public
themselves, give n3 h e e d tosuch
considerations.Such
people “never look beyond proximate causes and immediate
effects; . . . they, habitually, regard each phenomenon
as involving but one antecedent, and one consequent. They
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do not bear in mind that each phenomenon
is a link in an
infinite series.”*
There isnow
atolerably
clear proposition before us.
Admitting that liberty is essential tothe
well-being of
society, upon which there is probably no difference of
opinion, the question is-Whether
any limit should be
placed to the interference by the state with that liberty, and,
if so, what that limit should be.
Themodern tendency to disregard all such limits, and,
even, to act as if there could be no posslbility of any being
required, has at last led to a reaction. There is fast springing upinGreatBritain,a
party of politicians deeplyimbued with the belief that individual freedom will require to
be more carefully guarded than it has been during the last
quarter of acentury.Suchpersons
are beginning to adopt
a new party-title-that of ‘ I Individualists,”in
orderto
distinguish themselves from the followers of themore
more
popular Socialistic school. As Radicalismbecomes
and more Socialistic in itstendencies, there will, naturally,
be a disposition on the part of the more moderate Radicals
to seek refuge amongtheLiberalparty;andthe
more
moderate Liberals, as also the Conservatives, many of whom
are now favourable to the true principles of Liberalism, will
be drawn into membership with the Individuallst party, in
their desire to recognisesome sort of limit to democratic
interference with individual freedom, with private enterprise,
and with the rights of property. The principles which I
have classed underthe
title of “True Liberalism ” are
almost identical with those which an advocate of Iaisscz f u i l c
(according tothe
proper
meaning
of theterm)
would
approve. The only difference, of anyconsequence, among
the advocates of that principle is as to where that limit
should be placed,beyond which state interferenceshould
not go. Socialism is, in eKect, a struggling for equal nr, at
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least,approximately equal wealth and social conditions. It
less so because of the impossibility of attaining
to the extremepointdesired,
viz., absolute equality. That
thatattainment is impossible has been admitted by Mr.
Chamberlain himself, buthe
neverthelessadvocates,as
I
have shown in my opening chapter, theattemptatan
approximation. The fundamentaldistinction which appears
to be unobserved by the advocates of Socialistic legislation
is that which exists between equal mcrrlth or social comiifions
on the one hand, and equal ojykwtcmities on the other. No
one now-a-days would seriously contendthatone
citizen
should possess better
opportunities
than another. It is
admitted, on all hands,that all should be equal in that
respect, that is to say, that every citizen should befree to
attempt anything which his fellow-citizens are allowed to do.
But Socialists claim that every citizen should have orpossess
anything which his feLow-citizens possess. There is agreat
difference between giving a man the liberty to do anything,
and supplying him with the means with which todo it.
This distinctionhasbeen
clearly stated by Hobbes in his
own quaint way. He says, in thechapter of his ‘ I Leviathan,”entitled I‘ The Liberty of Subjects :” “Whenthe
impediment of motion is in the constitution of the thing
itself, 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.” True Liberalism would give to every
man the liberty to do anything which his fellowcitizens are
allowed todo; but Socialism is notcontent with liberg
Jnly : it wants the state to confer thefiwer also, that is to
say the means. If a man is incapable now-a-days of living
as he would wish, it is not by reason of the existence of any
aristocratic privileges. There is now no law of any kind, which
restricts the liberty of the poor man, without also equally
affecting the rich. There is, now, no legislative or enforcible
social restriction ahich mill dictate to the poorest citizen
IS none the
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the quality of clothes he may wear, the amount of wages he
may receive, the number and nature of the courses of which
his meals may be constituted, the distances he
may travel
for work, or the nature of the arrangements for combination
which he may enter into with his fellow-workmen. H e may
wear apparel as elaborateand asgaudy as that of Oliver
Goldsmithinhismostprosperous
moments-if
he possess it; he is at liberty to receive wages as large as the
income of a Vanderbilt-if only he can earn them ; he can
live in true epicurean style-if only he be possessed of the
viands ;and he can, by combination with his fellow-workmen,
lift his wages to unprecedented levels-if only the laws of
supply anddemand will admit of it. The state, far from
interfering with himin theenjoyment of these liberties,
hassecured
that enjoyment to him-provided heobtain
for himself, and
that
lawfully, the material which is
essential to such
enjoyment.
But while the
state
thus
secures him that libcrty of enjoyment of his OTUIZ possessions,
it stops short, or should stop short at that stage at which he
asks for the rnatenal itself. This is where Individualism
and Socialism diverge;and
it requires, I think, only a
moment’s reflection to see which is the only possible policy
of the two. Socialism practically says, I‘ We have the
liberty to dress and eat as we like, to be educated and to
lift our wages as high as economic laws will allow-but we
want you to supply us with the clothes, the food, the education, and the work itself even, outofthat apparently inexhaustible fund known as the general revenue.”
I have said there is now no law restricting the poor and
not the rich. That is so ; but the converse is not the case.
The incoming tide of Socialism has already begun to affect
the propertied classes on behalf of the masses ; to restrict
the use of their private property, as well as to tax them on
behalf of the less successful. It may be contendedthat
wealth is an obstacle “of human origin,” within the
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meaning of the definition laid down by Mr. Broadhurst.
Now, in t h e first place, the possession of wealth by one man
is m f an obstacle to another, and really does not prment
anybody else from reaching thesame goal, provided that
the latter possesses the necessary qualifications for so doing.
The possession of wealth by one citizen really removes him
from the struggle for existence, and so lessens the competition which that struggle involves. In that respect the working classes are really benefited. But the possession of wealth
by one citizen means, also, the enlisting, as it were,of
a
further stock of tools for the employment of labour, and a
furthercompetition
among capi/aZisfs in the demand for
labour. I n this way again the labouring classes arebenefited. The possession of wealth by one citizen certainly
enables him to avoid some of the pains and inconveniences
of the struggle for existence, which his poorer fellow-citizens
have to encounter and bear ; but the greater enjoyment by
the one, does not, in any way, curtail the liberties of the
other. All, then, that a citizen can ask for from the state,
is that he may have secured to him as free Q course as others
have had in the struggle for existence.
After devoting an unusual amount of attention to the study
of this and kindred subjects, I have come to the conclusion
that the cardinal error lying at the very foundation of all the
existing discontent with past and present social arrangements
is the wide-spread belief that tobe (what is popularly termed)
" well-off" is really man's norma/ condition ; and that to be
compelled to work, to be poor, and lackingmany of the
comfortsenjoyed by those who have been morefortunate
in the struggle for existence, is his abnormalcondition.
The truth is that the primitively normal condition of man,
even in a sparcely populated country, is one of a precarious
andhand-to-mouthcharacter ; that by the knowledge and
utilisation of that fundamental economic principle known as
the " division of labour,"and by the accumulation of property
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thus rendered possible, many of the dangers-such as
famine and disease-to which man, in a primitive condition,
is subjected, are averted; but that, nevertheless, it is equally
necessary for man to labour, by hand and by head, in order
thathe maylive.
This, then, is the normal condition of
man, even after the “ division of labour ’’ has secured US SO
many advantages.But
it mustbe remembered also that
the struggle for existence is more and more intensified with
the increase of population, and the consequent lessening of
the area of the earth‘s surface which each citizen may enjoy.
That nearly forty millions of human beings should be able
to exist, from year to year, within so small an area as that of
Great Britain, is overwhelming evidence of the immense
advantages which the division of labour, throughoutthe
world, has secured to society. One can easily imagine what
the normalcondition would be, under such circumstances,
if that principle were not observed, and if every one of that
forty millions sought to supply themselves with all the necessaries of life. When that picture has been fully realised, it
will become an easy matter to see that the condition of the
most discontented even, among the poor of Great Britain, is
immea.rurabZy superior to that which would result from a
return to a primitive method of living, such as I shall show
is invariably resorted to in all would-be-ideal communities.
The normal condition of man then, especially in closely
populated countries, is necessariiry one of struggZe a n d dependence; and by the non-adoption ofthe principle of the
“division of labour” it would obviously be much ‘Iuoyse. Now
it SO happens that in order that this beneficial principle of the
division of labour may be fully utilised, society, in its myriad
ramifications, has developeda large and necessarily intelligent class of men, called ingeneral terms, “middle-men.”
The members of this class, whose ranks any citizen is at
liberty to join-if he possess the ability to succeed-are
enabled, by dint of superior capacity, to acquire possession
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of a surplus-over and above their daily wants-of what
is
commonly called “ wealth.” They immediately turn that to
account, by using itas
a means of furtherproduction,
in which the furtheremployment
of labour is involved.
Their
wedfh,
or, in other words, their mvings, thus
converted into property of some
kind
conducive to
production, multiply, and those of the class, who are
successful in their enterprises, become possessed of a more
thanequalshare
of the world’s accumulations. Theyare
then called “capitalists.” The cardinal error, of which I
havespoken,
consists in the poorer classes erroneously
assuming that the condition of the capitalist is the normal
one, andthat
they themselves, in
being
compelled
to
work on from day to day in orderto
live, are being
deprived of some benefits to which they have a sort of
right. I n fact, the demands which are frequently made by
Socialists, for a better condition of things, are almost
invariably made upon the ground of their
being
the
“rights of labour.” There is a vague sort of belief among
them that it is in some way possible, through the medium of
parliament, to level up, as it were, and thus bring about a
more satisfactory average Condition of society. The schemes,
by which this ideal state of things is hoped to be realised,
are a6 various as they are numerous. All attempts at realisation have, so far, failed, as I shall show in the following
chapter. The truth is that the social condition of the more
which social condition is,
fortunate class alludedto-and
unfortunately, made the standard to which Socialists demand
to be Zftcd-is
an abnormalone.
As a class they arean
indispensable accompaniment of the division of labour ; for,
in order to obtain an abundant and economical production
of thenumerous necessaries of life, capital itself, in many
forms, is indispensable.
T h e different forms of property which comeunderthe
term, must be owned and maintained by somebody-other-
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wise that abundant and economical production could not be
carried on. Without capital, the advantages of the division
of labour could not infactbe reaped. The class known as
‘‘ capitalists” is what may be termed a natu~aZ&selecfeed one,
and it is open to all comers. As a class they cannot be done
without ; and if the rewards,which
their administrative
ability now secures to them, were to be appropriated by the
state, the incentive being gone, that ability would very soon
cease to display itself, and society would lose the benefits of
any such accumulations being worked by the most competent
hands. Their social condition is certainly far above the
normallevel, andit is impossible for all to enjoy similar
advantages. It is,moreover, the class among whichall
healthily constituted people are endeavouring to enrol themselves-not excepting even Socialists.
It is sometimes contended that the possession of wealth
by oneman is an “obstacle” tothe progress of another
towards some legitimate goal; and it maypossibly be contended that it is an obstacle of “ human origin” within the
meaning of Mr. Broadhurst’s definition of Liberalism. But
I deny that it is an obstacle. The possession of wealth by
one man really cannot prevent a second from pursuing his
own course. I t certainly may give the possessor a better
chance than his neighbour, who has none ; but cannot really
interfere with the neighbour’s liberty. All that a citizen can
therefore ask for, from the state, is that he may have as f r e e
IL c a m as others, to pursue his own chosen walk in life. If,
however, one man is allowed to call in a majority of his
neighbours (which he practically does, by utilising a majority
in parliament,) to heip him to take, from another neighbow,
part even of what that neighbour has legally accumulated, the
latter will very soon cease to accumulate ; and, inasmuch as
accumulation necessitates the exercise of mind and body,
which none of us really like apart from what it leads to, men
wnuld,if such a course were systematically and persistently
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pursued, very soon cease to exert themselves beyondwhat
was absolutely essential for their own immediate wants. By
continuing the process, society would, undoubtedly, very
soon finditselfin
a condition of primitive life. As Mr.
Henry George h a s said, “ Socialism, . .
society cannot
attempt. Wehave passed out of the sociallsm of the tribal
state, and cannot re-enter it again, except by a retrogression
that would involve anarchy, and perhaps barbarism.”
Socialism practically aims at the upproximate egualisafion
of the conddiom of living among n’tiwns. The Radicalism
of the present day does the same, and it is admitted to be
synonymous with Socialism * The Radical party acknowledges no limit to state functions. Its advocates boast, in
fact, that the“death knell ” of laisscz fain “has been
sounded.” t Liberalism can, therefore, have nothing in
common with either Radical or Socialist doctrines. The
struggle is between “Individualism” and “Socialism.” Lord
Hartington speaks true Individualism, and also true
Liberalism, when he says : ‘ I What all Liberals, most strongly,
most ardently desire, is t b t as large an amount of personal
freedom and liberty as is possible should be secured for
every individual, and for every class in the country.”S
Let us enquire now, how the true limit, beyond which the
state should not go, is to be found. Is it capable of being
found at all? Some writerssaynot-that
no definiterule
can be laid down, but that each case must depend on
circumstances. The best way to settle the question, I
venture to think, is to find out, first of all,what any such
principles, if found, or attempted to be found, must depend
upon. If the state is not to interfere beyond a certain
point, why is it so? Is it a matter of right? That, in
itself, is an important question, and one which has led to a
large amount of controversy. If individual citizens possess

.
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nghts against the rest of the community, it should be easy
to ascertain what they are. When that is done, the limit of
the rights of thestate in the contrary direction-that
is,
:lgainst the citizen--will have been determined. There are
two theories concerning the position of the citizen towards his
feJlow-citizens. One theory is that every manhas what are
termed “ natural rights”-rights irrespective of society, such
ashis earliest ancestors may be assumed to have enjoyed
intheirnatural
state. By aphilosophic fiction, menare
supposed to have agreed to live in communities, and, in
pursuance of that agreement, to have gz*ve~tup a portion of
their “ natural liberty,” in order to enable the community
tobe carried on harmoniously-the immediate objects of
such a compact being the protection of the person, and the
protection of private property. The other theory is that,
inasmuch as man, in a state of nature, has no rights, except
to enforce; by the formasuchas
he is strongenough
tion of what is termed society, a new order of things is
established ; theneachand
every constituent member of
that society is called
upon
to give obedience
tothe
governing power, whatever form it may take, and henceforth possesses no rights,except
such as are conferred
upon him,and thereby undertaken to be guarded by that
governing power.
The first of these views is founded upon the theory of an
Implied ‘Lsocial contract,” and is adopted by many influential
writers. Blackstone, for instance, whilst repudiating, as
“ too wild,” the notion of men having actually met together,
andenteredintosuch
a social contract,nevertheless contends that such a contract, “ though perhaps, in no instance,
has it ever been formally expressed at the first institution of
astate,”must
“innatureand reason, be understood and
implied in the very act of associatingtogether.”
I n his
chapter on ‘I Royal prerogative,” he speaks thus unrnistakably on the point : “ Man possesses a right,. which may be

442

LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

denominated his naturalliberty.
But of this, every man
gives z q a part, in consideration of the advantages he gains,
by becoming a member of society.”’ And, again, he says :
“ Political or civil liberty is no other than natural liberty, so
~ u restrained
r
by human laws (andno
further),as
is
necessary and expedient for the general advantage of the
public.”+ Mr. HerbertSpencer takes thesame view-that
is, as to rights existing irrespective of law ; and he contends
vigorously for its recognition, in his comparatively late, and
mostinstructive work, “ T h e Man versus The State.” I n
his “Social Statics,’’ first published when his name was little
known, and which he has sincedeclinedto
re-publish on
in some details, he
account of its admittedcrudeness
uses the term “right” with unbounded freedom. H e
goes so far even as to speak of the nghi of an individual
“ to ignore the state,” by “ relinquishing its protection, and
refusing to pay towards itssupport.”
The mostsummary
way perhaps by which sucha right could be tested would
be by ttying it, that is to say, by refusing to pay taxes, on
the protection which it was
theground of notdesiring
requiredto maintain. I t is probable, I venture to think,
that the supposed right would be found to be a wrong. It
was thought by some disciples of Mr. Spencer that this was
probably one of the subjects upon which he had modified
his views since the early publication referred to ; but by his
later work, which I have mentioned, he appears to still hold
the theory unassailable.
The second view also has influential advocates. Professor
Stanley Jevons, for instance, says : “ I n practical legislation
the first step is to throw aside all supposed absolute rights.”$
If thereare any natural rights, one would think that of
property, rightfully acquired, one of the surest ;yet Bentham
says : I‘ We shall see that there is no such thing as natural
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property, andthat it is entirely the work of law. . . .
Property and law are born together, anddie
together.
Before laws were made, there was no property; take away
laws and property ceases.”* Again, he says : “ T h e principal
function of government is to guard against pains. I t fulfils
this object, by creating rights, which it confersuponindividuals : rights of personal security ; rights of protection for
honour ; rights of property ; rights of receiving aid in case of
need. . . . The law cannot creute these
rights,
except
by creating
corresponding
obligations
. . . . without
creating offences.”t
on such a subject-very
Austin-no
mean
authority
summarily disposes of the question. “Strictly speaking,” he
says, ‘ I there are no righrts, but those which are the creatures
of law.”! Burke says : “Men cannot enjoy the rights of an
uncivil and of a civil state together. Thathe may obtain
justice, he gives up his r@t of determining what it is, in
points, the most essential to him. That he may secure some
liberty, he makes a surrender in trust of the whole of it.’T
“ Where there is no Zaw, there is 7zo.freedom I
. for liberty is
to be free from restraint, and violencefromothers,
which
cannot be where there is no law.”$
Without presuming to rigorously criticise these various and
conflicting views, I content myself with the adoption of the
latter. There can be no right (T venture to think) which is
not backed up, as it were, with some authority-some power
of enforcing it. Austin says, of “ natural and moral rights,”
that they are irnptr-ct, becausethey are “ n o t armed with
the legal sanction, or cannot be enforced judicially.”
I have mentioned these two theories of rights, not because
the discussion or the distinction seems to me to be of a n y
great importance in itself, but because the adoption
of the
latter view cleared away for me, and I think might clear
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away for others, many of the most troublesome doubts
regarding state functions.
If a man has r&hfs against the state, irrespective of law,
the rule which determines where the state should, and where
it shouldnotinterfere
with Individual liberty, would, of
necessity, be definite, and,once forall, ascertainable. The
adoption of any such rule, if carried out in the strict letter,
would lead to great practical inconvenience in many matters
of every-day life. For instance, if every individual had, as
Mr. Herbert Spencer claims the right “to ignore the state ”
and repudiate his share of taxation, on the ground of his not
desiring protection from the army, the navy, or the’law, there
would quickly grow up, insuch acommunity,numerous
sections of persons, each demanding differential treatment in
matters of government, on the ground of their possession of
such “natural rights.” The latter method of viewing man’s
position, which I have myself preferred, besides appearing
sound, gets rid of all such difficulties. By its adoptlon, man
is taken to have given up his natural liberty by becoming a
citizen of anystate.
Henceforth he has no +$ts,
except
such as the state affords him, in common with all his fellowcitizens. Those rights are conferred, or, asBentham says,
created, by imposing restrictionson his fellows, who would be
apt, otherwise, tointerfere
with him. Every right thus
involves a restrictive law, and what is not so restricted is
taken to be allowed, as far as the state is concerned. Here,
now, is the important point to be determined, and one which
clears away a host of difficulties which are involved in the
adoption of Mr. Spencer’s theory. Thestatecan do anything, that is to say, can make any law, unrestricted by
natural rights,” “ natural liberties,” or anything of the kind.
The test of all legislation, instead of being a matter of right,
regarding which no two people are agreed, becomes one of
simple c.xpediency. Legislation is, by this theory, atonce
art, founded upon the science of man
elevated intoan
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and the science of society. I t then becomes the duty of the
legislator to consider the welfare of the whole community,
and not merely those who now form it, but, also, those w h o
areto come-that is to say, posterity. A community is
continuous, and should be so viewed by legislators.
The test of legislation is not what the present generation
would like, or even what might be beneficial to it alone; for
we might all add indefinitely to ournational
debt, and:
meanwhile, enjoy ourselves onthe proceeds, throwing the
burden on to those who come after us.
Wemust, therefore, view society very broadly ; we must
regard, with the greatest care and attention, the vcmote, the
rrlierior effects likely to arise from present action. We must,
as Bastiat puts it, take into account “what is not seen,as
well as what is seen.” I t is, for instance, ridiculously shortsighted for legislators of this generation to offer assistance to,
of the
or encourageidleness and indifference in a large section
living generation (however much they may like it and praise
them for it) if the probable, or even the possible effect will be
to diminish the incentive to self-help and independence of
spirit in the generations which are to succeed it. Wemust
look carefully tothe
national character ; to see thatin
nothing we do, is there any danger of removing the motives
andinducements to thrift and providence among citizens.
Mr. Stanley Jevons has well said : “ I conceive that the state
is justified in passing any law, or even in doing any single
act which, without ulterior consequeuces, adds to the sum total
of happiness, Gooddone is sufficient justification of any
act, in the absence of evidcme that equal o r greater evil will
subseguentlyjoilow.” Even upon this basis of expediency, as
the standard of legislation, it becomes essential, always, to
consider what measures, or what abstention from measures
is essential to the progress and development-the improvementand elevation of the people. Individualaction,and
individual liberty, upon which it depends, we have seen
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to beindispensable tohuman progress andimprovement.
The question to be considered is how far should that liberty
be restrained ? T h e natural tendencies of man to demoralisation are so numerous, that the study of him alone, as an
individual, quiteapart
from thestudy
of society as an
organism, is complex almost beyond conception. The
dangers which have to be guarded against are almost incalculable.When
we consider how proneman is to idleness
if notspurred on by constant necessity ; how easily and
quickly he inclines to disregard the rights of others, if not
constantly and sometimes forciblyreminded ; how widespread
is the belief that the state is a huge organisation from which
benefits can be drawn adin/Znitum, and without the necessity
for being replenished ; the extreme jealousy of many men
at seeing others better OB than themselves, and the consequent readiness to approveany scheme which promises to
immediately lessen or remove the disparity; the liability of
mostmen to believe, with the smallest amount of persuasion, that they are suffering some disadvantage or injury at
the hands of their more fortunate fellow-citizens;* the temptation of men of quick aptitudes and low morals to trade on
this tendency; the proneness to
laxity inenterprise, if not
accompanied with a spur to action, such as the necessity for
dividends, which serve as a mirror to the economical working of the organism ; thetendencyto
criticise all things
hastily, to consider immediate results only, and neglect
those which are more remote; the temptation tohastily utilise
state help, withoutconsidering, sufficiently, the effect upon
national character in the future. These and numerous other
considerations are completely overlooked or cunningly
utilised, as the case may be, by the average legislator, whose
I have heardone of the most prominent of Australian politicians (who owes his
npuration and wccess entirely IO hi5 having been considered " the friend of the
wo&ing man") conless that the surest road to popularity with that c h x ~wzs by
p C r r d i m c them t h y men i n j w e d . I hope the charge is not uni-Hy
true,
but I know thatthemethod
was adopted with great success by the politician
mentioned.
0
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chief aim is served if he‘has pleased those who elected him to
his position. The question, now, is whether, admitting expediency to be thetest of legislation, it is possible to lay down
any broad general principles which may serve as guides in
its enactment. Some writers say that no definite lines can be
laid down ; but almost all, of any authority, admit that there
is s a limit. Almost all differ as to z&re that limit should
be placed. I venture the opinion thatthe unsettled condition of this question, and the consequent non-existence of
any universally recognised principle as to that limit, is mainly
attributable to the want of unanimityregarding themore
primary questionconcerningthe
existence of what are
termed“natural rights.” It seems inevitable that so long
as one school of political thought continues to recognise a
domain of natural rights,” thehardand
fast boundaries
of which the state has no justification for entrenching upon,
while another school claims that the state can do anything
which contributes to the general good, the subordinate question of a definitelimit to state functions should remain a
sort of undefined territory. Rut
I accept the opinion, which
has been expressed by Sir George Cornewall Lewis, that “ i f
political sciencebe properly understood-if it be confined
within the linlits of its legitimate province, and if its
vocabulary be well fixed by sound definitions and a consistent usage, there is no reason why it should not possess the
=me degree of certainty which belongs toother sciences
founded on observation.”
Among those authorities who consider it impracticable to
lay downanydefinite
rules, asguides to legislators, are
Professor Sidgwick, Professor Stanley Jevons, and the Earl
of Pembroke(addresson
Liberty and Socialism ”). M.
Leon %y, too, confesses that ‘ I the proper limit of state
action cannot be laid down in the same way as a boundary
line on a map,” because ‘ I it is a boundary which alters in
accordance with the times, andthe political, economical,
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and moral condition of the people.” But, the same authority
adds : “Though its position is subject to modifications, it is
not, onthat account, the less definite.”* Thismuch can
certainly be admitted ; that, on account of the variety and
complexity of human wants, it is impossible to provide any
single principle, or even code of principles, which could be
applied to legislative proposals, so as at once to guage their
value. But it is equally clear that there a n some principles,
to which men consciously or unconsciously refer, when
called upon to determine whether any proposal is, or is not
n legitimate and proper oneto
which to give legislative
snnction. If thisbe so, it is surely possible to say what
those principlesare, andto
lay them down, with some
degree of definiteness, as a pnrtial guidein
legislative
deliberations. All writers of any importance practically agree
i n saying that freedom should be the rule, and that interferenceshould be the exception ; that is to say, that when
a n y one advocates a furtherinterference by thestate,he
should have thrown upon him the obligation of proving the
necessity for the proposed innovation.
We have seen, in a previous chapter, that the first necessity of human progress and development is freedom for the
individual ; that absolufe freedomresultsinanarchy
; and
that, therefore, there must be a sufficient limitation to prevent that abuse. We have seen also that this result-this
medium as it were, by which the benefits of liberty can be
enjoyed, andthedangers
of anarchy avoided-is most
surely attained by affording to every citizen : (I.) Security
for the person. (2.) Security for property ; that is to say :
(I.) Liberty to do as one chooses(consistently with other
persons’ liberties) with one’s own person, and one’s own individuality. (2.) Liberty todo as one wishes with one’s
own legally acquired property, subject to the same reservation.
*
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Now, society hasalready framed laws, andatdifferent
periods of history elaboratedthem,
inorderto
meet the
fresh developnlents which havearisen over theseidentical
wants;and it affords a strong confirmation of thesoundness of theabove conclusions, arrived at by a process of
analysis, that the history of our law should show those two
social wants to have been the first to beprovided for. I
takeBlackstone asperhapsthe
mostconciseexpositor of
English law. I n his Commentariesit will be foundthat
Book I. is devoted to ‘ I Personal Rights,” and Book 11. to
the I‘ Rights of Property.” Under “ PersonalRights ” he
includes I‘ Personal Security ” and “ Personal Liberty.”
Regardingthe
former he says : The right of jersorzal
security consists in a person’s legal and uninterrupted enjoyment of his life, his limbs, his body, his health and his reputation.” Regardingthelatterhe
says : “PersonaZ liberty
consists in the power of locomotion, of changing situation,
or moving one’s person to whatsoever place one’s own
inclination may direct,without imprisonment or restraint,
unless by duecourse of law. The rights of property,” he
says, “consist ina man’s free use, enjoyment and disposal
according to the laws of the community, of all his acquisitions
in the external things around him.”
The fact that these two important branches of rightsthose of the person and thoseof property-have been so carefully created and preserved in the past; that they are dealt
with as the two most important of all ; and that they were
thus regarded, so early in the history of our race, are sufficiently
strong evidence of their having been found essential to the
progress of our ancestors, and of their being equally essential to our maintenance of the same standard of enterprise
and excellence among men. Fromthese rights, then; that
is to say, from the most ancient laws of our nation’s constitution, it seems possible to deduce,and lay down certain
broad principles, which shouldserve as guidesin future
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legislation. I do not contend that they should be inflexible
or incapable of modification ; but I do claim that whoever
is venturesomeenough
to propose any radical departure
from them, or any measure which involves an inroad upon
their completeness, should be forced to give very convincing
evidence of the necessity for sucha step. Already we hear
to
of proposed legislation, which, if adopted,threatens
subvert one of the first principles of our constitution. If,
from time immemorial almost, an Englishman has possessed
the right, as Blackstone puts it, of " the free use, enjoyment,
and disposal, according tothe laws of his country, of all
his acquisitions," it is surely a grave proposal that one class
inthe community (as is proposed in England)should be
enabled,through
the medium of the legislature, to force
others of theircountrymen to sell portion of their landed
property for the benefit of those others, and moreover
against their will. Yet, such is the Allotments scheme, now
somewhatpopular in GreatBritain.
T h e broad principles,
then, which I should venture to lay down as guides for any
one assuming the reponsible position of a legislator are three
in number.
I . T h e stateshould not imjose taxes, or use th Public
even^ for anypurpose
other than that
of sccunng q u a l
freedom to all n2izens."
2. The state should not interfere with the &a& acquired
property of any section of its citizens for any other purpose
than that of securing epzra2frecdon to all citizens; and in the
event of any suchjustifiableinterference
amountingto
appropriation ; then, only conditional upon the lawful owner
being fuZb cornjensated.
3. T h e state shouldnot in any way restrict the persona(
liberty of citizens for any other purpose than that of sccurzng
equalfreedbm to al2 ciiizens.
I am well aware that the first of these three principles could strictly <peaking,be
included within the second for to impose taxes is really to inter& with property ; a d
u5e the public revenue, in which each and every citizen has an interest, practical1
roduces a similar result ' but inasmuch as the lapping of the two is not palpable,
L v e choven to x p a n t s ;hem.
a
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I repeat that I do not offer these as concZwive tests of the
wisdom of any proposed legislation. I claimfor them thls
use, however, that they should, in every case, be applied to
any such proposal ; and if, onsuch application, the new
rights sought to be conferred, and the restrictions on liberty
which theymust necessarily involve, d o not conflict with
either of the three principles, there can be little objection to
its legislative sanction. If, however, any such proposal i s
found to come into conflict with either of those principles;
then, I contend, a great responsibility is castuponhim
or
them who demand the interference of the legislature; and
he or they should be forced to prove, conclusively, that the
necessity for the proposal is so urgent that it overrides the
consideration of its transgressing one of the fundamental
built up.
principles upon which our social system has been
H e should be compelled, too, to show a strong probability
that the proposed means wiZZ elpkct the desired end, without
producing an equally or more EjtjlCrious result to society, in
some other direction, or at some other time. The effect of the
regular application of these principles to proposed measures
would be, in the first place, to determine on which side the
burden of proof lay; and then it would rest with those who
have cast upon them the
responsibility of giving the legislative sanction, to determine( I ) whether the necessity has been
proved ; (2) whether, under all thecircumstances of the
case, that necessity is sujiczently urgenf to justify the subversion of aprinciple which is immemorial, and which has
for centuriesserved
as one of the pillars of our social
fabric; (3) whether it has been shown thatthe proposed
measure win effect the purpose aimed at, without, atthe
same time, producinginjuriousresults
to society in some
other, perhaps unsuspected, direction, or at some other time.*
* “ I t isnot sutlicicnt @ayqProfessor S6anley Jevons) to show by dirat experimentor
other incontestable cvldence that an addition oC happiness is made. We m w t aLso
awlre olwelves that there is no equiwdcd o r p&r
sudfraclim of happines-a
subtraction which may take e A k t either a? regdds ofkcrpropZc or subsequent firncs.”
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I propose now, having arrived at this
stage
of my
argument, and having placed myselfin
possession of a
basis upon which to work, to apply theseprinciples
to
certain of the more important practical questions-subjects
of discussion in the presentday.
I do this, not so much
with a view todeterminingthe
merits of those particular
proposals, as for the purpose of fully explaining and illustrating the process by which, I submit, all practical legislation
should be tested. I shall first ask, regarding each of them,
whether it conflicts with either of the principles laid down ;
and, in the event of its so doing, I shall proceed to carefully
examine its merits and alleged necessities, in strict accordance
with the method which I have explained.
As the various subjects with which it is my purpose to
deal are capable of classification under three heads, according to the respective principles to which I conceivethem
to apply, I have chosen todeal with them in that order.
I shall, in the first place, take those which come under the
first of the three principles, viz.,
The sfafe should not impose taxes, or use t h public revenue
for any purpose, othr tlmn that of secunizg equal freedom to
all citizens.
Poor Laws.-In order to carry out the process of criticism
which I have already explained, it is, in the first place, necessary to consider whether the system known as the Poor laws
transgresses the above principle. There can be little doubt
that it does, for it involves the imposition of taxes ; and the
purpose is clearly not that of securing " equal freedom " for
all citizens. Every citizen has now secured to him the
liberiy to live as he chooses, but there is no such obligation
on the state to supply the means by which that living can
be enjoyed. The effect of the poor laws is to approximate,
ina slight degree, to an equalisation of the conditions of
life, by taking from one citizen to give to anotheT. This is
a process which, if carriedto an extreme, would produce
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community of possessions, that is Communism ; and
althoughthe approximation which it involves is small, in
fact almost infinitesimal indegree, it is the “thin end
of
the wedge,” and, in time, would be regarded by some as
a premz’ent to justify a still further approximation.”
The system, then, which is known by thename of the
Poor Laws is clearly atransgression of this fundamental
principle, and, in accordance with themethod of criticism
which I have advocated, it is now necessary toconsider
whether there is sufficient ground, in its surrounding circumstances, to justify so seriousa departure from the broad
principle which it so transgresses. I n such an investigation,
it is, above all things, necessary to remember thatthe
burden of proof lies wholly uponthe advocates of the
system-that is to say, of Poor laws generally;andthe
amount of evidence in its favour should preponderate
greatly, and its nature be unmistakable and unimpeachable,
before thedeparture shouldbeentertained.
I t is equally
necessary to demand from its advocates satisfactory proof of
theprobable efficacy of such legislation, as also thatthe
removal of the evils aimed at-poverty and distress-will
not be followed by the creation of other evils in some
dtyerent direction, (not perhaps dreamed of,) oratsome
difcrent time. “ T h e object of a poor law (says Sir G.
Cornewall Lewis) is to relieve the various forms of destitution and want, out of a fund created by compulsory taxation.
Its principle is to take the property of the wealthier classes,
and to divide it among the poorer, upon the petition of the
latter, and without obtaining from them an equivalent.”+
As an instance of themanner in which this,principleof
rrscriplion may be
abused the author of “The Radical Programme to
which I &,e already referred
actuall’ claim that, inasmuch a=, the state has alkady thrown on the community
large Aree-lourths of the burden of maintaining state-schools, it has
“admitted
that there is “ a dnty to provide the m~hulc” : therefore that such schools should be
flee I
If suchaconteotmn
can come from such a quarter,one woutd havelittle
cause lor surprise at hearing it contended that the state had, for all time, d m i t l c d
thfm’&t of every poor rnan and every idle man to receive wpport from his fellowcrtmns. Mr. Chamberlain has in fact already spoken of the clairq to sqch assistance % “ n nkht.”
t “ J.nR&enre of Authority in Mauers of Opinion,” p. 164.
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The same writer subsequently admits that “scuere distress is
alegitimateobject
of public policy, up to a certain h i t ,
but requires countkructigzgforces to deter applicants.” Othersystem of legal
wise, he thinks, it would “ becomea
spoliation, which would impoverish one part of the comNo principle
munity, in orderto corrujt theremainder.”
is here mentioned, by which the .deduction as to the legitiHerbert Spencer
macy of theobject is arrivedat.Mr.
objects to poor laws, because “ in demanding from a citizen
contributions for the mitigation of distress-contributions
not needed for the due administration of men’s rights-the
state is reversing its function, and di?ninishing that liberty
to exercise the faculties which it was instituted to maintain.”* The same writer says : “ Those who made, and
modified, and administered the old Poor Law, were responsible for producing an appalling amount of demoralisation,
which it will take more than one generation to remove.”
He speaks, too, of the responsibility of I C recent and present
law-makers, for regulations which havebrought into being
a permanent body of tramps who ramble from union to
system.
union.”t Mill, too, sees many objectionstothe
“ I n all cases of helping (he says) thereare
two sets
of consequences tobe considered : theconsequences of
the assistance itself, andtheconsequences
of rebing on
the assistance. The former are generally beneficial, but
injurious; so much so, in
the latter, for the mostpart,
many cases, as greatly to outwe&h the oahe of the benefit.
. . . There are few things, for which it is more mischievous that peopleshould
rely on thehabitual aid of
others, than for the means of subsistence, and, unhappily,
there is no lesson which they more easily learn. The
proMem to be solved is, therefore, one of peculiar nicety, as
well as importance ; how to give thegreatestamount of
needfirZ help, with the smallest encouragement toundue
*
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reliance on it.” T h e same writer has, however, something
to say in its favour, but ultimately lays down the following
test : “If assistance is given in such a manner that the condition of the person helped is as desirableas that of the
person who succeeds in doing the same thing without help,
the assistance, if capable of being previously calculated
upon, is mischievous I_ but if, while available to everybody, it
leaves to every one a strong motive to do without it, if he
can, it is then, for the mostpart, benejcz’al.”” The effect
on motive has been dealt with, at some length, by Sir Henry
Maine, in his able work on “Popular Government.” “You
have,” he says, “ only to tempt a portion of the population
into temporaryidleness, by promisingthem a sharein a
fictitious hoard, lying in an imaginary strong box which is
supposed to contain all human wealth. You have only to
take the heart out of those who would willingly labour and
save, by taxing them ad mitcricordiam for the most laudable,
phiIanthropicpurposes.”+
On reference to the mostrecent
statistics I find that, in the county of Lancashire alone, the
poor rate for the year 1885 amounted to A1,566,974 and
that the county in that year contained 82,590 paupers. The
poor ratealone for the year 1886, for the whole of Great
Britain, amounted to no less than Aro,z47,443, orabout
one-seventh part of the whole publicrevenue.
T h e number
of paupers receiving assistance in Great Britain
during the
1,346,394 that is to say about
year 1885 is statedtobe
three per cent. of the whole population.
From
these
figures some idea can be obtained of the giganticproportions to which thiseleemosynary
system has developed.
I t is worthy of notice that, so far, the poor-law system has
not been even attempted, upon the English lines, in any of
the Australian co1oni;s; and it is therefore not altogether
labourin
vain to discuss its merits anddemerits as a
system, and i t s claims, as a piece of state policy, to receive
*
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legislative sanction. If sucha system had been come3lced
in the Australian colonies, and the Same proportion of pauperism existed among them as is the case in Great Britain,
there would be receiving support about 120,000 persons
out of an aggregate population of three millions. The cost
to the tax-payers of those colonies, estimated on the basis
supplied by Great Britain, would be annually about
_~;I,OOO,OOO. As a fact, the
numberaccommodatedat
various benevolent asylums andother similar institutions
-which are, to a great extent, supported by voluntary subscription-is almost infinitesimal ; not amounting, indeed, to
/talfpcr cent. of the population, and costing the state only
Few persons
about one anda halfper cent. of itsrevenue.
are aware of the magnitude of the operations of the poorlaw system in Great Britain.
Yet, according to Mr.
Goschen, who was at one time President of the Poor-Law
Board, a small proportion only of the paupers so supported
of work.
are from the working-classes, orindeedcapable
It is frequently put,” he says, ‘‘as if there were so many
men or women out of work, as if they were men and women
who oughttobe
employed. . . . I can tell you thereare
workhouses in this country containing 1000to 2 0 0 0 inmates,
in which there are not forty able-bodied men or women, in
which there are not I O O who come from what may be called
the working-classes. . . . I admit,”he adds, “that there
is business here for legislators, butthere is business, too,
for every citizen-for the clergyman, for the reformer, for
the minister, for every man who cares for the country.”* No
doubt, in all countriesthereare
deserving poor, that is,
poor who are so from neither vice nor laziness; and it is
this class which one must have in mind in considering this
question. Thereare two ways in which the subjectmust
be viewed; first, with reference to thosecommunities in
which the system i s alreadyinoperation
; secondly, with
2

Speech at Edinburgh, October, 1885.
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reference to those communities in which the system has not
yet been attempted. RegardingGreatBritain, the question
to be determined is notwhether the system should have
ever been commenced, but, whether so gigantic an organisation, as it has become, should, alter having been established
for centuries, beswept away in the interests of amore
scientific and equitable method of government. To adopt
the latter course would involve the throwing of an enormous
mass of absolutely helpless persons upon their own wretched
resources. The occasion would be seized upon by innumerable impostors, and the system of mendicity would become
intolerable. This is, of course, out of the question-[he
most conclusive of theories and doctrines notwithstanding.
Regarding Great Britain, therefore, the broad question concerning the wisdom of the system itself is not open for
consideration.
But
there
are
two subordinate questions
which me, under thecircumstances, almost equally important.
They are : ( I . ) Whether those, who must now be assisted,
should receive what they require from the state; that is to
say, by conrpulsopy contribution, or should depend upon
private andspontaneous benevolence to supportthe institutions in which they are accommodated; ( 2 . ) whether, in
the event of its being considered expedient for the state to
continueto enforce contributions in theshape of a poor
rate, it is not desirable to hedge the
system round with a
set of conditions which are calculated to discourage, as much
as possible, its being depended upon and resorted to by
future generations.
Mill uses one apparently very strong argument in favour
of the state continuing its
present support of this system.
“Since the state (he says} must necessarily provide subsistence for the criminal poor, while undergoing punishment,
not to do the same for the poor, who have not offended, is
also, once
to give a premium on crime.”CharlesDickens,
wrote :-<‘ We have come to this absurd, this dangerous, this
\V
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motlstrous pass, that the dishonest felon is, in respedt of
cleanliness, order, diet and accommodation, better provided
for and taken care of than the honest pauper.” The strength
of this argument, however, depends upon the adoption, as a
standard of treatment, of that which is accorded to the felon
in the present day. If he undergoes treatment so mild, and
honest
his condition is made so comfortable thatthe
pauper” would be satisfied with something similar ; then the
management of our criminal class must be of a very shortsighted character. If we hesitate about supplying every idle
vagabond, who chooses to ask for them, with the necessaries
of life, but recognise it as a duo of the state to clothe, feed
and board one of the same class, so soon as he chooses to
commit someserious offence against society, then we are
indeed offeting apremlum on crime. I t would bemore
consistent to render the conditions of the criminal class so
qbjectionable and so unbearable that no I‘ honest pauper”
would consent to be included among that class, in order to
obtain the necessaries of life. This argument, then, instead
of telling in favour of indiscriminatecharity by the state,
increasing
the
points tothe
necessity for considerably
severity of prison life. Let us now see what are the prospectsthatthe
poor-law system, as it at present exists,
will diminish the amount of poverty among the people ; for
that has been the aim of most, if not all poor-law legislation.
I have already quoted, from a report of the Poor-Law Commissioners, the following admission :-“We find (they say)
on the one hand that there is scarce<$,one stabte connected
with the administration of public relief which hasprodwed
/he cfecf desifned hy the .Zzgzslafure, and that the mqon.g of
them have created m w evils a d rrRgrvated those which they
were intended to pYewat.”*
Legislation, then, so far, has practically failed in the
attemptto mitigate the existing condition of things. The
5
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arguments, therefore, against its continuance appear to be the
following :That, inasmuch as it involves the imposition of taxes for
a purpose other than that of securing equal freedom for all
citizens, it is subversive of one of the fundamentalprinciples upon which ourconstitutionand
our society have
been based.
That it has, from small beginnings, grown to enormous
proportions, from which it may fairly be inferred that, under
a continuance of similar administration, the tendency will be
still further to increase.
That, from its being permanently established as a system,
it is capable (to use Mill’s words) of being “calculatd.
upon,” and is therefore
“mischievous,”
by tending to
discourage providence.
That the fact of itsbeingmaintained
by conlplrbory
contributions (intheshape of poor rates) is calculated to
sap the springs of the charitable and sympatheticmotives
amongthe
people, which motives play a necessary and
important part In the social organism, and which, therefore,
it is highly undesirable for the state, in any way, to diminish
or discourage.
The arguments Ziz fazxwr of the continuanceof the present
system appear to be the
following :1hat, as a system, it is already in Cxistcncc, and that,
already, upwards of I,ZOO,OOO persons are now wholly
dependent upon its continuance-that, therefore, its sudden
abolition would render about three per cent. of the population of Great Britain helpless and destitute, and thus supply
dangerousmaterial for social and political agitators, whose
success is inimical to theorderand
progress of society
itself.
That, inasmuchasallpersonsconvicted
of crlmesare,
under the present system of prison discipline, supplied with
the necesswies of life; to refuse the same aid to those wbo

,.

460

LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

are not so convicted would be, substantially, tooffer
a
premium on crime.
That, by the maintenance of such a system, a sufficient

eround is supplied for disallowing mendicity, which is inconvenient and objectionable to the giver, and demoralising to the
recipient, and at the sametime affords an unchecked and
uncheckable encouragement to vagrants and impostors.
After carefully balancing the whole of these reasons, for
and against the continuance of the system, I venture to think
thatthe onlyconclusion which can be drawn from them is
that those in
favour
of
thecontinuance
w e sufficiently
weighty to justify the prolonged departure from the fundamental principle which the system trangresses; but that the
follawing safeguards should be rigidly regarded. *
I . That, inasmuch as all attempts to mitigate theextent and intensity
or destitution, by means of legislation,have failed, furtherattempts
of the kind should not ha5tily be resorted to.
2. That poor-lawratesshould,in
all cases, h Jocuf, so astoconcentrate attention to abuses in those who pay for the maintenance of the
system, and are thus immediately interested in its gradual abolition.
3. That p o o r rates should be levied se#urate& from any other rate
(police or otherwise), so that the amount of such rate may serve as a
permanent p a g e to taxpayers in each locality, as to the diminishing or
increasing proportions of the system, and thus serve as a perpetual spur
to its gradual reduction and abolition.
4. That all institutions, supported by poor rates, should be made, as
far as possible, self-supporting, by the compulsory performance of easy
but payable l a b u r , by some at least of the inmates, according to their
ascertained capabilities.
5. That the assistance afforded by such institutions should consist of
the bare wcessarier of life, and that such supplies as afford more than a
subsistence, as alsowhataretermedluxuries,should
be rigorously
prohibited.

* Fawcett says “ It would not be safe to conclude that the Poor law ought to be
abolished b u d of the Socialism which attaches to the system. Such a question
oughtto be determined by a carerul balancing of advantagesanddisadvantages ;
and we klieve that whm this is done the c m c l u ~ i o nwill k that the nbolitipn of
the poor law, from the stimulu which would be givento all the evils associated
with indiscriminate charily, would produce oonsequenccs which -Id
be far mom
serious than any mishier which results from a poor law system, when carefully 4
properly administered.” “ Principles of Political E c o m y , ” p, Z&
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6. That any voluntaryoffers of such luxuries to inmates of such
institutions, from outside sources, should he rigorously prohibited,
insmuch as the knowledge of their possibility tends to make such
institutions attractive.
7. That mendicity of all kinds should be disallowed.
8. That inmates of all such institutions, recipienis of poor-law rates,
should be compelled to confine themselves to the precincts of the
institution.
9. That every indulgence calculated to render
such
institutions
attractive, and to cause them to be regarded as a sufficient last resource by
possible inmates, should be rigorously discouraged.

Under such circumstances as these, itismore
than probable that the system
would
be considerably reduced,
without, at the same time,doing anything to shock the
sense of charity and humanity which is possessed by the
individual membersof society. Recipients of poor law assistance should be admitted, as such,only in what Sir Geo.
Cornewall Lewis calls “severe” cases of distress; and all possible “counteracting forces,” as heterms them, should be
employed to discourage the system. I n this way, the “very
smallest encouragement,” as Mill puts it, would be afforded
to the poor, to availthemselves of it, and the workhouse
or ‘I work’us,” as it is c a l l e d , would soon cease to be looked
upon as a sort of haven, into which aged men and women
could creep, who had, through a knowledge of its comforts,
neglected the most ordinary thrift and providence in life.
It will be observed that my remarks, under this head, are
written more particularly with reference to Great Britain ;
buttheyapplyequally
well toyounger countries, except
that, so far, the system has, in most, if not all the colonies,
not been established. This is a weighty consideration, and
that i c t alone should, I think, deter statesmen from enteringupon the system,without the most mature reflection.
The poor laws have been described by an able writer in the
Wcstminstcr Review as “ a safety-valveagainstrebellion,”
and there can be no doubt that, in times of severe distress,
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in thickly-populated communities, the capability of obtaining
the bare necessaries of life is a desirable outlet for intense
discontent with the existing but inevitableinequalities of
society.
Looked at from this point of view, such
a
system would, under certaincircumstances, really contribute to the greater security of liberties to the whole community.
I n every case, however, the system, if it is established, or,
(beingestablished) is maintained,should be administered
under all the most rigid restrictions calculated to discourage
citizens from relying on it, or resorting to it.
State &ducation.-I have no hesitation in characterising
transgresthe maintenance of state education as a distinct
sion of the first principle of the three which I have deduced
from an analysis of man’s wants as an individual member
of society, viz., thatthestate
should not imfose taxes, w
use tlu public revenue for any other purposethan
that .of
securing equal freedom to aU citiacns. It is undoubtedly
true that every citizen should have the Ziherty to be educated
if he so wish ; but stateeducation, as now established in
most English-speaking communities, involves a recognition of
aright to be supplied with the means by which to secure
such education. No one, I think, has ever seriously disputed the proposition with which I have opened this section
of the present chapter. With the exception o€Mr. Herbert
Spencer’s treatment of the subject in his “Social Statics,“ I
do not think any other writer has recorded his objections to
the system on that ground. Mr. Herbert Spencer, indeed,
hasdealt
at great length with this subject, andhe
has
handled it with evenmore than his usual incisiveness. I n
the work to which I havejust referred, he sets forthan
imaginary conversation, which is supposed to take place
between a government and a citizen of the Same community.
That conversation so clearlyshows how such a system transgresses the fundamental rule, for a recognition of which I
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am contending, that I shall venture to set it forth as a portion
of my own argument.
“ ‘Your taxes are heavier this year than last,’ complains a
citizen to the government ; ‘how is it ?
“ ‘The sums voted for these new school-houses, and for
the salaries of thc masters and mistresses, have increased
the draught upon our exchequer,’ replies the government.
“ ‘School-houses, masters, and mistresses-what
have I to
do with these? You are charging me with the cost of them
are you ?’
“ I Yes.’
“ ‘Why ? I never authorised you to do so.’
“ ‘True ; but parliament, or in other words, the majority
of the nation, has decided that the education of the young
shall be entrusted to us, and has authorised us to raise such
funds as may be necessary for fulfilling this trust.’
“ ‘But,suppose I wish to superintend the education of my
children myself ?‘
‘I ‘ You may d o as you please ; but you must pay
for the
privilege we offer, whether you avail yourself of it or not.
Even if you have no children you must still pay.’
I‘ ‘ And what if I refuse ?I .
. . .
“‘You must agree to our terms, and pay your share of the
n e w tax.’
“ ‘ S e e now, what a dilemma you place mein. .
. I
must either give you a part of my property for nothing ; or,
should I makea point of having some equivalent, I must
cease to do that which my natural affections prompt. Will
you answer me a few questions 7’
“ ‘ Certainly.’
“ ‘What is it that you, as a national executive, have been
appointedfor? Is itnotto
maintain the rights of those
who employ yw,or in other words, to guarantee to each
the fullest freedom for the exercise of his faculties, compatible
with the equal freedom of all others?‘

.
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'"It has been so decided.'
'And it has been also decided that you are justified in
diminishing this freedom, only to such an extent as may be
needful for preserving the remainder, has it not ?'
" That is evidently a corollary.'
" 'Exactly.
And now let me ask what is thisproperty,
this money, of which, in the shape of taxes, you are demandIs it not that which
ing from meanadditionalamount?
enables me to get food, clothing,shelter,
recreation; or,
to repeat the original expression, that on which I depend for
the exercise of most of my faculties?'
" I t is.'
" ' Therefore, to decrease my property is to decrease my
freedom to exercise my faculties, is it not ?'
I'
Clearly.'
" Then this new impost of yours will practically decrease
my freedom to exercise my faculties ?'
'' 'Yes.'
' I 'Well,
do you not now perceive the contradiction ?
Instead of acting the part of a protector, you are acting the
part of an aggressor. What you were appointed to guarantee
me and others, you are now taking away. To see that the
liberty of each man to pursue theobjects of his desires
is unrestricted, save by the like liberty of all, is your special
function. To diminishthis liberty, by means of taxes, or
civil restraints, more than is absolutely needful for performing such function, is wrong, because adverse to the function
itself. Now, your new impost does so diminishthis liberty,
more than is absolutely needful, andit is, consequently,
unjustifiable.' "*
The logic of this dialogue is, I venture to think, unassailable, and it only confirms my primary contention under this
head, viz., thatthe system of stateeducation is, at the
outset, subversive of the above principle. This conclusion
"

~
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throws the burden of proof on those who call for the state to
interfere, or tocontinue its interference in this nlatter of
education. What now are the arguments which are advanced
in favour of its being admitted to the category of justifiable
departures from that broad principle?Those
arguments
must come from the advocates of the system, and they must
be of a somewhat overwhelming natureto justify such a
departure. I shall enumerate them.
In the first place we are asked by theauthor of ‘ ( T h e
Radical Programme ” whether (‘it is not a duty which the
state owes to the humblest of Its subjects to guarantee their
children a modicum 01 learning ?” And with thesame
then it must be
fearless logic, heconcludes : If itis,
a moral violation of that duty to perform it in a niggardly
and grudgingmanner, painful and itlfolerablc to English
feeling.”’ This is,
of
course, a bold trifling with first
principles ;and, considering that Mr. Chamberlain has edited
the volume, it is very unpardonable trifling. If thestate
owes the duty, let us ask who is the state? It is everybody.
So that everybody owes tothechildren
of every humble
citizen modicum
a
of learning. But surely
not
tothe
children of humble citizens only. There is no special merit
in being humble now-a-days, or even in being poor, though
theRadicalauthor
would apparently so contend.People
who are not “poor ” or humble ” must have thesame
r&ht for theirchildren, andthe proposition, mademore
: “Everybody owes to everybody
plain, amountstothis
else’s childrenamodicum of learning.” The proposition is
simply puerile, and certainly
unworthy
theeditor
(Mr.
Chamberlain), though, as I shall show, he has himself said
much the same thing.Elsewhere
thesame writer says :
“ One of the earliest measures for the relief of the rural poor
should be to s e m n free education for their children,.”+ The
English of this is that thosewho disapprove should be ma& ro

’ “Radical Programme,” p

51.
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pay, and by act of parliament. Again h e says : “There are
signs of a growing antagonismagainst the system, among
the poor, and co?npulrory education is in danger of being regarded by them as a iyranny” ! This is, indeed, very fine
fooling. No regard seems to be had for the tyrarrny of
col,@uZsorypaymentby those whose children are not educated
in state schools. The tyranny of having to pay for an
acknowledged bene@ for another seems to me to be much
more unbearable than the tyranny of having to rcreive that
benefit. Then we are told that those who are so poor as to
be unableto
pay for their children’s education are dissatisfied with the “stigma of pauperism” which the admission of inability involves! Surely this strongRadical plea
for free sch3ols is a much more insolent stigma of pauperism,
cast, not upon individuals only, but on the whole of fhworkiplg classes !These are really not arguments, and them repetltion here is only intended to show the illogical nature of the
Radical or Socialistic programme, as it touches this matter.
There are really two heads to this subject. ( I . ) Whether
thestate should educateatall?
( 2 . ) Inthe
event of its
doing so, who should payfor theeducation ? I shall deal
briefly with both, in the order in which they are stated.
Inthe first place, there is no difference of opinion as
to the advantages of education, supposing it is of a proper
character. The elevation of the race is a matter which the
state should have a keen regard for, and there c a n be no two
opinions that education, of the proper kind, must contrlbute
towards that elevation. It would, of~courSe,be out of place
to teach a plough-boy, who had never touched a musical
instrument, such subjects as harmony and thorough bass, or
to instruct a shepherd in the science of acoustics. I t would
be equally contrary to the fitness of things to teach a young
girl, who was going to spendher life in a cotton factory,
Greek or algebra. But in all cases there must be nothing
but good come out of the teaching of the rudiments-
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that is to say, the putting in possession of the intellectual tools by which all the higher branches of mindcultivation are reached. To reading, writing, and simple
arithmetic
there
can be no
objection-nay,
there
can
benothing
but approval; for, inasmuch as every citlzen
is assumed to know the law, and ignorance of it is not
regarded as an excuse for its breach, everyone needs to be
capable of readinga lawwhen it is printed. It is equally
requisite that he shouldbe able to write his name and to
of every-day
occurrence.
Of course
calculate
matters
higher education is beneficial if adapted to the line
of life
,in which the learner is placed, or if it is likely to help him
to get to a higher position among his fellow beings. But now,
having admitted so much, I have yet to ask-should the
state supp(y this education? Are there not a hundred
things more necessary for all classes ? Howeverdesirable
reading, writing, and arithmetic may be, mankind succeeded
without them. Is not food more important-is
it not
absolutely indispensable ? So also clothing, shelter, warmth
in winter, medicineinsickness.
Is it not moreimportant
that the food we eat shouldbe wholesome, than that our
education should be good ? Yet the state takes upon itself
none of these wants. It does not undertakethe supply of
meat, bread,butter,
o r milk. I t does not concern itself
aboutthe thickness or sufficiency of our clothing;about
the temperature of our dwellings. Surely the proper feeding
of the body is of as much importance a5 the feeding of the
m i d . Then why shouldeducationbeundertaken
by the
state? While many hundreds of children, in Great Britain,
.are being taught to read and write, they are suffering from a
want of clothing, and in some cases from an empty stomach.
Why does the state not come to the rescue in those more
important wantd There must surely be some other reason
for state interference in this matter. Now, the advocates of
stateeducationhaveJohnStuart
Mill on their side. Let
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us then see what arguments he advances. I n the first place,
he justifies the state taking education in hand on the ground
that it is one of thosecommodities which t h e consumer
cannotjudge forhimself.
He, therefore, claims it as an
exception to the rule of allowing the individual to be the
judge of his own wants. Practically, this means that evePy
man, being a judge of butter, or sugar, or bread, or meat, or
cloth, or linen, he should be left to look after his own
interest; but in mattersin which he is not a “competent
judge ” it is admissible in principle thatthe government
should provide it ” for him. Considering the authority from
which this doctrine comes, it is indeed extraordinary, Ixt
us see where it would lead. Mill himself admits that even
in material objects produced for our use,” itis “not true
universally” that the consumer is the best judge. If this is
so, which we may assume onthe admission, shouldthe
state provide for thestupid
people ? Should thestate
undertakethe function of advisingcitizens what is, and
what is not a goodarticle ? This is really what Mill’s
doctrine would lead to. TO gofurther;
if thestate
is
only to interfere when the inability of the consumer to judge
the article is tolerably universal, why shouldnot the state
take in hand the work now performed by lawyers, physicians,
and chemists ? How many ofthe public are ‘‘competent
judges” of
law
or physic ? HOWmany of them are
c L ~ m p e t e njudges”
t
as to
whether they really want such
advice ? Surely thestate should come in here also ! I
cannot follow up the illustrations of its unsoundness as an
argument ; but it applies to such subjectsof “consumption ”
as art, literature, the drama, and even the sciences. I t is true
that the masses are not “ competent ” judges of the higher
branches of culture ; but is it not unreasonable to assume
that their ignorance is so profound that they cannot appreciatethe advantages of reading the newspaper, writing a
letter, and being able to correctly add up anaccount,
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ar expeditiously check the money-change which they receive
i n theireverydaytransactions?
Yet theseare
obvious
results of the ordinarystate-schoolcurriculum,
and if any
part of the masses ate so densethat they cannot really
discern these advantages, I venture to think that when the
schooling has been forced upon them it will not be to much
purpose. But if this reason-the inability of the consumer
to judge any commodity for himself-is a sufficient one for
justifying the assumption by the state of the supply of that
commodity,where
is the result toterminate?Can,
for
instance, oneout of a hundred of the masses judge in
literature between elevating andunhealthywriting?Can
one out of a hundred judge in the drama, as to the probable
effect uponcharacter of aparticular
plot or dialogue ?
Canoneout
of a hundred distinguisha
chromo-lithoof a hundred
graphfroma
watercolout ? Canoneout
judge as tothe good or injurious effect ontheir
minds
of reading
Mr.
Tyndall’s famous Belfast address, or
the
scientific
works of Darwin,
Huxley,
Owen or
according
to Mill’s doctrine,
Spencer? If not, then,
thestateshould
provide and supply tothe people their
art, their literature, their theology, their science, and
their dramatic entertainment, and a hundred other wants of
which they, and many educated people even, are incapable of
judging the merits or demerits. As a fact, the Russian
Governmentproscribescertainscientific
works which are
calculated to “unsettle ” the minds of the people ; and, in
China, the government actually publishesacatalogue
of
works which may be read. Mill’s doctrine would, if
followed to its logical consequences, lead to the same and
similar practices by the British Government. Mr. Herbert
Spencer has dealt somewhat trenchantly with this doctrine.
“ It is argued (he
says) that parents, and especially those
whose children most need instructing, donot know what
good instruction is.’’ He then sets out Mill’s principle, and
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comments upon it thus : “ I t is strange that so judicious a
writer should fed satisfied with suchaworn-out plea. This
alleged incompetency onthe part of the peoplehasbeen
the reason assigned for all state interferences whatever. It
was on this plea that buyers were unable to tell good fabrics
from bad; that those complicated regulations, which encumbered the
French
manufacturers,
were established. The
use of certain dyes in England was prohibited, because of
for
the insufficient discernment of the people.Directions
the proper making of pins were issued, under the idea that
experience would not teach the purchasers which were best.
‘l’hose examinations as to competency, which the G e r m a n
handicraftsmen undergo, are held needful as safeguards to
the customers. A stockargument
for thestate-teaching
of religion has been that the masses cannot distinguish false
religion from true. There is hardly a single department of
life, over which, for similar reasons, legislative supervision
has not been, or may not be established.””
But Mill advances other reasons in favour of state education.
Thereare(he
says) certain primary elements and
means of knowledge,” which “all human beings should
acquire during childhood.” In the first place, he contends,
the parents owe this to their children as a duty, and also “to
the community generally, who are all liable to suffer seriously
from the consequences of ignorance and want of education
in their fellow-citizens.”
The state, therefore, he says, should “impose on parents
the legal obligation of giving elementaryinstruction
to
children,” and he adds this “cannot fairly be done, without
takingmeasures
toensurethatsuch
instructionshallbe
always accessible to them, either grutut’tomsly, or at a
trz$ing expense.”
The question of determining who should pay I shall deal
with afterwards. At present I merely wish to deal with the
”

Social Statics,” p. 367.
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reason given for thestate taking it in hand.Thislatter
argument is practically that the want of education renders a
man dangerous to the interests of his fellow-men, who, Mill
says, are I ‘ liable to suffer seriously from the consequences of
ignorance.” Thisargument
is an old one, and is very
popular. I shall begin my criticism of its bearing onthe
matter by admitting its truth, that is to say for argument’s
sake. Suppose now the want of education is conducive to
crime; is that .a sufficient reason for the state taking upon
itself to supply thewant?How
many crimescouldbe
traced to an empty stomach ? How many men and women
have been transported for such offences as the theft of a pair
of boots, which the thief intended to sell in orderto buy
bread with the proceeds ? How many poachers, and how
many sheepstealers have been hanged for an offence committed by the promptings of hunger? How many thefts
could be traced to a desire to obtain clothing for some poor
unfortunate children ? How many men have turned burglars,
highwaymen, and even resorted to murder, in order tosatisfy
their bodily wants?Marcus Clarke’s I ‘ HisNaturalLife”
will give some answers to these questions? Yet, I ask,
should the state, in consequence, undertake to satisfy these
wants in antzi$atzon, in order to prcnent the crimes which
the wants m&ht lead t o ? That is Mill’s doctrine. If the
statethus
supplied every want, lestotherwise
It rnzkhf
lead to crimes, the knowledge of the fact would operate
as a splendid incentive to a variety of offences, cleverly
conceived in order to obtain from thestatethe particular
objectdesired.
T h e contention so often urged thatthe
education is for the good of the community and not for the
individual, has already served as a ground for repudiating the
liability of the parent to pay for it. “It was not intended (says
“The Radical Programme,”) that the parent should be taxed
. . . to provide for a service which the state illlposed upon
them for the general advanfage o j the cowmutlzly.‘’
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The force of the argument I have used-that if the state
affords education it should afford food and clothing also-has
at last dawned on the minds ofthe members
of a school board.
I n March, 1884,the London School Board “resolved to
apply for authority to use iocal charr‘tablefunds for supplying,
gratis, meals and ciothirzg to indigent children.”*
Mr. Herbert Spencer adds :-‘‘ Presently, the definition of
‘indigent’ will be widened ; more children will be included,
and more funds asked for.”
It has been very properly pointed outthat if thestate
takes out of thehands
of the parent thetroubleand
expenses of education, and consistently follows up the
principle, by doingthesame with the subjects of feeding
and clothing, the parental responsibility would be practically
annulled.The system of stateeducation is thereforeonly
a small step towards a modified Communism. An able writer,
in the pioneer number of Scribner’s Magazine, in an article
on “ Socialism,” points out that though “the plea of a service
to government in the wayof reducing violence and crime,
through the influence of the public schools, is often urged,”
yet that it “was not the real consideration and motive, which
in any instance ever actually led to the establishment of the
qstern, or which, in any land,supports publicinstruction
now.” “Indeed,” he says, “ the immediate effects of popular
instruction, in reducing crime, are even in dispute,” and he
adds, in a subsequent part of the same article “ i n all its
stages the movement has been pure& sonaiistic in character,
springing out of conviction
a
thatthestate
would he
stronger, andthe individualmembers richer, and happier,
and better, if power and discretion, in thismatter of the
education of children, were taken away from the family and
lodged with the government.”
I go back now to my admission as to the antkriminal
effects of education. I made the admission for thetime
* ‘‘ Man verstls The State,” p 27.
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being, in order to show that, even if it did have that effect,
there were numerous other wants, the supply of which by the
state would do the same, yet which wants the state did not
attempt to supply. I do not admit the contention that crime
is rendered lesslikely
by the imparting of the sort of
instruction whichisgivenin
state schools. It is, I think,
certain lhat the anticriminal consideration was not an
element in its inception as a system, and, even if it were,
there should have been conclusive proof of its effect in that
direction before the system was established. That has never
to observes,
beenforthcoming. As the writerlastreferred
“ the question is at the very most unsettled,” yet the system
itself is in fiH1 operation. Macaulay said “ that whoever had
the right to hung had the right to educate,” and, in a letter
written byMiss Martineau, that accomplished woman said :
“As a merepolice tax, this rating wouldbe a very cheap
affair. I t would cost us muchless than wenowpayfor
juvenile depravity.”* Now, in both these utterances, there
is the same assumption, viz., that there is this close connection between education and crime, which, to say the least, is
yet unproved.
Figures, I know, will proveanything, so that, for exactitude, I should notrely on them; but they are certainly
useful for showing broad results.
I find by statistics at hand that the state school average
attendance in England and Wales, in 1874,was 1,985,000 ;
and that, in 1885, it had increased tc 3,800,ooo-that is
to say, the attendance had dollbkd. It will be admitted that,
after 13 years of such widespread education, there should be
some perceptible diminution in the statistics of crime. Yet,
I find, the criminal convictions, which were, in 1874,11,912,
had not been reduced four per cent. though the attendance
hadincreased one hundred per cent. Mr. Spencer quotes
some very striking statistics to much the same effect. I do

*
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not, however, claim that these figures conclusively prove
thenoneffect
of education as an influence in reduction
of crime ; but I do contend that if the justification for state
education depends upon the soundness of this theory, then
the system has been established very muchin advance of
the basis having been rendered certain.Von
Humboldt
says : “ National educationfails in accomplishing the object
proposed by it,viz., the reformation of morals according
to the model which the state considers most conducive to its
designs.”* Mr. Spencer contends that if there is any education or training of themind calculated toreduce crime,
it would have to be of an emotional character; but, after
giving reasons for that belief, he pertinently adds : ‘‘ From
all legislative attempts at emotionaleducation may heaven
defend us !”
There are, yet, other grounds upon which the state is said
to be justified in undertakingthe functions of the school
Social”
proprietor. Rousseau, in his famous “Cantrat
(liv. i., c. I.), said : “ T h e nkht of voting imposes the dug of
instruction in its exercise’’ (Le droit d y voter suffit pour
m’imposer le devoir de m’en instruire). The answer to this
be a very short one. The
contention seems to meto
exercise of the franchise is certainly a right, that is, after the
law has given it sanction ; but it is not an oblzgahbn. Every
citizen is at liberty to refrain from exercising that right.
It is a liberty which the governing power concedesto
him. Is there any known principle in law, or in morals, by
which the granting of one concessionentitles the person,
to whom it is granted,todemand
a second? Yet that is
Rousseau’s doctrine. If the stateforced a citizen to exercise
the franchise, it might be said-“Then
you arebound
to qualz> him for the duty you impose.” But the state says :
“ You may, gyou chose, exercise the franchise ; I leave you
to judge for yourself whether you are competent to do so.”
*

“
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But, even if such a concession did impose a duty, it would
yet have to be proved that such education as the state gives
would qualify a man as an elector-that is, would make him
exercise the franchisetnore wisely. Indeed,the so-called
“ Liberal” press of Victoria has lately admittedthatthe
“ electoral test of literacy is not, after all, much of a guarantee of intelligence.’’ As a rule, the man xrho had no more
education thanthat which thestate gives would not read
political works. H e would probably read his daily paper
only, and accept, as correct and unanswerable, most of
the views expressed by the particular organ which he
patronised ; but whether such a course of reading would
renderhim wiser in the use of the franchise is aquestion
which would depend wholly upon the character of the newspaper. I venture to think that, inasmuch as newspapers are
purely commercial undertakings, the matter which would be
contained in apaper
read by such a man would be of
a character calculated to please rather than instruct him.
The section of the press above referred to says : “It is to be
feared that the young Australian, to a large extent, restricts
his reading very much to his newspaper.” In such a case,
instead of correcting thecrudeandilldigested
opinions
which heentertained, his daily reading would rather serve
to confirm him inthose opinions, because that would best
please him ; and, as a consequence, the only effect would be
torenderhimmore
confident, and moredangerous
to
himself and those about him. 1 findthis sameideadealt
with by Mr. Spencer : “ Knowing rules of syntax,” he says,
“ being able to add up correctly ; having geographical information, and a memory stocked with thedates of kings’
accessions, and generals’ victories, no more implies fitness to
form political conclusions than acquirement of skill in drawing implies expertness in telegraphing, or thanan ability
to play cricket implies proficiency on the violin.’’ And,
in reference to thecontention as to the uses of reading,
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he adds : “Table talk proves thatnineout
of ten people
than
read what amuses them or interests them, rather
what instructs them; and the last thing they read is something which tells them disagreeable truths or dispels groundless hopes.”’ Mr. Huxley, too, has made someadmirable
remarks on this subject in a lecture on “ A Liberal Education,” delivered to
the
South
London
Working Men’s
College. Speaking of the
education
obtainable
at
the
primary schools in England,he says : “The childlearns
absolutely nothing of the history or the political organisation of his own country. His generalimpression is that
everything of much importance happened a very long while
ago; andthattheQueenandthe
gentlefolks govern the
country much after the fashion of King David and the elders
and nobles of Israel-his sole models.” And then he adds :
“Will you give a man with this information a vote ? In easy
times he sells it for a pot of beer. Why should he not?
I t is of about asmuch use to him as achignon, andhe
knows asmuch what to do with it for anyother purpose.
I n bad times, on the contrary, he applies his simple theory
of government, and believes that his rulers are the cause of
his sufferings, a belief which sometimesbears remarkable
practical fruit. . . . Teach man
a
to read and write,
and you have put into his hands the great keys of the
wisdom box. But it is quite another matter whether he ever
opensthe box or not. And he is as lihcEy lo foiso?~as lo
cure himself; ze&!~nt guidance, h? swallows the j r s t dose
that comes to /EanrZ.”t
A further reason has been advanced in support of state
education. I t has been sard that every child has a rkht
to be educated, and for a parent to neglectgiving it that
education is to “deprive thechild of one of i t s most valuable
liberties; thus the state, in providing education, protects the

* “The Man versus The State,“ p. 31.
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child.” This is certainlyingeniousreasoning.
It attacks
Jndividuallsts or true Liberals with their own weapons.
But let us examine
it.
Suppose we admit
the
right,
for argument’s
sake.
Thenthe
state, without waiting,
as it does in other matters, to see if there is an infringement
of the right by the parent, comes in and takes the responsibility off the parent’s shoulders. Why should this novel
doctrine be confined to education? Every child has a claim
on its parents for f o o d and clothing-a r&ht to be fed and
clothed by them. Why should not the state step in (without
waiting to see if there is any neglect) and take the feeding
and clothing in hand, as it has done in the case of education 7 Every manhas a r&ht to have his contracts performed by the other contracting party. Why should not the
state,upon thesame principle, relieve thatother party of
the obligation, and do it for him. The carrying out of such
a doctrine would leadto results atonce absurd and impracticable. As Mr. Spencer says : No cause for such
interposition can be shown, until the children’s rights hnue
6cem violated.”*
It will be seen, therefore, that in whatever waywe regard
this question, no sound reason can be given in justification
of thestate
assumingthisfunction.
Humboldt, in fact,
says : ‘ I National education seems to me to lie whoZly beyond
the limits within which political agencyshould
properly
be confined.’’+
Butthereare
many reasons why thestate should not
undertake this
function.
It can
performed
be
more
erommicaZ~and more e = c n t l l ,by prwate enterprise. And
first on the score of economy. It is evident to anyone, who
has had any experience of the system, that there is not the
same incentive to economical working. The sums of money
which have been spent in the erection, and are being regularly spent in the maintenance of the state schools, wherever
“
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the system is in force, are altogether out of proportion to the
requirements. Private enterprise, which would be constantly
subjected to the sharp spur of competition, would, while on
the one hand prompted to consult the hygienic requirements
of the buildingsused, on the other hand
be promptedto
employ nomore capital thanrequisite to maintain an approved standard of excellence. Those who did notconform to such requirements would have toretire from the
contest. Mr. Gladstone, whose experience of such matters
should carry great weight, said, in his LiberalManifesto
of September, 1885 : The rule of our policy is that nothing
should be done by the state which can be better or as well
done by voluntary effort ; and I am not aware that, either
in its moral or even its literary aspects, the work of the state
for education has as yet pmved its supperioriQ to the work of
the reliQotolrr bodies or ofphilanthropic individual. Even the
cconomtra.? considerations of materially aagmerlted cost do
not appear to be wholly trivial.”
On the scoreof efficiency, the sameremark may be madethat there is no incentive to give the consumer satisfaction,
as there would be, and is, in schools started on a commercial
or philanthropic basis. Adam Smith, morethanacentury
ago, speaking of the necessity for education, says : The
public can establish in every parish or district a little school,
where children may be taught for a reward so moderate that
even acommonlabourer
may afford it ; the masterbeing
partly, but not wholly paid by the public ; because if he was
wholly or evenprincl;bally paid by it, he wouZd soofz b a r n to
negzect his business.”” And again he says, in illustration
of the want of some strong incentive : I‘ A private teacher
could never find his account in teaching either an exploded
tobe
andantiquated
system, of ascienceacknowledged
useful, or a science universally believed to be a mere useless
or pedantic heap of soplristry and nonsense. Such
systems,
‘ ‘‘ Wealth of Nations, ’ p. 328.
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such sciences, can subsist nowhere but in those incorporated
societies for education, whose prosperib and rezvnue are, in a
greatmeasure, independent qf their industry.” Speaking of
women’s education, for which there were then no public institutions, he said : “Theyaretaught
what theirparents or
guardians judge it necessar?,or useful for them to learn, and
they are taught nothixg elsc.” Now, it may fairly be askedWhat likelihood is there of the youngergenerations being
educated, unlessthe state takes the schools in hand? I
answer that it is possible and legitimate for thestate
to say : “ W e shall require every parent to see that his or her
child is educated up to a certain standard,and we leave
it tothemto
choose for thenlselves zcrhere the education
shall be obtained.” I have already contendedthat, after
going through acertain process of analysis, theultimate
test of all legislation is expediency. I have laid down certain
fundamental rules which I contendshould be strictly observed, and in no case departed from, unless upon almost
overwhelming evidence.
I admit that there are liberties possessed by children ; and
although I quite recognise the logic of Mr. Spencer’s contention that an infringement of liberty must be active, and that a
neglect on the part of a parent is passive ; yet, nevertheless,
I amprepared to puteducationin the same category with
food and clothing for children. A liberty is a right, created
by the governing power, which gives it sanction. A child
has a right to live, as against its parent who brought it into
the world ; and, as it cannot so live, except by having food
and clothingsupplied to it, the neglect hy the parent, to
satisfy tbose wants for it, is regarded by the law as an
infringement ofa right, for which a punishment is provided.
I should regard education in the same way, as though not
quite so necessary, nevertheless next in importance from the
child’s own point of
view.
I&ke was of opinion that
“the power parents have over their children arises from that
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duty which is incumbent on them totakecare
,of their
offspring during
the
imperfect state of childhood. To
inform the mind (he said) and govern the actions of their
yet ignorant nonage, till reason shall take its place, and
ease them of that trouble, is what the children want, and the
parents are bound to.” And Professor Fawcett says : “ The
chief justification for the interference between parent and
child, involved in compulsory education, is to be sought in
the fact that parents, who incur the responsibility of bringing
children into the world, ought to provide them with education; and that f thb duty is wgZo&d, the state interposes
as the protector of the child.”
I t is singular that Professor Fawcett should have offered
this reason as a justification for the undertaking of eduration
by the state. H e says “ T h e state interposesas the prothis dufv (of theparent) i s neglected.”
tector of the child,
The state has interposed ; but has the duty been neglected?
Before the Education Act came into force in England, the
duty of educating one’s children was only a moral one.
The state thereforeinterposed, to fulfil a moral duty for
certain indifferent citizens, and thereby imposed additional
taxation on all parents who did regard that moral duty.
Would it not have been betterto have madethat moral
duty a Zegal one,andthen
punish the neglkent parent,
instead of, as now, imposing additional taxation on the
citizens who did regardtheir duty? If the state required,
by statute, a certain standard of education in everychild,
before it was allowed to be placed at work, there, would be
an incentive to reach thatstandard
in ordertoacquire
freedom. “ T h e public (says AdamSmith),
can impose
upon almost the whole body of the people the necessity of
acquiring the most essential parts of education, by obliging
every man to undergo an examination or probation in them,
before he canobtain
freedom in anycorporation,
or be
Q

“
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anowed toset upanytrade,
either In a vlllage or tusn
corporate.”*
Mill admits that the government “ would be justified in
requiring, from all the people, that they shall possess instruction in certain things, but not in prescribing to them h m , or
from ~ e h n theyshall
z
obtain d.”t This is exactlywhat the state
is now prescribing. I t actually provides and charges for the
commodity, noZcns volens. Such a demand as Mill does
justify is only defensible on principle, if education be
regarded asa liberty. Of course, under such a system, the
parent should be looked to, to p a y for the instruction given to
the child, just as is now the case with its food and clothing.
are
The arguments which go to strengthenthiscontention
the same as those which are applicable to the more practical
question which is just now current, via, whether state education should be free? MI11 hassuppliedareason
in its
favour; but it is, I think, quite unworthy of his great
do not
logical powers. H e says : “ Inasmuch asparents
practise the duty of giving instruction to theirchildren at
their own expense, and do not include education among
those necessary expenses which their wages must provide
for, thereyore the general rate of wages is not high enough
to bear their expenses, and they must be borne by some other
S O U ~ C ~ . ” : I should like to put an analogous case; and the
unsoundness and impracticability of this doctrine will, I think,
be atonceapparent.Forthe
working class, it will be
admitted that life insurance is as essential a provision as education, especially wbere, otherwise, there is a liability to leave
argument
a large family of chilaren unprovided for.Mill’s
is this : Inasmuchas parents do not practise the duty of
insuring their lives in favour of their wife and children, at
their own expense, and do not include insurance among
those necessary expenses which their wages must provide
‘I

:
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lfor ; therefore the general

rate ofwages is nof hi$ nou ugh
bear those expenses, and they must be borne by some
other source.” Ergo : Thestateshould insure workmen’s
lives. This is by no meansa strained analogy ; yet, reflect
where it would lead us. One would really have thought this
piece of writmg had been composed by Mill for electioneeron political
ing purposes, instead of as part of atreatise
economy. I thinkmost people will prefer Mr. Gladstone’s
habits of this
view of the matter. “Accordingtothe
country(he said), a contribution towards the cost of the
article tendsto its being more thoroughly valued by the
receiver.”” Lord Hartington,aboutthesame
time,said :
(‘1 think that the sy@athy of every one must be enlisted
in the direction of lessening the burden which is imposed
upon the working classes, for the education they are conlpelled to give theirchildren.Butthis
is notaquestion
entirely of sympathy and feeling. It is a question of
justice; and it is also a question of expediency. As to
justice, I cannot admit that there is any actual injustice
in
forcing any man to pay for that which is a decided benefit
to himself and his family. And, when we talk of justice,
(he added) we must remember that education must be paid
for somehow; and we mustconsiderwhether, in relieving
the labourer, whonow pays for his children, we arenot
doing an injustice to the general body of tlit taxpayers, who
of the relief. . . . You are
will makegoodtheamount
aware (he continues) that the late Mr. Fawcett, a man who
certainly could not be accused of any lack of sympathy
with the labouring and working classes, was decidedly
opposed to the principle of what is called free education,
upon social andupon
economical grounds.”? Professor
liawcett himself says : ‘‘ Greatcareought
to be taken to
preserve somerecognition of the individual responsibility
which every parent owes to his children in reference to
to
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education;and,
instead of entirely sweeping away the
responsibility, the peop!e should be rather encouragedto
regard the present system only as a temporary arrangement,
and that,as they advance, the portion of the charge . . .
which can now be sll<fted rdfrn others, should, instead of
being increased, be gradually diminished.”* Mr. Gladstone,
even as late as January of this year (1887), has said, in his
article on “ Locksley Hall and the Jubilee,”
“ The entire
people have good schoolsplaced within the reach of their
children, andareputunder
legal obligation to use the
privilege and contribute to the charge.” Mr. Bright, too,
takesa very similar viewof thisfeature of the question.
Speaking within a few days of the date upon which 1,ord
Hartington uttered the words I have just quoted, he said :
I think, as a mere burden upon parents, the payment of a
penny, or twopence, or threepence, whatever it may be, for a
child, h r his week’s education, is not a burden from which
conscientiousparentsought to shrink. . . . I suppose there
arc few labourers’ families who pay more for the education
of theirchildren
at a board school,than the price of a
quart of beer ina week. I think that parents have n drrtJ,
to perform towards their children, whether the lawis disposed to enforce it or not.”t Even if education were made
absolutely free, it is highly probable that the state expenditure would not end there, forin America it has lately been
proposed that the governmentshould supply children with
ie+ooks, free; and I have already mentioned the London
School Board, as having applied for perlnission to use their
funds for the purpose of distributing clothing and food among
the children. This tendency is all in one direction-that of
looking upon the state as a sort of “milch cow,” from which
an everlasting stream of positive benefits may bedrawn ;
and no one, who has any knowledge of human nature, will
‘’ Manual of Political Economy,”
t
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doubt the wisdom of fostering a firm determination not to
advance any further in so detnoralising a course.
My analyss of this subjecthasbeensomewhatlengthy,
which I have found unavoidable.
My conclusions are as follow :That state education, inasmuch
as it involves the imposition
of taxes for
a purpose other than that
of securing equal liberties for all citizens, is
suhversive of o ~ t eof the/lrrrrlamrnt~prilrr,~~fes
upo~
which our constitnfion ami our society have k c v t based.
That
the
system,
as
at
present
administered,
involves a most
inryuitable distribution of benefits, out of a fund in which all citizens
have a conmon interest.
That experiencepoints to the conclusion thatthe system could Ix
better administered by p n v d e enterprise.
That the fact of the system beingadministered by thestate,leads
a large section of the parents of the children who attend !be schools, to
look fur the education as a &t, the constant agilation for which, and
the consciousness of receiving which, are demoralising.

On the other hand I consider

:

That next to f w d andclothing,education
is the most essential
is desirable,inthe
advantage which achildcanreceive;andthatit
interests of the whole comunity, that all children should be educated up
to a certain standard.

From these I draw the following further conclusion :
That the or+ argument in f m ~ o u rof the system may be
satisfied without transgressing any of those which areadvanced against the system.
In order to dothis, the state would have simply to require
all children to be educated up to a certain standard, for
which each childmightreceive
a certificatebefore
being
allowed to beemployed by its parentsin other work. As
a sort of safety-valve for absolute stupidity, a n age might
be fixed at which a child who had not been able to reach
thestandard could be regarded as weak-minded, and be
allowed to begin thc world withwhat
knowledge he OK
she already possessed,
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Such a scheme would give parents absolute liberty in the
choice of a school, and religious and philanthropicbodies
could and would take the matter in hand. Moreover, there
would be a distinct encouragementto private industry,and the
cost of providing ch~ldrenwith what so many people regard
as coming next in importance to food and clothing, would be
thrown upon those who brought the children into the world,
and were thus responsible for their maintenance. All of the
foregoing, which I venture to lay down as a body of general
principles, are somewhat upset by the fact that the government in GreatBritain, and thosein her variouscolonies
have already spent some hundreds of thousands of pounds
in the erection of schools, and have, besides, entered into
important obligations with large staffs of teachers, inspectors,
etc. It would be bold, and I am hound toadmit impracticable, to suggest that the state should stlctdeniy retrace all
its steps in connection with this vast system, and resort to
any proposalsbased on first principles. I have no hope
or expectation of the happening of any such
event.
in
My only purpose here is to explain what, my
opinion, should Rave been done where such a system
now exists, or what should be done in any new community where such a system
has
not yet been
established. I am, however, of opinion, that if thereshould be
in the future, as I believe there will be sooner or later, a tide
of popular feeling against the socialistic principles which
characterise present-day legislation, and which are involved
in the existing educational system, the reform could be best
effected by the state merely ceasing to carry on the work of
education, and leasing the buildings to such individuals ar
such bodies as would be immediately forthcoming to carry on,
by private enterprise, and at the cost of those for whom the
benefit was provided, the work which had hitherto been done
by the state at the
cost of the whole of the people, irrespective
of their deriving or not deriving any benefits therefrom.
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The Housing o j the Poor.-This is another developmentof
the socialistic doctrifle which has of late been making itself felt
It is not, apparently,considered sufficient
inGreatBritain.
to have established, at the annual cost (asI have shown) of
upwards of &IO,OOO,OOO, asystem of relief for the poor,
which extends from one end of the country to the other, and
which already affords subsistence to 1,350,000 paupers in
Great Britain; but it is now being further urged that the state
should extend its assistance to the non-pauper class, in order
tosecure to them more comfortable houses than they at
presentenjoy.
I n orderthat I shall notbesuspected
of
exaggerating the tone and character of thisfresh demand,
I shallresort to “The Radical Programme,” from which I
have already quoted. I have previously referred to Mr.
Chamberlain’sspeeches, in which hereminded his hearers
that, by means of local government, they would ‘‘come into
contact with the masses,”and “ be able to increase their cnmj o r f s , secure their health, and rnuZt90 f k i r /uxuries”; and I
have quoted from that part of “ The Radical Programme”in
which the author speaks hopefully of “the intervention of
the state, on behalf of the weak against the strong ; .
, of
labour againstcapital ; . . . of want and suffering against
luxury and ease.” But, lest
this
should
be considered
t o o general to involve the advocacy of the ‘‘ housing of the
poor,” I turn to another part of the same publication. ‘‘The
alternative proposition, (says the author of that work) which
theRadical party will put before the country, is that fke
expense of making towns hobitable for the toiierr, w h dmeiZ
i n t h m , must be thrown on th Zad, wkich their toiZ makes
vahable, wifhut any eforf on thpart o J t h m n e r s . ” * The
English of this proposition is that that section of the c o n
munity which happensto possess land(theact
of doing
which has lately been characterised as “ immoral,”) is to

.
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LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

48 7

have cast upon it the expenses of building and maintaining
houses for another class (ingeniously called “toilers,”) who
happen to have achieved for themselves less success in life.
To effect this object, local taxation would be necessary. The
first question which we are called upontodetermine
is
as to whether the possession of a comfortable dwelling is a
“liberty”;
to
which there can
only
he one answer.
Every citizen has, already, the right secured to him of living
where he likes, and for the most part hozu he likes,
subject only tothecondition
that he shallnot,in
its
exercise, interfere with the liberties of others. Subject
to thatcondtion,noother
citizen will be allowed to
interfere with him in the exercise of his own judgment.
That is one of his many liberties. It is quite a different
thing, however, for him to look to his fellow-citizens, and
demand from them the means also, by which to live as he
wishes. To tax any section of society, for the purpose of
improving the dwelling which another citizen has obtained for
himself, is to demandthe 7 m x . m ~ . I t is, therefore,taxation
for another purpose than that of securing “eguaZ freedom lo
aU citizms.” Even if acomfortable home were capable of
being classed among “liberties,” such a proposal would fail
to comply with the admitted conditionsof state interference ;
for it is not proposed to carry outthis
‘‘ housing ” for
alZ citizens, but only for the “toilers,” that is to say the
“physical ” toilers. The modal toilers, of whom there is,
I venture to suggest, a considerable number in Great Britain,
are not even mentioned in this generous proposal ! The
“housing of the poor” scheme is therefore one which is subversive of the fundamental principle with which we are, at present, dealing. We have now to considerwhether there are
circumstances, surrounding this demand, which, on examination, will be found to justify so serious a departure from
that broad principle. It will be remembered
that
the
burden of proving this is thrown upon those who advocate
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the interference of thestate. In the first place, it is to be
observed thatthe old question of the ‘ I unearned increment ” is made a sort of “peg” on which to hang this (to
Englishmen) extraordinary proposal. I t does notseem to
occur to those, who regard with so much jealousy the
periodical
increase
in
land values, thattheanticipated
increase is one of the most important elementsin determining the price which the owner paid for it, and that the
moment any such increase is definitely confiscated by the
state, either directly or indirectly, from that moment it will
have ceased to exist. Land, like every other commodity, is
only worth what itwill fetch in the market; and it may be
taken as a foregone conclusion, that if land, originally worth
(say) LIOO,
would, in the ordinarycourse of things, have
the knowledge that the extra
risen in value to (say) LIZO,
A z o is destinedto betaken
by local authorities in the
form of taxation will prevent it from bringing more than the
LIOO.
The result will be a splendidillustration
of the
moral which is pointedin &sop’s fable of the I‘ Dog and
the Shadow.” But, apart from that, it would beinteresting
to know why this principle of I‘ unearned increment” should
be confined to land. If a man possesses a thousand pounds,
which is bringing him infive per cent., or
a year, and
he gives that larger sum for a piece of land, he at once parts
with theincome of E50 a year which goes with it. I t is
surely anomalous that the purchaser of the land should not
be allowed to retain the L s o a year increase in the value
of the land, although he would have been allowed to retain
the
a year increment which the LIOOO
would have
producedin the form of interest. The only effect of such
a law, therefore, would be, as every man who possesses a
modicum of commercialknowledge must know, to reduce
enormously the value of landed propertyinGreat Britain.
Real property of different kinds now contributes more than
one-third of the whole Income tax of the nation ; and the
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immediate effect of such a reduction in the property values
would be to correspondinglyreduce the proportion of the
Income tax derived from it, which would thenhave to be
thrown on the other sources of income, viz., “annuities and
dividends,” I‘ trades and professions,” and ‘ I public offices,”
which three heads now contributetheother
two-thirds of
theIncome tax. ProfessorFawcett, commenting upon the
sanction which so great an authorityas JohnStuart Mill
gave to this theory of increment, suggests a very grave
If thestate (says that
difficulty in connection with it.
writer) appropriates this unearned increment, would it not be
bound to @e com~cnsution if landbecame
dejren’ated
through no fault of its owner ?”* But, let us turn again to
“ T h e Radical Programme,” to discover some reasons for
this new proposal. We shall find, amidthe author’ssomewhat lugubrious attemptsto excite the sympathy of his
readers, data which, though offered for quite other purposes,
neverthelessserve
as ameans
of enabling us to getat
some of the r e d causes of the discomfort of the present
homes of the poor, from which the illustrations are drawn.
I n describing the home of a I‘ working man, earning from
25s. to 30s. a week,” he says: the passage is “narrow f’ a
man and woman are“quarrellingthe
man is ‘ I growling
and swearing;” the walls are ‘ I clammy with the dirt of
years ;”the chairs are ricketty ; there is I‘ adisagreeable
smell from dirt, the washing of clothes, and the overcrowding
of human beings;” the room is thirteen feet by twelve, and
nine in height ; the bed linen is ‘ I of course, dirty,.” a halfgrown girl of fourteen is “ putting some rib6ons on a hat, by
the light of the window F “the bed has not been aired for
months F the proprietor of the rmm pays 5s. a week for it,
and on being asked why hc does not go farther away, and
get two rooms for the same money, he replies “it is so ma+
his work.”
* “h
u
d d Political h o r n y , ” p 286.
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In another part of London (Euston Square), the author
“enters a small street. . . . Knots of men arestanding
round thepublic hozcsc at the corner, all unkempt, mort of
them hag druuk. , . . Women lean, h&f dressed, out
of the windows, shoutingto friends. . . . The language
is not io be described. . . . The street doors are all oDen,
thejZtly passages on view. . . . Nota window can be
seen in which brown paper does not take the place of glass.
A room ontheground
floor costs 3s. 6d.a week. The
walls and ceilings are almost as black as the passage, and
‘the windows seem never to have been washed.” Onthe
beds,blankets
and quilts are aiZ dir9.”
A third part of London (Drury Lane), is visited. A yard
is entered ten feet by eight feet, and a “thin pale-faced
woman ” presents herself. ‘‘ She is followed by her husband.
. . just as dirty, as sioztenb, asanzmic as is the
woman.” The walls of the room “are almost biack with
dirt as is the ceiling. . , . Some blankets, over which
are thrown a di7ty quilt ; a quilt which is not grey, but black.
. . . Whether we touch wall, or table, or chair, or bed, we feel
the samemoisture that seems toexude from every object.
. . . The air is made noisome with thestaleness of old
$Zth, and with thebreath
of human beings. Theman
admitsheearns 30s. a week asatinsmith,
butaddsthat
work is often slack.’ ”
is not a word
There is much of thesamekind.There
about bad drainage, about dilapidations, about leaky roofs,
or, in fact, aboutanything which seemsincapable of cure
with sobriety andcold water. Everywhere the walls, ceilings, and furniture, as also the bedding, are ‘ I filthy,” “black,”
and “ sticky.” The people themselves are in a similar condition, and there is much evidence of drunkenness and immorality. Yet theseare, admittedly, the people whom the
Radical party are about to experiment upon, at the expense
of the owners of land, in particular, and thepublic in general.
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Mr. Chamberlainhasalreadysaid
that “ t h e idler, the
drunkard, the criminal, and the fool must bear the brunt of
their defects ;” yet the class of people thus described,in
the words of ‘‘ The Radical Programme ” itself, are to be
rendered clean, sober, and provident, by act of parliament!
That there are poor in every country in the world, and
deserving poor also, there can be no doubt ; but if they are
clean, sober, and provident, they do notremain
in such
localities as those fromwhich the author of “ T h e Radical
Programme” hasdrawn his illustratlons.Drury
Lane,and
such places, are the social cesspits of London, and, speaking
from personal knowledge of those places, I do not hesitate
to say that the inhabitants of such localities would constitute
a cesspit wherever they were placed.
Let us see, now, what is to be said on the other side. I n
1882,a royal commission was appointed to report upon the
subject of thecondition
of this class. The Commission
consisted of men of reputation and impartiality, and they
reported that “the labourers were never in a better position;”
that “they have better cottages, higher wages, and less work,”
and that ‘ I during the (then) recent depression, the labourer
has hadthe
best of it.” And Mr. Giffen, inhis
able
pamphlet, entitled “ T h e Progress of the Working €lasses,”
published in 1884, shows, by the most undeniable figures
that, ‘‘ while the individual incomes of the working classes
have largely increased, the prices of the main articles of their
consumption have rather declined ; and the inference as to
their being much better off, which would be drawn from
these facts, is fully supported by statistics.” He concluded
that the proportion of poor is comparatively much smaller ;
that individually the poor are “ twice as well off asthey
were fifty years ago,’’ and lhat they have had almost all the
benefit of the great material advance of the last fifty years.
Mr. Gladstone has characterised Mr. Giffen’s “ treatise ” as
one of “great care and ability,” and he apparently accepts his
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conclusions
unreservedly.
There can be little doubt of
this:that
any attemptonthe
part of the legislature to
compelproperty-owners to supply a better article for less
money will fail, just aslamentablyas would-an attempt to
coercetheoccupants
of suchhousesto
keep themselves,
their dothes, and their bodies clean, by a c t of parliament.
The reasons, then, which can be advanced in favour of
taxing thelanded class, or any other class, or even the
whole community, for the purpose of supplying the “poor”
with better dwellings, are wholly insufficient to justify so
unmistakably socialistic a proposal, by which, also, the broad
principle referred to would be transgressed.
The author of “ T h e RadicalProgramme ” says : “ I t
should be made a n offence punishable by heavy penalties to
hold property unfit for human habitation ;II and that there
should be a heavy fine “for allowing property to become
a cause of disease or crime.” With thelatter proposal the
most rigid Individualist can find no fault. Every man has
an equal right (as the lawnow stands) to enjoy the air, in
such places as are open to him, in as pure and undefiled a
condition as nature admits; and if any citizen, by neglect of
drainage, or any other incident of his property, so pollutes
theatmospherethat
his neighbours are therebyinjured,
he is as guilty of a trespass as if hehad struck them
a blow onthe body.
There is no evidence, however, in “The Radical Programme” of any such state of things. I t is perfectly certain
that if the statewere to enterupon a course of legislation such
as that which this proposal involves, the attemptwould, on the
one hand, further sap the self-help and independence of the
recipients, offer apremium for improvidence and idleness,
and constitute a precedent in charity which would be shortly
claimed as an ackknowledgment of n nghf. On theother
hand, it would operate as a severe blow atthe rights of
property, shake public confidence in individual possessions,
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and producea
distinctand formidable reduction in the
national wealth.
Unemphyed.-One of the most frequent illustrations of
the growing feeling amongthe poorer class, in favour of
socialistic principles, is the increasingpractice
by which
large bodies of unemployed citizens appeal to the state for
occupation. The custom isnow becominga common one,
both in Great Britain and in thecolonies;andeach
year
theappeal is made with greaterconfidence, and with an
apparently stronger sense of justification on the part of those
who make it.
Everybody
has
become
familiar with the published
demands for work which appear from time to timein the
it has begun
press. As far asthe coloniesareconcerned,
to be looked upon as one of the " duties " of government.
I have before me, a report of a meeting of unemployed in
Sydney, New South Wales ; and it appears, from the short
article which precedes it, thatthe system of distributing
tickets for meals hadbeenabused
to such an extent that
they were being obtained by people several times over,
and then sold. One of the speakers, who was frequently
cheered atthe meetinginquestion,
demandedthatthe
government should give 6s. aday and guarantee work for
twelve months." He urged his hearers to"demand recognition of theirrights . . . . not to submitto insults tu
their independctzre" . . . . butto"uniteand
conquer."
This is the extreme form which the abuse takes-that is
to say, it is demanded; while the cases in which it is asked
for as a favour, are becoming very numerous in England
and in the colonies. The practice involves a very simple,
though a very vicious principle. When a number of men
find themselves, for various reasons, out of employment, they
at once resort to the government.
I d o not know of a case in England in which the government has, in any direct way, encouraged the system ; but in

494

LlBERTY A N D LIBERALISIT.

thecolonies i t is becoming an every-day practice. The
government, in most cases, starts worksfor the purpose of
aFiording employment. The workis generally suchas the
government would not otherwise have then executed, so it may
be concluded that a sacrifice of the public revenue is made
whlch would not otherwise have been the case.
Mr. Chamberlain has spoken very wildly, at dlfferent times,
about “natural rights ”; but, so far, there is no recognised
right in any man to have employment.* It is not a “liberty,”
and even if it were, it is not sought for all citizens, but for a
class. The practice is, therefore, contrary tothe
broad
principle which I have laid down.
Are there, now, any circumstances which would justify a
breach of that principle ? Mr. Herbert Spencer has reduced
the claim for work from the state, t o an absurdity, by showing that any such obligation onthe government, to find
work for any citizen who happens to be out of employment,
means that society generally (which the government
represents), is underan obligation to provide work for all
its individual members-hence, every man in a community
is under an obligation to co-operate in finding work for his
fellowcitizen. It would be really impossible to find a n y
logicd justification for thispractice,
which involves the
thrifty tax-payer contributing to thesupport of t h s e who
have allowed themselves to drift into the last stage of destltution;and
if,
in
all cases, men were to find ready
a
response to this call on a govzrnment, it would be practically
As
educating s w h people in the sheerestimprovidence.
an illustration of the confidence, and even impudence, with
which this claim hls come to b- preferred in som: of the
colonies, in which it has been only too often and too easily
responded to, I may mention that, within the last few months,
A F an illu.tratlon o l the nh;t~rJ exusma< tl) which thii natim~ or
right, “ c a n bc
carriel, uadrr excttem?nt, an Am?rican wvl-iter on the w’?ject of Drrnxracy. States
that, i o the manifesto of a new journal, pubhilled in Clucago in the working man’s
interest, it was hroadly aBrmed that “there art. no right* but the rights of labour.”
I‘
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a body of unemployed, in the colony of New South Wales,
expressed theirdetermination not to take “ five shlllings a
day.” Theydemanded “six,” and, I believe theyobtained
it. That there are frequent cases in which sober,steady
men, from among theworking classes, find themselves among
this body, there can be no doubt; but if one can believe the
newspaper accounts which appear from time to time, while a
period of depression is being undergone, they are very few in
number. The bulk of these men are lazy, intemperate, and
lakge
proportion are
improvident. I n London a very
criminals.
While I wrile, the following significant passage appears in
the Victorian daily press, purporting to come from a Sydney
of disaffected,
correspondent :-“ Although thenumber
among the so-called unemployed, is small, some anxiety has
been felt, in official quarters, lest, when they were under thc
influence of drink, and incited by the unscrupulous, n serious
assault on life and property might take place. Theestablishing of soup-kitchens, andthe
giving away of food,
without getting work done in return, has been a great mistake. Worthlessindividuals, to whose mindsthe greatest
calamity is to be forced to work,were quite satisfied to
receive one meal n day, andto sleep in the park. Dozens
of dirty, disgusting persons have been infesting the domain,
where the seats, in many cases, are now swarming with
vermin. The police complainthat, lately, theyhave been
compelled to do as much as eighteen hours’duty, to prevent
an outbreak ; while, at the same time, a great many of the
drunkards, who havebeenlocked
up, are found to have
been receiving government food.” The steady, sober men,
who are unfortunately thrown among so motley a crowd, no
one can fail to sympathise with ; but they are not sufficiently
numerous, andthe effect of their not being so assisted is
not sufficiently grave to justify the practice, and the necessary breach of the broad principle which it involves. In
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Great Britain, and in most of the colonies, trades organisations are apparently always ready to helpa fellow-worker
who has been thrown out of employment. In the colony
of Victoria, the trade-unionists, as a body, have shown
an extraordinary amount of esprit de covps, and, moreover, expressed it in a very substantial way,by supporting
hundreds of families in one particular trade while a labour
dispute was being fought out. This spirit of mutual assistance is sufficiently strong to preventanysteady,deserving
workman, who is respected by his fellows,from being reducedto acondition
of destitution. That being so, the
efect of this practice is calculated to draw to the locality, in
which it is carried on, the whole of the idle and improvident
classes who can find means to reach the spot. The expense
which it involves falls on the working-classes, as well as on the
other classes of society, and it is really to their interest as much
ns to that of others, to discourage and discountenance it.
Payment of Members.-There is no point of the charter,”
which has been more persistently claimed tocomeunder
the category of Liberalmeasures than that of Payment of
Members. The system, for so many years urged in Great
Britain, has been permanently adopted in several of the
Australian colonies, and is now lookedupon, in some of
them, as a permanent institution.
The system is simply this-that every representative of
the people is allowed to draw, from the general revenue of
the country, a certain sum, annually, in consideration of his
legislative services.
The scheme emanated from the workingclasses, who long
contendedthattheir
interests would never be properly regarded, or represented,except by theadoption of such a
scheme as would enablethem ta sendmembers of their
own class into parliament.
I n a previous chapter on “ Modern Liberalism ” I dealt
with that point of the Charter of 1848, in which it was sought
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to be provided that all monetary qualifications for parliamentarymembershipshouldbeabolished,
and I freely
admitted there, that it was a trulyLibera1 contention. Every
citizen has a perfect right to sit in parliament, if properly
chosen for the purpose, by anyconstituency.
At one time,
as I have shown, the fact of beinga Catholic was a bar.
That obstacle was one of Auntan origin, and true Liberalism
demanded its removal. At another time, the fact of being
a Jew was considereda bar ; butthat, also, being an obstacle of human origin, had to give way. The monetary
qualification also had to disappear, so that any man, be he
rich or poor, of whatever creed, was rendered qualified LO
take part in the legislation of his country, if duly elected for
the purpose. Now, it so happens that certain citizens cannot
afTord the leisure which parliamentary duties involve ; and a
demand is made for them by the class whose interests
they wish to represent, thatthe
general public should
men
while they fill
be called upon to support these
the position of legislator; that is to say, that every
citizen should be compelled, by act of parliament, to contribute tothemaintenance
of certain other citizens, who
happen to be chosen as parliamentary representatives for a
certain class.
If, for such a person to put his hand into the pockets of
other citizens, is a liberg, then it must be conceded to 411
citizens, and others should be allowed to do the same by the
particular persons so favoured.
Every man no doubt has the liberty to enter parliament,
irrespective of qualifications;but no rationalpersoncould
contend, for a moment, that he has the right to be supplied
with the means with which to support himself whilst filling
the position.
The system of payment of members is, therefore,an
indefensible breach of the broad rule with which we are at
present dealing.
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Let us now examine the reasons urged in its support, in
order to determine whether they are sufficient to justify the
encroachment on first principles.
The author of “ T h e Radical Programme ” says : “ The
payment of members is indispensable.” This is merely a
re-statement. He says elsewhere, ‘ I Politics,asa
matter of
fact, are a profession already, and, if lawyers, doctors, and
professional men generally are paid, why not politicians ?’I
The author in question, in this reasoning, as in most of what
he has written, logically “gives himself away.” Suppose
what we term polltlcs is a profession, and that it is proposed
to put it on a level as to treatment with other professions ;
what would be the first step?-undoubtedly to compel every
candidateto qualify himself, as is the case with doctors,
lawyers, andother professional men, Are politiciansqualified ? Scores of men who enter parliamentin the colonies
have, it is to be feared, no morenotion of the science of
political economy than they have of solar chemistry, or the
theory of spontaneous generation ; and such appears to be
the ignorance among many of them as a class, regarding
political principles, that the mention, in parliament] of such
names asSpenceror
Bastiat would anddoes excite such
‘ I doctrinaire.’]
When Procomments as “theorist”and
fessor Huxley was addressingthemembers
of the South
London Working Men’s College (in 1868) on the subject of
“ A Liberal Education,” he said : ‘I You will very likely get
into the Houseof Commons; you will have to take your share
in making laws,which may prove n blcsshg o r a curse to
nrilliorzs of men. But you shall not hear one word respecting
the political organisation of your country ; the meaning of
the controversy between Free traders and Protectionists shall
never have been mentioned to you ; you shall not so much
as know thattherearesuch
things aseconomic laws.”*
Scores of the men who occupy their places in the colonial

*

“Lly
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parliaments pride themselves on being “ practical,” “ to the
point,” “men of common sense,” and so forth. Of course
there are, and have been in many colonial parliaments, men
of education,culture,
learning, and really great political
ability ; but they are in every case forced to the cqnclusion
that in order to be regarded as “ useful ” members, they
must not “ push principles too far.” I ambound to say
that I have known men, prominent in colonial politics, who
were at heart perfectly sound on principles ; but such was
their craving for popularity with the masses, that they have
prostitutedtheir
sounder knowledge, and associatedtheir
names with some of the most unscientific legislation ever
placed upon a statute-book.Suchmenshould,
I think, be
regarded more contemptuously than if they were absolutely
ignorant of principles.
Now if this state of things is correct, which I consider
myself fully qualified to assert, can ‘ I politics,” as popularly
understood,be said to be a profession? Would that they
were so regarded, andthat every candidatehadto
show
some competency in the more general sociological laws, and
the principles of political science. Then might politics be
regarded as a profession, the practice of which entitled those
who followed it to be fairly remunerated. If to profess
certain knowledge constitutes a profession, then every tinker
is a politician ; but if to be a professor of any science is to
Know that science, then the number
of politicians who go
into parliament is indeed small. But let us dealfurther
with theRadicalauthor.
H e says : If professional men
are paid, why should not politicians be?” I answer this, by
saying that even doctors, lawyers, and others have not had
their living secured for them by act of parliament. If any
citizen wishes to do his own legal work, or his own doctoring, he is allowed to do so, although, as a rule, he finds in
the end thar he has had a fool for a client or patient, as the
case m a y be. H e can, ncvcrthcless, do thc work for himself.
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The law allows aman
toappear
for himself incourt,
and do, too, all that a lawyer is usually employed for ; and the
law does not say “you shall pay this or that professional man,
whether he looksafter your interests or not.” But with
politiciaqs, incommunities where “payment of members”
exists as a system, the law says : “ W e compel every citizen
to contribute so much to the support of the men who sit in
parliament. l h e y tray neglect your interests, and give too
to their own. They may do nothing,
muchconsideration
for that matter, and it may happen that certain citizens, not
approving of the candidates for his constituency’s representation, may refuse to takepart in an election; yet, you must contribute towards his support.” I ask, is there any other “ profession ’’ in the world, the qualifications for which are so
small, andthe security of an income for the members of
which is made so safe as that of a politician ? I think not.
It is worthy of notice, too, that, although this system was
established to assist the working-classes to send one of themselves into parliament, not five per cent. of the colonial
assemblies are working-men in the popular sense ; yet (with
one or two exceptions, which are considered noteworthy) the
richest men in parliament, even in Colonial Legislative Councils, for election to some of which there is a tolerably high
money qualification, draw their annual incomeas if they were
really in want of it, and were unconscious of its acceptance involving a breach of one of the first and fundamentalprinciples
of the political science. Theauthor
of “ T h e Radical
Programme” has given as areason for requiringpayment
of members of parliament, that “business aptitudes are required in those who address themselves to the business of
public affairs.” What guarantee is there of this ? He himself has admitted that “the English masses are nearly impervious to political ideas,’’ and that they only “ know vaguely
what they want.’“ If thisbe so, what guarantee is there
* “ T h e Radical Programme,” p. 32.

LIEERTY AND LIBERALISM.

501

that those whom they happen to think suitable to represent
them will possess business aptitudes ? Even in the Australian
colonies, where the masses are in advance of those of
England, in political knowledge and intelligence, there are
innumerable instances of men being elected to parliament
with no other “aptitude for business I’ than a fatal glibness of
speech. The best and onlygeneraltest
of the possession
of ‘ I business aptitudes,” is that of ascertaining whether the
alleged possessor of them hasa’om unything in lz$e for himse(f;
and I fear many colonial politicians, even of “eminence,”
would cut a sorry figure if subjectedtosuchan
enquiry.
There have been, in history, men like Pitt, and Canning,
and others, who neglected their private
affairs in their zeal
for those of their country ; but such facts .do not prove, ;IS
is too frequently supposed by needy candidates themselves,
that a neglect of one’s private affairs is evidence of the
capacity of a Pitt or a Canning ! It is aremarkable fact
that there havebeen men holding high places in colonial
politics, who had so ‘ I managed ” their own affairs that they
had become insolvent, and even failed to obtain theusual clean
discharge signified by the ordinarycertificate ; and I have
even known an instance in which a ministry has contained
two men whose “business aptitudes” were thus guaranteed !
The colonies, in which payment of membershasbeen
established, have not been characterised by any larger percentage of workingclass representation than those in which
it has not been adopted; and as that was the only reason
urged in favour of so signal a departure from the broad
principle, the experiment may be said to have hopelessly
failed, and to have been greatly abused by men who have
no real need for it. I should, therefore, unreservedly,
decide against it, on true Liberalgrounds.
I know of no
reason, which has yet beenadvanced in its favour, which
will in any degree justify the unfair and inequitable addition
which it makes 10 prcsent taxation.
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Lnntl’Na~if~ira/isution.-Thissubject has, within the last few
years, engaged theattention of many would-be reformers,
and has undoubtedly been raised into the sphere of “possibilities,” for the near future.
The object of its advocates is that the state should again
get possession of all the land in thecommunity in which
the scheme is adopted, and lease it to the people, instead of
selling it, as has already been done.
if sucha proposal were
One may at once conclude that
ever adopted,theland would have tobe bought from the
present owners. ‘The right to so purchase for greatpublic
purposes is acknowledged by all jurists, and it is a matter of
even popular knowledge that the nature of freehold estate is
such that the crown reserves to itself that right. The grant
of a freehold by the crown, in old times, as well as now,
gives no more to the grantee than the largest estate (as distinguished from estates for a term, for a life, or for a number
ownership
of lives) which can be given ; buttheactual
always remains i n the crown. The right to carry out such a
scheme is, therefore, in the crown, should its realisation ever
be desired. It has not been very clearly stated by the
advocates of thisproposal how suchapurchase should be
effected. Some have suggested absoluteconfiscation; but
the suggestion has only met with ridicule from all honestlyconstituted minds ; and it is very doubtful whether the most
prominent advocate of such a course ever made the suggestion except as ameans
tosuddenandacute
notoriety.
Mr. Joseph Cowen has very properly said ‘‘ land stands on a
different footing from other property. It is notaproduct
of human labour. A man’s coat is his own. He made it
or he bought it, or had it given to him-and there is no
power in thestateto deprivehim of it, however much i t
may be tothe
state’s advantageto possess it. But the
same man’s land, which he values as nmch as he does his
coat, the state cantake, if it needs it, legally and forcibly.
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The difference of treatment, in the two classes of property,
defines a principle which every jurist assents to, and which
every parliamentacts upon-that the holders of the land
have only the usufruct-not the absolute possession of the
soil. The suzerainty is so clogged with conditionsthat it
may not be of much money value. But it unquestionably
exists, and the nation can, and does act upon it, as it pleases.
When, however, thestate takesland, it mustcompensate
the holders of it, for theirinterest
in it-that
is, for the
labour and capital which they, or their predecessors in title
have expended. To take property of aman,without
it is
for apublicadvantage,
would be tyranny;and to take it
without paying its market value, would be thef. It is
argued (he says) by some, thatno compensation is duethat as all had equal rights to it, all still have. .4dmit this
contention, what then?The
original right was worthless.
Land must be enclosed, and cultivated, and drained, to give
i t value. The man or men who didthis first, sold their
improvements, or gave them to his or their successors, to a
tribe or to a person. The land, thus improved, passed from
one to another, sometimes as the reward of honest mil, at
others as the recompense for dishonest service ; to this man
by fair means, andtothat
by foul. Some worked for it,
others played tricks, or told falsehoods, or cut throats for
its passession. Thusit may be tracedback
toits origin.
Every successive owner did something,little or much, to
addto its value, until what was once a rock became a
garden ; what was once a swamp or forest became a site of a
factory or a palace. The magic of ownership turnssand
into gold, and the anping-place of savage warriors becomes
the scene of industry’s peaceful triumphs. Some of these
transfers may have come in questionable form, but purchase
and possession have ripenedthem into indefeasible titles,
which can only be upset by robbery or revolution.”* I have
* ‘ I

Collected Speeche-,” p. 5 0 , 5’.
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set this admirable passage outat
some length, because
it appears to me to putthe whole thing in such a clear,
concise, and convincing manner. The ideas regarding
land, which are held by some writers and speakers, now-adays, are indeed startling.
At a Trades’ Union Congress, for instance, held at Southport (England),in September, 1885, the question of Land
Nationalisation was closely debated, though from one standpoint only. A London delegate supported the proposed
scheme as the only thorough rewledy for the present difficulties.” One Glasgow delegate expressed his belief that
in demanding land nationalisation, they were jghting for
a shadow”; and another delegate (from London) supported
the resolution in its favour, though he admittedthat ‘I no
onehad really defined whaf it rea/<y mcant.” H e contended however, that “the people werenever in a h#er
position for gettingpossession of the land than they were at
present.”
Another Glasgow delegate “ was of opinion that legislative
enactment was necessary to cancel a l l those rights given by
Charles 11. to his courtiers and others, andto insist that
every one who could notshow titledeeds to his property,
should be compelled to give up the land he held. In his
mind, compensation was the greatest difhculty.” A Norwich
delegate said ‘ I that the system of confiscation had gone on
long enough” ; and one other delegate held that “God gave
the land to the people, but the landowners-a minority of
the people-said
we are HISpeople.’ He would ask them
who had given them power to repudiate the duties attaching
tothe land? Private ownership (hecontended)had been
tried, and it was a failure.”
Finally the motion in favour of nationalisation, was
by 69 votes, to 44 in its favour.
Some idea may be obtained from this curtailed report as
to the currency of the belief in the scheme.
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Now, in order that we way clearly ascertain he nature .df
(the proposal, let us consider some of its other features. If
.the land is to be paid for, what form is such payment to take ?
Professor Fawcett, basing hkcalculation on figures supplied
by Mr. Robert Giffen, the eminent statistioian, estimates the
value d the land of Great Britain at ~z.,ooo,ooo,ooo, or
about three times the present national debt. This could mot
of course be paid at once ; and there would, in consequence,
be entailed on the whole nation, even calculated at a%, a
further amount of taxation to
the
extent
of nearly
~70,000,000
annualby. We should by the timethis stage
had been reached have found it necessary to begin “ taxing
the people,” and it would be essential to enquire whether the
state was doing so in order to “secure equal liberties for all
citizens,” to which there could only be one answer-“ No.”
I t would be impossible to show that, by such a scheme,
citizens would have any greater liberty than they have now.
If to be able to purchase land is a liberty ; then every citizen
is alreadyin possession of it. Certainly if the land were
thrown open and left unoccupied, every citizen might enjoy,
forwhat it is worth, the libertyof goingon towhat had formerly
been his neighbour’s property, and, if he found pleasure in it,
walking over garden-beds which he had previously regarded
as sacred to the owner, upon the principle of “ a n Englishman’s house (and I suppose his lands) being his castle.”
But from an examination of the writings on this subject
(I take those of Mr. Wallace, the eminent naturalist) I find
that no such liberty is to be allowed. Among the conditions
which that writer lays down (p. 192) as intended to regulate
the state management when the scheme is carried out, is the
following :-Ir Arrangementsmust be made by which the
teaure of the holder of land must be secure and permunerzt,
and nothing must be permitted to interfere with his free use
of the land, or his certainty of reaping aZl thefruits of any
labour or outlay he may bestow on it.” We shouldnot be
Y
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allowed then to run all over the kingdom.Weshould
?x
at liberty to kase land ; but we have that liberty now.
Therefore there is no new liberty which this proposal would
confer, and no oZd one which it would make more secure. It
would be therefore a distinct breach of the broad principle,
(‘that the state should not impose taxes or use the public
revenue for any purpose, other than that of securing equal
liberties to all citizens.”
What now are the advantages to be gained by the scheme?
Having ascertainedthose
we may more easily determine
whether they are of sufficient value and importance to justify
the transgression of the broad principle with which we are at
present dealing.
We have arrivedatthis stage-that, supposing the foregoing steps had been carried out, the state, having burdened
itself with an almost overwhelming debt, would be in
possession of all the lands of the kingdom. Let us see what
is proposed to be done when that stage is reached.
Mr. Wallace says the present system is olyim’ionabk, and
he certainly states a number of reasons for considering it so ;
but they are so lengthy, and of such a vague and intangible
character, that it would beimpossible to deal satisfactorily
with them. The present system, he says, “gives
landowners despoticpower over the property, happiness, and even
over the lives of their fellowkitizens, not landowners ; enables
profits, and to keep down
landowners to absorbsurplus
wages ;checks permanent improvement ;limits the variety of
crops, and diminishes production ; perpetuares pauperism ;
interferes with the freedom of citizens, in preventing them
from obtaining a healthy dwelling in any part of the country
they may prefer ;gives to individuals a large proportion of the
wealth created by the community at large.” These are only
a few of the reasons advanced; and it will be seen that,
except by writing a separate volume, it would be impossible
to meet such comprehensive and vaguestatements.
Nor
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does Mr. Wallace show how things are going to be improved
by the change. H e completely shirks the financial difficulty,
which is perhaps only wise, if he wishes to make his doctrines
popular with the less practical section of politiclans. H e
certainly confesses the land will have to be purchased,but
passes over the question of method as ‘‘detai6.” But to deal
with the reasons stated above, it is difficult tounderstand
that a leaseholder, underthe
Crown, would have less
“despotic power ” than the present freeholder, because
we aretold (p. 192) that his tenure is to be secureand
permanent,” and ‘ I nothing is to be permitted to interfere
with his free use of the land or his certainty of reaping aZZ
the fruits of any labour o r outZay he may bestow upon it.” I t
is difficult to understand how such a tenant would be prevented from “ absorbing surplus profits ” in the same way as
is now said to be done by the freeholder ; how the tenant
would be induced to morepermanently improve the property
than is now done by the freeholder. It is even more difficu!t
to imagine how the present liberty of the citizen to obtain
ahealthy dwelling in any part of the country” would be
increased, for we are told (11. 221) that the “jree selection
would be restricted to o#ce in a man’s &@”’while under the
presentsystem
every man canmove
about asoften as
he chooses. Mr. Wallace says thisrestriction will have the
eEect of “making men very camjnl not to choose t o o early.”
This is what Mr. Wallace calls an ‘ I increase of freedom
of choice ” !
The principalquestion we are concerned in asking here
is : Will such a scheme add to the freedom of all citizens ?
They would not be able to select just where they liked, as
there would be numerousapplicants for thesame piece ;
and when they did select, they would have to pay for the
privilege at “fair agricultural value.’* They would not
* In the Timer of August 12 ,886 there is a
ofa meeting of the qhareholders
0l“The Smalt Farm and i b o u & ’ Compay by which I t would appear that,
without resort to state assistance, but by pr:’!ate enterprise, a number of 5 4 1 .
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be allowed (as I have shown) to roam about indiscrlmmately
over other people’s selections, for we are told that every
man’s selection shaIl besecured to him exclusively, free
from all interference. * They would not have even the same
freedom to purchase and sell, and purchase again, as they
do now; for, under
the
new system, they would be
confined to one choice in a lifetime.
The arguments which I conceive to be capable of being
urged against this scheme are numerous. I n the first place,
its inauguration would constitute adistinctbreach
of the
broad rule that taxation should not be imposed for any other
purpose than that of “ securing equal liberties to all citizens,”
while no sufficient reasons have been shown by those upon
whom the burden is cast, which would justify such a breach.
The system would shoulder upon every citizen considerable
additionaltaxation; for, even if theland let by the state
should be re-let for theamount of interest being annually
paid on the original purchase (which would leave no gain to
those who are sought to be benefitted by nationalisation), a
!arge part of the sum levied would be expended in collection,
and would have to be made up by this taxation.”
Further, “if the Governmentowned the land, and once
began letting it on any other terms than those which‘regulate the transactions of ordinary commercial life, there would
be opened indefiniteopportunities for state patronage and
that would
favoritism ; andthe demoralisingcorruption
ensue, would be more far-reaching and more baneful in i t s
consequences than even the.pecuniary loss which the scheme
farmers had been nettled upon the various ruhlivkions of a krge esrate which had
been purchased and cut up for the purpose. The chairman announced that, in additwn to the g d the had done the small e t h , the codd pay a diaidnd @+e
@ &sf. to the sLreholders. Lord Wantage, wxo spoke &t the meeting, said :
Chamberlain and J . Collings were iu favour of legislation an the subject, amd
they had Yrnised TO throw on the ntes the risk and burden of$oingCor the labourers
that whic the h b o u m could p.rf?cf&wlL &fw tlucnsehts.
* Figures have been published b the Y.S.W. Government to show that t h e d s d u k

dienation ofthe public lands hacf oo5t the state 16
mwy. The percentage on cotkaing rents U
mur more frequently.
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would involve.”* And “if some hundreds of thousands of
small farmers were debtorstothe
state, it might not improbably happen that, in a period of agricultural depression,
they would not encounter their difficulties by increased
energy and enterprise, but would be encouraged to seek
a remedy in tbe tortuous courses of political agitation. The
state would be represented as a hard task-master, mercilessly exacting the uttermost farthing from the suffering and
theimpoverished;and
poiitical support mightbe
given
to those who would most deeply pledge themselves bo secure
apartial remission of the debts that had
beenincurred.”+
Moreoversuch a system asthat which Mr. Wallace and
others propose, by substituting the state as landlord, instead
of private individuals, would not allow of the same elasticity
of feeling between thelandlordandthetenant.
“ It not
unfrequently happens l1 (says Professor Fawcett) “ thataunder
the present system the claims of an old tenant for consideration are not ignored; and there are
many landowners who
would not think of displacing an old tenant,althoughit
if theland were putinto
might very likely happenthat,
the market, asomewhathigher rent might be obtained. I t
cannot (he adds) be too strongly insisted upon that, in order
to provide a securityagainst favoritism and patronage, the
state would have to administer his propertyaccording to
shic#ly defined mlts.”j There areinnumerable considerations
which it would beimpossible for me to touchupon here,
all of which tell very strongly against such a proposal being
PIofesfor F a r c d s I ‘ Manual of Political Economy,” p. ~ 8 4 5.
,
f This actual condition ofthings has been already realised rn same or the Australian
c o l m i a In New South Wales and Victoria, on more than one occasion the question
ofwhether a candidate would advocate “remkswn of inlerest”on sdecdons har been
made &.e crucial t6t of his fitness for election ;nnd as it har been found an inexpensive
pRmedmg topomisr to be “liberal” with 0th- people’s money, candidatas.h?vc
not been sntnm toavail themselva ofit. I believe in the latter colony the r e m k F o n
e
f
4
to the tree ofa cdonml rnmlstv
and I have already r
actually took &e,
P a ~ c a l ~ p r o m i ~ i n g P o s i P a r r n r r t o ~ ~ ~onadvaneesmade
lo+ca%
to trusts For irrigating
cemm rVrn lands <sac p. a),The South Australian u b k records show t k t on
occasion a large number of balm& of the actuaPpw&c
n m ~ yowlng on
state hndr ware remitted by parliament in
. to pliical agitation, such as
~rofeso?F a m t r d
d k The M a & Z t d , amounted in the a g p
pate, I helicve, to upwards of h l f r mi/liar q f w t q .
1 “ Mauual of Poliucal Economy,” p. zRg.
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ever attempted realisation.Not
one of the leastis the
consideration “ that at the present time t h e building societies
in Great Britainhavenoless
than 750,000 members,all
ofwhom,by the setting aside of small savings, have either
become or are in process of becoming the owners of the
houses in which they
dwell.
There is,” adds Professor
Fawcett, “no surer way
of
drying up this great stream
of self-help and self-reliancethan to teach the working-classes
that they should look, not so much to their own efforts, but
to the state or the municipality, to providethem with
the house accommodation they may need.”
Another effect of such a system would be to establish, in
Great Britain, a stupendous lands department, the cost of
carrying on, and the trouble and complications in managing
which
would
be simply
incalculable.
The millions of
interests,leases,surveys, conditions, allowances,distresses,
ejectments, delays, and abuses, which such a scheme would
entail, are simplybeyondimagining ; and no one but the
merestvisionary coold haveever thought such a scheme
practicable.
Even the author of “The Radical Programme,” who has
displayedmany qualities which should fit him for Utopia,
hassufficient practical intelligence and foresight to reject
such a proposal as out of the question ; and for any scheme
which, even superficially, promises to produce something for
“the masses,”to be rejected by such an authority, argues
badly indeed for its merits.
‘ I Short ways of
reforming our system of land-tenure have
(he says)recentlybeenproposed
by Mr. George and Mr.
Wallace. There is (he adds) no need to criticise them
minutely now. Tmth and ermr, f a h q a d fmt are combined in the treatises of the two authors
.
that the
whole of the increase of wealth-during the last half-century
has gone into the pockets of the landowners is c o n s p t ~ o l l s l ~
fa&
Mr. Wallace and Mr. George
insist
that certain

.

.
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remedies, not only drastic, but alarming in their scope and
magnitude, should be applied for the sake of a problematical
gain. The least that mightbeaskedis
that they should
show th ~ d ? ~ a d ~ which
g c s they declare would accrue, if
theirscheme were-adopted, to be absolutelycertain. They
fail fo do anything of the Kind.” *
Some idea of Mr. Wallace’s qualifications for dealing with
“practical politics” may be obtained from the fact that, not
content with ‘ I nationansing” land, he proposes that there
shouldbe a nationalisation of h o m e properrV. If he could
only add to these a further proposal for the nationalisation of
furniture, we should have reached a condition of Communism,
pure and simple.
Public Worh.-It
is very evident to those who take
more than a passing interest in current political events, and
who endeavour to deduce some general principle from the
hundred and one small indications of the drift of public
feeling, that there is a growingdesire to see the state take
more and more work upon
its
already
overburdened
shoulders. MrPHerbert Spencer haslaiddown, in various
parts of his writings,the very broad and equally true principle
thatwhenever
the state begins to exceed its office of
protecfor, t begins to h e profecfive power ”“in other words,
that whilst attempting to serve the public by undertaking
supplemcntapy functions, it fails in its duty towards all who
dissent, and that I‘ it does not really compensate for this by
additional advantages atforded to the rest, to whom it merely
gives, with one hand, less than it takes away with the
other.” f
This principle, 50 clearly and scientifically framed, goes to
the very root of the question of the state undertaking the
carrying out of works for which-a public demand has arisen.
It is very clear that the carrying out of any such work
cannot in any way directly secure “equal liberties forall

* “The Radical Programme,” p. 55.

t “Said Statics,” pp. 306.308.
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citizens.” I t is certainly possible that n
i some few cases the
carrying out of such works may be incidental to, or may
indirectly contribute towards such an object. Of those cases
I shall make an exception. For instance, thepunishment
of any citizen who interferes with the liberty of any other
citizen, by any act which brings him within the arm of the
civil or criminal law, is one of the first functions of the state.
Inorderto
perform that function thestate must be in
possession of all the necessary macfiinery for effecting that
punishment. This includes in the first place barracks and
other buildingsincidental to the establishment of a police
force ; court-houses, in which such offenders shall be duly
and properly tried; gaols and reformatoriesin which such
offenders as are found guilty shall be imprisoned. I n
addition to the function mentioned, there is another which
consists in the collection of revenue. For this purpose,
various public offices are requisite, the erection of all of
which the state is justified, in a strict sense, in undertaking.
A third function of thestate
is that of maintaining a
sufficient army and navy to secure itscitizens” against foreign
aggression. I n order to properly perform this function, it is
necessary toerect barracks, stores, batteries, fortifications,
and various other buildings and works incidentaltothe
former, as also docks, and buildings incidental to the latter.’
I n youngercountries,buildings
are required for other
purposes of government, such as the sale and management
of the publiclands,including
reserves, forests, etc. In
addition to these, there are required such public buildings as
parliament itself, mints, custom houses, and others,strictly
within the province of the state to erect and mainrain ; and,
under E o M i expenditure, there is the construction of Toads,
bridges, etc. But above all these, there is a growing tendency

*

It must always h a m t t a for conderatioo ,whether, in the b u i l d i n g and maimt-ce
ofvr~vlrof war, and the manukcture of armaments, the state cannot fulfil
its requirements raore economically by private enterprise, than by the establi*hment
of works of iis own.
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towards the assumption, by government (either in its central
or local form) of the proprietorship of such works as railways,
gasworks,water-works, sanitary arrangements, as also the
electric and telephonic communications, which play so prominent a part in modem commerce arldsociety. I amaware
that Mr. Spencer takesexception to the state originally
undertaking even the national coinage; but that function is
now so absolutely recognised, and one which it would be so
obviously unwise to shift from the state into private hands,
that I shall not here discuss its inclusion among allowable
functions. Regarding customhouses : so long as any state
maintains a system of protection, which, as I shall contend,
is one of the mcst unjustifiable of interferences with individual
liberty; or so long as it thinks fit tocollect part of its
revenue through the custom house for legitimate purposes,
such an institution becomesnecessary as a mediumfor
collection.
The construction of roads and bridges by government
sanction, through t
is local centres, is only justifiable on the
grounds of expediency ; for it is quite possible that there are
many people who have no desire for, and do not personally
use the publicroads.Any
expenditure on such worksis
therefore contrary to the broad rule I have laid down ; but,
as they are so obvious a necessity to almost everybody, the
considerations in their favour are ample to justify the transgression,thoughonly on the condition that the means for
the construction of the same are contributed by persons
who live in that particular division of the state in which the
want arises; for, as a rule, they only are the persons directly
benefitted, and their propwty only is thereby improved
invalue. It bas beenobserved by a writeron the subject
of I' Commamtkm and Socialism," in S m h e r ' s Magazine,
that "even when the state assumed the respomibility, it was
a recogrused principle that the cost of construction and
repair s h d d be *paidby the members of the community,
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in the proportions in which they severally took advantage of
this provision-the man who travelled much paid muchthe man who travelled little paid little-the man who stayed
at homepaid nothing.” The practice which long prevailed
in some of the colonies, and even now prevails in some, by
which all expenditure upon roads and bridges comes out of
the general revenue, is not only contrary to the broad rule,
but is in itself of so inequitable a character, and so open to
the grossest abuse that,in my opinion, the reasonsin its
favour would not be sufficient to justify the breach of that
rule.
The existence of sucha system has, to my knowledge,
led, insome
colonies, to the most degrading scramble
amongmembers of parliament, andthe most wanton and
criminal extravagance in the expenditure which such works
entailed.Constituencieshavebeen
known to choose as
their representatives, in the parliament of the country, men
whose only qualification was their ability to obtain from the
existing government, in exchange for their indiscriminate
support, the largest slice of the public revenue for expenditure within the four corners of theirrespectiveconstituencies : hencearosethe
use of the now common term“ Roads
and
bridges member.”
Under
such
circumstances, the mostglaringinjustice
is done to thoseconstituencies whose representatives declinetoadoptsuch
a course, and, asa consequence, a premium is constantly
held out for representatives to prostitute their trust, in
order to acquire the reputation of being “ a good member
for the district.” It is, therefore, only onconditionthat
such expenditure is obtained by taxation from those who are
resident, or interested in the district in which it is to tu laid
out, that the departure from the broadprinciple could be
reasonably justified.
I n all the other works which I have enumerated, there is
involved thesame breach of principle. The right to be
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supplied with gas or water ; to travel in any particular direction by rail ; to despatchmessages by telegraph or telephone;
theseare obviously not “ liberties.” That is conclusively
proved by the [act that, even when any such institutions are
utilised by a citizen, he is duly charged for the same by the
state, as if it had been an ordinarymercantiletransaction.
The institution or maintenance, then, of either a railway, a
gas or water works, or the necessary buildings and apparatus
for the despatch of telegraphic or telephone messages, is a
distinct transgression of the broad principle which we have
under consideration. What now arethegroundscapable
of being advanced in their favour? Are they sufficient
to justify such a transgression ? And first of railways.
Whether they pay or not, the result is inequitable to citizens.
If they pay, the profits go into the public revenue, by which
process those who have supportedthe railways will have
contributed more towards the revenue than those who have
hand, the venture
notsupported them. If, ontheother
should not pay, those who have availed themselves of the
conveniencethey afford, will have paid Lss than.that convenience cost the state, and the remainder of the expenses
will have beenmade up by the whole of the taxpayers,
including many who have never, in any way, used the particular line of railway. There can be no doubt that railways
have become an essential part of our modern social growth ;
but if there is one principle more than anotherwhich political
economy teaches, it is that where a public want shows itself,
there will inevitably follow a supply,provided
thatthe
public are wiIling to pay a remunerativeprice for it. This
principle applies equally to railways. The system of railways
in Great Britain is almost bewildering to contemplate, and
it is absolutely certain that if the state were to attempt to
manage one-tenth part of it, parliament would find little else
to do but discuss the dificulties which arose. At the present
time, theamount or capital sunk in railway construction
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and plant, in the United Kingdom, is ~815,000,000;
and
from this an annual return is yielded of nearly _633,ooo,ooo.
The number of persons actually employed in myking these
railways is 370,000, and the number of vehicles in use on
the lines is over 500,ooo. The mileage of the whole of these
railways is upwards of 19,000. Is there now any person,
possessing a particle of knowledge of business, and of the
thousands of complications and ramifications which such a
system must involve, who would venture to suggest its being
placed under government supervision, and managed by a
government department? To add tothe present government machinery of Great Britain, 370,000 civil servants,
with all their grievances, their accidents, and their influences
on members of p a r l i a m e n t , would he, indeed,appalling in
itself. Then add to this the settlement of daims for compensation, which in one year amounted to A181,ooo; the
management of workshops in which 15,196 locomotives,
and halfa tnilfion carriages and trucks are maintained, and
new ones manufactured ; and we get a partial picture of the
“confusion worse confounded ” which such a step would
involve.
But to leave Great Britain, and turn to our colonies, We
find, ineach of them, a system whichis fast growing, and
(in some) fast becomingunmanageable.
It is a notorious
fact thatthe railways of New South Wales are annually
loss ; that is to say, arenot paying the
incurringalarge
interest which thecountry is indebted onthe loans out
of which they havebeen built. In the colony of Victoria
things are in a better condition; but the improvement never
took place, in the later colony, until the government placed
at the head of the whole railway system a board of commksionets practically removed from all political influences, and
included, among their number (three), one practical authority who w a s induced to leave the .service of one of the
largest a r ~most
I
successful of English public companies.
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Thewe ’canbe no doubt that, if the raibwaysof New
South Wales and Victoria were placed in the hands \of
publiccompanies, the non-success of the former would be
at anend, and the partialsuccess of the latter wouldbe
increased. It is often urged, by so-called “practical ”
politicians, that, in a young country, it is necessary for the
state to undertake the construction of railways. From this
I altogether dissent. It is quite certain that if every
encouragementbegiven
to private enterprise, assoon as
the necessityhasarisen
for a railway toany part of the
country- that is to say as soon as the prospects, even the
remote prospects, .are sufficiently clear, privateenterprise will
be forthcoming to carry out the necessary work. And there
will be all the more incentive to begin the work early, from
the fact that, as time passes, the land, over which it will have
to be constructed, will have acquired a higher market value
at which it would have to be bought.
To this it will bereplied
that the country must be
“ opened up ”; but it is forgotten that this “opening up ”
will most benefit those to whose locality the lines are run,
while the cost of maintaining the lines, so long as they do
not pay, rill fall on thousands of hard-workingtaxpayers
who are deriving none but an indirect and very remote
advantage from them.
Even if it were expedient for the government of a very
young country to undertake railway construction, in the
infancy af its history, it should dispose of all such public
workswhen it has reached a more mature stage of growth,
and with the proceeds, discharge the national debt which it
has incurred in order to COnStNCt themin the firstplace.
On the subject of public works generally, there can be
only one opinion as to the greater economy which is possible
under the supervision of persons actuated by self-interest or
private enterprise, as distinguished from state proprietorship.
In the first place, the managing body of state property is not
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interested to nearly the same extent as is the case with those
who are looked to to produce a profit, as with public companies and that no one is so capable as those infended has
been testified to by Mill.” Under state management, there is
nothing like the same degree of fitness of parts to functions,
and, therefore, nothing like the same degree of perfection in
organisation.Governments
have not either theextent or
amount of knowledge which is possessed by the various
heads of a public company, each of which has been trained
or chosen with a view to perfecting his part of the
organism.+ As Professor Fawcett says, the
expenditure
by the state, of large sums upon public works, disturbs the
natural flow of labour. Great masses of workmen are
aggregated in particulardistricts,
and, when expenditure
begins to slacken, they are naturally eager for fresh employment, and the government, in order to appease political discontent, may not improbably be forced to commit itself to
still further outlay.”$
Under a systemof private enterprise,
stupidityis detected,by
means of periodical tests, and comparisons with other enterprises of a similar kind by means of comparative statements,
dividends, and other suggestive resu1ts.T Macaulaysaid, in
1830,I‘ I n a bad age the fate of the public is to be robbed
outright. In a good age it is merely to have the dearest and
the worst of everything.”And, he added : I‘ Buildings for
state purposes, thestate must erect.Andhere
we think
that in general thestateoughtto
stop. We firmly believe

* O~tLiberty,” p. 64.
“

t See On Liberty,” p . 64, Mill’s
by Herbert S ncer, vol. ii., p. 87.
: ‘‘Pditical Eonorny;’ p. 289.

a

::Political Economy,” p. 577 C o l l e c t 4 Essays,
W u l r h of Nations,” p &o.”

Solar i d u o f the incentives to economy and safety, in themana ernent of the railway
companies of Great Britain may be obtained
a glance a t t f e numerow annual
comparative tables which ’OR published in’ &ittaker’s Almanac, mnmrning the
iodical results of those companies The managing body of each is conwantty
E n f spurred
,
into increased activity and better judgment, by Mein6 thek.own
resn ts, side by side with those of others, not onlyae to the amount of d i d e n d s paid,
hut as to t h e h r celtla c o/ tkc working cx&mes m tka cam&
(carrled out even
to dec+als): the n u d e r of lives lost and persons injured ; the amount of compensation r d ; and a nurnkr of other pprliollnrs, which 1 have not room u) &tail -all of
whic constatute an ever-present gnage, as to what can be &e.
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that five hundred thousandpounds,subscribed
by individuals for railroads or canals, would produce more advantage to the public than five millions voted by parliament for
the same purpose. Thereare certain old saws aboutthe
master’s eye, and about everybody’s business, in which we
place very great faith.””
The whole of the aboveremarksapply to public works
generally, whether they take a central or a local form, and
whether the object be the supply of gas or water, or the offering
ofconveniences in the shape of the telegraph or the telephone.
Regarding the first of these latter two objects, it has been
stated that theI‘ Board of Trade returns (1884) of gas undertakings, in the case of thirty-eight munia)al monopolies, and
an equal numberof private companies, in contiguous districts
in Lancashire and the West Riding of Yorkshire, point to a
distinct superion’fyof the latter over the former, in economy
of production : the private companies extracting 1 2 % per
cent. more gas out of a given amount of capitalthan the
municipal monopolies.”t Regarding water supply, it has
been stated that “thecorporation of Manchester, since it first
acquired the monopoly of supplying the city with water, in
1858, have, up to September last (18831,contrived to lose
LIIO,OOO
in the experiment.”: Onthe subject of electric
lighting the same conclusions cannot be drawn on account
of the want of data ; but it hasbeen stated (as evidence
of the blighting effect which legislation canproduce on
private enterprise) that I Cthe ElectricLighting Act 1882,
in GreatBritain,
which empowersmunicipalauthorities
to take over theplant of electriclightingcompanies
at
the end of twenty-one years, atthe values then existing,
has completely driedupthe
flow of private capitalinto
that channel of investment,” and
that
“within twelve
monthsafter
the act cameinto
operation,a
dozen OY
*
t

“
“

Southey’s Coll u i s on Societ ” (Collected &pays), p
Municipal Soc%sm ” (W.
C. zrofts), p. 39.

t “Over.Legidarion in 18@,“p. 38.
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more electric lightingcompaniesin
London alone, either
wound up, or transferred their “business to the continent.”*
The Marquis of Salisbury, in speaking in the House of Lords
on the subject of an amendment of this state of the law, confessed that “the legislationpassed in 1882 hadabsolutely
stzfled the enfm-rise of those whowished to introduce the
electric light into this country.” As an instance of the comparisonbetween the enterprise and progress which sFring
from self-interest, and the sluggishness of government management, it has been shownthat, while ‘‘ the PostOfficewithin
~
from the General Post Office (London)
an area of m Z 7 miles
sends a weekly average of 2g0,gz 7 telegraphic messages over
its wires, at an average cost per mes+age of nght’nre, the
United Telephone Company,within an area of j v e miles
from the same centre, in one week‘oi December bksmitted
449,596 telephonic messages at an averagecost of threefnrfhinp each.”t John Stuart Millhas contended that, in
the cases of gas and watercompanies,inasmuch
as the
is never as a fact
monopolywhichtheypracticallyenjoy
broken in upon, they “become more irresponsible and
unapproachable by individual complaints than the government.” This may be the case in somedistricts,especially
under the not unfrequent, but short-sighted system by which
a public company is granted a statutory monopoly. If such
be done, then, undoubtedly, there is just the same tendency
to inactivity and indifference which characterises the
majority of state and municipal undertakings ; but if such a
monopoly is not granted, then although, as Mill says, competition really does not take place, the fact of its being
pssible will always act as a wholesome spur to the existimg
company, and preventany glaring abuses, calculated to
excite puhlic comment and complaint. The City of Mdbourne (Victoria) &x& an example in which a large and
Municipal SocidLm ” (W. C. C&), p. p .
1 “fur”(Indiuidualist Newnppprr). J&nuruyf.

0 “
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powerful gas
company,
enjoying
a practical
monopoly,
drifted into a condition of apathy regarding the public requirements. The result was that an oppositioncompany
was floated, and the larger concern was forced to buy out the
shareholders at a total cost of nearly _620,000 ; and, in addition, enter into undertakings toprevent a recurrence of
the abuses which had led to the proposed opposition. The
possibility of such action on the part of an indignant public
wdl always have this wholesome effect, if care is taken not
to confer a monopoly. The compulsorypayment of such
a sum as ~ 2 0 , 0 0 0will, in the case mentioned, doubtless
prove a wholesome lesson for some time to come.
Closely connected, in some respects, with this subject of
gas -and water supply is that of drainage, sewage,paving,
etc. I say “in some respects,” because there is a real distinctionbetween them. Water and gas are distinct comno citizen can well do, and their
modities,withoutwhich
supply is a matter of such a definite mature, that no difficulty
is likely to arise between any public company and any citizen,
as to whether the latter is derivinganybenefit
therekom.
If a citizen require either supply, be must have it
k i d u%
tohis establishment. Whether he then availshimself of
that supply or not, is a matter about which there can be no
doubt; and there is this further fact about them, that each
citizen will be called upon to pay, in proportion to the use
he makes of them.
Regarding drainage,sewage,paving, and the lighting of
streets, no such definiteness can be guaranteed. If such
works were attempted to be cam4 out by public companies,
endless disputes would arise with citizens desirous of evading
payment ; and if rates were fixed for any such company, the
element d competition, which is the chief advantage to be
gained from private enterprise, would be removed. It would
be open to certain citizens to say they did not wish the
streets to be lighted ; that they did not want the street
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paved ; and there would be a strong temptation to citizens
to neglect the all-important subject of drainage, rather than
pay the cost of its being done by any such company.
On these and other grounds, there can be no objection to
such matters being carried out by a municipality, and a rate
to
beinglevied for the purpose. It isobviouslyessential
the well-beingofeverythickly-populated
district that it
should be lighted atnight;
that the footpaths should be
well and uniformly paved ; that the streets should be drained
and made capable of receiving the drainage of citizens by a
system of sewage or otherwise. If these are a l l recognised
wants, they should be carried out, and with some uniformity.*
That can only be done, equitably, by each citizen contributing
in proportion to the value of his property thereby benefitted;
and, as those values are atready in the hands of municipalities for other necessary phrposes, it can best be done by
that means. Even if the carryingout of these obvious
necessities costs a little more than would be the case by
private enterprise, the difference would be counterbalanced
by other advantages. The distinction between these matters,
and those ofwater and gas, is so marked that, in the latter,
where it isreally practicable, the element of private enterprise should be allowed to operate, in order that wherever
it is possible any breach of broad principles is obviated.
There is one fature about the subject of drainage which
calls for greater attention than it has yet received The
modern development of “germ diseases,” or (what is perhaps
more correct) the more careful classificationof certain maladies under that head, hasbrought the subject of sanitary
supervision into much greater prominence. I t is now more
vividly realised, than ever it was before, that some of the
greatest enemies to man are invisible; that, in the brood
e Certain suburbs of one patticular Australian city afford an e m p l e bf the effect
of municipalities confinin themselves to saying t h a t every citizen shall pave the
footpath In fmnt or his %oue, without themselves carrying out the work. The
result is that as many as six different kinds of pavementmay he .seen opposite
contiguous houses. Some uniformtry is at least desirable in such a matter.
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daylight, an otherwise healthy and vigorous- person may be
suddenly dealt a blow, which, though unfelt, and even unconsciously inflicted, carries with it sickness anddeath.
The fact of such an enemy being unseen, renders it impossible to trace it with absolutecertainty to its source ; yet,
nevertheless, we now know sufficient to satisfy us that
diseases, so produced, are traceable with more or less certainty to neglect of sanitary provisions.
I t has been well said that “ there is a far heavier assault
than can be made with a bludgeon; and men may, in the
broad daylight, deal each other typhus, diphtheria, or smallpox more murderously than ever a bravo deals blows with a
dagger under cover of darkness.”
Mr. Herbert Spencer says very properly, “ H e who contaminates theatmospherebreathed
by hisneighbour
is
infringing his neighbour’s rights. Men having equal claims
tothe free useofthe
elements-having faculties which
need this free use of the elements for their due exerciseand having that exercise more or less limited by whatever makesthe elements more or less unusable, are obviously trespassedagainst
by anyone
who unnecessarily
vitiates the elements, andrenders
them detrimentalto
health or disagreeable to the senses; and, in the discharge
of its futlction as protector, a government is obviously
called upon to &ord redress to
those
so trespassed
against,”* In accordance with this principle, and having
regard tothe fact that It is almostimpossible to prove
that any particular citizen was the immediate cause of such
an injury, when actually committed, I hold that either through
the medium of municipal law, or through parliament itself,
the neglect of drainage should be regarded as one of the
most serious offences against society, and that, to insure the
minimum.of such neglect, the most severepunishment should
be inflicted for a breach of such laws.

‘

“
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I come now to a class of interferences by the state, which
must be classified under the second of the three fundamental principles which I have ventured to lay down.
That rule is as follows: The stale s h l d not interfere wzfh
th &ai& acquzred p r F r t y of any secfzon of its rp’tizcns,for
m y other purpose than t h t of secunirg equal freedom to aL?
cz’hiens; and, in fhe ment of such infe+t-encebeing necessary
f o r that purpose, and amounting to appropriatzon, only on
condzfion of the l m f u l mrner b e i n g f i l b cornfensated
Under this heading would properly come the proposal to
enable agricultural labourers to acquire possession of allotmer.ts, by means of the state compdsonly acquiring the
property from i t s present holders, as suggested by Mr. Joseph
Chamberlain. I have,
however,
already
dealt with the
subject, in the chapter on ‘qSpurious Liberalism,” and I
shall, therefore, do no more here than to show, in general
terms, that it is a class of legislation calculated to inflict
great injury upon society,by involving a distinct breach of the
above rule, without, at the same time, producing sufficient
goodresults to counterbalance that consideration. I have
already admitted the distinction which is capable of being
drawnbetween landed property and p e r ~ 0 ~property,
1
in
regard to the right of the state to resume the former
fromanycitizen
for strictly puHic pur-ses, and at such
value as it would fetch in the public market, under ordinary
circumstances. It is proposed, inthisscheme, to take the
land from one citizen, not for strictly pub& purposes, but in
order to give or sell to uvwthcr t-itiiwz, on such terms as
could not be obtained in an ordinary business way. Such a
proposal cannot, therefore, be properly brought within the
exception which applies to land. ‘ I The Radical Programme ”
lays down, in tbe words of Mr. Chamberlain, the basis upon
which land, taken as thus proposed, should be raked. ‘(The
value,” says the writer of that mTk, ‘ I which a willing seller
would obtain in the open market from a prinafe pur-
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chaser, with no aZZmance forprospecfizle value or cu~~uZso!sary
sa k .
T h e proposalinvolves
a double breach of the broad
principle above laiddown. I n the firstplace, the property
is proposed to be interfered with, for a purpose other than
that of securing equal freedom to allcitizens.” It is proposed to be taken from o m citizenin order to confer the
exclusive benefits which it carries with it on a n o f k citizen.
I n the second place, it is proposed to give the lawful owner
less than the full compensation to which he is entitled.
An enquiry,as to whether there are anyorsufficient
circumstances to justify such a breach, will, I venture to
think, result in a decided negative. The chief reason urged
for such a step, if one may judge from the text of The
Radical Programme,” inwhich
the proposal is repeated,
is that the agricultural labourer, in whose behalf the scheme
is conceived, has so tneuns of helping himself,” Here again,
the ‘ I Radical ” author lands himself in a logical quagmire.
It will be at once conceded that the agricultural labourer
possesses, in more OY l e s s a h d a n c e , the same qualifications for
success in life which are possessed by his fellow-citizens. The
author in question has already admitted that ‘‘ the English
masses are nearlyimpervious to politicalideas,” and only
“know vaguelywhattheywant,”
though hispartyhave
clamoured long and loudly for their admission. to the
franchise. But, admitting all this to be true, it is impossible
to show that the ‘ I means of helpinghimself,”which
the
agricuItural labourer lacks,have been taken from him by
any interference with R k liberty. If that which he lacks is the
degree of intelligencewhich
other citizens possess, then
for the state to confer on him the privilege d an allotment
on such an account, is sirnpIy an attempt to equalise the
‘ I conditions
of men, which Mr.Chamberlain himselfhas,
in onebreath, condemned, in another advocated.But, oh
another ground, the prcrposal is indefensible, by Mr.
‘I
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Chamberlain’s own showing. As a fact, if it must be said,
the cause which prevents the Englishagriculturallabourer
from “ helping himself” ; which renders him “ impervious
to political ideas” ; and which accounts for his knowing only
vaguely what he wants, is-in plain words-a want of intelligence : in less polite language, stupidity. No sensible
person would blame him for this, any more than he would
praise another for being clever. If any member of the agricultural-labourer class were not stupid, he would, in all
probability, cease to be an agricultural labourer, and would
soon lift himself into some higher sphere of employment.
Now, what has Mr. Chamberlain to say about stupid people ?
Does he approve of thestatecomingtotheir
assistance,
in order to compel the intelligent to contribute towards their
support 7 He said : “ I have never supposed you could
equalise the cajadies of men , . . the fool mud bear the
brunt of his &jects.”
The ‘I three-acre l1 proposal, then, involves two breaches of
acknowledged first principles. The chief reason urged in
favour of the proposal is that it will help, and make more
comfortable, a class “who cannot help themselves”That
inability is not traceable to any legislative or social restriction which can be removed, but is the natural result of
a want of intelligence. Mr. Chamberlain himself, as I have
shown, deprecates any attempt to equalise the ‘I capacities ’’
of men, and freely admitsthat any deficiencyinmental
capacity must bear its own brunt. Such being the facts, there
are really no reasons whatever in favour of this suggested
scheme-nay, all reasons are against it, for it would be a
distinct step in the direction of an equalisation of the
unahbns of ise.
4 The second head of interference with property, with which
I shall deal, is that of legislation affecting shipping.
. The end aimed at by all shipping legislation has been to
ensure the safe9 of citizens at sea. To be /lee, and to be
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safe, are quite different things. To be free is to be at liberty
to go to sea, or to stay away, as we choose ; to sail in this
vessel, or that,as we think best. All such freedom, every
citizen already possesses. To be safe is to be out of danger.
If the state were to seriously assume the function of supervising the safety of its citizens it would do little else. I t
would involve the inspection of the.clothes we wear to
ensure their being sufficient to prevent our taking cold; the
inspection of our food to preventour being poisoned, or
seriousinjury being inflicted on our digestive organs; the
inspection of our houses and our linen to secure us against
damp ; the supervision of our daily life lest we should
acquire irregular habits, and thus throwour system out of
order ; the ordering of our reading and the choosing of our
become
immoral.
And
even,
company, lest we should
limiting our considerations to the sea, it would necessitate
the state determining when vessels should go to sea ; how
fast they should go ; how much sail they should carry ; what
latitude they shouldbelimited
to. These,and a hundred
and one other duties
would have to be performed by the
state, if it assumed the function named.Theseare
not
liberties-they do not touch the
question of our freedom.
Then obviously shipping legislation (that is to say state-interference with shipping-property) which is aimed at securing
the sczfCQ of citizens, involves a breach of the rule which
requires the state to abstain from interference with a citizen’s
property, except for the purpose of securing equal freedom
to all citizens.
Whatthenarethe
circumstancesinits
favour? I t will
be admittedthatone
of the strongestargumentsagainst
such interference is the fact that it always fmZs in its olyect.
Such is in truth the case. I have already referred to a minute
of the Board of Trade (Nov. 1883) in which it was said that
since “the Shipwreck Committee of 1836, scarcely a session
has passed without someact beingpassed, or some step
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being taken byfthe legislature or the government, with this
object” (prevention of shipwrecks) ; and that the “multiplicity of statutes, which ‘were all cmsolidated into one act
in 1854,had again become a scandal a d a repoach,” each
measurebeingpassed became pewiolrs ones M f a i M . It
is thenconfessed that I‘ the loss oflife, and of ships, has
been greafer since 1876 than it ever mas befoe.”
c‘Meanwhile,” adds Mr. Herbert Spencer, from whom I borrow the
quotation, “the cost of administration has been raised from
L17,ooo a year to ~ 7 3 , 0 0 0 . ” Mr. Chamberlain himself
has admitted that the result of past legislation on this subject hasbeen,notonly
a failure, but actuallyharmful. “ I
am sorry,” he said, “that I must also tell you that interference has not produced the result it was i n t e d d to
produce in the security of the lives for which we are in some
degree responsible.” ‘ I I have,” he adds, “had the loss of
life at sea taken out, for the last six years, and I am sorry to
say it is an zirucasing pantz@.’’ There can be little doubt,
then, that this class of legislation, in addition tQ i t s involving
a breach of first principles, has, so far, always failed in its
purpose.
I have, in the chapter on “Spurious Legislation,” given
data in support of the contention that such legislation really
hampers trade, and thus inflicts an i n j a q on citizens, instead
of pqotecting
them.
Sir Frederick Bramwell, in his
admirable address on “ State Monoply or Private Enterprise,”
said : “ I do trust, in the true interests of t h e sailor, that
care will be taken not to burden the shipowner with such
conditions, that he cannot afford to carry freight at a price
which will compete with foreign nations.” He then mentions
that, while at Quebec, he was struck with the large number
of excbively Swedish vessels lying there to take timber
freight, all being bound to E n g l a d wben loaded. He was
there informed that “the restrictions upon the working of
Bngiish ships were such, that they could no longer compete
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with the Swedes.” Much the same thing is stated in the
instances of interference with shipping which I have given
in a previous chapter. Why the state should thus interfere
with one class of property, and, by so doing, cause serious
injury to certain citizens, as also to an important national
industry, itis
hard to determine. There are, as I have
pointed out, a hundred other ways in which the state could
interest itself in the safe@ of its citizens, if it were once admitted to be correct in principle. As Mr. Stanley Jevons
very pertinently observes : “ The seaman is treated by the
law as if he were a mere child.”
There isreally no special reason to justify this class of
legislation,whichinvolves
so distinctly and so admittedly
injurious a breach of first principles. For the state to step
in, and judge for the sailor or the public, whether a ship is
safe and seaworthy, is to deliberately discourage such
citizens from satisfying themselves, and thus “helping
themselves.” If the
state
confined itself to punishing
severely every case in which injury to life occurs by reason
of the negligence of shipowners, it would effect its purpose far
better than at present. That the state cannot, in the long run,
judge the seaworthiness of vessels for the public, better than
the public could do that for itself, is proved by the fact that
there are now more wrecks and losses than ever, notwithstanding the precautions taken by the state. Meanwhile,
the public are trustkg to state supervision, and ceasing to
aiticise for themselves. Shipowners do just what is required,
and thereby lrvoid rupmsibility. Thus the public entrust a
p e r ~ 0 ~duty
1 to the state; and the state does not perform it
for them-or performs-it indifferently.
The inspection, by government, of steam boilers, is another
instance of a departure from true Liberal principles. The
author of Over-Legislation in 1883,”says: “ Manufacturers
are to be worried with a thoroughly characteristic ‘short act of
parliament’ d l e d the Steam Boilers (Persons in Charge)Rill.
z
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Every boder is to be looked after
by a person who is prm
vided with a proper certificate of qualification, issued by the
Board of Trade,and specifying, amongother things, the
colour of the grantee’s hair and eyes, the state of his complexion, etc.” This is another interference intended to secure
the safety ’I of citizens. Where would the exercise of such
a function end ? If carried to its logical limits, would it not
involve the examination of every cab axle, and every railway
carriage axle, by agovernment
inspector? Would it not
involve the inspection of every lift in every large warehouse?
Would it not involve the presence of a n inspector on every
locomotive toguard againstrash
enginedriving7These
are not liberties; and the dealing with them, as such, leads
to the veriest absurdity. The state is made up of the people,
so that when the state begins to provide for our safety, we
are all looking after one another-each citizen is in fact
taking part in and contributing towards the care of every
other citizen-everybody is inshort,mindingeverybody
else’s business !
The true function of the state would be to leave everybody to look after himself;and when any accidentdoes
occur, throughthe
negligence of the owner of a steam
boiler, he should be treated just in the same way as anyone
who hadkeptin his possession, and neglected to properly
manage any dangerous weapon. Severe punishment for any
such breach of the liberties of a n y other citizen would be
the proper function of government. Sir F. Bramwell pointed
out that such a law as the Steam Boilers Act would restrain
progress and invention, by leading to the form and construction of boilers becomingstereotyped.
‘ I Inspectors, having
nothing to gain, and something to lose by trying new experiments, would prefer to pass engines and boilers of the old
type, rather than take the trouble to understand a new construction, or run the risk of sanctioning without understanding it.” The same eminent engineer suggested that I‘ while
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anything in the shape of governmentinspection would bar
progress, the best pret:enfion of boiler explosions would
be to compelcoroners
to call to each such~nquiry two
independent engineers of standing.”
Under this head, I may again refer to some of the applicableillustrations
which I have setout
in the previous
chapter on “Spurious Liberalism-Present-day Instances.”
T h ? subject of Contracts I place under thishead.
It is
one which I thinkhas been muchmisunderstood in -its
relation to the state. Mill, even, seems to be doubtful as to
whether it is the duty of a government to enforce contracts
between citizens, As a fact, the enforcement, by the state, of
a contract, between two or more citizens, through its legal
machinery, is just as important, and just as legitimate as the
prevention of one citizen from appropriating the property of
another citizen. When two citizens enterinto acontract,
each one undertakes to do or abstain from doing something.
From the moment that any such contract is properly entered
into,each of the partiesbecomes possessed of some right
which he did not possess before. If the contract is one for
the sale of merchandise by A to B, from the moment of its
completion, B becomes the real owner of the merchandise, and A becomes the real owner of the money or
whatever else B contracted to give, in exchange for
If the contract is one of service, by
thatmerchandise.
which A engages to work for B for a certain time, for cerstiputain pay, directly thecontract is completeandany
lated conditions are fulfilled, B becomes the owner of A’s
services, and A becomes the owner of B’s money. Now, in
each case, directlyeither
party tothecontract
fails or
declines to fulfil his part, he fails or declines to give up to
the other contracting party his rightful property-that is to
say, hedetains it. The properfunction of thestate is to
stepin and compel the offending party to desist from a
continued interference with the property of his fellow-citizen,
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and to compel him, further, to deliver it up, or afford adequate compensation for the wrong.
In the case of A having engaged to serve 3 ;directly A
refuses to work, he is interfering with B’s liberty. B is
entitled to A’s services, and even -4himself has no right to
deprive him of those services. Inthesame
way A is
B fails to
entitled to B’s money (as agreed),and,directly
pay him, B is interfering with A’s liberties, which in this
case consist of the right to do what he likes with his own
money. The true and only function of thestate is to see
thatno
such interferencetakes
place-that, in fact, the
contract being onceentered into, eachparty
underit is
allowed the full enjoyment of his property thus acquired.
The state, then, possesses for one of its first dutiesthat
of rectifying any breach of contract brought under its
notice.
Closely connected with this subject of contracts, is one
very extraordinary form of legislation, in which thestate
not only deliberately abstains from aperformance of its
duty as a guardian of the people’s rights and liberties, but
deliberately connizw at the breach of contract by one citizen
towardsanother.
I refer to that class of legislation which
provides that certain
contracts,
freely and deliberately
enteredinto between certain classes of citizens, shall be
noid. The object of those would-be philanthropists, who
have advocated such legislation, is no doubt to protect the
person who is conceived to be the weaker of the two
parties so contracting, from the consequences of his
own act, by saying that though, as a free man, he has
enteredinto certain obligations, which under ordinary circumstances would definitely bind him, he shall be excused
from their performance; or in other words thatthestate
will decline to assist the other contracting party in enforcing
those obligations. In 1875, an act was passed in England to
provide for ceEtain matters pertaining to the leasing of certain
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agricultural holdings. The unsuitability of the act, for the
classes for whose benefit it was intended, was soon proved
by the fact that tenants contracted with theirlandlords to
e x c i d e the operation of the
act
from their
mutual
arrangements. I t was not many years after, however,
before a bill was introducedinto parliament, theobject
of which was to povidethat any such contracts, entered
into between a tenantand his landlord,shouldbe
void,
notwithstanding that such a contracthad been, as I have
said, voluntarily and deliberatelyexecuted by the parties
concerned. The bill practically said, “You,as a farmer,
are incapable of managing your own affairs ; you need b o k ing after, to see that you do not act contrary to your own
interests. We (parliament)shalltherefore
cometo your
assistance, and cancel any unwise agreements you may enter
into.” This principle had alreadybeenforced
uponthe
landlords of Ireland ; and when it was sought to be
introducedinto England,in 1883, some very determined
steps were taken to endeavour to stop its passage through
parliament. I t was then argued that, “whereas in commerce
freedom af contract is the very breath of its nostrils, the
soul of its being; and whereas the commercial transactions
in land-that is, the bargains between landlord and tenantare, in the aggregate, greater than those of any two or three of
the other largest British commercial interests; these bargains
are not only to be forbidden in the future, but broken in the
p s t , ” for that is what the bill provided. Numerous p t i tions were presented against the principle involved in the
measure, and it was broadly stated by the petitioners that
the bill would “ deprive those engaged in agriculture, both
landowners and tenants, of the libertyheretofore enjoyed,
to make such voluntaryagreements as may seem to them
bat.”Theycontended
further, “that industrial progress
depends, above all things, upon the maintenance of freedom
of contract, and upon immunity from state interference with
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privatecommercialrelations."
They finally submitted that
"in the foremost industrial country in the world, an attack
upon the great pricciple of freedom of contract, and the
substitution of state-regulation for private agreement, cannot
but be regarded, by all members of the community, with
disapprobation and alarm." The Employer'sLiability Bill
provided that under certain conditions the employ6 should
have certain remedies
against
the employer for injury
received,even though itwere done by a fellow-servant.
Many masters began to enter into contracts of service with
their employ&, to the effect that such aliability against them
should be foregone. It is now proposed that employ&
should bepro&+ited from contracting out of the Employer's
Liability Act, and that such agreement shall be void. This
is, as I have said, a most startling reversal of government
functions; and there does not appear to be any argument in
its favour, except a tendency for the legislature to attempt
to manage its citizen's affairs for them.
S/rop-cZusing.-Under thistermmaybeclassedthose
proposed interferences by the legislature with the liberty
of the citizen to buy or to sell certain articles of merchandise after certain hours of the day. In the colony
of Victoria, this legislative interference hasactually taken
place. Parliament has stepped in, and boldly enacted
that, after seven o'clock in the evening (and a somewhat
later hour on Saturday), no shop or place of business
shall be kept open for the sale of goods. There are a
few businesses excepted. I have dealt at some length
with this question in a previous chapter, and, therefore,
shall touch on it here in genera1 terms only. I t must bqat
once evident that such an enactment involves a twdold
interference by the state ; ( I ) wlth the propere of its shop
keepingcitizens, by preventing them from making a full
use of the same, even though, in so doing, they wouM not
prevent other citizens from enjoying equal liberties; (2)
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with the itrdividualliberty of the whole of thosecitizens
who, otherwise, would have chosen the prohibited hours for
the
purpose
of making purchases. I n both cases the
interference has been exercised for a purpose other than
that of “securingequal freedom to all citizens.” It has
indeed been contended, as a sort of justification for this
piece of distinctly socialistic legislation, that it does confer
additional liberty upon the s h f assisfants; but, even if this
were so, those, who thus argue, have certainly failed to
regard the principle stated by Mr. Stanley Jevons as being
transgressed by legislators, who are satisfied to see, in
prospect, an &ition to the liberty of certain citizens, withoutassuringthemselves
thatthere is no slcbtrucfion, ‘‘as
regards other people, or other times.” It is true that, by
legislating for the closing of all shops after, a certain hour,
an additional amount of leisure is afforded to shopmen and
shopwomen ; but there is involved a slcbtractron of actual
liberty from another class, and of muchmore
serious
proportions. I n orderto confer that leisure onthe
om
class, the whole population have their liberty curtailed, by
being prevented from shoppingafter a certain hour; and,
what is even more serious, the privilege-for
it is nothing
else-is
conferred ontheone
class atthe
cost of an
interference with, and a consequent depreciation of value
in, the property of another class of citizens. The quotation
which I have made in a previous chapter, from an address
of the president of a shopkeepers’ union in the colony
referred to, will show what an enormous amount of injury
and injustice
has
thus been effected. It is worthy of
mention that almost all the municipal councils, to whom
was delegated by parliament the duty of determining the
amount of theline for a breach of this act, were unanimous in fixing it at one shilling-the minimum ! The act
has, therefore,been in some respects reducedtoanabsurdity, and, by attractingfrequentattention
from the

-
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public on that account, has constituted an instructive
monument to the stupidity of the legislators who helped
to place it upon the statute-book. But, as far as the
effect of the act is concerned, it really confers no additional
liberty on the shopassistants, which they could not have
secured for themselves ; andit would, as I have said,
be justas unreasonable to advocate the stoppage of all
railways, omnibuses, cabs and other vehicles, on the ground
that, by so doing, all the drivers, porters, and others engaged
in connection with them would have more liberty.” As
a fact they would not have more liberty, but only more
leistwe; for no one of these classes,even now, could be
prevented from absenting himselffrom his occupation at
any moment if he so chose. Therefore, the proposals for
such laws, andthe laws themselves (where they are in
force) are distinctly contrary tothe first principles with
whichwe
havebeen
dealing, and as there is really no
evidence yet forthcoming (as I have shown in a previous
chapter) which
would
justify
a transgression of those
principles, the movement stands condemned by the test of
true Liberalism. While I write, I have had brought under
my notice a report of a prosecution of a shop-keeper under
this act of parliament. It is some evidence of the intensity
of the public disapproval which the measure has provoked,
that counsel for the prosencirbn, though appearing in support
of its provisions, nevertheless characterised it as the most
worthlesspiece of legislation ever passed through parliament, and a gross interference with the rights of the people.”
I t was, he pertinently added, an instance of ‘‘legislation -run
mad.’*
Factmy Acts.-Under
this head we have a distinct
instance of interference with
property.
Certain cifizens

*

Nom.-Although I have mentioned here the dfect this legislative intderena
hap had upon the irdisidvaltibert of the ciriaen wishing to purchpre or to sell, my
chef reason For dealing with it unler the second o f the three principls which 1 have
laid down is to shuw in what way, and to what =tent it inter[with tbe&oBrty
or dtlen&
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have expended large sums of money in the erection of mills
and other manufactories, which come within the meaning of
the provisions of the Factory Acts. In tHe absence of such
interference, the lawful owner of suchproperty wouldbe
it to the best
possible
advantage.
He
enabled to
use
would beenabledto
compete withforeignmanufacturers
in the same industry, both in the number of hands
employed, andthe number of hours worked. He would
beallowed to do nothing, however,which prevented other
citizens (including hisemployes) enjoying equal freedom.
Therefore hewould not be allowed to impose UPOR his
work-peopleany conditions of working whichtheywere
not prepared to consent to. Thus both the employer and
employts would be free agents. But the legislature steps
in. Parliament says : “ We shall not leave the workmen
and workwomen to look after themselves; we shall treat
them as if theywere incapable of watching and protecting their own interests. We shall fix the hours of their
work, and the sue and character of the workrooms in which
they are engaged. We shall determine what amount of
ventilation they require, and whereit is desirable for them
toeat
their meals.”*By
adopting this course, the state
practically renders the property of a class of citizens,
according to the
engaged in manufacture,lessvaluable,
extent of the restrictions which these regulations place upon
its use.
AS Mr. Stanley Jevons says :-‘I To lessen the day’s labour
by one hour is to lessen the supply of labour by one-ninth
or one-tenth part; and to the same extent to w a s t e the
eHciency of all m d i i w y , and of t h e j i z d cajifal connected
therewith.” Any act of parliament,therefore,whichinany
way curtails the time during which factoriesofany kind
nMy be used, orlimits in any way the number of work-

* This ha,rdcrence to the Viorian act, which prohibits the work-peoplefrom eating
inthewdcrmm.
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people which the owner of such property is able to induce
to enter into service in any such
factory, involves an interference with the’ property of citizens. Let us ask, now,
whether such an interference would or would not be justified
by its result-by its securing I‘ equal liberties to all citizens.”
To some extent I think it ~ d d I. havealready admitted,
underthe
head of stateeducationthat
children, while
under a certain age, have a claim against the parent for such
necessaries as food, lodging, clothing-and (I am ready to
admit) education. I n order that thislast may be obtained,
thechild should not be compelled to occupyits mind or
body, for any length of time, over such work as it would be
put to in mills and factories. I should therefore regard the
factory as an invasion of
employment of such a child in a
the child’s &bet-&, not by the employer, for he owes it no
duty,but
by the parmi. Therefore in orderthatsuch
invasion may not take place it would be perfectly justifiable
to provide for the punishment of the patent by whom the
invasion is committed. Thus it would “secure equal liberties
to all citizens.” All adults have the right to refuse work if
they are not fitted to it. A child should have the same right ;
and as it cannot, while achild,protect
itself, thestate is
justified in championing its cause.
On the question of what
is a child, I should certainly differ with Victorian legislators,
who treat as such, young persons of even 16 and 18 years
of age !
The question of the employment of women in factories is
a diflicult one. I have held thatthe
principles of true
Liberalism demand the samefreedom in life for women as for
men ; and that would include the franchise. I see no reason,
supposing women enjoyed thatequal freedom, why they
should be dealt with by the legislature differently to men.
I see no reason why any legislative restrictions should be
placed upon the hours of their work by the legislature. I n
the colony of Victoria, women have s h a m themselves as
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capable as men in the matter of combination ; and it has
lately been stated in the press that the Female Operatives’
Union of that colony comprehends nearly 4000 members.
I regardthis proof of self-help as a mosthealthyomen.
There is, therefore, for the recognition of true Liberal principles, no reason why parliament shouldtreat women, as
Mr. Jevons says it treats sailors-“ as if they were mere
children.’* Butthere
is one distinction which I think
should be observed, and that is the occupation of married
women, already become, or likely to becomemothers.
I
have, elsewhere, contendedthatthestate
mustsometimes
extend its regard beyond the present generation-in fact, it
does do so, in a hundred and one ways. I have contended,
too, for the liberties of children. I thinkit necessary to
extend the meaning of that term to the same earb period
which the law reaches in matters connected with an heir-atlaw. I n short, I think that it would be highly undesirable,
in the interests of the coming generation, a n 4 what is more
to the point, would involve a breach of latent liberties, to
allow a married woman unrestricted freedom in factory work.
Though in such a case it would be the woman who was
transgressing the rights and liberties 3f her offspring, the
legislature would more effectually gain its end by restricting
the employer in the occupation, on certain classes of work,
of “child-bearing women,’’ asthey have beencalled by
certain economists.
Such womenl therefore, and children, are the only exceptions which should,in my opinion, be made tothenoninterferenceprinciple.
It is worthy of notice how carefully
legislation of this character needs to be dealt with ; for there
is reason to believe that, though the prohibition thus placed
on married women would have a beneficial effect on the
physique of future generations, the factof drawing so broad a
*The late Pmksm Fawcett pm-ted
(Speech, July 30 1873), against stateinterhence with adult womeu’h labour, on the ground that here WBS no more justithan then was for interfering with the labour or men.
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distinction between married and
unmarried
women, by
allowing the latter to earn wages at certain classes of work,
and preventing the former, might act as a powerful deterrent
t d marriage itself, and thus produce a large amount of injury
to society in another direction. On theother hand, Mr.
Stanley Jevons isof opinion thatthe fact that a mother
could add to the takings of herhusband, by earning her
own living, is likely to“promote improvident marriages.”
This is a good illustration of the difficulties which surround legislators, immediatelythey enter upon a course of
interference.
I pass now to certainquestions which comeunder the
third of the principles which I have ventured to lay down as
guides in determining the propriety of legislative proposals.
That rule is as follows:-”he sf& shuld not restricf the
itldzvzdual liberty ofritlietlsjbr any other purpose fhan that
of s m r i n g equal Zibevfies to all citizetls.
Prottctzon.--I have already dealt with this question under
the head of ‘ I Spurious Liberalism,” as also under the head
of Modern Liberalism.” I cannot
undertake
to
enter,
here, into alengthydissertationupon
SCJ much disputed a
subject. There can be no doubt that the right to purchase
anything we may requtre, wherever we can d o so with most
advantage to ourselves, is one of the simplest and most undisputed of our liberties. The system of protection to
home industries practically imposes a penaltyupon every
citizen who exercises that right, and by so doing, interferes,
through the medium of the state, with that particular liberty.
The purpose of that policy is certainly not to ‘I secure equal
liberties for all citizens.” By some of its most ardent
advocates it is claimed to secure greater nalionnl wealth for
the community in which it is practised,thoughsuchadvocates have never followed up their theory to its logical sequel
by applying it to counties and towns also. However, even if
an accession to national wealth cot&‘ be so obtained, that
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would beno justification for asystem which imposed a
penalty upon those only who thought fit to consume foreign
goods. Protection, then, involves a distinct breachof this
third principle, and it only remains to consider whether there
are anyspecialcircumstancesin
connection with it which
I have certainly
would justify such abreachbeingmade.
never heard of one which wiil stand analysis, and, whatever
others may be inclined to think, I have no hesitation in
pronouncing “Protection” to be an unqualifiedtransgression
of one of the first principles of government, andan
unjusf$abk interference of the state with our civil liberty.*
Licensing.-The
subject of licensing is one which many
people areapt to overlook as involving abreach of civil
liberty. I t comes to some extent under the samecategory as
the subject of protection. I n a country where no such system
exists-Holland, I believe, is an example-every citizen who
chooses to d o so, hasthe right to sell ‘I fermented and
spirituous liquors.” Everycitizen, also, is allowed to purchase any of such commodities from any other citizen, at
thecheapestprice
at which it is obtainable.Theelement
of competition (to which we are so much indebted in every
other branch of commerce), is allowed to operate ; and, as
a result, there is a healthy rivalry between dealers, by which
the quality is calculated to be improved, and the price has a
tendency to fall.
What n o w is the position of affairs in most, if not all
English-speaking communities ? The state, for some misconceived reason, steps in, and,uponthe
principle of
Queen Elizabeth’s state monopolies, grantsthe
right to
sell the particular articles, in consideration of a certain
payment madetothe
government.
The state, in fact,
makes of liberty a sort of commercial
commodity.
It
first takes it from dl citizens, andthen
sells itto
a
C ~ S S , who happen to have secured a licensed house.
.*

For f&r

treatmat ofthis subject, see p. 335 e1 seq.
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Thusthestate
sells to a class, what it is its duty to
secure to all citizens. The result is that monopoly
a
is created;the
licensemoney has to beultimately paid
by the consumers of thesecommodities, and an artificial
value is thereby placed uponcertain citizens’ property by
reasan of this monopoly. Further interference has followed
in this direction. Thousands of the citizens of every community are now prohibited by the state from purchasing any
of these commodities on one particular day in the week ; and
another, and even more tyrannical scheme has been adopted
in certam countries, by which the majority in any town may
reduce thenumber of establishedhouses
at which such
commodities are sold, and prevent the establishment of new
known by the term ‘ I Local
ones. I refer tothescheme
Option.” I n the colony of Victoria the “Local Option ’’
party have secured such a footing, and carried their despotic
philanthropy tosuch a pitch, that one-third only of the
voters in any district are required to go to the poll, to enable
them to close up what they m a y deemto be superfluous
houses for the supply of intoxicating liquors. I t will scarcely
be believed that even this extent of power, which so far has
proved insufficient to secure their ends, has failed to appease
their voracious craving for converts ; for they have only lately
waited as a deputationonthegovernment
for a further
increase of power, by the adoption of a reduced test Having
failed to get om-thzrd of the voters to recordtheirprotest
against the existinghouses,
they clamour for the power
to force theirconvictions on the majority, on the strength
of a still furtherreduced
proportion ! Lord Salisbury
puttheSunday-trading
restriction in a very terse way,
when he defined the proposal as anenactment‘&that,
on Sunday in every week, a certain portion of the population
in the country shall abstain from one of their accustomed
articles of diet, because a fraction of the population say that
too much of thatarticle
is
the temptation toconsume
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too strong for them.” The whole of the licensing system is,
in short,a series of breaches of the principle under which
I am treating it. But some will urge that there are justifiable
grounds for suchabreach.Whatare
they? Is not the
chief reason advanced in its favour, the contention thatsuch a
lawwill have the effect of rendering men more moral. Yet,
under the head of Spurious Liberalism,” I have shown that
in innumerable instances the law has been persistently
defied, andan
encorlragement thus offered to fraud and
deceit. I have shown also that in numerous cases, in which
theSunday Closing Acts havebeen in force, theamount
of intemperancehas increased one hundred, and even t w o
hundred percent. This is another illustration of the rule,
which should, by this time, be sufficiently proved-that people
cannot be made moral by act of parliament.
I have now gone through sufficient of the principal
subjectsinconnection
with
which
legislation has
been
attempted or is cmternplated, in orderto illustrate the
principles which I am advocating. ‘l’here are many others
which the limits of my space s i l l not enable me to dwell
upon. I haveshownthat,
by the application of thethree
rules which I venturedto lay down, a tolerably complete
guage can be taken of the numerous proposals with which
I have dealt. Those which have been admittedto
be
legitrmate for the legislature to deal with, notwithstanding
their involving a breach of the rule, will, I think, be found,
on a very closeexamination, to really come within one
or other of them, though I should not desire to, in any way,
strain language in attempting it.
I have admitted that,with certain important qualifications,
the state is justiftedintaxing
citizens for the purpose of
affording aid to the severely distressed portion of our population, and I have yet admitted that such state action does
IW/ m u r e “equal liberties ” for all citizens.
Rut I am
prepared to show that in one sense-that is by regarding the
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poor laws as a “safety-valve against rebellion’“-the
expenditure under them does, in a great measure, “secure equal
liberties.” Rebellion is only an internal form of what, from
zeuthout, we should c a l l “invasion.” The state is admitted
to be justified in expending its revenue in guarding against
invasion. I t would surely be equally justified inguarding
against rebeZZion.
The danger of this argument is that it might induce too
wide an interpretation, and teo elastica use. But, even if
adopted, the very greatest care should be taken not to extend
the system of poor laws beyond thestrict limits which
will guarantee that nothing is done but that which is absolutely necessary for the public safety, and in such a manner
as to discourage citizens from resorting to it or counting
upon it as a substitute for thrift and providence in early life.
On the subject of education I have admitted anexception,
viz., the right of a state to rompel a parent to educate his
children ; though without itself undertaking the providing of
that education. But if children’s liberties are to be regarded
by their parents, and every child really has a claim on its
parent for education, the con~pulsion on the parent by the
state would be nothing more than a securing of liberties for
the children, who otherwise might be wronged by neglect.
It would, so viewed, not be an exception.
The subject of sanitary matters may also, by a little
subtlety,be brought within the definition of “equal liberties.” It has been the habit of the advocates of faissdzfaire
to limit the sources of aggression to our liberties, to OW own
species, and to regard always as a matter for indivifwl care,
aggression from othr sources. This I venture to think is an
unnecessary and undesirablelimitation.
If any community
is threatened with attack from a foreign people, no question
is askedas
to the right of the state, as representing

“

“

The Basis of Individualism” (Wardsworth Dcnirthorpe), W d m i d v Rraim.

J h , 1886.
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the whole body of citizens, toundertakethe
work of
resistance ; and, even before such an attack is threatened,
we are in the habit of contributing uncomplamingly
tothe
revenue,in
orderthat
a peaceful foreign policy
may be maintained, and foreign aggression thus obviated.
I venture to think that great and malignant diseases may
justly regarded
be
the
in
same
way.
The plague
of London probably produced
more
deathand
misery
than would have been produced by the success of the
Spanish Armada ; yet, while the prevention of the latter
would be justified by even so rigid a critic as Mr. Herbert
Spencer, the prevention of the former would be condemned.
1 venture to think,
therefore, that, without any undue straining
of words, the sewage anddrainage of cities and towns can be
consistently undertaken by the state, through its deputiesthe municipalities.
I have now completed my attempt to show the prudicaC
capabilities of my theories. I am fully aware, as I have
said, of the danger of laying down any hard-and-fast rules
in connection with such a complex and difficult subject as
that with which I have been dealing;but I am sanguine
enough to believe that a d u e regard for the principles which
I have put forward would guard against a very large portion
of the increasingly socialistic legislation which characterises
the present day.
In all cases, I claim for legislation scientific treatment-a
recognition of broad principles, and a careful and even exact
investigation of all the surroundingcircumstances
which
rightly concern the subject under consideration.
I map summarise my arguments, so far, as follows :-Man
originally lived in a state of anarchy. H e hadthe liberty
to do anything he wished, compatible with his mental and
bodily capabilities. Under sucha condition of society (if
society it could be called), there was unrestricted play for the
law of the “survival of the fittest.” While sucha state of
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things existed, men enjoyed no safety for ihemselves, or for
whatever of the necessities of life they might have, over and
above their daily wants. As a result, there was little, if any
encouragementor incentive to accumulation: tomeet the
irregularities of nature, such as bad seasons, scarcity6f game,
prevalence of disease among the food-winners of the tribe.
As a result of this, there would be no such thing as prolonged
leisure ; and consequent upon that again, there would be no
opportunities for the employment of the mind, on pursuits
other than those which produce food, clothing, and shelter.
Such features of civilisation as (in a highlydeveloped state)
we call art, science, literature, etc., would be unknown, and
man would remain stationary.
Men come together and s e t up, first a chief, then a king,
and ultimately a council or parliament representing themselves. Each of these governing powers, in his or their
turn, makes laws, bywhich it is tacitly admitted that all
members of the community are bound-each one being
allowed to do anything which is not by that authority prohibited. The law thensoonbecomessufficiently
comprehensive to provide a practicallimit to the exercise of the
powers of each member of the community.
I claim,. therefore, that upon a philosophical investigation
of man’s nature as anindividual, and of society as an
aggregation of individuals,
it
will be found that his
(man’s) immediate and remote happiness (that is to say
the happiness of present and future generations) is best
consulted by allowing each individual the maximum of
liberty, compatible with the same degree being enjoyed by
hisfellows.We
find that the happiness of m
a
n
, that is of
humanity, present and to come (for many of us very properly,
though unconsciously, have regard for the interests of future
generations), depends upon the care of our bodies, and
the cultivation of our minds, in some direction or other.
These, again, depend upon our having a fair amount of
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liberty and leisure for the latter, and as many as possible of
the comforts of life around us for the former purpose."
The comforts of life (which term may include everything
which contributes to man's happiness), and the possession of
leisure, involve prior
accumulation.
That accumulation
again necessitates our having the maximum of liberty to
acquire it, and the maximum of security to prevent its being
wrested from us by others. Over and above all this we need
protection from outside aggression.
I t follows, from this chain of reasoning, that, in order
to attain the largest amount of happiness, it is essential that
we should possess the largest possible amount of liberty,
compatible with its like enjoyment by all, upon which
our own really depends. I am fully aware that, by pursuing
a policy such as I have sketched, much misery, much want,
much unhappiness, andmuch suffering will ensue in the
struggle for existence. That I amprepared to admit.But
I am also aware, nay, convinced, thattheamount
of that
misery and want, and of that unhappiness and suffering, will,
undersuch a policy, be injnitdy less than would ensue
if man were to definitely break away from thesebroad
fundamental
principles
of social order and progress. I
am satisfied also that, as man is constituted, and as nature is
ordained, a certain, and a large amount of want, misery, and
unhappiness is absolutely inevitable and unavoidable; and
means of legislative
that any attempts to obviate it,by
encroachments upon the incentives to progress in the more
fortunate of our fellow-citizens, will result in disappointment
and failure. If the poor are to be helped ; if the sick are to
be tended; if the hungry are to be fed ; that assistance
must flow from humanitarian springs, and not from the iron
hand of an act of parliament. The struggle for existence
* It will, ofcourse be understood that I y not attempting to prescribe, what ma)'
be considemd, the
requirements of a " happy" life. Consideratiolls of
th? nature are distinctly su plemeotary to those of a purely mundane character, to
whlch I have confined my o k k a r i o n s .
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does not dry up those springs, but only causes us to forget
their existence. If human nature is only properly appealed
to, and allowed to f e e l that such assistance is spantunerms,
the sources of such feelings as charity and brotherly love
will not be sought for in vain. But every fresh attempt
toforce such assistance by the iron hand of a majority, will
surely sap such feelings, and incite, in their place, that of
a determined resistance, to an unjust compulsion.
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CHAPTER X.
SOCIALISM
AND COMMUNISM.
the principal theories and practical experiments of
ancient and modern times, in the search for an ideal form of Commonwealth.

A short enquiryconcerning

“If theelaborateschemes for regulatingeverything,and finding a
we shouldhaveastate
of
place for everybody, could becarriedout,
society resembling that of ancient Peru, or that which, to their eternal
honour, the Jesuits instituted and so long maintained in Paraguay. . . .
We have passed out of the socialism of thetribalstate,andcannot
re-enter it again, except by a retrogression that would involve anarchy,
and perhaps barbarism.”-HEriRY GEORGE,P ~ o g r e and
~ s Poverty.
“ To try to make men equal, by altering social arrangements, is like
trying to make the cards of equal value by shuffling the pack.”--S~~
JAMES FITZJAMES
STEPHEN,
Liberfy, Equality, and Fraternity.

‘‘ T h e great error of the majority of Socialists is that they do not sufficiently take into consideration the fact that the great incentive toIalmur
and economy is individual interest.”-M. DE LAVELEYE,
The Progress
of Socialisnz.-Codem&raty Review, Ajril, 2883.

IN

the preface to this work, I affirmed that the tendency of
modern legislation was in the direction of certain forms
of society,known as Communism and -Socialism; and I
undertook to show, as one of the links in the chain of my
reasoning on behalf of true Liberalism or Individualism,
that, wherever and whenever these forms of society had been
resorted to, the result had invariably been-by reason of the
necessary elimination of the element of self-interest-to sap
the energies of the people constituting the community, and
to reduce thcln a11 to the dead level of the tribal farm of
e
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society, in which the conditions of life are of the most
primitive, and progress, in the higher developments of man’s
nature, as in art, science, philosophy, and literature, almost
unknown. That undertaking I now purpose to fulfil.
The bearing of such an exposition upon the other portions of myworkis
obvious. I have personally done my
utmost, and I have brought to my aid some of the greatest
authorities in political literature to show that man, as an
individual, and society, as an aggregation of individuals, can
reach a high state of civilisation and progress, only by possessing the largesf amount of liberty for the development of
the bodily and mental powers, compatible with the like
amount being enjoyed by each and all.
The forms of society with which I purpose dealing, have,
of necessity, as I shall show by actual evidence, the effect of
stunting and discouraging that dedopment, by requiring the
able,the industrious, andthe provident, toshare with the
stupid, the idle, andthe improvident, whatever may be
obtained as the reward of that energy and those virtues.
In the one form of society, the governing power says :Be up and doing; if you have any faculty, be it bodily or
mental, discover i t ; foster it, cultivate it, exercise it, and we
shall secure to you all the honestly obtained rewards which
those faculties have enabled you to acquire ; and we shall
secureto you also the peaceful unmolestedenjoyment of
such rewards when so obtained. We impose one condition
-that you shall, in every way, assist us to secure the same
liberties to all your fellow-citizens.”
In the other form of society, the governing body says :“Be up and doing. If you have any faculty, be it W l y or
mental, and it be, ilp our opinioa, uzjable of bemjtting tise
commu~ity,we shall require you to cultivate it and exercise
it. Then, whatever fruits may result from that exercise, we
shall require you to add to the GBm/tlon slocR, so that those
w h Ire less giffcd, less intelligent, less indined to exert t b ‘I

a
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m y nof, in consequence, be Cess conrfortably provided
t h n yoursegf;”
Can any man or woman, who knows anything of this subject, question the fairness of my contrast ? Can any man or
woman, who has a sound healthy brain, as well as a sound,
healthy body, fail to see, at a glance, why sucha form of
society as that which the latterplcture
portrays, should
quickly stuvue and ultimately KilZ the best and the noblest
of man’s activities and aspirations 7 To say to a man “ You
shall exercise your faculties, but the reward, in addition to a
bare subsistence, shall be only a wreath of myrtle ” would
not perhapsbe fatal to alZ our energies ; for the love of
sense of selfenterprise, thedesire for health, andthe
respect, would of themselves, and for a time, prompt many
of us to an otherwise unrewarded activity ; but to be told :
‘I You shad exercise your faculties, in order that you may
assisf t o k e p alive, and r e d e r m w e con&&zbZe, the stupid,
the idle, and flu improvident,” would produce in the mind of
every man of spirit, feelings of rebellion against such
h g r a n t injustice ; and, as a result, such men would drop to
theminimum of exertion, in sheerprotestagainstsucha
grossly inequitable system of society. The two forms, then
-that which I am endeavouring to champion, andthat
which I am endeavouring to condemn-produce a discord.
They are absolurelyinharmonious ; and that fundamental
incompatibility consists in the presence, in the one system,
andtheabsence
in theother, of that life-giving element
which is known, unfavourably, by the term “self-interest”
It becomes, therefore,almost essential to my defence of
the existing state of society, that I should show that those
forms, towards which we are fast drifting, are, at once, impossible of realisation and distinctly injurious, in proportion
a~ they aTe approximated to. This I shall do ; though with
every desire to be faithful to the text of those who have
advocated such forms of society, aswell as true to the facts
selves,
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which are connected with the variousexperiments which
have been already tried.
I have little hope or expectation that any weak effort of
mine, or even those of abler men in the same direction,
will make themselves felt upon the overwhelming current of
Socialismwhichisnowsweepingover
the civilisedworld.
The human mind in the aggregate is ever tending towards
someimaginary goal; and that it has now a decided set
in the direction of such a formof society there can be no
rational doubt. That tendency, too, has been brought
about, among the less favoured in the struggle for existence,
by the sometimes
sincere,
but always carelessly-formed
conviction that there are “better times” in store for everybody, but certainly for themselves, if only some change can
be made.
What chances there are of a turn in the current of public
opinion, I shall speak of in closing the chapter. Everything,meanwhile, points in one direction. The parliament
of Great Britain, as it now consists, is elected by five millions
of men, of whom h-ee-$ffhs belong to the working-classes.
It is admitted by the Radical party that ‘ I the English
masses are .ear6 imfervious topliiadrol ideas;
. . and
knowvaguelywhat
theywant.”
If that be the case (and
whatpoliticalparty
should know better concerning the
intellectual condition of the masses I)is it to be expected
that they should fail to be attracted by the m a n y promises
of ‘ I better times ’’ which are held out to them ? The
author of ‘ I The Radical Programme ” rightly says, “ there
never was a time when instruction was more needed on these
(political) topics ;I, yet, in the same breath, he says it is for
“ t h e people’s leaders to indicate to them the precise
methods and instruments by which fkir wishes may be
realised.” This is just the sort of ‘‘ instruction ” which is
likely to precipitate a continued system of class Igislation,
by which the prosperous and the well-to-do will be

.
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encroached upon inevery direction, in the matter of their
liberties, and theirproperty.But
the “signs of the times+’
are numerous and equally various. “The set of civilisation
,(says the “ Liberal ” press of the colony ofVictoria) is in
the direction of the abolition of privateproperty of all
kinds, and of all the instruments of industry being acquired
and monopolised by the state. The state is daily doing for
its citizens what they have been
in the habit of doing for
themselves. The Socialist claims this as a concession to the
philosophy of his principles ; and heis sanguine that the
i n d i d d vdi zpritirer more ana! more, and t h state be more
mlh us, in cuery department of lge, from the cvadk to the
grunt. It will not only inspect our mines and dwellings for
us, and take charge of our savings, and educate us, and secure
to labour the rights it claims ; but -it will displace the
capitalist in the scheme of things, cultivate our farms, keep
our manufactories going, and take in hand, in fact,, the work
af production and distribution for the community. All this
it will do through the magic aid of the co-operative principle.
Under that beneficent principle, labour has been able to
obtain a share in the profits which otherwise went into the
pockets of the individual capitalist ; and what the Socialist
expects is that the same goodresults will accrue when it
is worked by the state for the benefitof the entire comin
the hands of
munity, as is ascribed to it when
m individual or a company. The only difference is that, in
the one c
ase, it means that society depends upon self-help,
and, in the other, upon state-help.Self-helphasgivento
Engbnd its c o - o p t i v e stores ; to Frame its co-operative
factories ; and to Germany its co-operative credit
banks. For this self-help, shall we substitute state-help?
That is the question which the Socialist
answers
in
the afffrmative.” There is, about the latter part of this
puotatiop, very strong evidence of doubt, on the part of the
writer, either as to which is the wiser “ ism” for soclety to
AA
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adopt, or as to which is the most politic to preach from the
newspaper
point
of
view.
However that may be, the
quotation serves my purpose, inasmuch as it is a sympzthtic
summary of the Socialist doctrines. That the drift of public
opinion is in that direction can be tooeasilyseenfrom a
mere perusal of the long list of interferences with individual
liberty, with private enterprise, and with the rights of property, a number of which I have enumerated in an earlier
chapter on “Modern Instances of Spcrious Liberalism.”
Each of thoseinstances
may initselfappear,
to some
persons, of little importance or seriousness; but it must be
remembered that the sea ismade up of drops, and the
universe of atoms. It would require an infinitely
less
proportion of such interferences to completelydisorganiseand
revolutionise commerceand industry, and to subvert sbciety
itself. Nu1 of those interferences,moreover, set in one
direction, vu., towards an epalisation of soaal mdih‘ms,
which can only be brought about by taking from one class
and bestowingupon another. Let me draw attention to a
fewof the “signs ” which indicate the gathering clouds of
unreasoned dissatisfactionand discontent, now showingthemselvesin almost every portion of the civilised world. In
September of 1886,several French amr&kts were put upon
their trial in Paris, for usingrevolutionarylanguage. The
Avocat-Gknkral enumerated “the well-known doctrines of
the Socialistschool to which the accused belonged.” One
of the accused admitted having said &
h
a
t “The Republic
requires, in order to live, mt olsry iiw,btd e q d i e and
fraternity. . . . Zetthe workingmen (he said) combine,
if they do not wish to be always made use of, Let them
form an army of the r d h d ugatkt fh robbers, of f k e
m u r M ugatkst the rrurrrllrm7J; and, if we are driven to
extremities, if mw are provoked, if we are compelkd to
resort to the gun, then, so mwh flu WOYSU fbr , t h e tVR0 give
the pravocation.” A s m d sf the accused inveighed (to
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the jury, in his own defence)against financiers, capitalists,
and.“the RingofpZulderers--Rot~sc~iid.”H e said, L L he and
his friends wished to make them disgorge, as was done under
the old monarchy;and
in doing so they would not. be
plunderers, but the enemies of fh plunderers.” He told the
jury that they had to pronounce against the robbers, or
against therobbed
; but, whatever they did, they (the
jury) might rest assured that they and their
friends would
continue, with zeal, the propaganda theyhad begun; and,
when they came to form the government, they would send
the jkunn’ers to execution.
This,” says the report, ‘I was
received tvdh apPlaslsefiorn the bad of the cowf.” A third.
of the accused told the jury that what he and his friendsthe Collectivists-wished, was to put an end to the
legal
murder mm’piZLage, to which society was a prey. Their part
was to tell the people that they were made tools of and
plu&ed.
That would continue until the proletariat had
its 1789,as the bourgeoisie had had theirs. The bankers
(he continued), like M. d e Rothschild and the others, rob
our robbers, and persmallyare neither friendly nor hostile to
US.
In the pockets of prolituires, where thereis nothing,
finance loses its rights. We are told that we desire plunder;
but the social revolution has for itsobject the suppression
of @?xnder. Wearereproached
with having spoken of
’liberating guns.’ Were the revolutions of 1789,and 1830,
h u g h t about with broom handles ? All the adnrinisfmlions,
the public institutions, and the army are srhml’s tf murder.’’
These utterances, it must be observed, are chiefly speeches by
the accused themselves, in tkeir own defence. 1 have, in one
case only, touched upon the original language, which is even
more revolotionary. The above, however,more fully and
clearly explains some of the revolutionary purposes of the
particular Socialist school to which the accused belonged.
The mast significant feature of the whole trial, as showing
bow widespread such views of society must be in large
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continental cities like Paris, is the fact that ‘ I the jury, after
minutes’ deliberation, ucqlritied the accused-the verdict
being applaudpd by part of the audience.”* 1 amwell
aware thattheseare
very extremeinstances of Socialist
vie&, and I may as well say, at once, that I am not quoting
then1 for thepurpose af illustrating the principles of that
school of politics, but only to show to what a pitch of
intensitydissatisfactionwith
the existing order of society
has already been excited. I mention these utterances as
anillustration also, from one section of society, of the
tendency of public
opinion.
I shall
have
to
mention
several others, showing the existence of the same discontent
in other and quite differentdirections. If we turn to the
‘‘ Principles ” of the Knights of Lahour of the United States,
wefind there proposed, schemes certainly less drastic, but
equally impracticable. Here are a few of them :
To bring within t h joUs of oqanisahba mery department of producti~leindustry: making knowledge a standp i n t for action, and industrial moral worth, not wealth, the
true standard of individual and national greatness.”
‘I To secure to the tDilsrs a proper share of the wealth
that they create ; more of the leisure that rightfully belongs
to them ; more Jacieg advantages; more of the kwyfts,
privileges and cmoZwtenis of the world ; in a word, all those
rights and privileges necessary to make them capable of
cwiyzkg, appreciating,
defending
and perpetuating the
blessings of good government.”
“The rEuljifg of the public lands-the heritage of the
people-for the actual settler; not another acre for railroads
or corporations.
“The abolition of the contract system, on national, state,
and municipal work.
‘ I The reduction of the hours of labour to eight per d a y ;
so that the labourers may have more ti=
for social enjoy20

* Tk T i w s (Paru C-),
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ment, and intellectual improvement, and be enabled to reap
the advantages conferred by the labour-savingmachinery
which thir brazks have created.
“To prevail upon governments to establish a purely
national circulating medium : issued directly to the people,
without the intervention of any system of banking corporations ; which money shall be a legal tender in payment of
all debts, public or private.”
There are of course other and unobjectionable principles,
to which I need not refer. Those who can readbetween
the lines will at once see, in such of the principles as I have
set out, the same tendency to carp and sneer at wealth,
private enterprise, and social advantages. Yet, ir will also
be observed, while depreciating them on the one hand, they
demand a greater share on the other. AU ‘‘ productive industry ” must be brought “ within the folds of organisation,”
“ahateverthat maymean.
“Wealth ” is not to be the
standard of greatness. No sensible man haseverclaimed
it to be; but the knights, nevertheless, want what they term
a “proper share of it; they want also ‘‘ moresociety advantages,” and more of the (‘benefits, privileges, and emoluments ” of the world. They want, in addition, everything
necessary to make then capable of enjoying the blessings of
good government, The “revising” of public lands can
mean nothing but a redistribution ; and such public institutions as railroads are not to have another acre. A modest
desire is that which requires work done for the state, or for
municipalities, not to be competed for. These principles
show, with tolerable clearness, the drift of public opinion in
the United States, among the workingclasses The Knights
ofhbour, who embrace those principles, have beenstated, in
2 7 ~%ze.c.of October, 1886, to have first organised in 1869,
and to number, atthe present time, I 11,395 members
grouped in 1610lodges. They are thus a political factor
of no inconsiderable importance.But
this organisation,
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and the principles which its members haw adopted, are by
nomeans the mostalarming “sign of the times ” in the
United States. It was there,indeed, that the notorious
revolutionist, John Most, who was actually “expelled from
thesocial democratic party in Germany on account of his
exhzPne views,” was so readilywelcomed.
H e hasbeen
spoken of by a competent authority as having been “warmly
received,andlistenedtowithfavour,
by large bodies of
workmen,while uttering counsels of war and bloodshed.”*
H e expressedhisbelief,
thus publicly,thatemancipation
would be brought about by violence, as all great reforms in
the past had been. He consequently advised them “to buy
a musket, as it was (he said) a good thrkg to h e . If it
was not needed now (he continued) it could be placed in a
corner, and it occupied but little space.”
The presiding officer, in closing one of his meefings, emphasised this part of Most’s address, and “ told the labourers
that a piece of paper would never make them free ; that a
musket was worth a hundred votes ; and then he closed the
meeting with the line :-

‘‘ Lead and powder done can

make us frec.”

There can be no doubt,” concludes
Professor
Ely,
&‘that a considerable portion of hishearerssympathised
with his views. They listenedapprovingly, and applauded
hisfiercestremarksmostloudly.”+
That such a man,
holding and advocating such views, should appear in the
United States, is significant of nothing ; but that an audience
of citizens, ina great industrial communitysuchas itis, should
haveallowed views of that character to beunequivocally
expressed, and should have even applauded them, is indeed
significant of a state of public feeling among certain classes
of the community which bodes evilfor the future. It is
said that New York alone possesses three social democratic
ff

t

“
“

French and German Socialism,; (Prufessor R. T. EIY P 4
Fremh and Getman Socialism (Professor R. T. EIyf: p. 27:

LIBERTY .4ND LIBERALISM.

559

newspapers, two of which are published in the German, and
one in-the English language-two out of the three being
dailies. The motto of one of the German papers is : ‘‘ All
measures are legal against tyrants.” We may fairly infer that
these publications are self-supporting ; and with that further
fact before us, we can tolerably well imagine the widespread
currency of such views as they would promulgate. Turn
now to Great Britain, and though we shall find much less
evidence of such revolutionary views being widely entertained,nevertheless
thelate
Socialist meetings held in
Trafalgar Square, andthesubsequent
revolutionary raid
which was made upon the property of a large number of
citizens, point to the presence of a deep-seated discontent in
the minds of thousands of the less provident classes of that,
and probably many other large cities. But, putting aside the
consideration of such views, which are of course discountenanced by everybody having a “visible (and regular) means
of support,”and dealing with the next class of expressed
discontent, we find such prominentstatesmen even as Mr.
Chamberlain boldly promulgating doctrines almostas subversive of existing institutions as those of the knights of labour.
In advocating local government, he says : “ It will bring you
intocontact with the masses. By its means you will be
imv-ease their comforts, to secure fhir h d i h ,
able
to
to muit$& the iuzun‘er which they may enjoy in common ; to carry out a nasi co-operatizJesyshm for mutual
a 2 a d su#&w-t )I to Lessen theinequalities of o w social
system, and to raise thestandard
of all classes in the
community.” Again, ‘I I t belongs tothe . . . duty of the
state . . . t o p d t z f f h.weak, and toprovide fw thepoor; to
W
s t h ineqnalih;.s of our soclal system ; . . to raise fh
merage c n j o p m f of the population.” How is all this to be
done ? Only by taxation. The poor cannotbe taxed ; SO
“the comforts,” “ the health,”
the luxuries,” and the
I‘ enjoyments ’’ of those w h Aave nor, are to be paid for bg

.

560

LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

those who hum. This is unmistakable Socialism, and Mr.
Chamberlainhimself,and
his exponentin I‘ The Radical
Programme ” have, as I haveshown, admitted the fact.
Observe, too, the extent to which profisscd Socialism has
developed in England. Mr. Hyndman, one of the leaders,
if not th leader, of the movementinEngland,says
:“Socialism has become as familiarin
Great Britain as
Radicalism, and is advancing among the workingchsses in
particular, almost too fast for our organisation to keep pace
with it.”+ At the present time there is “one rapidly
increasing
Socialist
organisation-the
Social
Democratic
Federation-with j&n activebranches in London alone,
besides those in the principal industrial centres throughout
the provinces.”t Again he says :-‘‘ Not only are our actual
numbers of registered and paying members increasing daily,
but thousands, who dare not openly join our ranks, gather
round us gladly, in any emergency, and stiow at all our great
meetings. We are, infact,voicing a general and deepening
discontent with the present state of society among the
working-classes, and giving a form to those. aspirations
for better things, which, butfor us, wouldinfalliblybreak
out in sheer destructive anarchism and revenge, at the
criticalmoment.
What renders our movement the. more
serious is the undoubted k
t that the army reserve men,
everywhere, sympathise with us, owing partly to the inconsiderate manner in which they have beeq treated, and partly
to the fact that they share the bitter feehng which is gmving
among their ownclass.
. Hitherto we have devoted
ourselves, almost exclusively, to education and agitation,
deliveringmore
than 2,000 lectures awl addresses on
Socialism, last year, in London aloneJ7$ Mr, Hyndalan mentmns six Socialist journals published in London. AHowing
fora fair percentage of exaggeration in this accountofSocialist

. .
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progress, it is sufficiently evident that the tendency is widespread and growing. If we turn from the froletanat of
France, the working-classes of America, and the Radical and
Socialist parties of Great Britain, to calmer and less biased
sources, we find the same desire for altered social arrangements, and, unfortunately, the same belief in the theories
known as Socialism and Communism, as promising a better
condition ofthings-in fact “better times” for everybody! M.
de Laveleye,who has given a largeamount of attention
to the history and growth of Communisticsocieties in
different parts of the world, and in differentages, has
published the result of hisresearches in a volume entitled “ De la Propdtk et de ses Formes Pnmitims”
(‘‘ Primitive Property ”.) T o havemade so close a study,
as he has done, of so special a department of political
science, is to have acquired the reputation of ‘‘an
authority” among those who have not the time or inclination to pursue the investigation for themselves.Andany
expressions of opinion in favour of institutions so carefully
investigated, coming from such an authority, count for much
among their less studious advocates. M. de Laveleye does
not opts& champion Socialism or Commnism as desirable
systems, but he certainly says as much in their favour as he
can do, without committing himself to such open advocacy.
It will be part of my duty to criticise, in a subsequent part of
this chapter, many of his comments and conclusions. I mention one or two here merely as further evidence of the drift
of public opinion.
Caste and its privileges,”hesays, “are
abolished ; the principle of the equality of all, in the eye of
the Iaw, is everywhere proclaimed ; the suffrage is bestowed
on all ; and still there is a cq, fir epualio of co%dihbns.”*
Again, economists reiterate that allproperty is the result
of labour ; and yet, as before, under the empire of existing
institutions, those who labour havenoproperty,and, with

‘‘ F‘hitive

Propeny.” Preface, p. x x v i
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difficulty, gain the bare means of existence, while those who
do not labour livein opulence and own the soil. As the
forme; class compose the great majority, how can they be
prevented from using, some day, the preponderance at their
disposal, in an endeavour to alter the lawswhich regulate
the distribution of wealth, so as to carry into practice
the maxin~of St. Paul : qui m n laborat, rzec mandMef’?
The destiny of modern democracies is already written (he
continues) in the histnry of ancient democracies. It was the
strugglebetween the rich and the poor which destroyed
them, just as it will destroy modern societies, unless they
guard uguittst it.”* The last five words of this quotation are
safely
vague.
M. de Laveleye will be found, by those
who read his work, to be suficiently iconoclastic as regards
existing and time-honoured institutions. He is,however,
not fertile insuggestingremedies.
He hasnothing to say
as to how the destruction of modern society by Socialism
is to be “guarded against,” except it be in a few approving
comments on the primitive, in some cases almost barbarous constitutions of certain of the communities dealt
with in his work referred to. The fact that so learned an
authority as M. de Laveleye should, as I shall further show
him to have dune, tan?& rmrmmrrd Communistic and
Socialistic principles, is an important sign of tbe times, as
to the wide reception which those principles are receiving io
our own day. Strongest of all, as a source of encouragement
to Socialists, and highly valuable to them as a piliar of their
school, is the fact that so careful and impartial a thinker
as John Stuart Mill should have spoken in terms favwrable
to their cause. Mill’s extreme fairness has, indeed, led to
much hana, if to say so is not B paradox. It would be more
Ccmect to say hismethod
of showing h t fairness It
hasmore than Once happened that, in his d e s k to do
justice to both sides.ofan argument, he has set ow a r d d l y
I‘
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whatever can be said on either side. Having become a
considerable author.ity on economic questions, enthusiasts
are eager toget from his writings any quotation which
appears to help their cause. His writings happen to
offer every opportunity for such persons to extract a
quotation from what Mill deemedthe
favourable side
of their argument, but which should, todo him justice,
be readonly
in connection with the context. Mill has
in this way given material toCommunists;but
I think I
can showsubsequently
thatthe
conditionsupon
which
he approved such a scheme of society were such as to
render it impossible. Socialists have not failed to use the
quotations which appear to suit them ; but they have carefuIly omittedthe conditions referred to. " If," says Mill,
'' the choice were to be made between Communism, with all
its chances, andthe present state of society with all its
sufferings and injustices ; if the institution of private property
necessarily carried with it, as a consequence, thatthe
produce of labour should be apportioned as we now see it,
almost in an inverse ratio to the labour-the largest portions
to those who have never worked at all, the next largest to
those whose work is only nominal, and so on in a decending
scale, the remuneration dwindling as the work grows harder
and more disagreeable, until the most fatiguing and exhaus
ting bodily labour cannot count with certainty on being able
to earn even t h e necessaries of life ; if this or Communism
were the alteernatiwl all the dJictdties, gPeaf OY small, qf
Cmrnwisa, w l d be but as dust in the baZaante.'" Again,
The restraints of Communism would be freedom, in comprison with the present condition of the majority of the
human race."t This is indeed splendid material for
Socialist advocates. I shall subsequently deal with the conditions which follow on these quotations.But
it can now
'' P r h i i e s of Political Economy," p .
t
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be sufficiently seen how the drift of public opinion is setting.
As M. de Laveleye says his
inpreface,
everywheze
Socialism makes rapid progress. . . . In Germany Socialism
is an organised party, which has i t s journals, carries on a
struggle in all the large towns, and sends to the Reichstag an
increasing number of representatives. In Austria, Spain, and
England, the masses of working men are penetrated with its
ideas ; and, what is more serious, even professors of political
economy became Kafkdeer-&c&Zri.” On the Continent,
in the United States, and in Great Britain, we discover the
principles of the school to be widely entertained; and we
find also men of research, like M.de Laveleye, and thinkers
like Mill, consciously or unconsciously transforming theories
into settled convictions, in the minds of its disciples, by
virtue of the authority which attaches to their writings. I t
is now sufficiently evident from the foregoing facts, and from
the tendency which I have fully illustrated in previous
chapters that, throughout Europe,* and throughout all
English-speaking communities, there is going up, as M de
Laveleye says, “ a cry for J ~ Z Q
ofconditaons.” I propose
now to analyse that cry in two ways ; first, through the
medium of the works of the principal of its advocates; and
secondly, by,lhe light of practical experience, gained from
actual experiments in ancient and modern times.
It will be a suFjiciently remote point from which to corn
mence my brief and hurried survey, to deal with theories and
communities pnor to, and contemporary with Aristotle. The
political wisdom of that writer is, unfortunately, more proverbial than intimately known, even among tho% who claim
to make a ‘‘ profession ” of the subject. It would indeed
fortunate if his writingswere more frequently and
widely studied ; for there is scarcely a form of government,
there is scarcely a political movement connected with modern
what I have shown to be the mndition ofpuMicopinion;unongtkmias~~.in
Paris,
can

be tihunn also regarding Germany and Russia, though in the hmerthe exmihave nn taken so violent a form.
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history, which does not seem to have had its counter part,
even pnor 10 his time, and to have been commented upon
by him, upon the principle expressed by Bolingbroke-that
“ history is philosophy, teaching by example.”*
Having
regard to the immense range of Aristotle’sknowledge, as
well as to his comprehensive grasp of whatever he touched,
it may readily be inferred how large an amount of political
experience had preceded his time, to have led him to affirm
that “ almost all things havealreadybeen
found out.”
Certainty a study of hiswritings willshow that very little
has occurred in history since his time,
whichinvolvesany
new political principle,notwithstanding
that upwards of
t.aulrety-jwo cenhtrks have passed away.
In the fifth chapter of the second book of his ‘‘ Politics,”
we have a short but almost exhaustive treatise on
the subject of “ Community of Property,” and a criticism of the
v m o u ideal commonwealths which had been evolved from
the minds of Socrates, Plato, Phaleas and Hippodamus ; as
also an analysis of the constitution of society adopted by
the Spartuls, I n this chapter, we have the various stages of
community of property,fromSocialism
to extreme Communism, discussed and criticised from almost every point of
view. The attractions and advantages of such forms, as
also the inconveniences, the impracticability, and the proneness tosap the virtues, are all fully dealt with. As they
have to do with times longprior to the more detailed
theories which are influencing the new growth of this
particular school, I shall deal shortly with them here. The
chapter referred to opens with a statement of the question,
as to how property should be regulated under the ‘‘ most
perfect formof government ? ” ‘‘ Is it better,” he says,
“ that not only the poaessions, but also the product of them

* Thi %myohsewation of &lingbroke’s has, in-a diKerent form, been anticipated hy

*
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should be iB cmmon, or that the soil should belong to a
particular owner, but that its produce should be brought
together and used as one common stock, as some natzhiotas at
preselst do; or, that the soil should be common, and be
cultivated in common, whilst the produce is divided among
individuals for their special use, as is said to be the practice
among some of the barharians ; or whetherboth the soil
and the fruit should bein common.” Humannature has
not altered much since Aristotle’s time. “If (he says)
there be not an equal proportion between their labour and
what they consume, those who labour hard, and have but a
small proportion of the produce, will, of necessity, complain
against those who takea large share, anddo but little
labour. Upon the whole, it is difficult to live together
as a comrnunlty, and thus to have all things that man
can possess in common. . l h i s (he continues) is evident from the partnerships of those who go out to settle
a colony; for newly dl of them have disptcs with each
other upon the most common matters, and come to blows
upon trifles.” It is evident, from this, that the experiments,
which had, in and beforeAristotle’sage,
been attempted,
had not shown Communism to be capable of producing a
rnillennial condition of things, such as is now frequently predicted as likely to result from its establishment. Aristotle
then says ; “The manner of lifewhich is now established,
more particularly when embellished with good morals and a
system of upright laws, is fur sujmbr to it; for it will
embrace the advantages of both. . , For the fact that
nwy man’s atteado% is enzploycd on his m n parh’aiar.
COIICG+IZS,will prevent mutual complaints ; and prosperity will
increase as each person labours to improve his own private
property ; and it will then happen that, from a principle of
virtue, they will perform good offices to each other, according to the proverb, ‘ AH thing are common among friends.’”
Elsewhere, he says : “With respect to pleasure, it is un-

. .
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speakable how advantageous it is that a man should think
he has something of his own.” The effect on the virtues of
benevolence or liberality, by the establishment of community
of property, is also touched upon. ‘‘ It is (he observes) very
pleasant to oblige and assist our friends, and companions,
and strangers, which cannot be unless property be private;
but this cannot result where they make the state too entirely
one. . . . They destroy the offices of two principal virtues,
modesty and liberality . . . . liberality as it relates to
privateproperty,without which no one can appear liberal,
or do any generous action ; for the office of liberality consists in imparting to others what is our own.”*
Aristotle admits, as every one must do, the attractiveness
of the social picture which Communismpresents
to the
imagination; and I shall show, subsequently, how great an
influence the imagination has had upon
some of its most
celebrated
advocates
in France
and
Germany. “This
system of polity (saysAristotle)doesindeedrecommend
itself
by
its good appearances and specious pretences to
humanity ;and the man who hears it proposed will receive
it gladly, concluding that there will be a wonderful bond of
friendshipbetween all its members ; particularly when any
one censures the evils which are now to be found in society,
as arising from property not being common ; as for example,
t h e disputes which arise between man and man, upon their
contracts with each other ; the judgments passed to punish
perjury, and the flattering of the rich ; none of 7~422’charise
from fifedies beinf pn?Ja&,but from the corruption of
mankind.” This passage might have been written in the
nineteenth century A.D., instead of in thefiurth century B.C.

y, There is an excellent
Polit+”
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Every word of it is applicable to our own day. I shall be able
show, in corroboration of Aristotle’s conclusion regarding
the corruption of mankind, that, in almost all of the instances
in which Communistic experimentsin the United States have
failed, theleadershave
attributed the facttoexactly
the
Same cause. Here follows a very valuable
conclusion,
apparently based on actual historicalexperience. “ We see
(says Aristotle) those who live in one community, and have
niLthings in conmon, disputing with each other ojtena than
those who havetheirproperty
sepamfe; but we observe
fewer instances of strife, because of the very small number
of those whohave property in common, compared with
those where it is appropriated. It is alsobutrightto
mention (he adds) not only the evils from whichtheywho
shareproperty in common will be preserved, hut also the
advantages which they will lose ; for, viewed as a whde, this
manner of life will be found impacticabie.” So much, then,
for. the deductions of the most prucfical philosopher of
ancient times, regardingthe Communistic experimentswhich
had beenmade,
and the theories whichhad
been propounded prior to, and durlng his own age.
I purposely pass by Aristotle’s criticism of the ideal a m monwealths pictured by Socrates, Plato, and others, as also
his comments upon certain features of the government of
Sputa. To dwell upon those‘subjects wouldinvolvemore
space thanI have for that purpose, at my disposal, and would
not, after all, have much bearing upon the modern school of
Socialism, with which I desire more especially to deal,
1 come now to whathasbeentermed
“Early Christian
Communism,” which comprehends various attempts at a
state or condition of society,morestrictlyin
accordance
with the principles of simplicity and fraternity taught by
Christ and His followers.
As Mr. Kaufmann has said,“ “The moral enthusiasm,
to

“ SacialLm and Co~wnuoism”(Rev. M. Knuftnano, M.A),
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which springs from religious convictionS is a prime motor in
all ~ocialreform ; and_ hence there came into action a
powerfulinfluence on European society,asChristianity
gradually spread throughout the Roman Empire.” A
century before Christ, ali the property of the city of Rome
was held by about two thousand families, the remainder of
the p l a t i o n , numbering about a million and a quarter,
consisting principally of paupers. The ownership of the
lands was confined to a small number of proprietors, and the
cuitivation of the soil was, for the most part, carried onby
slaves. Certain senators possessedenormousfortunesfor
thosetimes,whichexcited
the envyofmanyof
the less
successful, and served as splendid material for the agitator
and the Socialist dreamer. The luxury of the wealthy had
become a bye-word ; and the recklessextravagance,on
pleasures of the most enervating and ephemeral nature, had
brought the affluent classes into hatred and contempt.
“The hour for reform (says a writer of Roman hisrory)
had sureIy come.” Christianity came, with i t s extremely
altruistic t e a c b g s ; and Christ himself has sincebeen
claimed by prominent Communists, such as Cabet, to have
‘I p l a i d , preached,prescribed
and practised ” Cornmunism. ‘&
The Communism practised by the early Church
was not so much a rigid logical deduction from the teachings
of Christ, as it was the result of spontaneous love of the
brethren, who were all united by the same common bond,
and all equally ready to devote their goods and possessions
to the common welfare.”* The fact that “the end of all
things“ was said and considered to be at hand, constituted
an irnportaclt factor in producing a disregard forworldly
werrith and comforts ; which disregard wouldobviously
conduce tothe adoption of Communistic practices. Mr.
I(aufWnn spealrs of the early establishment of a I‘ Cornm o n w d t h of Love” as an experiment; but he adds that,
D
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afteranephemeralexistence,
it had to be abandoned.
Another attempt of a similar character is recorded as having
taken pkce in Jerusalem. The society was c a l l e d “The
Poor Saints.” It also failed; and Mr. Kaufmann gives, as a
reason, the fact that “an equal share of all, in the enjoyment
of property, demands an equal amount of common labour
and skill in all. As that is notpossible (he adds), ruin
follows, when all the available surplusof accumulated capital
IS consumed ‘among so many,’ not to speak of the effect of
‘idleness,selfishness, and unthrift,’ the rocks on w&ich
anyordinarycommunisticsociety
would mostprobably
founder.”’ I purposelypassover the social organisation of
the Essenes,notwithstanding that theyembracedmany of
the principlespeculiar to Communism. I do so because,
as a community,they
are acknowledged to have been
established and to have adopted their self-denying mode of
life, quite irrespective of any influence h
r
n the teachings of
Christ. Speaking generally, ” the Communism of the early
Christians w a s the result of religious ardour, the first-fruits,
so to speak, of the new1y.embraced faith, manifesting itself
in a premature attempt at social rebrm.” That the mode
of life, to which Communists themselves claim that Christ’s
teaching would practically lead,did not become more general,
has been attributed to the “ ambition and worldliness of the
Church, as it increased in power.” “ Christian Socialismwthat is to say, those social experiments which may be said
to have sprung directly from Christ’s teaching, form but a
small part of the material for a history of this subject.
Nevertheless it is a very important part ; for m d w n Communists, such as Cabet and others, A r m that Communism
itself is the hid outcome of the equality of men, implied,
if not actually taught by Christ. There is one feature,
howeger, in connection with Christian Socialism, which
many Socialists completely lose sght of; and Ishall have
* ‘‘ Socialism and Communism.” p. rg.
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occasion to point out that the same feature characterises all
the existing Communisticsocieties of theUnited States.
I t is, that the act of joining such a community was purely
~oZuntmy. The modem tendencies to Socialism and Communism,against which I have had occasion to protest in
the earlier chapters of this work, all involve the con~ulsory
confiscation, by act of parliament, of a part of the property of
certain citizens, who happentobe
better off thantheir
neighbourn. Wherethe aggregation of the large or small
accumulations of a number of persons is voluntarily entered
into, there can be no possible objection. The fact that it
is so enteredinto is the strongest possible evidence that
each and all of those, so uniting, see, in such an act, some
end,some goal, some purpose to beattained, which they
deem more valuable than the possibilities of other results,
such as might arise from the retention of the same accumulations as separate individuals. In the one case the principle
of self-interest is just as active as in the other. The leaning
to the one form of society may have been regarded, from
the Christian Socialists’ point of view, as “ worldliness ”:
but the leaning totheother
form, viz., that in which
individual wealth and. other mundane considerations were
subordinatedto
what were deemed higher and better
aspirations, regarded from a moretemporal
standpoint,
might be with equal reason termed (in the words of Oliver
Wendell Holmes) “ other-worldliness.” This distinction,
however, between 7~atwttary Communism, such as was
pmctised as the result of Christ’s teaching, and the modern
attempts at a com~u~osoryapproximation toequal
social
conditions, is very irnwrtant to observe.
Mr. Kaufmann has said that “ With every new revival of
religious feeling, similar tendencies (to a system of social
equaiity and a community of goods) prevailed” ; and that
similar attempts were made to reintroduceCommunistic
institutions,because they were supposed to be in keeping
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with the spirit of primitiveChristianity.”* It is said that
during thefirst four centuries of the Christianera,
the
fathers of the Church ” often looked back regretfully to the
Apostolic age,
when
the brethren “had all
things
in
common.” St. Chrysostum,with becoming mildness,said :
“If we ourselves adopted in our own day this mode of life,
the result would be an immense addition of happiness to
rich and p o o r alike ; both wouldhavean
equal share of
advantage.” And St. Ambrose, in somewhat,moreconfident
terms, laid it down that ‘I Nature has given all things in
common to allmen.
Nature hasestablished a common
right, and it is usurpation which hasproduced a private
claim.”
Besides,
these,
however,
there are many other
utterances,
equally
strong,
in support of the rights sf
pmper/u. “In none of them
(says
Mr. Kaufman) is
there any encouragement of schemes for a m(mt reconGructlon of society on purely communistic principles,
such as are put forward by modem Socialisk.” During
the particular periodwithwhich
I am now dealing (the
middle ages), the most
definite
experiments
in communistic principles were those which were attempted in the
establishments of themonastic orders. These orders were
numerous-the
Beghards,
Fratricelli,
the Cathari, the
Brothers of the Common Lot, and
others,
“who all
more or lesspractisedCommunism, on religious p u n d s ,
and as a protestagainst the abwes of private property,
which they denominated “that accursed vice of property.”
The practice of Communism in these monasteries was ao
undoubted success, that is tosay, U&Y the ~i.tpun&ratcs.
Standing out prominently, as they did, in contrast with the
oppression and tyranny which chatacterised &e feudalism of
thosetimes,they
maywell be said to have “served as a
model for a reformed society.” Mr. Kaufmann himself
a
d
& that “the moral government of ecclesiastical come

“
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munities secured thetriumph of law and order over the
violence of the feudal lords . . . the principles of
association, co-operation, and a fair division of labour and
common
enjoyment, fraternal love, and devotion tothe
good, lawful obedience under free institutions and a spirit
of beneficencetowardsthose
without-i!l fact, the leading
principle of all Utopias-found
some realisation in these
monasticinstitutionsbefore
the dawn ofmoderncivilistion.” But how was all this brought about?What were
the circumstances under which this apparent triumph of
Communismtook place ? In the first place, they were not
altogether self-supporting. “Withoutthe
existence of a
larger outer world (says Mr. Kaufmann) which, to a certain
extent, ministered to the wunts of these recluses, their
societies . . . could not have stood the test of time.”
There was, moreover, another, and a very exceptional
reason for their continued existence ; one, too, that could
never be availed of in any other social organisation. I refer
to the rule of celibacy which prevented the usual increase
in numbers. It will be seen from these two facts that
their continued existence is really no evidence of the
practical possibilities of Communismapplied to society in
its normal condition of existence. Communists certainly
point
to
tb-ese establishments as patterns for modem
society;butthere
is no doubt that, as Mr. Kaufmann
says, ‘ I their constitution cannot serve as a pattern to the
world at large, which is mt ready for the austerities of the
cloister, or abstinence from the material enjoyments of life,
which formed the leading principles of monachism.”
With the secularisation of the Church and the increase of
wealth amongthe monasteries, principally derived from
outside sources, even these social oases in the desert of
feudalism became demoralised and disorganised.
Among the numerous sects which flourished during this
period may be mentionedthe Brothers of the Common
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I&, or the Brothers of the Common
Life,
and the
Apostolici. These two
most
call
for
attention. The
former originated in the younger Florentius, vicar of
Deventer,asking of hissuperior, “what harmwould it do
were I and these clerks, who are here copying, to put our
weekly earnings into a common fund and live together,” to
whichno objection, but encouragement was offered. The
society grew into great proportions. Their object, it is
necessarytoobserve,
was to <&extendthe usefulness sf
practical Christianity, by the sirrapli~*Q
of their common life,
by their rigorous code of morality, and by the introduction
of a higher spiritual tone of devotion.” Female societies
were formed on similar lines, and the members engaged in
sewing,weaving, and other forms of manual labour. These
institutions “spread rapidly, and increased in importance
and prosperity.”Mr.
Kaufmann says : “When they had
fulfilled their mission,
they
passed away without a
struggle;” but, he adds that “their success, as far as it
co-operation
on
went,
proves
the possibility of active
Sommunistic principles, accompanied by the affectionate
association of mind and heart, actuated by the RQkest
mottiws of momlib, the spirit of pictislpl am! sel/-suwendcr.”
But he adds, as he might well do, that ‘I the application of
suchprinciples to the Utopian schemes of most modem
Communists, who make material enjoyment and self-indulgence,irrespective of moral considerations, the 5ummtm
bonum of existence, is therefore, out of the question.” Such
societies teach as (‘thatthe development and success of
cooperative association depend on the growth of a higher
motive power ; manifesting itself in acts of self-denial and
brotherlylove among all classes of -society.”* Can any
scheme for the regeneration of society which depends on
such virtues be fairly termed ‘‘ practicabk ”?

*
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We have seen how the equalising influences of the Church
were gradually lessened and ultimately destroyed by reason
of the growth of wealth and luxury in the Church itself; and
how, out of this one important departure from the precepts
of Christ, it gradually drifted into a condition of extravagance and vice,which, by the lawof socialoscillation,to
which I have referred in a previous chapter, ultimately led
to that great counter movement known as the Reformation.
Numerous sects at first appeared, ‘I allprotestingagainst
the wealth and corruption of the clergy.”
Numerous socialreformers, such as Fra Dolcino, and
manypolitical agitators such as Arnold ofBrescia, for the
most part men of unsullied virtue and reputation, now
appeared upon the scene.
These were men who, as
Dean
Milman
says,
combined the qualities of the monk and the republican. They
were admirers, also, of the simple and lowly mode of life
whichwas associated with Christ’s teaching. In addition to
these aids to the impending socialchanges, there existed
certain spiritual societies animated by much the same
desires. The Waidenses and the Minorities’were the most
important of these. They professed “rigid evangeZcid
poverty, and uveided the pursuits by which wealth might be
gained.” The former were hoking for the early re-appearance of the Messiah, whenthey expected absolute equality
to be established
Some idea may be obtained of the style of life which they
led, from the following description by a monk belonging to
another and contemporary order. “They have 110settled
place of abode. They go about barefoot, two by two, in
woollen garments, possessing nothrng, but like the apostles
having all tkmps in cotltmon : following, naked, Him who had
Their Socialism .was purely
not where to lay hishead.”
” The fmter of t h e are said to have derived their name from Peter Waldo, a
Lyons merchant who lad an influentialparty, eager for a reform in the corruptions Of
The‘ latter also derived tkir name from their founder-Vratres Minores.

the clergy.
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z)olunfary. The existing condition of the Church, in those
times,naturallycaused
them and their peculiarlyp&re,
pious, and simplemode of life, toberegarded
with disapproval. They underwent considerable persecution, and
were in time broken up. Some of them joined the Hussites,
of whom I shall speak hereafter.
The Lollards were another community who numbered at
one time as many as 24,000, and who are described by Mr.
Kaufmann as having had a “strong communistic tendency.”
“ There is(says
the samewriter), no evidence to show
that any of their tenets favoured canrpu~m‘soryCommunism, e r
encouraged a subversion of society.”* It is true that John
Ball, the “mad priest of Kent,” who was connected with the
Lollards, entertained and gaveexpression to unmistakable
socialistic
opinions.
He proclaimed, for instance, the
“original equality of mankind,” and asserted that “as
they were governed by the lawsof nature, theykeptupon
even
ground,
and maintained this blessed
purity.”
He
affirmed that “all those distinctions of dignity and degree
are inventions of oppression ; tricks to keep people out of
their ease and liberty ; and, in effect, nothing else but a conspiracy of the rich against the poor.” But, as Mr.Kaufmann
observes, Ball hadprobably no more the sympathy of the
upper cbss of Lollards, than have the violent spirits of the
present moment of the higher
socialdemocracy
atthe
clergy andthe educated classes in Prussia. Be this as it
may, the history of the Lollards, as an d o n of people,
supplies uswith
no evidence of the practical success of
Socialism or Communism, as advocated in OUI own day.
That, indeed, is the only question withwhich I am concerned in this chapter.
TheThorites, who constituted a society of Christian
Communists,built
the town of Tabor, and spread their
political and social ideas throughout the kingdom of
*
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Bohemia. Mr. Kaufmann says that with the establishment
of this new Christian republic, on the principle of a community of goods, “the second advent of Christ was
expected, and, along with it, a final restitution of things.”
The same writer says : ‘‘ Multitudes hastened to lay their
property atthe feet of the clergy, as m the days of the
Apostles ; and a state of society, f r e e from paitl and Irodi6y
nccessifhs was looked forward to, as on the eve of appearing.
. . . They called each other brothers andsisters; they
divided equally among themselves their substance, after the
pattern of the early Christians; their life was grave, and
sirn ilar to that of the most rigid Puritans,” It appears that,
as results of this Utopian experiment, there were “no contentions, no peculations, and no boisterous festivities.” The
Taborites were now drawn into fierceconflict
with the
Hussites (ofwhom it is said, theyhad degenerated into a
herd of ( L ferocious and desperate fanatics”),and on account
of the ravages andthe devastation which the country underwent, ‘‘ manufactures and commerce came to an end ; the
course and
manners and habits of the peoplebecame
violent ; and the Taborite forces, recruited with foreign
adventurers, lost their religious character.” When Piccolomini
visited Tabor, to confer with the Bohemians on some
matters in dispute between themselves and the Emperor of
Germany,
he
found
the people
rough
and uncultured.
Their clothes and dwellings (the latter composed of wood
and clay) indicated paverty a d social sfaffrafion. They
hadlivedfor
a timeupon the spoil which they had obtained & their maraudingexpeditions,but,
as Mr. Kaufmann says, ‘they had at last found it necessary ’ to rehm
to mmmrce, and to aGaRdon f hprincij9le of community of
pdr.”*
The same writer, who,in the volume from which I have
quoted, as also in others dealing with the same subject, has
* ’,&-tahm
. and Communism,” p. 64.
BB

.

5 78

L I d R T Y A m ‘LTBERALISI.

proved himself a specialist in such matters, says, -in ,regard
to this particular community : Such was the unsatisfactory
result of an ill-orgaaised society, modelled on the plan of a
cComsaunisticUtupia. . -. . Ignorance of economic laws,
and a consequentinability of the leaders to organise the
new society on a satisfactory basis, prevented the establishment of industrial institutions which would provide a means
of livelihoodintimes of peace.Socialcompetency,not
to
say social progress, under suchcircumstances, was out of
the question. When the available wealthof the Taborites
had been divided equally among all,
and consumed; when
the spoils ofwar had ceased to replenish the stores of the
community,want and necessitymade
their appearance,
followed by the consciousness that a return to t h old order
had become necessary to preserve the Peojle from sturvafwn.”
Speaking, generally, of the different sects and brotherhoods
which
existed
between
the seventh and the fourteenth
centuries, Mr. Kaufmann says : “ I f wefollow the? efforts
at socialreform,from the exodus of the Paulicians out of
Pontus and Capadocia,when,driven by persecution westwards, they settled in Bulgaria, Croatia, and Dalmatia,
presently to appear in I d y , France, Germany, England,
and Hungary, under the various names of Cathari, Apostolicals, Fratricelli, Belguins, Waldenses, Albigenses, LoHards,
and Hussites, we shall find a recurrence of the Same cycle
of ideas, exhibitedinsimilarenects,
and meeting with
similarrebuffson
the PaTt of the outer world, and being
$na& dissohed, on account of f.ucty in-l
organis&‘w.”+
I pass now to another Socialist community known as the
Moravian Brotherhood-an association which has been described BS “ peacefully developing,out of similar beginnings,
but making Christian self-sacrificefor the common good,
the rule of life : thus introducing lasting and beneficent
SO&
reforms, while avoiding Socialistic revolutions.”i
r(

6

‘ Socialiun and Communism,”

p.

66.

t

“

Socidisrn and Communism,” p. 91

LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

579

This brotherhood, in its modern
organisation,
was
founded by Count Zinzendorf about 1750. The“United
Brethren ” (the more comprehensive title under which the
former may be included) are constantly being referred to by
modernSocialistwriters,
as affording encouragement to
similar efforts for the reconstruction of society. They consisted of two dlstinct branches : the Hutterites and the
Hermhuters. The followers of HutterIsettled in Moravia.
They “ established a community of goods,” and were distinguished for their “purity of manners, and the earnestness of their religious convictions.” To start with, therefore,
they were a seciaZly selected cluss, such as could not be
obtained by any indiscriminate congregation oE the masses
in a modern state. We are told, moreover, that none
but men of blameless lives and h u t chracfers were
admitted into the community.’, This, also, is a condition
which renders anysuccessthey
may have attained, as a
community,absolutelyinapplicable to anymodernexperiment, such as is being advocated by Socialists in our own
day. Imagine, for instance, the effect of mixing, in one
community, a number of men
with
“blameless lives
and devout characters ” with an equal number of such
men as those I havereferred to in the account of the
Paris prosecutions ! It isnotditficult to predict the result
whichwould at once follow. The rules of this brotherhood
were extremely rigid. ‘‘ Meals were taken together in silence;
the food was frugal, and the clothing of the simplest kind,
and uniform in appearance. Work was done noiselessly,
and feasts and festivalsweretotallyabolished.”
The first
rule of the society was not to swfet-aRy i d l e p r q s anrmg the
hthrrrr. No one was exempt from work of some sort, and
the worst offenders were expelled from the communities and
thrust back into th world! Notwithstanding all these rigid
conditions, and these exceptional aids to success, I‘ internal
dissensions and religious disputes arose, and undermined
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the foundations of the newly-formed communities, and
they had to be dissofved.”* Many members returned to their
original homesinGermany and Switzerland, and “became
objects of public charity.” So greata
failure was this
(Hutterite) experimentconsidered, thatthe Zurich authorities prohibited further emigration for a similar purpose, on
the ground that “the emigrants returned to the states, and
becamea burdento their relatives.” The last vestiges of
thisparticularbrotherhood
disappeared in 1620. Another
branch of the Moravian Brethren, known as the Unitas
Fratrum, which was established on the coniines of Moravia
and Silesia, came to an end by persecution and other violent
means, aboutthesame time.At first they met with great
success, and rapidly increased in numbers.
They were held
in g r e a t esteem by the outside world ; and their escape from
the persecution of the times was so remarkable that many
persons, then and since, have regarded them ashaving
received special divine protection. Inthe year 1500 they
numbered zoo parishes. Their particular history is, however, not of much consequence to my present purpose, for
Mr. Kaufmann says : “There is no proof of the actual
establishment among them of a community of goods,” and,
in fact, quotes authorities in support of the contrary position.
From the disappearance of this branch, nothing is heard of
theBrethren until nearly a century later. Indeed, they
seemed to have become extinct ; but, as a fact, their religious
and socjal institutions were carefully preserved by a few
adherents, who remained here and there in secrecy and retirement. T h e condition of Europe, during the centurywhich
followed, becameagain such as is calculated to prompt a
certain class of minds to yearn for the peace, retirement,
repose, a d simplicity of life, which were impossible in the
midst of society as then existing. Monarchical power was
at high tide ; the principal countries of Europe were, or &ad
*
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war; taxation was
heavy
on the
people, and questions of social reform seemeddoomed to
be disregarded. Count Zinzendorf, who was occupying a
post of honour in the council chamber of Saxony, disgusted with the enormities of government whichhesaw
“ peace of mind, awayfrom
around him,andanxiousfor
to the quiet hamlet of
the vices of society,’’withdrew
Hemhut. The remnant of the Bretnren, whohad, meanwhile, been living in Bohemia and Moravia, joined him, and
they, together, formed the nucleus of the new society of the
United Brethren, “ whose settlements,” Mr. Kaufmann
says, “now extend over almost everypart of the habitable
globe.” I shall accept the fact that this organisation exists,
as a proof of the soudncrs of the constitution under which
its memberslive. We have yet to see, however,whether
that constitution, and the conditions of life, are such as to
justify the belief that society, as a whole, couldexist and
it is necesprosper under similar conditions. And, further,
sary to see to what extent Socialistic or Communistic principles are regarded and acted upon among them.
thatadmission to
In the firstplace, it willbeobserved
membership was purely voZuntuty; that is to say, there was
nomovementmade to drawmembersinto it, such as can
in any way be considered analagous to the modem Socialist
attempts to fwa a division of property, and an equalisation
of the conditions of living, by means of the iron hand of the
legislature. I t willbe observed,also, that the association
had an essentially religious foundation ; for we are told by
Mr. Kaufmann that “this settlement was intended as a
standing protest against the corruptions of civil lie, and
the decadence of true religion in Germany.” Now, it is
necessary to observe, further, that in all the modern schemes
for the regeneration of society, by the adoption and practice
of Socidist principles, that “ corruption of civil life,” and the
indikence to religious observances, which constituted the
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“decadence ” spoken of-all
theseinfirmities,which
the
Brethren were so careful to cxclu& from their community,
would, in the realisation of the more modern schemes, have
to be taken in as part and parcel of the community. Whether
similar results could then be hoped for, it is for the student
of human nature and of society to determine, But, let us
see further, whether the mode of life would be possibke in an
indiscriminately populated state. Zinzendorf himself underwent hardships, trials, and disappointments, in his spiritual
ardour for the good of hisorganisation.
He traversed
Europe, GreatBritaln, and evenparts of America,in his
eagerness to extend the brotherhood. He died in 1760.
The immensedevelopment of the organisationseems to
have necessitated some important constitutional alterations
“ in favour
of self-government.” ‘I Thus,” says Mr. Kaufmann, “the society was preserved from splitting up.” The
same writer adds : ‘‘ Although not actuallyCommunists in
their social
organisation,
they aimed at comparative
epualify ;”* but he ‘quotes (from a Moravian authority) as a
note to this observation, that the “ comparative equality ”
isaimed at m,
only to some extent, solelyin
spirirsral
matters, and touches secular relations only in so far as is at
once desirable and inevitable.”
The orpisation appears to be very elaborate in the regulation of the dailylife of its members. “ Accumulation of
capital is rendered practicallyimpossible,since the superfluities of the more wealthy are expected to be devoted to
the wants of the needy.” That principle would suit the
modem Socialist in all conscience ; but I fear some of the
conditions of living, which I shall in a moment enumerate,
would not meet with so ready an acceptance. “The general
prosperity of the state, I’ saysMr.Kaufmann,
I‘ is greatly
degndent on the spirit of Chn‘Eth se(f-hnial.and deuufion
to ih missionary cause which exists among them” N
o ovte,”
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says one of its historians, ‘Lthughtof living to himsecf; but
only for the Lord and His Church; everywheremightbe
witnessed a severe temperance; all were prepared to be satisfied with the most fracgal fare, narrowhouse acconmo.
. In a
dation, and furniture of the mostsimplekind.
word, the Zme ofpover& side by side with continued labour,
.
. were the sources of comparative wealth; . . . .
so that no one lacked the necessaries oflife,while no one
If any one sought externalease
enjoyedanysuperfluities.
property,
not being
and comfort, or wished to amass
disposed to follow the Saviour in His pouero and holiness,
one couldsoondiscover that he was not fit to remain a
member of the society.”
I mightpausehere,
and ash whether that one condition, viz, of “loving poverty” would suit the typical
modem Socialist ? If itwould ; then he has no cause for
discontent with the existing condition of society ! I venture
to think however, that this is the whole point at issue.
The Socialist disiihs poverty, and he is bent on a greater,
if not absolute equalisation of wealth and social conditions ;
not becausehe
desires his neighbour tohaveless-for
in order that k
that, fir se, can do himnogood-but
A i m e q may haw more- He is, infact,crying
out for a
he does not Zove
change insocialarrangements,because
Pozwg. No one can blame him for that; but he would do
well to infer from the fact ( I . ) t h t he is not pual$ed to
become vne of fhe Brefhrcn! and ( 2 . ) that the constitution
under which that sect live would not work sarccessfid~, except
U&Y
that and other equal0 dt$mZt codihons. If, too,
Socialists are sincere in their conviction that such a state of
society is practicable with a mixed population, and they feel
perfectly content to live under such’conditions, it m y fairly
be asked why they do not join them, instead of disturbing
the existing society, by demanding that it also should be
altered to a similar pattern ?

.

. .
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About the middle of the eighteenth century this sect
numbered in all 70,000. In 1852 their number was estimated
at
18,000 only. Mr. Kaufmann estimates their
present number at 30,969, irrespective of the various
missions numbering 76,642. The same writer,in concluding his interesting sketch of the history of the Moravian
Brotherhood, indulgesinsome
interesting philosophical
reflections, suggested by a study of that history. ‘IWe have
seen (he says) how mZi+usfczzIour, in its most simple form,
hasallalongbeen
the nzain sowce of strength in the still
existingbranch,
the success of which, numerically and
financially, has depended entirely on the n g m ~
and pun$
of th religious Zge. The abatement, therefore, of religious
ardour, or the development of religious animosities, might,
at anytime,prove a serious danger to the society.How,
then (he asks) could any large body of human beings, say
a nation or aggregate of nations, be held together socially, in
the presence of religious differences,and the animosities they
would be sure to engender among its component members?”
I venture upon another valuable quotation regarding the
success of this great and laudable organisation, with every
word of which I heartily agree. ‘ I It still remains a doubtful proposition, whether the civilisation and contented simplicity of the Moravians is the &hest possibh condition
to be sought forby socialreformers.
Have their general
culture and mental development reached that height of
perfection whichwe, in the age of refinedintellectualism,
regard as the highest ideal ? Have progress in the arts and
sciences, and the enlightened toleration which accompanies
such advancement, been the distinguishing mark of this
excellentsociety ? Whatwould happen if their patriarchal
simplicity became the general rule ‘for all mankind ? Retrogression, rather than progress, would be the result. The
d d l monotony of life, deprived of that which embellishes
and gives the charm of novelty and variety to existence,
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would soonbecomeunsupportable.
The regular tread of
the companies of workers, proceeding,dayafterday,
to
their labour, in mute self-absorption, acquitting themselves
of the task rigorously assigned to them by authority ; the
uniformity of sombre dress and furniture, with its oppressive
influence on the senses ; and the passive obedience to orders,
without the exercise of spontaneity and individual discovery,
would deaden the mental activities, and reduce the rational
creaturetothecondition
of a self-acting machine. . . .
They have not produced, as yet, any real genius ; and their
social statushas
never passed thepoint
of respectuble
mdiocrity. . . . They may (he concludes)
serve
as
models of self-devotion, . . . but, while humannature
a whole, can
remainsas it is, theirsocialorganisation,as
never serve as a pattern for the reconstruction of the society
of the future.”* One of the most remarkable experiments
in Communism which have yet been attempted is that which
is known asthe
Christian Republic of Paraguay. Its
history and results, cursorily viewed, would seem to constitute it an almost complete realisation of thedreams in
which Communist theorists have from time to time indulged;
for Voltaire, even,hasspoken of it as, “in some respects,
the triumph of humanity.” Whether,on acloserscrutiny
of the facts, it is entitled to be so regarded I shall hereafter
tothe almostinquestion. It is aremarkableexception
variable ruIe, by which such experiments have consisted in
anattempt to muinfain, inacondition
of Communism,
the same standard of civilisation and worldly comfort which
prevails in a highly prosperous society, conducted in accordance with what I may term the principles of individualism.
The Christian Republic at Paraguay consisted in the application of Communistic principles, by a civilised race, to
“a people just merging from barbarism”-the
element of
religion being employed as one of, if not the chief among its
~

* ‘‘ Sxiatisrn anl Communism,” p. 115.
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auxiliaries. This community was established in the New
World, towards the end of the sixteenth century, some time
before the Pilgrim Fathers set out to found their home in
New England. The Spanish Jesuits, to whom the credit of
this so-called ‘ I triumph ” must be awarded, were apparently
perfect masters of human nature, and of organisation and
discipline. The natives themselves, of
whom
this community was formed, seem to have been peculiarly disposed
and adapted to benefit by the influences which this superior
body of men were about to bring to bear upon them. They
have been described as ‘‘ of a gentle and docile disposition :
to a certain extent the result of their mild and genial
surroundings ; easily made amenable to religious instructors, and perhaps rendered prone to superstition by aweinspiring natural phenomena, such as terrible thunderstorms
and lightning. Averse to commercial enterprise . . ,
they retained a natural simplicity, and a hospitable and
even generous disposition, though somewhat wantingin
moral fibre and vigorous independence.” The nature of the
country in
which
they lived, and by
which
they
were
surrounded, has also been graphically represented by the
same writer. ‘ I A fertile soil, irrigated bytwo noble rivers
and their tributaries; possessing no difficulties of transit,
owing to the absence of lofty mountains ; navigable rivers,
encouraging inland communication ; abundant variety in
native produce, and wood in plenty for building both houses
and ships-natural conditions, all favourable to the social
experiments of the invaders.”* Climate, soil, natural
advantages, people-everything seem to have favoured the
establishment of an ideal commonwealth upon the principles
of community of property, that is, if any stable community
can be permanently founded on such principles. The
primiiive condition of the people was a further advantage,
since the reaching of a certain condition ofliving, which
DL‘=
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might havebeenregarded
by emigrants from a civilised
society as inferior to what had gone before, would be by
themregarded
asan advance from what they had been
accustomed
to.
Moreover, they were ignorant of the
condition of extreme wealth and luxury in which certain
classes of European society were living;and, thus, were
removed from the influence of one of the most important
elements of discontentamongthe
poorer sections of a
civilised community. Such being the conditions which
favoured the work undertaken by theJesuit missionaries,
they “collectedthescatteredbands
of natives who had
beenroamingin
forests and living in caverns, strangers
security and sweet
tothe
pleasures of home, andthe
enjoyments of a civilised life.” They provided them with
f o o d and shelter ; “ established a guild of weavers to manufacture European stuffs for clothing thenatives;opened
an apothecary’s shop, a public library, andeducational
establishments to instructtheir new converts in the principles
of religion andthe arts of life; they encouraged native
industry, and taught the rudiments of a commercial system,
applied to inward traffic ; and they established agencies for.
At thesame time,they
the exportation of goods. . .
carefully preserved the natives from competition among
fhemselves, by establishing a community of goods ; . . . they
gained a powerful ascendancy over the native mind . . . and
secured their affection and admiration.”’ Within fifty years
of the establishment of thiscommunity, it had increased
to over thirty settlements, andthe population amounted
to upwards of 100,ooo natives. The Jesuits were careful to
=bin the teaching and the magistracy of the community
in their own hands. In the adjoining provinces there dwelt
a population of lawless settlers, to be proof against whose
incursions, a large number of the natives were trained in the
am of self-defence and fortification. The settlements were

.
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not unfrequently attacked by these lawless neighbours, and
the natives in many instances displayed considerable powers
of defence. Let us now glance at the mode of lifewhich
resulted from this carefully and ingeniously organised social
scheme, which, it must be observed, was started on its career,
favoured with every adzjamtuge which nature could possibly
bestow; and then let it be asked whether such a mode of
lifewouldbe
acceptable, or even bearable to the average
European citizen? In the firstplace,it
appears to have
beenessentiallyreligious,
the standard beingmaintained
by a strict and rigid discipline. The sexes were kept apart
inpublicplaces,
and the marriages were arranged by
ecclesiastical authority. It has been said by one writer that
the greatest inepzldity existedbetween
the mode of life
and social condition of the natives, and those of the
Jesuits themselves ; that while the former was expected
to be content with a mud hut and the most limited supplyof
domestic comforts, the padres luxuriated in all the most
modern conveniences of an European home ; that while the
former toiled hard for the meagre supplies whichwere
conceded to him, the latter accumulated the profits derived
from the exportation of hisproduce, and thus amassed
immense funds for their Order. On the other hand, it
has been said of the, missionaries that-“ Nobles by birth,
and learned men, fresh from the universities of Europe, might
be seen acting as shepherds, masons, and carpenters, and
carrying on all manner of common trades for the purpose of
teachmg and stimulating the natives.” Be this as it may,
the average standard of life among these people,notwithstanding their climate,
soil,
rivers,
and other natural
advantages, seems to have
been
no higher
than
that
of the most needy
English
agricultural labourer. The
cultivation of the mind and the intellect, thmugh such
channels as art, literature, science, philosophy, music,
and other of the distinctlyelevatinginfluences
of our
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daily life, s e m to have been forgotten factors in their
humdrum and honlespun existence. The “ common led’’
of the inhabitants, which seems to be the ideal of
almost all Communist theorists, was certainly attained ; but
that level was no higher than the Zowest level of society
inevery other rural community in which the principles
of Individualism are allowed to operate. It is true
that, in such a community, with all their simplicity and
regularity oflife, m a was allowed to sink to the “lowest
depths ” which are reached by the dregs of great cities ; but
it must be at once apparent that there can be no possible
analogybetweentwo such communities. A race of people
who attempted to live together according to such principles
in a large city like London or Paris, would undergo revolution or disintegrationin a less number of hours than the
society under consideration lasted years. The success (if
so it may be called) of such an association of men, under
all the favourableinfluenceswhich
I have mentioned, can
have no application to society as it exists in even the most
fertile portions of Great Britain. The whole population, as
we have seen,.amounted to no more than IOO,OOO, spread,
too, over an immense virgin territory of the most fertile and
favoured character. Underthe existingsystem of society,
which is so much denounced by Socialists and others, that
number can be concentrated in a mere suburb of a city like
London, and, notwithstanding,allsufficientlyenjoylife
to
prefer it to the primitive and clock-work existence which the
natives of Paraguay seem to have undergone. And if so
much territory and so many natural advantages were required to enable 100,ooo persons to be maintained as they
were ; what proportion of the unineru, let me ask, would be
required to maintain the fo@ milZions or so who are now
inhabiting the comparatively limited territory of Great
Britain and Ireland, or, further, to maintain the zoo,ooo,ooo
01 more, who are at present finding a home and a living in

I
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four countries alone-Great Britain and Ireland, France,
Germany, and the United States ? It must be remembered,
too, that thiscommunity was,from
its initiation to its
disintegration, in a perpetual condition of leadingstrings.
As Southey’ says, in his tale of Paraguay“

Their i m f m i v c lives in pupihge
Perpetually, but peacefulh. they led.”

One of the most indispensable conditions of soundness in
any social constitution is the inherent capability to resist any
possible aggression from without.
That condition has never
yetbeenfound
to be present in anysocietybased
on
Communist principles; nor is the community we are now
diplomatic
considering anyexception to that rule.When
arrangements were made between Spain(under the suzerainty
ofwhich
these settlements were held) and Portugal, by
which a considerable portion of the population of Paraguay
fell as hostages into the hands of the Portuguese, the Jesuits,
having failed to avert the exchange, roused their population
to rebellion and civilwar.
The warwas continued, intermittently, for some years, but the natives of Yaraguay were
finally subdued. The conquered people were treated as
slaves, or compelled to retire to the forests from which their
ancestors had been originally d r a m Mr. Kaufnlann says :
“The settlements, entirely deprived of the patriarchal
government of the priests after the finalexpulsion of the
Jesuits in 1768, consequent upon their suppression in
Europe, soon reiwned to their onsnal condifion.” And the
same writerobserveselsewhere : “ When this controlling
authority was removed, the whole elaborately constructed
scheme fell to pieces. . . . The people, who hadbeen
held in a state of helpless tutelage for a century and a-half,
lacked the power of self-government, and the once splendid
edifice of an Utopian Republic rapidly crumbled to pieces.”t
* Southey had considerable sympthy with Sociatist principks, as &n be Ken by a
reference t o h i s “ ~ ~ n i s ~ n S o E i e t y , “ v s h i f k w e r e s o s e v ~ ~byMacnulay.
dled
t “ Smcialism and Commooirrn,” p 135.
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I havealluded,in
a former chapter,tothat
important
principle observable in the history of society, philosophically
considered, by which communities are frequentlydiverted
from the path of true and permanent progress, by reason of
the errors which have been committed in their organisation
andsubsequent government. Mr. Kaufmann has, in my
opinion, put his finger on the weak spot in the course of his
diagnosis of the constitution of the Paraguaycommunity.
“Community of goods (he says) weakens the motives for
exertion, and retards economic progress. The low level of
mediocrity was rarely surpassed by the natives, simply
because their was no inducement ofered fur extra exertion.
The men and women of thesettlementdid
what the
“fathers” bid them do, and received with thankfulness the
necessaries of life and scanty creature comforts in return ;
but nothing stirred them up into greater activity, when their
immediate wants had been supplied. The spiritual authority
once removed, nothing but the slave whip of Spanish
government inspectors would acceleratetheirmovements
;
and, when freed from this latter bondage, their natural
indolcnce, and the insecun’ty 01acqvired possessions lamed
every further effort towardsindustrial progress amongthe
independent +tives.”*
Washburn, in his history of
Paraguay, has said muchthesame
thing. “ It was only
after the influence of the Jesuits hademasculated the general
mind of all sense of respnsibilit‘y, and every feeling of
prrsomzl reliance, thatthe whole racebecame the willing
forgers of their own fetters.”tTheamount
of freedom
which these peopleenjoyed
in personal matters canbe
mdily inferred from the fact that the most important and
far-reaching of all steps in life, whether for a man or a
woman, that of choosingfor life a domestic partner I‘ for
better or for WOTS~,” was takenout
of thedomain
of

* “&&h
and C o t n m u w ’ p 136
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individual judgment, and left to the discretion of the
padres.
John Stuart Mill,inhis chapter on “Communism,JJ has
shortlyexpressed himself regardingthiscommunity.After
reviewing the factsand circumstances connected with i t s
establishment, he says : “ Thatit could be brought into
action at all, was probably owing to the immense distance,
inpoint of knowledge and intellect, which separated the
few rulers from the whole body of the ruled, withoutany
intermediate orders, either social or intellectual. I n any
other ni-cumstances, it would probably have been a comjlete
failure.”’
1 pass cow to a review of quite another series of Communist attempts, which havebeenmade at differenttimes
in Europe and Asia. These have all been carefully investigated by M. Emile de Laveleye,through the medium of a
number of other worksby writers who havemadespecial
studies of the respective communities therein dealt with.
I have
before
referred
to
M. de Laveleye’s
work.
I
shall now pass in briefreview the variogssocial constitutions treated of by that writer; and, in doing so, offer
comments from time to time on his deductionst
M. de Laveleye is quitc evidently a Socialist at heart ;and
one caneasilydiscern,
throughout his work, a somewhat
unscientific tendency to “make the best ” of his data in the
Socialistcause. He says : “Modern democracies will only
escape the destiny of ancient democracies, by adopting laws
such as shall secure the distribution of property among a
larger number of holders, and s
h
a
llestablish a zlrtgpnerQi
c p w l i f y 4c d i f i b l u . The lofty maxim of justice, ‘to every
e
a
l
i
d
, so that
one according to his work,’ must be t
IJ
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property may actually be the result of labour, and that the
well-being of each may be proportional to the co-operation
which he gives to production.” This is nothingmore or
less than the nOw stereotypedSocialist cry, about capita(
belonging to the labourers. If one labourer, in this generation,
thinks fit to display some providence and self-denial,in order
that he may provide against the many contingencies of our
daily life, and thus saves u little nloncy, the next or following
generation of labourers, who happen to be contemporary
with the fortunate possessor of his father‘s or grandfather’s
hard-earned savings, turn round and exclaim : ‘I You have
no right to that money-it is the result ojlabwrr, and, as we
happen to be the labourers of this generation, weclaim. to
of the savings of a labourer of t w o or three
havepart
geseratwns ago.” Socialists do not use thoseexactwords ;
but theyfairlyrepresent
the summarisedlogic of their
arguments. The sawed wages of one generation are dubbed
I ‘ capital ” in the next, and claimed to be public property.
If such a theory were‘right, the first, and in fact only moral
to bedrawn born it would be : ‘I Don’t save-don’t make any
provision for your own old age, or for anybody who comes
after you.” The ei€ect of a whole community living up to such
a moral can be easily imagined.
M. de Laveleye’s treatiseshouldhavemore
than the
usll;tl interest for Australian qolonists ; for he has,in his
p r e k e , expressed a hope that the citizens of those colonies
will not adopt whathe terms “the strict and severe right
of property,” but rather “return to the traditions of their
ancestors.” Let us now seewhat they were, and what
condition of life and civilisationthey produced for those
who adopted them as social guides, so that we may judge
as to the merits of a system of society, thus held up as a
model f a imitation.
In the opening chapter of his work, M.de Laveleye makes
the confession that it isonlyafter a series of p r o p e s s h
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evolutions, and at a comparatively recent period, that individual ownership, as applied to land, is constituted.”
I n dealing with the “Village Communities in Russia,,” he
tells us that “the members of the same group or community
join together their agricultural implements, and collectively
cultivate their land, and manage the capital-that is the
cattle-destined to make it productive. Therethe system
of common property is a direct consequence of the pastoral
life and the family organisation.”* These conditions appear
to be all which a Socialist could wish ; for not only the land,
but the stock, and even the implements, are held in common.
The aggregation of the inhabitants of a village, thus possessing in common the land attached to it, iscalled
the
Mir.”
M. de Laveleye has devoted a chapter to what he terms
the “economic results of the Russian M~Y;”and from that
it will be seen what condition of society I”been attained
under its form of government. That those results are
regarded with some satisfaction,is sh’ownby the fact that
‘ I the Panslavists believe that the community o
f the Mir will
ensure the future greatness of Russia.”t
If M. de Laveleyehad entitled this particular chapter
referredto, ‘LSomeinfirmities of the Mir,” it would have
been more consistent with what he has therein written.
It seems to be admitted that the people wholive under
this form of government are little, if any, better off than the
most poorly paid and most uncultured agricultural labourer
of Ireland. The soil is admittedly badlgcultivated, and M.
de Laveleye says : “If the soil of Russia is badly cultivated
by the peasants, it is because, until lately, bowed beneath
the yoke of serfage,they want instrarction, m o h e , elserg)l’
And he adds : “ I n all Western Europe, we have to admire
the marvels accomplished by prizlab Q W ~ W - S , ~ ? ; while, in
Russia, agriculture abides by the processes of huo thusand
0 I,
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years ago.” * He says, elsewhere, that this is the I‘ result of
a want of information ” : apparently forgetful of the fact that
information, regardingabetter
condition of things, cannot
be forthcoming, until thatbettercondition
of things lJ is
realised, which, by his own showing, ha5 not been the case
even after f w o thusand years of experience !
The advantages and disadvantages of the Mir have been
summed up by M. d e Laveleye himself; and I venture to
think thatthe
summary itself is a more than sufficient
condemnation of the whole system which he impliedly
recommends. The alleged advantages are shortly these :
‘I Every able labourer has aright
to claim a share in the
land,” by means of which “a proletariat, with all its miseries,
cannot arise.” I‘ The children do not suffer for the idleness,
the misfortune, or the extravagance of their parents.” ‘LEach
family being proprietor, there exists an element of order, of
conservatism, and tradition, which preserves the society from
social disorders.” “The soil remaining the inalienable patrimony of all the inhabitants, there is no ground to fear the
struggle between capital and labour.” “The M i r i s favourable
to colonisation.” These are thesum total of the “advantages”
of this system of government, as claimedby one of its strongest
advocates ; but it is a significant fact that Schedo-Ferroti (from
whom M. de Laveleye has drawn much of his information
regarding the Mi+,) “wishes to r f l m the system, by giving
each family the heredifmy enjoyment of his parcel, which it
might sen, dcvise or Lease.” I n this significant admission the
Whole Socialist fabric falls to the grounds; for, at once, that
djectionable element-capiCal-would
be created. M. d e
Laveleye admits that “the point really calculated to alarm
eccmomists ’’ is that “ i t removes every obstacle to the
increase of population, and even offers a premium for
the multiplying of offspring.” He admits, also, thatthe
mortality among young children is “large”; and he puts

*
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the proportion at I to 26 of the population, as compared
with I to 49 in England. The cause of this
has,
he
informs us, been
ascertained
to be that
the
mothers
are overburdetud wifh wwhj” which fact is a further illustration of the degraded condition of society under the system.
M. de Laveleye himself admits that ‘Ithe system is opposed
to the progress of intensive agriculture, because it prevents
capital being sunk in the land; ” that the intermingling of
the parcels of land leads to compulsory agriculture, and so
favours routine, and maintains the old methods of cropping
that “thejainf responsibility of all the members of the comrnune, for recruits, and for the payment of the taxes, tends to
nuke f l u industrirs pay the share of the d i e , and so weahem
the m t i v e of indX’vz2uai interest;” and he adds, with m e what ingenuous candour, evidently unmindful that in doing
so heis taking away the very foundation of his arguments
for Socialism : “The moment this motive IS weakened, it
must be replaced by constraint, that the social life may not
stop ; so that the peasant, if no longer the serf of the lord,
is still the serf of the commune. Itadividwzi interest (he
adds) not being mficciEntiy brought into gay, tlcclp become Ut,
a d the whole soaal body is in a state of siagnutam.’*
Could an advocate make a more damaging confession ?
M. de Laveleyeclaims that “ Pauperism, the bane of
Western societies,is unknown in the iwir,” but he supplies an
answeralso to that claim. “ It has heen replied (he says)
that if it prevents a real ptoletmiut from being developed,
it is by Keeping evetyme itt@z~erQ,and so creating a nation
afprolefanans.” It isargued, he says, that the condition
of the Russianpeasant is hardly better ,than that of t k
agricultural labourer of the West ; that he is neither better
clothed, better lodged, nor better fed ; that equality is maintained, but that it is the e p w h i i 4.desh2&inn.” This 1
certainly should argue; and M.de Laveeleye’s only reply is as
* “primitivc Property,” p. 35.
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follows : “ The wants of the Russian peasant are simple and
few in number,but they are satisfid; his mode of lifeis
not refined, but he Raae,~no other and zs content!” If such
a condition of living is satisfactory to M. de Laveleye, as the
be-all and end-all of mundane existence, it is to befeared
that that distinguished writerhas set up a poor and humiliating standard regarding man’s mission in the world.And if
a system of government, which produces such a low type of
numanity, as is thus pictured, is preferable to that which has
produced the wealth, the comfort, the culture, the refinement, and the aspirations of the middle classes of Western
Europe, then, indeed, has mankind laboured in vain.
“T
he Russian (says M. de Laveleye), resz@cd to his Zot,
attached to ancient tradition, always ready to obty the orders
of his superiors, full of verrcrrution for his priests and his
emperor, and content with an exisfence, which he never seeks
to z m j r m , isperFapS happier and morelight-heartedthan
the enterprising and unsettled Yankee in
the midst of his
riches and his progress.”
The above is obviously the ideal which M. de Laveleye
sets up €or societytoaspire
to ; and in suchcase it is
not
difficult
to
understand why the social conditions
realised under the Russian M Y should find a champion in
him. But yet, that writer has a somewhat contradictory
leaningtowards
the muchdespised Westerncivilisation.
He can apparently see some room for improvement in the
condition of this Russian Communist ; but it involves the
adoption of Western ideas ! “Suppose (he says),that the
Russian peasants . . . were to receivesuch irrstmctzon
as is given in the American s ~ h o land
,
that they were put
BII u ZmZwith the recent pogress of agriculture.” It would
be indeed interesting to know how M.de Laveleye supposes
the “American schools” are enabled to give instruction;
and how he imagines the I‘ recent progress in agriculture”
bas been renderedpossible.
A knowledge of agricultud

.
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chemistry is certainly not intuitive. It has to be Zeatnd by experience; and men must have accumulated that much-abused
element called “capital,” before they can afford
the leisure
to study such a subject.
The modern agricultural
M. de Laveleye so
machinery, the advantages ofwhich
much desires to see enjoyed by the Russian Communists,
means much moreeven than the chemical knowledge. It
means, in the first place, the saving and accumulation of
wealth, to train men as engineers; the saving and accumulation of wealth, to erect workshops and machinery ; the
existence of a “ demand,” by a prosperous community of
agriculturalists, of such machinery ; and, at the back of all
this, some secun2yforproper& and some incentive in ererhm
and i.wenhbn, to induce men to attain such results. A
very slight knowledge of human nature will enable one to
determine whether such results would or could ever be o b
tained, if all men were, as M. de Laveleye describes his ideal
Russian Communist, a I‘ serf of the Commune,” ‘(weakened
in the motive of self-interest,” and content with an existence which he never seeks to improve;” as alsomember
of a social b o d y in a state of stagnation ” ! This writer
would evidently have one-halfthe world live in the degraded
and povertystricken, yet ‘I contented” condition of the
Russian Communist, while the other half of the world went
on, under the present conditions of society, and supplied
the former with “instruction in the most recent progress of
agriculture ” ! I can, I think, with confidence, ask whether
a system, which produces suchresults
as those of the
Russian Mir, is worthy of being held up to Australian
colopists, or to any other civilis4 community, as a model for
society?
I have dealt, at some length, with this first brm of Communist societies, as treated by M. de Laveleye, in order
that some ideamay be obtained of the extremelyillogical
and unphilosophiml manner in which the whole subject has
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been treated in thc work referred to. I shall now pass more

rapidly through the other illustrations, by which he attempts
to justifyhispartialityforsuchforms
of society. The
second illustration which he hasoffered, concerning the
advantages to be derived from what he terms I‘ a very general
equality of conditions,” is that supplied by “The Village
The magnificent Dutch
Communities in Java and India.”
colony of Java, (he says) with more than seventeen millions
of inhabitants, possesses a communal organisation similar to
that of Russia”’ I need not go into detail, as to the form
of that organisation. My object ismerely to showwhat
social results have obtained under its working. The people,
we are told, “cultivate principally rice, which forms almost
the sole food of the Javanese.” The social arrangements
are evidently similar to those of the Russian M y , in the
matter of an improvident
increase
of population. The
populationincreases there morerapidly than inany other
countryin the world.” It hasbeen so rapid, indeed, that
each peasant only obtains “ 1% to 2 % roods of land,” out
of which he evidently has to get his living. M. de Laveleye
quotes M. Berysma(an authority on thisbranch of the
subject) as having asserted that A“ the system will soon
result in convertingall the Javanese into a people of proZetarians; that there will still be egudZi@, but that it will be
an equalit)+of misery.”’ “ I n India,” M. de Laveleye says,
I‘ the primitive community no longer exists,” from which we
mayfairlyinfer
that, as a system, it did not answer. I t
has certalnly not survived. The Javanese are described by
M.de Laveleye as being, “like all Asiatics, improvident ;”
but he adds that they also are “happy and contented”! To be
ignorant of Western civilisation, and to be contetstrd, appears
to be M. de Laveleye’s ideal; for speaking of the Russian
peasant, he says : “ H e k m w s no other mode of life and is content.” Europeans, Americans, and colonists do know another
I‘
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mode of life, and it is therefore quite another question
whether this humiliating ideal would render them content !
The only point regarding the Javanese, and their system of
Communism, in whichwe are here interested, is asto whether
that daily life, in which their sole food is rice, and their sole
occupation
its
cultivation,
would satisfy the people of
a condition whichthey
existingcivilisedcommunities,as
mightreach
by a resort to similarprinciples.
I venture
to think not.
The third illustration offered by M. de Laveleye is
that afforded by ‘ I The Allmends of Switzerland.” That
: “They (the Allmends)
have
secured
the
writer
says
inhabitants from the most remote times, in the enjoyment
of libero, equaliQ, and order, and as gnat a &pee of
happiness as is compafibk with Awmn destinies:’ and
he adds : I‘ This exceptional good fortune is attributable to
the fact that annent communa2 institutions havebeenpreserved, and, with them, the communal arrnershrjl”+ As an
opening sentence to an account of a Communist experiment,
this certainly appears promising.We shall see how far the
factsaccord withit.
In the firstplace, there is an utter
&seat of equality amongthe residents of the ‘‘ Cantons,” as
they are called-there is an inequality, in fact, which consists
in a system of aristocraticprivilege’s, such as would never be
tolerated by modem Socialists.
Mere
habitation xithin
the commune (says M. de Laveleye), or even the exercise of
political membership, is not sufficient to constitute a title to
the enjoyment of the common domain; &scent frbnr a
&mi+, which has pomessed the right from time immemorial,
or at least from before the commencement of the present
century, being necessary. Collective
succession is based on
succession in the family ; that is to say, descent in a
p&deged family gives the right to a share in the collective
inheritance.”? Again, h e says: “Side by side, in the same
9 “
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village, with a group of persons using the communal land,
m y be found inhabitants excZu&d from aZZ the advantages
which so materially improve the position of the fornler.”
Even in the ordinary matter of wood-supply, taken from the
‘ I communal forests,” the inhabitants of a village are divided
into f u w chsses; and the wood is distributed among them
in -amgmZ portions, according tothat classification. In a
particular district known as Uri the distribution of what ,is
colatradictcxily called the .~mtmunal$ossessions, is must
unequal. It is not even as M. de Lawleye wmM have it“ T o every one according to his word ”“but,as he himself says, “ to every one according to his wads.” ‘’It
follows (he says) that the rkh ore benefifed and the pwr
sacr~@d.”*
These inequalities have apparently led to
differences. It is, in fact, anything but an Utopian community ; for,in
the words of M. de Laveleye himself,
“ Here, for long past, as in Florence, Athens, or Rome, the
great andthe small, the fat and the lean, have been at
issue.”t The occupation of the people seems to be for tbe
most part agricultural, from which fact the social condition
can be fairly inkrred. PrrPufe property seems to be
established institution; and it would appear thatthe use,
even of the communal property, is divided, not equally, bot
according to the extent of that private property in each
owner‘s hands. The people are described as “simple.’
They appear to live a routine lire ; for “ every member of
the Commune ” is compelled to devote a certain number of
dgrs’ labour to &e bottling of the communal wine, and to
take part in cultivating the communal corn lands. The
m mhrs cannot, moreover, claim their share in the cornm d property, even on marriage and coming of age.
“They have to wait c@f years, and then only have a
quarter of their entire share.”: Every inhabitant may send
*
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a cow and some goats ” on to the common pasturage, and
receive “two cubic metres of, timber, and one hundred
faggots.” ‘ I -rf he grow tobacco on his plot of arable ” (Say6
M. de Laveleye) the produce is suj%ietrl $or his whde
maintenance; and he adds: I@ f d 0 W S from this system
that there is nopaupaism.’’
The factsconcerning
the
social lifeof these people wouldrather suggest that thousands
are certainlyno better off than &he mostbadlyprovided
agricultural labourer. Under the head of “ Advantages
of the Allmend,” M. de Laveleye says, “ It is to be regretted that so many thousands of men depend for their
daily subsistence on a single accu~alion,which is liable to
itoterrupteuz, from time to time, by euery kind of cnkis ;”
but he claims that ‘ I when they have a s m l i fieia! to cultivate,
they can bear a stoppage of their trade, withoutbeing
reduced to the last extremity.” This is certainly not much
to boast about in a community which, in M. de Laveleye’s
opinion, has ( I secured as great a degree of happiness as is
compatible with human destinies.” Their happiness certainly
appears to be of a very primitive order.
Part of the com.munal revenue,” M. de Laveleye tells us, “ is spent. in the
purchase of chew.” The “ basis of their banquets consists
of wine and bread,” and “ the women are often present and
moderate the excesswe drinking.” M. de Laveleye contends that the workmen in ‘(great modern industries ’’ are
oftencosmopolitanwanderers,”
lacking patriotism, while,
to the commoner under the Allmend, the native soil is ‘ I a
veritable dm ptzrztrs-a
good foster-mother.” “The
patriotism of the Swiss (he says) workswonders,”
and
(‘brings him from the ends of th WOYU
home to his native
place.”? M. de Laveleye has not given arty reason to
account for the “contented Swiss ” having gum to c< the
d s of the world”! Is it quite consistent with the Utopian
contentment with his own national arrangements that he
c(
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should thus wander away to lands where,what
M. de
Laveleye terms, the “unsettled Yankee,” and, I might add,
the restless
Australian,
are ever
struggling
towards
an
advanced social position ? I n order to show how happy and
prosperous the commoner of the Swiss Allmend is, M. de
Laveleye has resorted to two somewhatunfair contrasts.
First he compares him with the Manchester mechanic, and,
of course, draws a double picture in which the former has
much the advantage.But
it mustberemembered that in
anycomparisonbetween
two societies, under systems of
Communism and Individualism respectively, itis only fairand
reasonable that the average of each society should be taken
as illustrations. The Manchester mechanic can scarcelybe
taken as representing the average human production of the
existing English social system. That system produces, in the
first place, a refined and cultured aristocracy, and a remarkable list of poets, philosophers, scientists, artists, sculptors,
engineers, architect% lawyers,divines,
and litterateurs. I t
enables society to accumulate property of allkinds,conducive to man’s comfort and enjoyment, in quantities and
valuewhich the mind cannot grasp ; it substitutes for the
mere hut of the primitive agriculturalist every form and
character of dwelling, from the classic and ornate palaces of
the sovereign, to the simple thatched home of the cottager ;
it furnishes those dwellings in such amannerthatthe
humblest of them contains, in the hundred and one results
of the division of labour, more comfort than any single man
could produce for hinlselfin a whole lifetime ; it puts us
within reach of the accumulated and corrected knowledge of
centtlries, in mediciwand science, by mans of which
diseases 4scourges, which at one age were fatal tD whole
peopIes, are m w under man’s almost complete control ; it
enables man to be supplied with luxuries and amusements
whichin a primitive community it would be impossible to
possess; it supplies w Kith a literature which bridges,
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centuries of history, and comprehends the thoughts and feelings of the greatest minds of all ages ; it supplies us, either in
our homes or in our public galleries, with works of art which
no primitive people could possibly imagine to exist; it has,
by offering incentives to industry,
supplied
man
with
materials, productive of happiness, toan extent, andin a
variety which would bewilder the primitivemind. I3ut such
systems as those with which I have been dealing-what have
they done ? They have enabled the members of them to
obtaina bare subsistence-and
nothing more. They have
given no protection or encouragement to the institution of
private property; and in doing that they have removed from
the individual the most powerful spring of action-selfinterest; by means of which, they have reduced him to a
condition of social stagnation.” Is it then a fair test, to compare a Manchester mechanicwith the bed type of men such as
have been produced under the Swiss Allmends ? But M. de
Laveleye is not content with even such a comparison.
In a
contrast
subsequent part of his work,* he h& drawna
between what he terms a “proud, active, independent, and
industrious commoner of the Swiss Allmend,” and a “degradedinmate ” of an English workhouse ! I t would be
about as fair on the other side to compare the highest proMr.
duct of Western civilisation-sag aphilosopherlike
Herbert Spencer, or a famous writer, such as M.d e Lavekye
himself, with one of the most degraded and destitute mernbers of a Swiss Canton !
I have, I think, saidenough,regarding the condition of
living under the Swiss AIlmendq to show that the systemalmost an exclusively agricultural one-would
be in every
way entirelyunsuited to the industrious and thickly-poplated countries of Western Europe, where territory is limited,
and the people are to be counted in tens of millions.
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“The German Mark” is the nextform

605
of Communism

with which M. de Laveleye has dealt, in the work to which
I havereferred.Whatevermerit
m y be claimed for this
form of village communities, which existed in “ Ancient’’
Germanyonly, it is now an institution of the past. It did
not, in fact, survive ; and, since the Germans, as a people,
are themselves one of the most progressive racesin the world,
wemay reasonably infer that the social organisation which
existed in ancient times, under the name of the Murk, so
far hiled to hrmonise with that progressive element in
the national character, as to lead to its absollite abandonment. This fact, in itself, raises a strong presumption against
itseconomic merits. But, let us see what M. de Laveleye
has to say in its favour. The constitution of this formof
communities seems to have been familiar to those of Russia
and Java.* The element of private property was not altogether unknown under it, forwe are told that “ Rereditury
ownership applied to the house and enclosure belonging to
it,” though the rest of the territory was “ the undivided
property of t h e dm.” M. de Laveleye, going as far back as
the date of “Cmar’s Commentaries,”for an account of the
social condition of the inhabitants of these communities,
quotes from such writings as follows :-“ Those who remain
in the country cultivate the soil for themselves, and, in their
turn, take arms the nextyear,while
the others remain at
home. . . . They consume ZitfZe cwa, but live chiefly on mzik
and IAd Jesh of their hrds and devote themselves to the
chase.’’+ The chase, and the rearing of their herds, provide
the greatest part of their food ; agriculture takes but the
third place’’ M. de Laveleye offers a somewhat picturesque
comparison between the l‘ German peasant of to-day ” and a
which
member of one of these villagecommunities,in

*
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the former is disposed of in two lines, and, by an ingenious
literarytouchmade
to appear a miserabledown-trodden
creature ; whereas, by a fineuse
of somewhat p t i c
phraseology,the latter is decked out in all the Characteristics
of the hero and the victor. I‘ How great,” he says, “ is the
differencebetween a member of one of these village
communities and the German peasant who occupieshis
placeto-day ! The formerlivesonanimal
food, venison,
mutton, beef, milk, and cheese; while the latter lives on
rye bread and potatoes ; meat being too dear, he only eats it
veryrarely,ongreatholidays.
The former made his body
hardy and his limbs supple by continual exercise ; he swam
rivers, chased the wild ox the whole day through, in the vast
forests, and trained himself in the management of arms. Ne
considers himself the equal of all, and recognises no
authority above him. He chooses his chiefs as he will, and
takes part in the administration of the interest of the
community ;as juror he decides the differences, the quarrels,
and the crimes of his fellows ; a5 warrior he never lays aside
his arms, and, by the clash of them, signalises the adoption
of any important resolution. His mode of life is Qarbarosr~,
in the seme that he never thinks of providing forthe refined
wants begotten by civilisation, but he brings into active use
and so develops dl the faculties of man-strength of
bodyfirst, then will, foresight,reflection.’*
Where, I may
ask, is this fine specimen of humanity now ? He appears to
havehadplenty
tl:, eat, and a diet, too, of a somewhat
invigoratingnature.
H e is said t~ havepossessed a fine
physique, and to havedeveloped all his faculties,in fact,
‘I all the faculties of man.”
Surely, it is a melancholy a n fession that, with oil tbese advantages around him, and ,with
what M. de Laveleyeconsiderssuch
an enviable social
organisation, he should have “died out ” ! The much
despised I‘ German peasant of today ” shows no such signsof
*
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decay,-notwithstanding M.de Laveleye’s sympathy forhim.
The former was the product of a communal form of
government; the latter is the product of the“strict and
severeright of property,” which he so distinctly deprecates. ,
M.de Laveleye would do well to reflect whether these two
sets of circumstances are illustrations ofprtFpterhcorpost hoc.
M.de Laveleye’s idealof a citizen is difficult to understand.
In picturing the lot of the Russian peasant, whom he hlds
t@ as a model remit of the Mir, he describes him as “ resigtled to
his tot, attached to arocient tradiliotz, always ready to obey the
orders of his suprim, full of oeneratian for his @sh, and
mnfent with an existence which he mzwr seeks to fwqWove.J*
O n the other hand, in picturing the lot of the “German
peasant of the present day,’’ whom he regards as the PiXabZe
mmlt of “ the strict and severe rightof property,” he describes
him as l a q ;overwhelmedby the powerfulhierarchies,
political, judicial, administrative, and ecclesiastical, which .
tower above him ; he is not his own master ; he is an appendage of society, which disposes of him as of other property.
H e trembles before his pastor orthe rural guard ; on all sides
are authorities whieh command him and which he must
0be)l.t‘‘ Might these not be descriptions of the same class ;
the one being clothed in the language of the advocate, the
other in the language of the opponent ? The one is “ lazy ”
whilst the other is “resigned to his lot, and content with an
existence which he neverseeks to improve theone is
cr not his own master,” but surrounded on all sides with
“authorities which command him, and which
he
must
obey,” whilst the other is -“always ready to obey the orders
of his superiors.” The one “trembles before his pastor,”
whilst the other is ‘‘ full of veneration for his priest.” The
one is “overwhelmed by the powerful hierarchies, political,
judicial, administrative,” whilst the other is attached to
ancient tradition, ready to obey the orders of his superiors
Primirive Property,”p. 19.
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and full of veneration for his emperor, and is, in fact, “the
serf of the commune.” Yet the one class is condemned
by M. de Laveleye, and the other heldup as a model for
imitation ! Mere words
would
seem
t o becapable
of
deceivingeven t h e e who use themmostdeftly.
In the
concludingportion of M. de Laveleye’s chapter on the
German Mark, that writer says : ‘I Modem societies possess a
collective power incomparably greater than that of pimifine
~ ~ n ’ e f;
t rbut
~ in th kf&r,wktl thy escaped copzquest, the
irdividual was endowed with h r sufirior C ~ Y U . ” This is
certainly not borne out by M. de Laveleye’s own statements
in the same work. He admits that, while “ inall western
Europe, we have to admire the nrarvds accomplished by
private ownership, in Russia agriculture abides by the processes of f w o fhusand years ugo.” He admits that the
American is “unsettled and enterprising,”living in the
midst of “richesand Progress;” that he,is “eager for
change and action, a thirstforgain,
always insearch of
novelty ; accustomed to count on nobody but himself, and
a finishedtype
of Individualism;” but he, in the same
breath, describes the Russian as “content with an existence
which henever seeks to improve . . . . and wdting in
“ instructig motive, and
energy.”
Moreover,
M. de
Laveleyehimself has admitted that underthissystem
of
primitive property, I‘ individual interest is not brought into
play,menbecomeidle,
and the whole social body is in a
state of stagnation.”” He may well observe, as he has done,
that ‘I to estimate the relative vdue of the coh’ediive principle,
and the principle of Irrdivdaaizim, we need only compare
Russia and the United States.”t Yet, the writer of this and
the previous admissions
contends that, in thepnkufiima’&~,
the individual was endowed with “far EIIpenia cmrgy ”/
The German Mark then, according to M. de Laveleye’s
own showing,never succeeded in p d u ~ n gany higher
I
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form of manhood than that of the “heroic barbarian ;” and
notwithstanding thathespentthe
whole day in trainin-g
himself in the management of arms, it did not even succeed
in enabling him to survive the advances of other less heroic
forms of society !
I need not, I think, dwell upon the utter impossibility of
such a form of society being maintained (in which unlimited
territory would be required to afford hunting-grounds for
such apeople) among a community, so large as that of
Germany, the population of which is now nearly $fiy
7nil&tz5.
The whole territory of the
German
empire
(:08,ooo square miles) would gwe to each member of the
population about 2 acres, which would be hardly sufficient
to maintain a race who ’‘ chased the wild ox the whole day,”
and “neveF laid aside their arms.”
I may then, I imagine, conclude, so far as I have gone,
that if the Communist’smillennium is evergoing to be
realised, it will not be by a return tothe form of society
which was produced by the Russian Mir, the Swiss Almends,
or the Swiss Mark.
But M. de Iaveleye has other illustrations to offer of the
beneikialresults of Communist principles. H e devotes a
few pages to the agrarian system of the IrishCelts, concerning
whom the little knowledge we possess shows “that the same
institutionsexisted originally among them as among other
nations-joint property, and even community ofwives, and
cannibalism.”* As a Communist organisation, that system
came to an untimely end, by reason of just the same cause
which would make any primitive form of society impracticabk in any European country. M. d e Laveleye quotes authorities to show that ‘‘ I t was the increase of the population
which put ma end to the periodic re-distribution of the collective property.”
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Under the head of “ Agrarian Communities, among the
Arabs andother nations,” M. d e Laveleye shows that by
the system existing at Algeria “theArabs
have(now)
arrived at very much the same point in economic evolution
as theGermans had in the time of T a c h s ”! There is
nothing there said which would be at all likely to cause the
citizens of any European or colonial community to emulate
the system of society which has been thus realised. M. d e
Laveleye has generalised his data so far as to have concluded that ‘‘ the same institutions produce among all races
similar results.”* And ina subsequentchapterheendeavours to show how universal is the rule that family communities succeed to village communities. “ We have seen everywhere]” he says, “in India or Java, as in Peru or Mexico,
Aryans of
alikeamongthe
negroes of Africa andthe
Europe,the ekmrntuy social group was the village community, which was in possession of the land, and divided
equally, among all the families, itstemporaryenjoyment.
At a later period, when common ownership with periodical
immediately
partition feh’ into dimse, the soil didnot
become the private property of individual owners, but it was
of separate
held as the hereditaryinalienablepatrimony
famdiees, who lived in commonunderthesame
roof8 or
within thesame
inclosure.”t M. de hveleye has
not
attempted to bridge the chasm which exists between the two
systems, and which is summarilydescribedabove
by the
expression ‘I fell into disuse.” Why didthecommunal
system fall into disuse 7 That is a question which requires
answering ; and the burden of finding a satisfactory answer
. is thrown upon those who a6rm the success of the institution thus ‘lfalkn intodisuse ” or given up. Until that
answer is forthcoming, we are justified, by a k m l e d g e of
man himself, by a knowledge of the process of evolution,
by a knowledge of history itself, in inferring that it became
8
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unsuited to those who had previously practised it and lived
under it.
Lest I should be suspected of rnisunderstanding M. de
Laveleye, in representing him as an advocate for the Communist principles which primitive communities followed, I
venture the following further quotations fromhispreface.
“If,” he says, “Western societies had preserved equality, by
consecrating the natural right of property, theirnormal
development would have been similar to that of Switzerland.
They would haveescaped the feudalaristocracy, the absolute monarchy, and the demogogic democracy with which
we are threatened. The communes, inhabited by free mm,
p m p t r ~holders, and equals, would havebeenallied
by a
federal bond to form the state ; and the states, in their turn,
would havebeen able to form a federal union such as the
United States.” To show further that he is quite serious in
hisoccasionalobvservationsexpressive
of approval of the
communal system, I quote the following, also from his preface. “ The knowledge ofptimr’h‘w forms of property may
be of direct interest to new colonies whichhaveimmense
territories at their disposal, such as Australia andthe
United States, for it mght be introduced there in pr#erewe
to quiritary property.”’
M. de Laveleye has thus undertaken to show, from
actual facts, that Communist principles are sound and
practicable. Has he succeeded ? I think not; for, out of
all his illustrations, there is not one which does not prove
its own absolute impracticability for any people limited in
territory, or desiring any ordinary standard of enterprise
and activity.
I shall pass now to a review of the theories of the more
modem Socialists of France and Germany, and endeavour
to present their merits and demerits with equallyfair prominence. I shall,in that review, touch upon the various
e
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schemes proposed by Owen, St. Simon, Karl Marx, Founier,
Louis
Blanc,
Cabet, Proudhon, Ladle, Baboeuf, and
Rodbertus. I shall then investigate, with fitting brevity, the
Socialist and Communist experiments which have k e n
attempted, and are (some of them) now being continued
in the United States. I shall then close the chapter with a
few concluding generalisations on the results of my investigations.
ProfessorEly,to
whose careful, impartial, and comprehensivetreatise,* I an1 greatly indebted, in connection
with thisbranch of my subject, veryproperlyinsistsupon
the necessity of distinguishing between the Communism
and Sociaiism of the middle ages, (with which I have already
dealt) and those of a moremodern date : that is to say,
from the latter part of the eighteenth century;and
he
quotes Schafflet as having said of the latter that 'I it would
nothavebeen
understood among the ancients and the
oppressed classes of the middle ages." I n the former parts
of this chapter, I havehad
frequent occasion to draw
attention to the fact, that in all the Communist schemes (if
so they may be called) of the middle ages, or of more
moderntimes,such
as those withwhich I havealready
dealt, the participation in the communal system was purely
vohnhary. And that appears to be the distinction between
the modern theories and those of formertimes.
As Professor Ely says, speaking of all the Communist organisations
which existed previous to the Revolution of 1789, No
attempt was made by their authors or any group of irnrnediate disciples to regenerate the worldby s~bstifuling,them
forexistingsocial
and economic organisations.",+ Even
those speculations which immediately preceded the Revolutiondifferfrom
those whichfollowed it in that respect-

* " French

and German Socialismin Modern Times (Richard P. Ely, Ph.D.),
Triibner and Co., r&.
t " Socialism ac. presented by Kaufmann."
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sach, for instance, asthose of Mably, Morelly, Brissot de
Warville, and Rousseau. It .is true that Brissot (as Professm
Ely puts it) “ tickled the palates of those, aaving literary
and philosophical sensation, by declaring private property to
be thft,” but it is equally true that he defended private property in theNational Convention of 1792. Rousseau,too,
had in his writings characterised the claimants of properly
as enemies to the human race; nevertheless, in his “Political
Economy,” he regardsproperty as the basis of the social
compact, the first condition of which was that every one
should be fully protected
in
its enjoyment. Mr. John
Morley, indeed, says of Rousseau, that he ‘‘ never thought of
the subversion of society, or itsreorganisation on a Communistic basis.”’
T h e Revolution of I 789 seems, then, a fairly distinct epoch
from which to datethe
rise ofthe
modernschools
of
Socialism and Communism. Inthe language of French
political writers, sincethat epoch, the working-classes are
spoken of in different and more dignified terms. The poor
man is now aproletarian, and the class to which he belongs
is spoken of (in the aggregate) as the pruleturiut. It would
be
interesting,
had
I the space at my command,
to
investigate with some detail the various causes which led to
the new departure in the nature of social schemes, after the
Revolution epoch. I cannot, however, do so, and must be
content to observe that when thecomplete subversion of
existing institutionsoccurred,
as a consequence of the
Revolution, men foundthemselves aloneand isolated as
citizens of a great but disorganised community. They were
very much in t h e p i t i o n of a regiment of soldiers which
had been kepttogether
andheld
indiscipline
by the
presence and control of their commander, who had suddenly
been removed from that control, andthus left them in
an isolatedstragglingcondition.
The disorganisation of
I ‘I
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existing institutions haddeprived citizens of thebinding
and controlling influences of society. There was no
standard ; no acknowledged guage by which to test the
A period of the most
proprlety of individual
action.
complete individualism set in, and men of all kinds were (to
use an expressive phrase) “put upontheir
metal.” Professor Ely says : “ Each one was left free to pursue his own
interests in his own way ;,r and he adds : ‘ I Commerce and
industries took a wonderful start, and, by the
aid
of
inventions and discoveries, expandedin such a rapid and
all-embracing manner as toastoundthe
world.“* Unfortunately, far too favourable results were expected. The
theories of a sound Liberalism had to someextent been
realised ; but toomuch was anticipated from it. Those
to
doctrines had, as Professor Ely says, ‘ I beenexpected
usherin the millennium, and, instead of that,they beheld
the samewretched, unhappy, sinful world, which they thought
they had left.”+ Enthusiastsanddreamers
; men who
allowed the poetic side of their minds to obtain too great an
influence over their judgment in mundane affairs-these,
all, were disappointed, and of course followed upthat
disappointment by picturing
a
brighter
and
a better
condition of things.
But
they
were only pictaru. It
requires some resolution toenablethe
mind to face the
most ugly facts concerning
human
nature. The fertile
imagination passes them lightly over ; for the recollection
of them blurs and discolours thedreamsand pictures of
the fancy. To look for amillennium, as humannature is
constituted and situated,involves the omission, in our mental
calculations, of some of the most permanent factors in the
operation. And this is, as I shall sufficiently show, what
the ultimate abanhas l e d to both theconceptionand
donment of almost every Utopian scheme of modern times.
a

t
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What we call ‘ I wretchedness, unhappiness, and sin,” are
the inevitableresults of the gap which does, and must
always exist between our powers andour aspirationsbetween our capabilities andour most laudable desires.
We must all work ifwe would be even moderately happy.
The labourer works for a living, and finds pleasure in
physzcal rest and relaxation. The capitalist works mentally
in the worry and anxiety lest his possessions should be lost or
become lessened; and he finds pleasure in nmrtal rest and
relaxation. The apparent@ idle man, in many cases, works
harder than themall, in the absolute pursuit of pleasure ;and,
in many cases, he never secures it ! But all have their disappointments ; their causes for unhappiness ; and their times
of wretchedness ; and it will require either a new world for
humanity to live in, or a radical alteration in human nature
itself, before thedreams
or hopes of the poetic mind
are, or can be realised. The most we can hope for and
seek to produce,is the minimum of Aunrnn pain and anxiety,
not In our own generation only, but in OZLY race, of which innumerable penerations have fof o l Z m us ;and thatcan only be
realised by looking the world in which we live, and human
nature itself, just as it zs, strakht in the fare, and, after the
most
careful
investigation of its
characteristics
andits
wants, immediate and remote, as also its ever-present injrmaties, basingour social and political theories,not upon the
material of which we should Z i k e human nature to be made,
but on that of which it is made-in short, upon fact, not
uponfamy. The French Revolution produced innumerable
p o s e putts, some of whom contributed to the literature of
their age, wbilst many were content to give their Utopian
theories the more ephemeral existence which is afforded by
wecorded human speech. The law of socialoscillation
here pedormed its part with unerring fidelity. The pendulum
of men’s minds, after a time, swung back from the belief in
a’pute individualism such a s had prevailed, to a longing f
a
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the other extreme of a ‘I regenerated society ”-‘I a golden
age,” in which ‘ I humble simplicia and trusi/uZ depetldence
o n the part of the labourers,” were expected to be met by
“gcnerozrs bcnevolenle and protecttile care on the part of the
master.”
Let us now examine the various schemes by which these
fond hopes were claimed to be capable of realisation.
Professor Ely has well said that “in ordertoobtainan
adequate idea of Socialism, and of the justice of its claims,
we mustimagine ourselves, for thetime being, labourers,
with all their trials and sufferings. We must endeavour to
think oursetves-into their condition.” This, every fairly disposed mind would do, so long as the point of view is not
so entirely exclusive as to involve the neglect of the interests
of the numerous other classes who g3 to make up society as
a whole. Andit is necessary to remember, always, that
every scheme which aims at increased human happiness,
must have regard to the next and followinggenerations, which
nnybe
weakened and demoralised in theirself-helping
faculties, by the unwise indulgence of the existing one.
That is an element of enormous importance : too frequently
lost sight of in our political calculations.
We would do well, too, torememberthatthe
greatest
Socialist authorities of moderntimeshavenot
been, as
many suppose, mere worthless penniless demagogues, or
lazy fluent agitators, who find it easier to talk than to work.
As a fact, many or most of the leadingauthorities have
been “men of character, wealth, talent, andeven high
social standing.”+ But this fact “cuts two ways”; for it
will be found that the easiness of their circumstances had,
in several cases, obviated the necessity for their coming into
contact with the less poetic side of human nature, a knowledge of which would, perhaps, have convinced them of
the impracticable nature of their schemes.
“
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I have spoken hitherto of Communism and Socialism
jointly, as if there were very slight differences between the
two schools It isnecessary that I should nowexplain the
to the latest acceptationof
difference between them, according
the terms. Mill says : “The word Soczaiism, which originated
among the English
Communists,
and was assumed by
them as a name to designate their own doctrine, is now, on
the Continent, employed in a larger sense ; not necessarily
implyingCommunism, or the entire abolition of private
property, but a2plied to any system which requires that the
land and the instnttrrcntsufprodsrctionshould be the property,
not of individuals, but of commEtzu‘fics, or assmzizfziins,or of
the gmrvnnceat.”* Elsewhere, the same writer speaks of the
Communisticdoctrine, as forming the “extreme limit of
Sodelriw, according to whichnotonly
the r’nsfrumnts
of produchbn, the land and cqktal, are the joint property of
the community, but the produce is divided and the labour
apportioned, as fnr as possible, equally.”t These definitions
seem very clear-indeed too clear; for it would apparently
be impossible to find two minds which understand the
former &mn--Socialism--Hith
exactly the same limitations.
M. de Laveleye, in a comparatively late article,f has said :
“ I never yet met with a dear definition, or even with any
$re&
indication as to the meaning of the word and
Proudhon, when interrogated by the magistrate, in 1848,
concerning hispoliticalcreed,replied,
“Certainly I am a
and on being further asked to explain its meaning
repled, “Socialism is any aspiration towards the amelioration of society.” If the latter definition were strictly correct,
!hcialism could certainly do little harm. There could not
k my possible objection to the indulgence, by any and
citizen, in his asgirattbns for the amelioration of
But the real point
society. We all havesuchaspirations.

*
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at issue is whether any and every citizen, or even a majority
of citizens, should be allowed to force his or their sclwrnes
for that c‘ameiioration” upon the remainder of his fellows,
by aid of the iron hand of parliament. Proudhon’s definition,
if such it may be called, is useless inanother sense. Socialism
seeksthe inmediate amelioration,withoutsufficientregard
for the morale and the mental and W i l y discipline of future
generations.Moreover,thatamelioration
is assumed to be
realisable by providing the p withmoreof the comforts
of life, which are first to be taken from the well-to-doforcibly. I can see veryplainly,from
a tolerablycomprehensivereading of Socialist literature, that the termitself
isnow understood to include dl lcgidahve &temp& a f the
eguac‘isatibn of sonaZ comiitibns, that is to say, such a5 involve
infirfirence by the state beyond i& limits at which that interfirence is lpcrrrsaryfo secure equd Ziberties orequdopp8fnni2ies.
This conclusion is confirmed by M. de Laveleyein the
article referred to, where, in criticising
the vague definition
previously mentioned, he says : ‘‘ Proudhon’sdefinitionis’
too wide ; he omits two most importantcharacteristics of
Socialism. The first is, that the great aim of the 8ySteR-1is
to equalhe soczal coOIpditzons ;and the second is that it endeavours to effect this throughthe medium of the law or the sfate.
The aim of Socialism (he adds) is equality ; and it will not
admit that liberty alone could lead to a reign of justice.”
It is quite possible that there may be many persons who,.
not having given this subject a ‘large amount of attention,
may be inclined to consider that a “small extent ” of the
levelling, whichthe adoption of such principles would involve,
would not do “ much harm :
: and they may therefore view
the school, as I havedefinedit,
as a not very dreadful
danger. To such persons I can onlysaythat, fmm that
line which I have drawn as a limit to state interference up
to pure Socialism and pure Communism, there is no acknmZedgcd ItaZting$lace. If once the principle is introduced,
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there is no intermediate principle upon which the interference
can be curtailed. The system confiscation-for
of
it
involves that from the moment of its departure from the true
limits-will go on without restraint, except it be of a physical
nature ;* and [he disorganisation of society, on its present
basis, will have commenced. I shall have an opportunity, in
a subsequent part of this chapter, of mentioning some of the
most extreme and impracticable of the demands of the
Socialistparty,in
which stillfurtherconfirmation
will be
dorded of my definition. It is quite possible that, when
Mill published his “Principles of Political Economy,” his
definition may havebeen
suficiently broad ; buttwenty
years or more have made a great difference in the attitude
and tone of the Socialist school ; and I shall subsequently
show that he evenmuch altered his viewson the whole
subject. It will now be found, as I have said, to include
aZZ iegislarak attempts at the equalisation of social conditions
”other than t h e wlu‘ch h m th efect mere& of securzng
q u a l Ziberties or opportmittks to all n’fiaens. The following
passage from Professor Ely’s interesting workwill, I think,
fully explain the attitude of the mostmodernform which
Socialismhas taken. iiSocialism (he says)is the opposite
to Individualism. A Socialist is one who looks to society,
organised in the state, for aidinbringing
about a more
firfed distribution of ecaonric goods, and an elevation of
humanity. The Individualist regardseachman, not as his
brother’s Keeper, but as Ius OWE, and desires everyman to
work out his own salvation, material and spiritual.”
One of the most interesting figures among the prominent
advocates of Socialism in France is that of Count Henry de
Saint-Simon. He was born at Paris, in 1760,and is said to
have belonged to a noble familyof France, which could
I have already referred to D e Tocquevilk‘s statement, in which he said : ‘I llever
the free institutlons of America are destroyed, that event may be attributd to the
rrliruited aathlurrity of the majority, which may at some future time urge the
minorities IO desperation, and oblige them to have recourse to )/cysicnl force.
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trace its origin to Charlemagne. The fFmiby produced
many
distinguished
nobles
and commoners.
Professor
Ely says of him that “ h e didnot desire thedeadand
uninteresting level of Communism, but placed before him,
as an ideal, a social system which should mw-4 r d z i i render
to man the just fruits of his own individual exertions, than
does our present society.* There is one fact concerning
Saint-Simon, which is observable in connection with almost
every one of the most ardent advocates of the more complete
and elaborate Communist and
Socialist schemes, viz, that
their enthusiasm bordered, if not frequently trespassed,on the
domain of mental unsoundness. Through a family quarrel
St. Simon lost titles and an immense fortune. This he seems
to have regarded somewhatphilosophically, merely observing,
I ‘ I have lost the titles and fortune
of the Duke of SaintSimon, but I have inherited his passion for glory.” I n
order that he might not forget what he conceived to be the
grand destinyin store for him, heordered his servant to
awaken’him every morning with the words, “Arise, Monsieur
le Comte ; you have grand
deeds
to perform.”t He
entered the army, and subsequently fought in the American
war under Washington. Although
promoted to the rank of
colonel in the French mmy, at the age of twenty-three, he
gave up the military c a r e r . H e claimed to have closely
studied American society and its institutions white there.
‘ I The life purpose which I set before me (he said) was to
study the movements of the human mind, in ordep that I
might then labour for the perfection of civilisation.”,’
That he was not content to d o the very small and insignificant part which even the greatest of men must be satisfied
to contribute to the world’s progress and improvement, is
shown by the somewhat illdigested schemes which he promulgated. H e proposed the building a canal to unitethe
*
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Atlantic with the Pacific. A few yearslater
he formed
designs for connecting Madrid with the sea ; but the French
Revolution then occurring, he turned his attention to matters
of more immediate concern. He sided with the people, and
was elected president of the Commune, where his property
was situated. In his address to the electors,he stated his
intention of giving up his title, as he regarded it as inferior
to that of an ordinary citizen. He was, notwithstanding the
real bent of his sympathies, imprisonedon account of his rank.
Then followed an event, which I venture to think conclusive,
as to his lacking the soundness of mindessential to the
discussion or investigationof sociological and political matters.
He had u vaszoa-his ancestor, Charlemagne, appeared to
him, and encouraged him wlth a prophecy of future greatness.
The language of the prophecy consisted of the usual style
of phraseology adopted by spectres. ‘ I Since the world has
existed (said Charlemagne) no family has
enjoyed
the
honour of producing a hero and a philosopher of the first
rank ; this honour has been reserved for my house. My son,
thy success as a philosopher will equal mine as a warrior
and politician.” Having made some very successfulinvestments in the purchase of confiscated national lands, he
devoted seven years to preparatory study of physiology and
the physical sciences. Professor Ely says: ‘‘ What he had in
view was a science of the sciences ; a science to classify facts
derived fromallsciences
and to unite them into one
whole” ; and he adds : I‘ It was from him that his scholar
Auguste Comte derived his idea of founding a universal
science.
It is a remarkable fact that Comte himself was visionary
“regeneration of society,” as
enough to believe thatthe
the result of his “system,” would come in hislifetime ;
and he actually fixed the dates at which the different European countries should separately undergo the change in
government, in order that European society should not
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beinconvenienced
by the sudden transformation ! His
enthusiasm carried him so far that he wrote of the “ Great
Western Republic ” which was to beformed of the five
advanced nations-the French, Italian, Spanish, British and
German, as if it were about to immediatelybecome an
accomplished fact ; and he even designed an European flag
which was to be used when all of the above nations had thus
merged under the fraternisinginfluences of the ‘LReligion
of Humanity.”” Saint-Simonlost all hismoney, and ultimately became a copyist at about
a year. “ He copied
nine hours a day, and robbed himself of sleep in order to
develophisphilosophical
and socialsystem.”?Although
he wrote several other works, it is from that entitled “NOUveau Christianisme”-The
new Christianity-that
his
disciplesprincipallydraw their teaching. Comte and other
of his pupils and admirers were around his death-bed, and
the scene was both touching and dramatic. One of the last
sentences uttered byhimwas
addressed to hisfavourite
scholar, Rodrigues, and clearly shows that, notwithstanding
allhis schemes for the regeneration of society, he clearly
recognised the absolute necessity of affordingfree play to
human
faculties.
“ Rodrigues (he said) do not
forget,
but remember that to accomplish grand deeds you must be
enthusiastic. All my Lge i s conqnicd in this om fhoaght :
to guarantee fo aLZ men the fieest deveiopnant of f h i y famifks.”* Let us see how this principle, whichis compatible
with the soundest Individualism or Liberalism,was reconciled
withhis theories of Socialism. One of the first steps in
Saint-Simon’s scheme was that universal peace was to be
guaranteed. Here we at once see distinct evidences of the
p e t and the dreamer. IR order to realise this Utopian
condition of things, an European parliament was to be
formed, composed of hue leaders, whose business it would

A50

*

See “General

t

‘I

t

“

V k w of Positivism ” Augunte Comte. T s b n a r and Co., 1865.
F m h and German soC+sm,;: ‘p 9
French and German SoaahsmI F 61-

'LIBERTY AND L'iBERALISltT.

623

'be to arbitrate between nations.
Secondly (says Professor
Eby) 'leadership is to establish universal association, guaranteeing labour to all, and a reward in proporfion to selvices
rendered. Equality is tobe avoided, as ,involving greater
qrjustice than CIW presenteconomic life. Recompense in
p o p l i o s to merit is the true maxim ; but, as all are to be
guaranteed work, all must work, either mentally or physically.
. An idleris a parasite. . . . Wealthyidlers are
thieves ; another class of idlers consists of beggars, and this
last class of do-nothings, Saint-Simon considered scarcely less
contemptible and dangerous than the first.""
In Saint
Simon's kingdom, everything which was good, and true, and
beautiful, was to be encouraged ; it was to be essentially
religious, and itschiefswere to beitspriests.Saint-Simon
considered revolution injurious, and regarded it as unfitted
to secure social regeneration; because it is destrutzire, while
what is sought is a coonstructr;ve power. Reform, in his view,
must be brought about by pu6Zic opinion, and public
opinion should be enlightened by printed and spoken word.
The king was to take the title of the " First industrial of
hiskingdom." Professor Ely says that though authority is
to be found in the works of Saint-Simon for all the fundamental ideas of his followers, nevertheless he is not accountabk for some of their later extravagances. He regards it
as almost impossible to separate his teaching from that of
hisfollowers. '' The New Christianity '' was the Bible of
the Saint-Simon
religion.
In Saint-Simon
it
contended
that ailmoralitymust
be derived immediately from the
principle that men ought to regard each other as brothers.
The economic features of this school are shortly as follow :
Production was to be carried on r'n covnmon, and the fmits
of libour tobe divided according to an i&al standard.
The SaintSimonians were dissatisfied with the ill-regulated
distribution under the existing r2gime"most people are'I
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and theybelieved it possible ,to remedy this evil by the
substitution of state propertyforprivate property. In this,
mostpractical and reasonable men will differfromthem.
They certainly disapproved anyequal distrzbution of labour’s
product; for theyrecognised thatthe
effect af such a
practice would be to reward the energetic and the ir&teDigent,
no more than the idle and the stupid. They held that men
were,bymature,
unequal, and should accordinglybe
rewardedfor the exercise of their superior abilities in the
general interest. Caste was not intended to be abolished ;
for society w a s to consist of priests, servants, and industrials :
the latter consisting of thoseengaged
in manufactures,
agriculture, and commerce. The government was to consist
of the chiefs of the priests, the chiefs of the servants, and
the chiefs of the industrials. All property was to belong to
the state. ProfessorElyobserves
that it is not clearly
stated how the ruling body was to be selected, whether by
popular vote or otherwise ; but it would seem that the SaintSimonians assumed that the good, and the mse, and the best
would be voluntarily, and without dissension, selected as
leaders-an assumption (adds Professor Ely very pertinently)
scarcely warranted by the world’s experience with universal
suffrage.
Inheritance was absolutely excluded from this scheme of
regeneration. When the Saint-Simonianswere charged, in
1830,by the Chamber of Deputies, with advocating community of goods, and of wives, they put their defence in the
form of a pamphlet, from
which
we
obtain some
interesting data concerning their tenets. Some of the, principles there expressed are’compatible with the most absolute
Individualism, and it is presumed would be rejected by the
still more modem Socialist school.
“ T h e system of community of goods (they say) means a
division among all the menlbers of society, &the, of the
means of production, or of the fruits of the toil or all. The

..
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shape. The foodwas to be f r u g a l , and luxury was to be
stringently
prohibited,
as interfering with
man’s
proper
mission. Agriculture was to receive most attention, while
the industrial pursuits and the arts were to be restricted to
such as had the aptitude to acquire themspeedily.
All
literary productions were to undergo careful examination
before publication and dissemination. Children wem to be
removed from the family at an early age, so as to avoid the
begnnings of inequality.*‘ As Mr. Kaufmann has observed,
The fatal errors implied in this system scarcely require a
refutation.
’
The total suppression of individd
liberty ; the establishment of a complete despotism ; the
trampling under foot of the arts and sciences-in €act, aB
that raisessociety.”
One is inclined to ask, Wow long
would such a system last ? And, men if it did last, what
would become, in a few generations, af human e
nergy,
buman enterprise, ambition, &nement, culture, and the
aspirations for a still better and happier existence, which,
though doomed to produce for us constant bppointmerrt,
nevertheless supply as with an ideal to which we are ever
making some infinitesimal approximation. Such k l i u g s
would, inevitably, be eradicated, or, 3t least, so completaly
snppressed as to reduce everyone to the mere animal
ex&ence. ‘I The whole scheme,” says Professor Ely, “is
dreary and monotonous. .
All must be dFessed alike,
all must eat the same quantify of the .same %ind of fwd,
aprd all must be educated alike .
Ail things &re
contrived to level down, and ~ w tto lewl up ; to bring %he
bighest down b the plane of aupd 8 e l f - o a r i s f i ~mediocrity,
and not to -elevate the ’less fortassate to higker thoughpa,
feelings, and enjoyments ;’ and the.
ruthurity adds,
“ T h k most cheerkw of all Communistic
aWy&Xik

.
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its origin among those sunk in the most degraded materialism
of the French Revolution””
I pass now to a scheme of socialreformwhichMill
has
characterised as worthy of being counted “ among the most
remarkgMe prodnctions of the past and present age.”t I
refer‘ to that of Charles Fourier. I t has beensaid
that
“Saint-Simon was a man of impulse and feeling ; Fourier
was a man of the understanding and logic. The former
founded a religion ;the latter a science.” Fourier was born
in q 7 2 , and sprang from the middle classes. H e combined,
in his younger years, an nnusual love of the practical and
the beautifd. He visited several continental countries as a
commercial traveller, and, on hisfather’s death, inherited
abom &ooq afl of which h e lost during the s i d e of
Lyons. He was taken prisoner ; but subsequently, being
iehsed, joined the army,fromwhich,
after two years, he
was campe€ld to retire on the score of ill-health. H e is
saki to have hcked the quaIities which secure great worldly
su@ces6. At the age of thirty-six he published his first work,
consisting of a tough outline of a social scheme which his
mind had, at an earlyage, begun to evolve.During
the
folbwing five years, he had not secured a single dsciple.
He communicated with Robert Owen,but
r e c e i v e d no
e n c o w t The Saint-Simonians,even, are sadto
have regarded him with contempt. His knowledge of the
work%does not seem to have txm great ; for he began his
search far disciples by publicly announcing “ that he would
be at home every day at noon to meet any one disposed to
fnrnish o -nisrtirimjiwnafor an establishment, based on the
Principks he haa published.”$ As might be expected,
nobody &de, h u g h , it :s said, he kept the appointment
mq-&.$y
f i t &ueZw ym~s. One wouldl at the first blush,
prohovnrre as ~irnpraetkzbk,a scheme for regenerating the
I

.

e“8rtr&&p. ‘31-

t

“

*

”

p 9.

t

“

principlesof politid EEonomy,”

FoRch %
%
SOEialhm,”
& p. 85.

LIBERTY A N D LIBERALISM.

UBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

631

and Herditus.

They are fullof such phrases as “eternal
and indestructible principles ;” “acting and moving principles ;’’ “passive principles.” Some of the profkcz‘es which
he indulged in, as the result of calculations in figures, are
strangely suggestive ofa disordered mind. He, for instance,
made an estimate which induced him to affirm that the
human nee was limitedinita
earthlyexistence to eighty
thousand years, That period was divided as follows :
Infancy, tpoo years; growth, 35,000; decline, 35,000;
5,000. As might be expected, the transition from
‘to growth was to be contemporaneous with the
adoption of Kc theories ! Much of the matter is of the
most childish and ridicdous nature.ProfessorEly
speaks
of them(andmentions a good manyof them) as 46 nonsensical speculations.” It is to his ‘‘New Industrial and
Social World ” that we must look for the more practical and
u d t d side of his philosophy.Buteven
that is pregnant
with useless divisions and subdivisions of the senses, and
the f e w of the mindandbody.
These punctilious
. .
cbsslhcahons remind one of the lengthy and unscientific
divisions and subdivisions d the modernpopularphrenotogist. Fourier, somewhatdifferentlytootherSocieiists,
chimed fie-play for the wsim,which our present form
of society did not in hisopinion allow. He aims always
at what he calk “harmony.” How he recvnciles a greater
fcee-pay of WsaW than society has hitherto enjoy&
with harmony, there is no means of learning.- The number
of pensoms wbo w& to dwell together m one building, in
his iblcommunity, w a regulated by a , c a l c u l a t i o n , , W
fmdx
#uw~&rrr,
which he estimated at twelve.
By =me aritbmtical method of his own, he bed upon
a m m k , varying fpom four hundred to two thousand. A
kqw wmber wouldJ heconsidered,producediscord.
That s w h + event nr&& happen with two thousand people
in one building {a sort of gigantic boarding-houSe) does not

’
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e
r
nto have appeared likely ! He contended that d l h b w r
became pleasant, so long as it was valuntary, and upon that
assumption much of his system is based. I shall, sub
sequently, show that Mill even regarded this as a most %ahable Featurein his system. He relied much on umewarded
rivalry, and evidently anticipated that the era of the 6 ‘ m y r t . l e
wreath” would be repeated and universally welcomed. Some
i d a o f his rneratal condition can be obtained from the fact
that he entered into, and made known the d
t
s of a 4 culation, by which he showed that if ERglapd woula adopt
his thmries, the labour would become so productive as to
enable her to pay off the national debt in six months, by t
k
sale of h ’ s egg f
“We are going (he said) to extinguish the colossal
English debt on a fixed day, with half of the eggs produced
during a single year. We shall not layviolent hands OQ a
single fowl, and the work of accomplishing our
instead of being burdensome, will be an amusement for the
globe.”* Professor Ely says : ‘I Such amusing and ridiculous
passages in his writings do not give us any wficient ground
for condemning the cirdinal principles of Fourierisa” I
venture, however, to think that if writem like Mill crr Spencer
had indulged in the publication of such nonsense, few
thoughtful men would care to spend much time in studdying
their remaining
productions.
The one principle which..
seems to lie at &e root of his more rational &heolies, is that
of co-operation. He objects to the waste of time and
energy in the maintenwe of hundreds 6f retail ahoips ; irr.
the fact of two lines of railway running .ia the same diteation ; in the cocking af four hursdred SWU dinners w h ? e

p~m
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one L p one would do. But there is a reason for all that.
Experience shows that institutions of all kinds can become
topheavy ; that organisations, when grown beyond a certain
site, can be less economicallymanaged than small ones ;
and, regarding dinners, people are prepared to set off the
extnr trouble and exertion, OT the extra expenditure, against
the privacywhich is enjoyed by dining alone withone’s
h i l y . No one, I think, can study the writings, andthe
system of Fourier, without feeling that it will utterly fail in
pleasing the modern school. I shallhaveoccasion,
subSeqUeRtly, to refer to certain practical experiments which
have been made u p the principles of Fourieriim, as the
system is called. The most remarkable was that at Brook
Farm. Thereare thirty-four experiments recorded,* all of
whichfailed.
It is worthy of observation, too, as showing that the most
perfect harmony does not exist among S o c i a l i s t s themselves,
that among the later of Fourier’s writings was a severe attack
on the principles of the Saint-Simonians and the Owenites.
Mill has, in his treatise on PoliticalEconomy, thus summarised Fuurier’s principles, omitting all the rueless portions
which I have €elt bound to record, in order to give an imp r h l account o€ his writings. “This system (he says)
d w not amtemplate the abolition of private property, nor
evm .of inheritance ; on the contrary, it avowedly takes into
consideration, as an element in the distribution of the p’odt?w capital as well as labur. Et proposes that the operations d.ia#lustryshould be carried on by associations of
&mt two thoussurd members, combining their labour on a
dkkiw of about a s q w e league in extent, under tbe guidani% of chi& sekted by themselves. In the distribution,
a & minimum is first a
&
&
for every member of the *
&y, whether capable or not of labour, T h remainder s f h e produce is shared in certain prqmtions, to
4

& ‘1

o
f
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be determined beforehand, among the threeelementslabour,capital, and talent.” The element of co-operation,
which I have bef&e mentioned as being an important factor
in the system, was expected’to do away with the m&ilemum, and thus produce further economy.
The thirty-fourtrials,orexperiments,
which the system
has undergone, should certainly constitute a fair test of its
practicabiIity and advantages.Regarding
the latter, they
seem to be confined to the guaranteeing of a &re living to
nvryhdy ; and one is inclined to ask why 50 much should
be d i s o r g a n d to produce so small a result ? TOreorgan~se
society, so that it might bedivided into what are termed
phalanxes of two thousand individuals, each of which is to
be self-contained and self-supporting,
wouldinvolve
the
most complete subversion and reconstruction of a11 existing
institutions. And, after aU, is it mot a very moot quesfion,
whether it would, in the end, benefit society to establish a
for? of government, bywhich a livelihood was guoratttedd
toeverybody,irrespective of his or her deserb ?
.
The name of Etimne a b e t is well known as a Socialist
writer. His parentage was exceedingly humble, but he received a good education and practised as a lawyer in Paris.
He became Attorney-Generalof Corsica, at the age of fortytwo. He was afterwads elected to the Chamber of Deputies. H e published a journal called & P o ~in which
~
,
he advocated modcrate Communistic principles. H e was
sentenced to two years’ imprisonment for a disloyal &de,
but escaped to London. He is said to hawe been much
influenced by his p
e
d of More’s rrIJtopia’’ He sabe
quently p~hlishedhis “Voyage to fcaria,” which he d
l
&P
philasophid and social romance. H e therein pictured B
coutltry, in every wayideal-inwhich
all the virtues were
abundmt and crime was. unknown. He himself
it as ’ I a second promised Iand, an Eden, am Elysium, a ltew
terrestrial paradise.,” The object of the work was. to %t#rw
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that.Cornmunisrn is practicable ! Cabet, in short, believed he
cwld establish such a society as he described. He, in fact,
made the attempt, having obtained a grant of a large tract
e€ land on the Red River, in Texas. The history of that
experiment I shall bTiefly relate when I cometo treat of
other Americanexperiments.Suffice
it to say, here, that it
was a melancholy failure. Cabet’s ideas were altogether
wild and incapable of realisation. When the community
was established, Cabet himself spent much of his time in
writing an account of what he rouH do in the community if
heonly h d a mdlio~zdollars! He proposedtohave
a
theatre, parks, gasworks, hot and cold baths to the houses,
and other comforts and indulgences, which are usually
subjeets for condemnation with most of his school. Cabet’s
principlesweresimple. “ Fraternity ” was the key-note to
his whole scheme. fie required fifty years for the transition
of society from the existing form to that of Communism. H e
p
r
o
& to begin by moving much in the same direction as
that towardwhichsociety
appears to be now-a-days tending-by legislating for the training of children ; for the
exemption of the poor from iaxation; for the progressivetaxation
of the rich; also for a minirnum of
wages. He generously d e r e d society this consolation-that
“the system of absolute equality, of community of goods
and of labour, will not be obliged to be appliedeompleteIy, perfectly, universally, and definitely,
until
the
expiration of fifty years”! The political
organisation
of his ideal community was to be a democratic republic.
T k was to be a parliament, very much like our present
me. The Icarians, as the inhabitants were called, were to
chouse their representatives, who were to inake l a w s , and to
-pr&e amusements for the people. UnifDrmity was to be a
prominent feature in the cornmtmity, and this was to appIy
even to the clolhes, except that a little liberty would be
allowed in a the matter of colour ! Womenwere
to be
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accorded high considerations. Work was to be common
If there were too many applicants for any particutar class of
wark, the choice WBS to be made by competitive examination.
Men were to be superannuated at the age of sixty-fipe, and
women at fifty. Everybody was to work seven hours adag in
summer, and five in winter. In this scheme, unlike many
others, machinery was to be regarded favwrablg, for it was
proposed to do all the “ dirty work ” by that means. Art in
every form was to be encouraged. It will be seen that
the whole scheme, which is said to have been the rewlt
of a dream, is devoid of any novel or leading principle from
which any great accession of human hppiness could be
expected. Cabet is another of the instances in which an
improperly balanced mind m‘ved at Eancifd and impracticable condusiom. 1 shall give a short accwnt of his
Communist experiments in a subsequent part of the
ChiIptW-

.

Piere-Joseph Proudhon is a prominent figure among
French Socialists. He also was .of humble parentagein fact, came kom the masses ; and he rn proud of the
fact, He followed,successively, the callings cd an agricutural labourer, a cow-herd,a waiter, a publishds reader,
and an author. He undertwit the p&m
of uniting
‘‘absolute and unqualified individualism with @ect justice
in the production af goods, and in their distribution.? l3.e
undertmk, in bet, to reconcile two schools which are wdly
I ~ b l e - S o c i a l i s m , which is wer aiming sb equal
d l conditions ; and Individualism, ~Bich
the
ineqdity of social conditions rts.0~
of the m t wllolspurs to individa .dev&am3 social
Qne
of the most mgg&ive! d & h s which he magkt - t o
promulgate, w a s that which regded p r o m OS &$,and
ppmy4mklarq as ~hkva.f d e s s o r Elp says; ikwdhobz
was the first to prove directly ahd st&
that pri.rate

e
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*

’I

French and Gunma sodnli”p

225-

LlBERIT A m LIBERAUS"

637

propekypr se was a monstrosity-was robbery ;n but it can
s ~ a r ~ ebe
ly
that he j r o v c d it. He certaiuly tried hard
to do SO. He admitted that he kid the rich, and all
the. existing institutions which result from the recognition of
private property ; hut subsequently
mind modified this
feelinginto one -ofconkw@tonly! H e also attacked the SaintSimonbns and Fourierists, and had little mercy for the
political economists. It may be well said of Proudhon, that
he only did halfof that which he undertook to do. He
said : "I will destroy and I will build up again." Indeed,
he adopted that as his motto. (Deshuan etad&aaho.) But
he did little else exceptabuse and expose existinginstitutions,
He contributed little in their place. He purposely eschewed
practical politics, because he knewnoexistingformwhich
corresponded with OE approached hisideal. H e was, however,.elected, ultimately, to the Constituent Assembly ; and
an oppmtunity presented itself for him to propose a positive
measure of social reform. It took the shape of an organisation of state credit, on which no interest was to be charged.
It was ignominiously rejected by 691 votes to 2. Having
tailed to secure state assistance for his scheme, he
ewkavouted to dispense with its assistance, and, accordingly,
fnuraded a bank, which collapsed after an existence oE a few
weeks, "Thus," says Professor Eiy, I' ended the attempt of
&e b t French Smia€ist to carry out a scheme of social and
m
d regenemion. H e was then imprisoned for three
y~
for breaches of the press laws, and, during his
innpdscmmen~wrote an important theological work, which
w a t thpugh six editions. The book was seized, and he
was agaia Sentenced to three years' imprisonment, but
to escape to Belgium. Proudhon insists onthe
a e common property of mankind, and denies the .
r&k& m y authority to dispose of it. He denies, also, that
w ~ j w ec m claim property in anything he does not produce.
&free access to the
and to the instrum& of

=id

his.

e

,
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labour. But he seems to lose sight altogether of the elemerrt
of exchange, bywhich one man who has produced (say) an
acre of wheat, exchanges it for a dray or a plough, by which
the latter would become his, just as if he had produced them.
But Proudhon would not return to Communism. He ccmsiders

that a robbery of the strong by the weak. “ Property (he says)
is exploitation of the weak by the strong. Community is
exploitation of the strong by the weak. . . . Inthe
system of property,inequality of conditions r&ults from
force, under whatevernameit
may disguise itself-force,
physical and intellectual ; force of circumstances, hazard,
fortune ; force of acquired property, etc. I n community
inequalityspringsfrommediocrity
of taient and of labour
elevated to an equality with force; and this injurious equation is revolting to conscience, and causes merit to Iabour.”
I n short, Proudhon would allow no one to possess or control
anything which he did not actually make or produce for
himsetf. He say% eisewhere, = I am an aMXhiSt. . . .
Anarchy-the absence of master, of sovereign.” This he
seems elsewhere to somewhat contradict, for he proposes a
“Department of Statistics,” by
which
ewry question of
internal politics ought to be solved. . . . The science
of government belongs of right (he says) to one of the
sections of the Academy of Sciences.
. . Since eveq
ci,tizen may address a memoire to the Academy, every citizen
a kasktor ; but &e opinion of no one counts, vxcept in’
so far as it is demonstrated to be true.” From this it w d d
certainly appear that the L4 Academy of Sciences ” would be
‘‘the master,” and “the sovereign,” and, moreover, a w3y
despotic me ; for it wodd take hints from citizens, but Rot
be bound to adopt them. %e measures he proposed to
enact on thisbasiswere
: ( 4 ) A national Lank %? the
exchange of products, without intermediates, but thm@
the medium of paper money. This papet Houtd measu~e
value by hbour-time. Frokssor Ely considws Pmdhon

.
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I‘ inconsistent ” and ‘ I paradoxical.”
He gives him credit for
honesty of purpose, but considers his schemes as “utterly
impracticabie.” The following ‘‘appeal to the Deity,” with
which he closes hi first dmoire, will, I think, convince most
persons that he, too,likemany of his school, was mentally
unsound; and that fact, from which I see no escape, will
account for what appears to me the absolute incomprehen.
sibilky of his proposals. “Thou God (he says), who has
placed in my heart the sentiment of justice, before my
remos mprchnded it, hear my ardent prayer. Thou hast
dictated iht which I have written. Thou has formed my
thought ; thou has directed my studies ; thou has separated
my spirit from curiosity, and my heart from attachment, in
order: t h t I ~ W d p M i s hthe truth, before the master and
the slave,” and so on. He concludes -this ‘ I appeal,” by
picturing the future, in which “the great, the small, the rich,
and the poor, will unite in one ztzefabh fratemzijv; and all
together, chanting a wao hymn, will re-erect thy altar, 0 God
of liberty and of equality ”!
Another r q n i s e d authority in the field of W i s t and
Communist literature is Karl Rodbertus, born in 1805. He
ditfen from those, concerning whose theories I have already
spoken, in being a German. He began life as a jurist, and
subsequently became a farmer. He took a practical part in
tbe @itica of Prussia, in the years 1848 and 1849,and
became Prussian Minister of Education and Public Worship.
He so(u1 abandoned the more active life, and retired to the
country, to secure the leisure and retirement necessary to
the pYrsuit of scientific and literary subjects. Professor Ely
speaks of odbertus as one of the ablest Socialists who
ever lived, and perhaps the best resprmntative of pure

theoleticsd Soctabm.”
Elis miangs were principally directed toward solving the
two great problems of pauperism, and the evils arising fmrn
owqroduction, & starts with the principle which bas

,
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been so much ernphasised by Mr. Henry George,inhis
‘‘ Progress and Poverty,” viz, that ‘ I A11 economicgoods
are to b e ’ regarded as the products of labour, and
cost nothing more
than
labour.”
This no one will
contradict; but it is quite another matter to contend that, therefore, I‘ all economic goods belmgtothe
labourers.” This is really what Mr.Henry George and other
Socialists cantend. They seem to forget that a labourer
can and does sdZ his labour for money, called wages ;and
that when he does this the remit of that labour becomes the
honestly acquired property. of him who so bought it.
When a workman has bought a table or chair wit&the
money he got in exchange for his own labour (say) as a
bricklayer, he will not be found willing to admit that the
table or the chair belungs to the carpenter who made i
t
.
Nor, if a labourer, by saving his earnings, were able to put
his son inpossession of a comfortablecottage, would he
willingly admit that the son was less entitled to it than the
builders who erected it. He would properly argue, in such
a case, that wh& he had saved was his own ; that he had
the right to give it to h i s son, in the form of a cottage ; that
the builders of the cottage had fairly exchanged it faor his
accumulated w a g e ; and that, therefore, they had given up
d l control , a daim upon it. Thii’simpleillu8trationinvdves
h e history ofall legallyacquired property; yet Socia- speak
of it, when it has reached that form, as ucapita2” an&dweil
upon the fact that, inaemuch as it mas the pruduat of labout,
thereFme-itshould k b n g to the tabouwrs, . 4% one wmld
object to Rodbertus’ fundamental principle ; but t h e ii
every reason to object to the illcg;tl infkrenms and W w t i m s which are d m from it. The ea~nomk-theot.ies of
Rodbertus are very elaborate and very ingenEw ;but ‘I-Arm enter into them here, excq+-sa frtr lasIS qmx-&%e
scheme he proposed as an alter’aatiwe re the &sting mndition of society. H e pmped to prevmt the cecune~ce.of

LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

641

pv&y and commercial panics by state interference of such
a character as to saum to labourers ;‘a share in the tlational
prc&ctB.”* This was expected to be rdised, by estimating
the d
u
e of rhe products of society during the year ; tben
apptioning that value between the capitalist and the
labourer. AM the products of the year would be first
is M i l g a g i m provided for the purpose ; and the
hbotrrers, having been first paid in labour-time money, that
is to say a kind of paper money representing 90 many h u r s
of labour, according to the proportion allotted to him,
would be allowed to present that papermoney, and get
g
o
& from the magazines in exchange, on the same valuati00 as that upon which they had been paid.
“This,” says
P r d m r Ely, is the solution of the problem of securing
for the labourers it fired share of production, and an
m u n t of gocrdswhich increases with increased production.” The same authority says that many pr‘aEtr;raC men
have rewded the scheme with favour,and
quotes the
~piniFmof a German archzikt who had prepared a table of
propottiofis to fwiiitate the ,division. I venture, however,
to say that m y manufaeurer or any practical business man
muM at once condemn the scheme as involving waste, and
m&r;aily increasing cost. The object of the scheme
(ky&nd that of *curing a Axed share of the products for
the kbourer) is to obviate the .necessity of what are now
tCFified middlemen ; but, in this resit would inevitaMy
T h e middk-man is he whosingles out the most
% M f u l and the most economical manufacturer, and,
h;lviq purchased from him large quantities of his prod ~ * , . &a
it hi5 business to preserve them in good
d
e
r
,and hold them in readiness for sale, in smaller
qmntitks, to the a
c
t
d consumers. This, it is presumed,
WOI&
dl be done by the poMic m a g e e s ; but the que+
t b s . which need to be answered axe: W Q it ~be done
L4

I

fail.
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moreeconomically ? Would it be done a5 thmoughly 2
Magazines would have to be built, and the expense of doing
so would correspond to the building of the stores and warehouses of middle-men. Large numbers of men and women
would have to be employed to receive, to classify,-to ,keep
in order, to distribute to the consumers, to keep accounts
with the manukcturers. All these services wuuld have to be
paid for, as is now the case with the middle-mac. Like all
great state undertakings, the cost would be greatly increased,
as compared with the cost of the same work c a r r i e d out by
private enterprise. There would have to be heads of
departments, and again, boards, having jurisdiction over those
heads. Such persons would correspond with the existing
middlemen under the existing SYS~W. The heads of large
departments would have to be m e n of ability, and they
would have to be paidaccordingly.
Under the &sting
system, such men become merchants and rshopkeepers, and
by means of the ever-prevailing competition, the extracost of
an article, in consequence of passing through the rniddleman’s hands, is determined by and reduced to the cost of rent,
labour, servicesof clerks, insurance, intereston money,a d the
towest arrursrnt which such merchant or shopkeeper is willing
to give his seryices for to the business world. If .@e
pfofits are being made, more men are drawn into the business
until the profits are so small that m e are driven out by
reason of the remuneration king considered i n s u h t ,
Hence the charges which the consumer has to pay, mer and
above the cost from the producer, would almost exactly
correspond with the cost of the labour above mentioned in
d o n with the mgusikes. And competent heads of
departments ,aouM require just as much as the rnercbta
and shopkeepers receive under the present system, that is
to say, when there had been &dm-%from
& .the merch;sntds
profits that w W r e p s e n t & interest w 1 . his ~apltal.
Besides all this,however, it must be remembered what a
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g r a t increase of cost is involved in state work, as compared
with t h a k done by private and interested persons. The supervision is less keen ; the stimulus is considerably reduced ;
the wants of .the public are not so much consulted ; and
there are not by any means so many incentives to economy
or thoroughness. Again, the manufacturer wouldhave to
be paid for his goods whenFeceived into the magazine,
&ich would Involve’an enormous sum of money, or he
would have to nu2terziilly riurerzse hi5 prices for the produce,
to omp pens ate him for the loss of interest pending the sale
of -the goods so lodged.in the magazine. The truth is, the
more .the scheme isconsidered in the light of business
experience, the more crude and impracticable it appears.
Rodbertus did not expect to see his
scheme
realised
immediately. H e expected it to occupy o m u r two centuries 1
H e recagnised three stages in economic progress. (I.) The
stage of privateproperty in human beings-slavery.
(2.)
The stage of private property in capital, i.e., the instruments
andmeans of labour. (3.) The stage of privateproperty
in iacame alone. In the third stage each was to enjoy the
full fruits of his labour. Even when the third stage was
reached, many people would save their income ; and thus
the envy of human nature would be still
excited.
Professol. Ely says that Kodkxrtus “waged no crusade
e n s t land or capital,” and adds that “d the leading
S a d i s t s of t h y , to whatever socialistic group they
m y belong, have been influencedgreatly by Rodbertus.”
I pass now to another prominent member of the schooL
h p i s Bktq was an author, politician, and Socialist. He
wps born is 1813,and first earned a living as a copyist and
w,sabsequently becoming a writer. His first Socialistic
Wd-“Organisation o€Labout”-appeared in 1849m serial
form, but it subsequently reached a ninth edition. He was
prominent in the Revolution of-1848,and was a member
ofthe Provisional Government of that year. We endeavoured

.
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by virtue of that position, though unsuccessfully,to introduce
a number of his Socialistic theories. Louis Blanc considered
happiness and development the end and aim of our earthly
existence, with which most persons will agree ; but he contended (and here he parts company with most thinkers) that
society, as a whole, was under an obligation to s m r ; the
meam to thoseends, to everyindividual constituting it.
Want and misery, in his opinion, were the result of a neglect
to fulfil this
obligation.Individualism,private
property,
private’ competition,he considered, should .be abandoned,
and a spirit of fraternity adopted as a substitute. Fraternity
(he says) means that we are allcommonmembers of one
great family ; that society, the work of man, ought to be
organised on the model of the human M y , the work of
God ; and found the power of gowming upon permzsitm
“upon the voluntary mment of the hearts of the go0verned.n
This is allverypretty ; it is, indeed, poetic ! but is it not
a mostimpracticabletheory,involving
the avoidance of
the most ugly side of human nature ? In one place he speaks
of “demanding that the right to liveshould be regulated,
should be ~puru9rteed.’’ In another place ‘he speaks of
guaranteeing wutk only. He contends that “the p o ~
cannot combine and produe for themdves, without ttie
intervention of capitalists, because they lack the instruments
of labour.’* He then contends that the spate, acting as the
poor man’s banker, shouldfurnishthese.
It might be
asked here. what would the state do, supposing ar‘l men
neglected to save means, and thm became poor. Wmld
the state become everybody’s banker, and, if so, where
would thestate obtain its means ? Throughout zouis
Blanc’s -proposals-thereseems to be the SLIW miscunceptioa
of which4 have spoken dsewbere; viz., the belief that ‘‘ the
state really pos~ssesmme creative powers : some mysteiiods
means of doing more for the people than they can do for
0
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themselves. H e proposed that the sfate should grant credit,
withut chargzkg h i e v e s t , and that the money required for
the purpose should be r a i d by taxation, by the profits
derived from state railways, and from other public enterpri.es, such as mines, insurances, and banks. I t will be
seen by this, that it was conlemplated to obtain money
by loan or taxation from citizens, and re-lend it to citizens.
I t was to be lent wzi‘hut i k t e m f , but loans from citizens
were to be repaid m?th zirfemt. We are not informed what
precaution would be taken to prevent citizens from thus
b w i n g for nothing, and re-lending, through third persons,
the same money to the state on interest.
Louis Blanc provided, as part of his scheme, that everyone
shrwld, in the first place, use his best exevticms on behalf of
the community. H e held that a man’s various abilities were
not given him that he should exercise them solitarily-they
are but I‘ the supreme indication of that which each one
owes to society.” If one man is twice as strong as his
neighbour, that was, in his qinion, a “ proof that nature had
destined him to bear a double burden.” Weakness, he held,
was a creditor of strength ; ignorance, a creditor of learning.
The more a man can do, the more he ought. Louis .Blanc,
it-will be seen, was sanguine enough to believe that, under
such a 7egt;aw as he proposed, men and w m e n would enjoy
the same incentives to put forth their best effbrts. What
tbai bid ?tepropose to reward them with ? Fach one ” was
to ‘‘poduceumrding lo Ais fncUrtiee, and consume qmrditeg
fa Ais w w t s s s , ” By what allaeeing authority the wads of
w m to be determined, I m unable to discover. The
rads rather like a dream, than as the serious
an of the workl. As Professor Ely says :“It is a gbricms ideal, but (he asks) will it ever become a
M i ghia side of,& Golden Gates of Paradise ?”
Karl Marx was born in 1818. He was of goodfamily,
a d was educated for the profession of the law. He

I
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abandoned the more lucrative and practicalprofessionfor
the study of philosophy. He drifted into newspaperwork,
and became editor of the K h i s A Gazette, which was, on

account of its principles,suppressed.
In Park, to which
he removed, he again attracted the notice of the authorities
by his revolutionary writing. He was, thereupon, banished,
and
next
went
to Brussels. In 1847 he formulated a
manifesto for the Communistic party, the concluding words
of whichwere, “ T h e Communists scorn to conceal their
views and purposes. They declareopenly that their &s
can be attained only by a v&at m&hIoZpr of tk cmitikg
sonal m&r. Let the rulingclasses tremble before a CamDunistic revolution. The proletarians have nothing &J lose
except their chains. They have a worLd to gain. Proletzirians
of all lands unite !’I
Marx’s work, entitled ‘‘Capita!,”wasleft
unfinished, but
the two volumes which he completed have been spoken of
as ‘‘ the Bible of the Social Democrats.” Professor Ely says
it deserves the name,for “it defends their doctrines with
zuteness of understanding and profundity of learning, and
ranks among the ablest politicoeconomic treatises ever
Written.”*

Marx dwells, like most of his School, upon the pr~portiollg

of the value of produe which go to the capitalist and the
workmanrespectively.
“The foundation (he says) of the
capitalistic method of proddm is to be f d in tbap
the$ which deprived the masses of their rights in tbe soil,
in the earth, the common heritage of dl.” The objections
which Marx raised to .existing institutions were based OIL
economic contentions of B. somewhat abstruse
But he was sanguine emugh
belleve that uader PPI
altered condition of things, ouch as he wished to fee d
w
?
,
idlers would disappear from t h e ear&. Of cogrse he
ineluded in that the idle rich,

character.

‘ t o
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Some idea regarding his ideal condition o f society can be
best obtained from the principles of the International
Working-men’s Association, of the general council of which
he was the guidingspirit. That association was based on
social democratic principles, and was made sufhciently
comprehensive to embrace aN labourers, in aZZ countries,
‘‘without regard to colour, creed, or nationality.” I confess I am unable to extract from the accounts before me of
Marx’s teachings, any clear and definitescheme of social
redemption from the evils withwhichhe
chargesexisting
iristitutions ; buthethought the time had come when the
$r&hwiaf must take the reins into their own hands.
The last figure with which I shall deal, among French and
German Socialists, is that of Ferdinand Lassalle. He was
born in 1825. H e devoted himself principally to philology
and philosophy at the Germanuniversities.Some
of his
earlier writingselicited the mostprofoundadmiration.
It
was not till 1862that hisenthusiasm for the wwking-classes
first found
expression.
The formation of the German
social Democratic party was the result. It is said that, previousto that time, German labourers ‘‘ had been considered
contented and peacable,” and that whatever might be done
among English and French workmen, “ it was hopeless to
attempt to move the phlegmatic
German.”*
Lassalle,
huwwer, disappointed this expectation ;but he did it, not so
m d by any original matter or p r ~ p o ~ a las
s , by popularising
andsimplifying the writings of Rodbertus and Marx. He
dwelt, again and again, upon the wages theory propounded
by Riado, which he stigmatised as the iron law of “ages.”
He rq&d
that law as the primarycause Df what he
and a h considered the unjua method of distributing the
produce 6f the wwld bween the capitalist and the workman.
He, of’course, viewedunfavourably, the present system of
wages, and he therebre wished to see same more equitable
“

French and Ckrman Socialism,” p. 168
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method substituted lor it ; but he cbd not deveM any cleaa
and satisfactory proposal. His dearth of resource, in the
nature of practical reform, is indeed proved by the fact thst
he suggested the governments aiding the workingdames in
borrowing a sum equal to about fourteen millions of English
money, in order to establishco-operative associations for
production. It has beensaid that Lassalle never serimty
believed in this proposal, but merely used it as a means
to popularity with the workingclasses. It is also recorded
that, in h t i n g to Rodbetus, he expressed his willingness
to abandon the proposal if anything better could be
suggested.* This, if true, would indeed point to a want of
resource, both in himself and Rodbertus ;for it is only fais to
assume that Lassalle had read everything Rodbetus had
written. Professor Ely says that even this proposal for
productive caoperative associations was borrowed from
Louis Blanc. m e , like a good many more SQcialist
writers, complains of capital being based on theft; and
he reiterates the somewhat stale contention “that labour
alone is the source of wealth, and if capitalists a d landlord
were swept out of existence, the entiresocial product would go
to the labcturer.’’t Lassalle cannot be saidto have left behind
him any definite theory ofsociety. He was, however, the first
tu stir up the contented and apathetic character of the Getwtn
working-dasses. The effect of Iassalk’s teaching on the
German workmen bas been summed up as follows :-“h d d tbat &y are the U t e ;t&t all p
o
l
i
t
i
d p o w oup;ht
~
.&I
be
a d though, and ~ O Yt k m ; that tkti good and
amelioration aught to be the aim of the state ; that CRCir
affair is the affair of aurakid; that N Pp
e
d interwit
m o v e s urd kats with tbe p
I
s
e d his-,
with the hip r i e p k of moral develop“?f
This m,
I ve~‘

P d and German Sociatiam,” p. up.
“~roachnnddC;crauRrn”p~.

5 “

t

1 John h e , Co+ey$mp.r Nnri&, June, r a t .
m d German .blr-.rn’’).

Quoted by

R
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to think, is in somedegreeapplicable
to otherthanthe
German working-classes. It, in truth, describes the confident
of the Englishand self-sutticient tone of alargeportion
speaking workingclasses, who have been led, by their un&d
success, to take a much exaggerated view of their own
importance as a section of society. The mere application of
the term zuorkirzgxlasses has led to a false belief that they
alone contribute to the produdion of the world’s wants.
There is gn utter disregard for the fact that the existence of
all theother classes, who undergojust as much wear and
tear as themselves, though it may be mentally instead of
bodily, has the effect of enabling them to confine their
work. If
attention whoZ0 and solcb upontheirparticular
no men were trained as doctors,each workingman would
be compelled to become his own “ medicine-man ;” and, as
a consequence, he would be qompelled to perform less of his
own work in order to have the leisure to perform any such
function andobtainthe
medicine, whatever it might be,
which he judged desirable. If there were no merchants, or
“middle-men,” as they are disparagingly called by many
Socialists, each farmer ,would have to grind his own wheat,
and hawk it round to bakers ; perhaps make it into bread,
and sell it by the loaf. Instead of this, he now sends
the wheat in to the merchant, or his local agent, and in due
time receives his account sales. The merchant, again,
having a connectionamong millers or exporters, is able
to realise at once, thus saving the farmer endless time and
loss of concentration. If it were not for the existence of the
manufacturer, who providescapital,
.and organises large
works, each workman would, instead of going regularly, year
after year, to the same spot, and getting regular employment,
be compelled to seek a livelihood from house to house, and
in many cases he would find the result precarious and disappointing. The same remarks apply to all mentaloccupations which are called lor by the complicated wants of
EE
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society. The merchant, infact, exchanges with the firmer
some of hisfinancial knowledge and administrative ability
for some of the latter’s knowledge concerning, and exertion
The proexpended upon, the cultivation of hisfarmland.
prietor of a factory practically exchanges with his workmen a
portion of the benefits of his capital andorganising power, for
a portion of their manual work. In that way, every member
of the communlty, who performs for society any work, though
it be of the most speczul character, is just as much a labourer
as the railwaynavvy,or
the bricklayer’s hodman. It is
certainly time that this false and mischievous cry about the
rights of labour was properly studied.
The present sketch of the history of Socialism and Communism would be unmistakably incomplete without some
reference to the work and enthusiasm of Robert Owen.
His theories do not call for refutation, for they have long
since been subjected to the strictly logical test of practical
experiment, and failed-as utterly as it is possible for any
Utopian scheme to fail. I shall refer tothe history of the
communities themselves,in dealing with others connected
with theUnited States. A moment’s reflection concerning
hls theories wohld enable any practical work-a-day mind to
have predicted failure for such a scheme.
In Kobert Owen’s work, entitled “ Lectures on an Entirely
New State of Society,” he says : “ In this new state of society,
there is to be no necessity for individual resyon6ibdity.‘’*
Elsewhere hesays, in the formof question and answer,
What do you understand by a new and superior state of
society? I understahd . . . an improved condition of the
human race, inwhich there will be aeiihw lgttwafrce nor
popxyty; and in which sin and nujery will be unknown”t
Could enthusiasm and imagination go further? Owen
wrote another work, entitled ‘‘New Views on.Sockty, or,
a

1
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an Essay on theFormation of Human Character.” In it,
he contended that “ all men are equal,”-whatever that may
mean. H e also claimed that all men havea right toan
equal share of those external natural goods, granted by God
to man. And he contended, likewise, that all men have equal
requirements. Upon these
principtes, as a basis, he built up
a theory, and establisheda community. The latter was, as
I have said, a painful failure. I t tumbled about its author’s
ears in a less number of weeks, than it took him years to
conceive the theoriesupon which it was based. Do such
theories need further criticism ?
I come now to the subject of Socialist and Communist
exjmirrents. There is, connected with actual experiment a
vatue which is peculiar to itself. Every manhas had, at
some time of his life, personal experience of the futility of
controversy on certain
subjects.
The subject of man’s
rights, and that of the possibilities of social regeneration are
undoubtedly among the nnmber. An
enthusiastic Socialist,
and an unimpulsive and strictly logical Individualist, might
spend days and weeksin controversy, with a view to determining the merits anddements of the two schools. It is
highly probable that, in the end, they would part company,
only strengthened in their original opinions. The real
new
points of controversy would be: ( I . ) Whetherthe
scheme was really practicable ; (2.) whether, if practicable,
it produced for immediate purposes, andguaranteedto
futuregenerations, as much happiness as the existing arrangements of society. The enthusiast would, in his eagerness for his theory, see a way out of every difficulty which
the Individualistraised.
H e would take amostfavourable
view of human nature, and would expect every individual
member of the community to be as eager for the success of
the scheme as himself. He would picture good seasons,
good crops, modest demands, and much sweet forbearance
and patience among the members. The enthusiast would not
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concern himself much about thefuturegenerations, who might
not be so wrapped up in the theory as himself; and he would
consider permanent happiness to be inevitable with a simple
prosaic life. How is it possible to reason on such matters 7
The differences of opinion would be found to go back even
to first principles-probably to the rules of reasoning itself.
But with experiment all is different. The“ifs ” andthe
“ buts ” of controversy are put aside.
The test is not what
wodd happen,but what does happen. The human nature,
the climate, the soil, the
means
at
the
disposal of
the experimentalists, areno longer what eithertheCommunist or the Individualistchooses to picturethem.
They
are what they are. The results are now worked out according to the relentless logic of fact, and controversy becomes
redundant.The
practical experiments which havetaken
place in the United States, viewed in connection with their
results, constitute the most serious and the most convincing
blow that Socialist and Communisttheories have ever undergone. They are worth volumes : even whole libraries of
verbal criticism, as evidence of the demoralising and degrading effect of such schemes upon human nature, as compared
with the results of ajudiciously-guardedfree
play of individual interest and individual effort among men.
It is necessary to observe, in regard to the whole of these
experiments, that they possessed two enormous advantages,
in comparison with suchcommunitiesas
would be forthcoming as the result of a Zcgislalzve change from the existing
form of society. First : They have been formed exclusively
of nolunteers ; that is to say, of menand women who
volunfady and chtrfLlZy entered into the new social
compact. The old saying, that“one
volunteer is worth
half-a-dozen press& men,” applies with equal force to social
experiments astohuman warfare If an ideal scheme of
society is found incapable of producing for its members an
increase of happiness in the first few generations,when
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every member is a willing and perhaps even an enthusiastic
citizen,what sort of resultis to be looked forin a community of people, the bulk ofwhom have been forced into
membership by physicalorlegislativerevolution,
and who
are therefore filledwithfeelings of discontent, and seized
with a desire for revenge on those who have wrestedfrom
them, for the use of others, their lawfully acquired
possessions ? One might, I venture to think, as well expect
the disturbed and enraged occupants of a ravaged beehive
to peacefullyre-swarm on the hand of their disturber. But
there is yet another incalculable advantage, which the
members of these experimental societies have enjoyed ;that
is, the d m s t Ilaiimiied ferritory which they have possessed,
as a field for their primitive industries, on which they have
invariably had to fallback. I t will be seen that, in almost
everycase,
the establishment of such communities was
favoured by the possession of an amount of territory, which
the wholeworlditself could scarcely supply to the populationof Europe, in the same proportion. Some idea may be
obtained, from the following figures, of the amount of land
requisite for an universai experiment on the same scale.
in
1875, numbered
The Shakers community, which,
2415 souls in all, occupied roo,ooo acres, whichgives 41
acres to each individual. In order that the people of Great
Britainmightbepossessed
of similarterritorytheywould
require 2,500,000 square miles,or about thii-0 t i k s the
area of the wholeof Great Britainitself.
It will be seen
from this that, even if the communities in question could be
pronounced successes, they would still have failed to prove
the possibility of all European communities being dealt with
in the same way. Inhct, the people of Great Britain,
instead of possessing f d p m acres,each would have to
earn a living off m e anda-half!
Let me now proceed to a short account of the communities
as they are, or rather were, i n 1874 or 1875. It will be
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observed that, in the majority of the cases withwhich I
am about todeal, the religious spirit h a s constituted an
important and favourable factor, in rendering the members
of such bodies more amenable to the self-sacrifice and selfdenial which become indispensable under the primitive
circumstances which have
invariably
surrounded such
associations. Some of the communities have certainly
dispensed with that element ; but, as Mr. Kaufmann says,
those experiments have been most successful which have
been inaugurated under religiousauspices,whilethose
lacking that element have enjoyed only an ephemeral
existence.”*
One of the most important of the American associations
to which I have referred is that which took the name of the
Amaw Community. The inhabitants of this community
are also knownby
the name of the Inspirationists, on
account of their belief in the influence of direct inspiration
in determining their movements. They came originalky
from Germany, in 1842,and settled in Iowa, United States.
They were not Communists in the first place, but adopted
those principles, under the impression that they “ were corn.
rnanded, by inspiration, to put all their means together
and live in community to which they add that they ‘ I soon
saw they could not have got on or have kept together on
ahy other plan.”+ In 1875,or a short time previous,they
numbered r450, owning 25,000 acres. They numbered in
1873 1600, and owned 34000 acres. Theirs is the largest
and richest community in the United States. According to
Mr. Charles Nordhoff, they Live in a most rigid, pids, and
primitive way. The males and the females take their meals
apart, in order, accordmgto their own rules, ‘‘to prevent silly
conversation and trifling conduct” This latter fact will give
some idea of the rigid nature of their mode of living. They
seem to deny themselves many of the most ordinary
I‘

0 “

Socialism and Communism,” p. 147.

t

I‘

Sacialisrn and Communkm,” p. 167

LIBERTY A N D LIBERALISM.

65 5

comforts of life which even the poorest workman can afford
now-adays ; for Mr. Nordhoff mentions that, at meal time,
they used no tablecloth ; and that they have no carpets to
their floors. They live also an extremely humdrum
existence, unrelieved by any outbursts of gaiety. Their
conduct too,would
seem to be regulated with as much
monotony as is the case with the inmates of a charitable
institution; for each personhas
a ticket which contains
directions as to.what he or she is to do, and the costumes
are all of a dingy colour, and of a monotonous uniformity.
The women work very hard, and all ornaments are forbidden.
The greatest care seems to be exercised to keep the sexes
apart ; and this rule is observed even during the hours of
leisure. Even the children are not allowed to mix together.
The boys and girls, X r , Nordhoff says, are permitted to take
a walk on Sunday afternoon, but the former are sent one way
and the latter another. They professmisogamy,having
been advised, by one of their teachers, ‘‘ to fly from intercourse with women, as a very highly dangerous magnet and
magical fire;” but many are unable to follow this advice,
and do marry. As a consequence, they are degraded in the
estimation of their fellows, and hencefozth occupy a lower
stahls in the society. Some idea may be obtained of the
rigour of the discipline which membership involves. Among
the rules for dailylife
are the following:--“Toavoid
unnecessary words-not
to disturb your serenity or peace
of mind-neither to desire nor to grieve-to have no inlercourse with worldlywisemen-to
fly from the society of
women-kind as much as possible-to
avoid dinners,
weddings, feasts, entirely-to constantly practise abstinence
and temperance, so as to be as wakeful after eating as before
it.” The community contains no library, but a fewnewspapers are taken. The principal reading consists of the
Bible, and their own ‘‘ inspired ” records. Mr. Nordhoff
considered that theyled a plain dull life, but concluded
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that they were quiet,industrious,
contented. Bearingin
view the extremely low expenditure which the life of an
individualmust involve under such a rigim, the fact that
thecommunityhascontinued
in existence is not surprising; especially when it be remembered
that
they
occupy about sixteen acres for every member. They employ
hands from outside the community, and seem to avail themselves of the outside world in many respects, by purchasing
numerousarticles of daily want. One of the foremen of
the community made a candid admission to Mr. Nordhoff,
which is valuable, as showing the effect of suchasystem
upon the motives to energy. He said that three hired hands
from without the community would do as much work as jive
or siz members. The question is, Can such a life be called
success ? Theyare conknkd! That would satisfy M. de
Laveleye ! But is that a test ? The Australian aborigine is
contented, so long as white men will leave him alone ! This
however, is very certain, that such a race and such a community must inevitably die out. Even if theyincreasein
numbers,in
the face of their professed misogamy, their
territory must become in time insufficient for them, inasmuch
as they rely principally uponagriculture for their support.
But, even supposing that and the other
contingencies did
not happen, can they be said to be a success as a people?
Are they progressing in the scale of human development ?
Will their posterity be better off or as well off as themselves ?
If not,they cannot be considered a success. Moreover,
would it be other than childish to expect a forced fmof
society of the same kind to be content with the meagre fare
and thehum-drum, homespun, and positively dreary existence
which they seem to lead ?*
T h e second community with which I shall deal is that of
the Shakers of Lebanon. The sect seems to have originated
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in the year 1747, by a Quaker, who alleged hehad had
supernatural dreamsand revelations. They were joined, in
1758,by one Ann Lee, a blacksmith’s daughter of Manchester, who ultimately becamea prominent leader, subsequenttothe
establishment of the sectin America. She
was then known as “ Mother Ann.” Mr. Nordhoff dates
theirsettlement in theMountLebanon
district at 1792.
When he visited them, shortly before 1875,the date of the
publication of his work, he found themnumbering 2415
souls, with an acreage of IOO,OOO inland.
Mr. Kaufmann
mentions that one of the branches has since been disbanded.
In the first place, it is noticeable that the religious element
played, andcontinuesto play an importantpartin
their
cohesion as a community. They are Spiritualists, and receive
strange communications from the spirit-land, duringtheir
religious services.
“ Theirhabits
of life {says Mr. Kaufmann)are frugal.
They rise at half-past four in summer, and five in winter ;
breakfast between six and seven, dine at twelve, and sup at
six ; by nine, or half-past, they are all in bed and lights are
out. . . They eat in the general hall, and the preparation
of food is left to the sisters, who take it in turn, as they also
do the washing, ironing, and other light work. Their diet is
simple. All turn to work after breakfast, under the leadership of caretakers or foremen, who are subordinate to the
deacons.”* “They have an uniform style of dress, call
each other by their first name, say ‘yea’and
nay,’ but
not ‘thee and ‘ thou.’ . . . Their social habits have led
them to a generallysimilar style of architecture, whose
puliaritiesarein
seeking the useful only, and caring
nothing for graceand beauty, and avoiding ornament.”t
On the whole, they appearto
live a simple, prosaic,
uninteresting, and unvaried life. Everythingtheyuse
and
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consume is of the simplest and plainestdescription ; and
they appear never to indulge in what we term amusements
of any kind. The most rigid severance is practised between
the sexes-“ they eat apart, labourapart, worship apart.”
They find consolation in having ‘‘ no scandal, no tea-parties,
no gossip.” They mortify thebody; few eatmeat;theyc
have “ n o pet animals, but cats for killing rats,” and smoking is prohibited. “Since they cannotperpetuate
themselves, on account of their celibate life, and have also ceased
to reinforce their ranks by the adoption of children, the rate
of increase in membership has #of R e p i pace with the vast
accumulation of wealth, mainly inlanded property. The
society, therefore, seems in danger of painless extinction,
unless new religious revivals, amongother sects,replenish
theirdwindling numbers.’;” Regarding the intellectual side
of life, it is to be feared that this community has undergone
a retrograde movement. Theirarchitecture is plain and
uninteresting. L r Theyare not a reading people, andthe
libraries of their most cultivatedleaders are of extremely
limited range.”? They have o m music-room at one of their
branches. The largest library contains only 400 volumes of
history, voyages, and travels; but it contains ‘‘no m e i s and
only a few stories for children.” One society is distinguished
for its love of flowers ; but Mr. Kaufmann adds that he had
beentoldthey
do not cultivate any. He says, also, that
the walls of the rooms are not adorned with pictures, but
are lined, instead, with wooden pegs for hats, c b d s , and
shawls, the useful being preferred to the ornamental. From
this (he adds), we may concludethat a taste for natural
beauty, art, and literature is but imperfectly cultivated
amongthe people. Harriet Martineau once visited Mount
Lebanon, and speaks in high terms regarding their prosperity, industry, and cleanliness ; and concludes by saying,
For interesting accounts of this sect ser Hepworth Dixon’s I‘ N e w Arnecica ” and

Mr.Howell’s charming novel, “?’he Undiscovered Country.”

t

“

S&&m

and Communism,” p. 154.

LIBERTY AND LIEERALISB.

’‘ If

659

happiness lay in bread and butter and such things, these
people have attained the sz(mmunz 6onu7n.”* Mr. Kaufmann
says, “such a mode of life tends to hindersocial progress and
mental development. I t keeps all on the same plane of rigid
uniformity by means of rules and regulations, and prevents
the expansion of the intellect into the regions of imagination
and discovery. Dullness and monotonycharacterisetheir
daily life.” The principalfeaturesin connection with these
people, which permanentlyexclude the possibility of their
condition being used as anargument
in favour of an
universal and compulsory Socialism or Communism in older
societies, are the following:-(I), They possess territory of
an exceptionally fine quality, in quantity which would equal
forty-one acres to each individual, as compared with one and
e Mf in countriespopulated as thickly asGreat Britain.
( z ) , They lead a celibate life, as a consequence of which the
population has had, and will continueto havea constant
tendency to decrease. (3), Their lifeis one of exceptional
frugality and simplicity, so that the cost of living has been
reduced to a minimum, which could never be maintained in
a mixed society. (4), They have theeconomicadvantage
of a strong religious element in their midst, by which that
simplicity and frugality are constantlyinculcated, and by
which thetendencytodiscontentand
dissatisfaction with
their simple lot is securely counteracted. ( 5 ) , Membership
of thecommunity is purely voluntary. ( 6 ) , Theydo not
strictly regard Communistic principles ; for theypurchase
many of the necessities of their already primitive life outside
the commonity, andthus augment the comforts of their
sufficiently monotonous existence, by means of conveniences
add improvements resulting from the institution of separate
PPertP.
It would be superfluous to dwell upon the impossibility of
such a l& satisfying, or even being capable of continuance
Quoted by

Mr. KauTmann.

by the class whogive loud and threatening expressiun %o
their dissatisfaction with existing institutions.
The Harmony Society of Pennsylvania, historically considered, is entitled to rank as one of the more important of
these communities. It was founded by George Rapp in
1805. H e had to commence with 300 converts, who
followedhimfrom
Baltimore tothe Far West. The first
purchase of land consisted of 50,000 acres, or about 170
acres to each individual. I t was agreed among them to
‘ I throw all their possessions into a common fund ; to adopt
a uniform dress and style of house ; to keep, thenceforth, all
things in common, and to labour for the common good of
the whole body.” The principle of their constitution was
that they should assign everything to Rapp, and submit to his
governmept ; he, in return, guaranteeing to supply them with
all the necessaries oflife. Anyone who chose to withdraw,
could do so at any time, and havehismoney
or property
returned. Rapp was an excellent business man, and things
went on very prosperously. In time, like the Shakers, they
adopted the rule of celibacy. Twelve years after being
established, theysold their land for IOO,OOO dollars. They
then removed to Indiana; but, not being satisfied with their
purchase, they sold the land to Robert Owen for 150,000
dollars, and bought another called Economy, on the Ohio,
near Pittsburg. Economy has been described as “a model
of a well-built, well-arranged country village.” I n 1832, there
arose some internal differences, and a number of members
seceded, and were paid out to the sum of 15,000dollars.
On making their second move, they had agreed to burn the
books showing what each had put into the association. Then
they agreed to adopt as a maxim-“‘ Mine is thine.” The
religious element played a prominent part in this cornmunity. Rapp early inculcated theduties
of “humility,
sim$ki@ of t‘nJi#g,
seFsamjke, love to neighbour, rsgdar
and fersevenipg ixdustry, prayer and self-examination.” Their
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daily life was consistent with thisteaching.
The men, and
sometimes the women, labouredin the field ; they wore
a very plain dress and no jewellery ; they were opposed
to dancing, or anysuch frivolous amusement;but they
enjoyed all the comforts of asimple life. They interested
themselves in music and flowers ; they possessed asmall
library and took in newspapers from theoutside
world.
Some idea of their standard of worldly happiness may be
obtained from the following expressions of pne of the
members to Mr. Nordhoff. “As each labours for all,” he
said, “and as the interest of one is the interest of all, there
is no occasion for selfishness, and no room for waste. We
were brought up to be economical-to waste is to sin.We
live simply, and each has enough, all that we can cat a d
wear, and no man can d o more t h n that.”” The funds of
the association have increased greatly, and they are viewed
But
by theoutside world as prosperous
a
community.
though at one time numbering 1000,they have dwindled in
number to 100, and most of these are old. Mr. Kaufmann
says :--“The young people, on reachingmaturity,
were
allowed to decide between becoming full members of the
society or leaving it, or remaining as wages Zabourers. Many
Pr&r the Zatter alternative, though, in such cases, required
to conform to
the
customs of the society, including
celibacy.”$ This is not
favourable
evidence
as to the
happiness andcontentment which is produced. Butthe
following is even much less so :-“The greatest number
prefer a life of completeindependencetotherestraints
of Communism, hence therapidly diminishing numbers. . . .
Their large factories are closed, for thereareno
people
to manthem; and some of theirother outlying works
are carried on by means of Chinese labour and hired
servants.” I t will be seen from theabove particulars that
the community bids fair to die out.Thatthegreater
* Quoted by Mr. Kaufmann.
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number should prefer a life of complete independence ’is
a strong piece of evidence against their organisation and all
itscramping effects upon the intellect, the sentiments, the
It mustbe
affections, andthe energies of humannature.
again observed that, with thiscommunity, as with that of
theShakers, thereare several circumstances which quite
exclude it from the category of examples of what rniqht
result from a forced Communism or Socialism, made up of a
mixed and partly unwilling population. ( I . ) All who joined
it did so of their own free will, and with a knowledge of,
and willingness to conform to the simple, primitive, and
self-denying life which membership involved.- (2.) They
had, to start with, about twmr’y-e&hf h’p12es the territory that
each man, woman, and child, could be allotted in a country
like Great Britain. (3.) Theyadopted a life of celibacy,
and thus produceda constant reduction instead of an increase in their numbers. (4.) They entertained beliefs which
greatly assisted them in becoming reconciled to a nlechanical
and colourless existence, viz., the belief in the speedy
necessity for making a
appearance of Chrlst, andinthe
preparation for that event-their chief aim in life. (5.) They
did not really conform to Communistic principles; for Mr.
Nordhoff tells us that“their meansgave employmentto
many hundreds of people in different parts of Western
Pennsylvania.”
The Separatists of Zoar, Ohio, are a community over which
I need not spendmuch time. They prove even less than
those I have dealt with. They were founded in 1817,-0n a
religious basis. At first, theyprohibited
marriage, but in
timethat regulation broke down. They, however, live a
somewhat rigid life, the sexes sitting a p a q on all occasions,
They consist of 300 or more members. T h e life they have
led and still lead, is one of the most extreme frugality and
roughness. Mr. Nordhoff says, “ T h e people would not
attract attention anywhere ; they dress and look likecom-
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mon labourers. Their leader even might anywhere be taken
for a German farm-hand.”*
The Perfectionists of Oneida
and
Wallingford can
scarcely be classified as Communists; for, although they
hold their property in common, they employ a large number
of persons outside their own body, andput all the mere
drudgery onthe hired people ; so that m y success they
may haveattainedcanhave
even lessapplication,as
an
illustration of what an universal and fwced Communism or
Socialism would effect. This association arose from a combination of religious influences, and
the
currency in
America of the
Communist
theories of Fourier. The
leader was JohnHumphrey Noyes. Beginning with a few
relations, on forty acres of land, and with a reserve of zoo0
dollars, they progressed, by dint of greatlabour, andthe
manly submission to many drawbacks, until, in 1876, they
numbered 283 members, and possessed about goo acres.
They carriedtheirCommunism
tosuchan extremeas to
apply it to the sexes ; holding thatthere is no intrinsic
difference between property in things, and property in
persons. Hencearosethe
practice of “Free love.” This
has, however, been changed,and marriage or celibacy is
optional. They have a common dwelling-house, with a
large hall for the eveninggatherings of the community,
furnished with a stage for musical anddramatic performances. They havea library of 4000 volumes. They avail
themselves of the m a t modem literature, the most modern
printing machinery; they send some of the young women
to New York to receive musical instruction,andtheir
young men to the Yale University. They study classics and
the sciences. Their ranks include lawyers, clergymen,
merchants, physicians, teachers, farmers, and mechanics ;
but they are now closed against theoutside world. They
profess the principles of self-denial and self-restraint;hut,
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on the whole, seem to live a tolerably indulgent life. I t will
t x of course observed that the circumstances of such a corn munitycanhave
little, if any application, to the universal
theories of Communist advocates ; for their mode of existence would require schools of science on one side, established by the private enterprise of another community,
schools of music on another side, a labouring class outside
themselves, willing to do the drudgery of their work, and a
large literary class also outside themselves, as well as manufacturers of musical instruments, and printing and other
machinery, composers of music, and a hundred other conveniences,all developments of an individualistic form of
society. To properly illustrate the probable result of Communism, pure and simple, all these wants must be supplied
dispensed with. Mr.
from within; otherwisetheymustbe
Kaufrnannsays,speaking
of this, and certain other communities, " The cammercialsuccesses of these settlements
must be attributed to the fact that they are in a great
measure trading communities, in a new country, where the
demand generallyexceeds the supply . . . . infact,owe
their prosperity to the existence of a largersocietyresting
on the old foundation, and are dependent on the egotistic
principle of competition, as a supplement to their own
Socialism. Not only (he adds), are all surplus commodities
sold tn these outsiders, but the drudgery workof the Communistic society is in most cases, now at least, performed by
hirelings from the same source; so that the social problems
which make the introduction of Communism 80 difficult,
viz., how the commercial risks of society may be forestalled,
and the lowest work of drudgery be provided for, in a society
of equals, wanting the ordinary stimulus of exertion-have
not as yet been solved by these fraternities."*
The Aurora and Bethel Communes originated in the
secession of a number of dissatisfied members from Rapp's
a
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Eeonomy. They, at first,
placed
themselves
under an
adventurer, who called
himself
Count Leon ; but he
having deserted them,theyafterwardsplacedthemselves
under a Dr. Keil, who was desirous of forming a sect of his
own. Keil had been a man-milliner in Germany.Subsequently he posed as a mystic, and professed a sufficient
knowledge and command of magnetism to enable him to
cure diseases. He professed, also, to have in his possession
a mysterious volume, writtenin human blood, and containing
receipts for the cure af various diseases. Finally, he became
a Methodist, and then burned the book in question, amid a
much studied ceremony. He left the Methodists, in order
he ismost
to form the sect in connection withwhich
known. The nucleus of the Bethel Communesconsisted
of ten or twelve
families,
who
settled in Washington
Territory ; but they soon increased in numbers. The
Communes of Aurora and Bethel are separate, but a
description of one willsufficientlyexplain
the nature and
condition of the other.
The fundamental principle of the associations was that all
interest, and allproperty, should be absolutelycommon.
That, in fact, was the interpretation which Keil placed upon
the injunction ‘ I Love one another.” Another rule which
~ ~ carefully
8 5
observedwas that there should be no compulsion
upon anyone. If any member complained that he had put
more than any other into the common fund, he could have it
back, and sever his connection with the association. Their
mode of living is now of the very plainest. Rigid economy
is, in fact, impressed upon every one as a duty owing to the
whole. Fourier’s plan of changing work is practised. No
man is allowed to confine himself to any particular occupation. If the brickmakers are needed, and the shoemakers
are not busy, the trowel has to be substituted for the awl.
After harvest they turn their attention to the saw-mills or
the workshops. The houses and apartments are without
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carpets, and the clothingis of the cheapest description;
that of the women consisting of calico,with sun-bonnets.
They havenosofasoreasy-chairs.
Their seats consist of
hard-woodbenches.
They havenopictures,
no books,
except the Bible and a hymn-book ; in fact, nothing to please
says : they have few amusethe tastes.Mr.Nordhoff
ments. . . . There is so little social life that there is not
even a hall for public meetings in the wholevillage. Apple
parings and occasional picnics in the summer; the playing
of a band ;a sermon twice a month, and visiting among the
families are the chief, indeed the only excitemmtJ in their
monotonous lives.” The same writersayselsewhere : ‘‘ It
seems to me that I saw in the faces and forms of the people
the results of this too monotonous existence. The young
women are mostlypale,
flat-chested and somewhat thin.
The young men look good-natured, butaimless. . . The
young women were undersized ; not robust or strong, with
no rosy cheeks, and a subdued air throughout.”*
“ Occasionally,” Mr. Nordhoff was told, I‘ they have idie
or drunken me4 who are duly admonished of heir wrong,
and, if they are incorrigible, are made to leave the place.
It is quite evident that beyondsecuringforthemselves
a
bare existence, with which they seem satisiied, they are in a
state of social stagnation. As to intellectual progress,they
scarcely seem to knowwhat it means. When spoken to, in
reference to the subject of art, and their apparent neglect of
the beautiful, they repIied : “We have all that is necessary
-we have duties to do. We must support our widows, our
orphans and our old people, who can no longer produce.”
Keil wm asked, also, by Mr. NordhofT, what t h q would do
with a youngmember ,who wanted to gQ to d l e g e ; to
which he replied, “We don’t labour to support persons in
such undertakqs.” Mr. NordhofT says they seem to be
satisfied ; but he adds “ what surprised me most was to find
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a considerable number of people, in theUnited States,
satisfied with so litfle.” H e admits, however, that they have
had no criminals, sent no one to gaol, had no law-suit, no
insane, nor any blind,deaf or deformed. ‘The immunity
from crime is accounted for by the rigid discipline and the
practice of exclusion for grave offences. The immunity
from law-suits results from the community of property; and the
absence of insane, blind, deaf or deformed is not surprising,
as the whole community only comprehended from eighty to
ninety families. Mr. Nordhoff attributedtheir indifference
toart, literature, andotherbranches
of culture, to “the
stem repression of the whole intellectual side of life by their
leader.” As showing that even thiscommunity is inclined
to tum away from the rigid observance of its first principle,
Mr. Nordhoff “had reason to believe that a little selfish
earning of private spending money is winked at.”They
certainlypurchased
some“comforts ” o u t d e thecomKeil
himself was
munity, as for instance tobacco.
apparently not quite sure that they would hold together as a
community; for in 1872, though all the property wasIn his
name, he, finding himself getting old, and (‘being urged
(Mr. Nordhoff imagines) by some of the leadingmen,”
made u divisiotr of the whole estate, and gave a title deed
to each.
T h e last Communist experiment with which I shall here
deal, is that of the Icarians. This association was established
by Cabet,concerning whose principles I have elsewhere
spoken; in my brief review of French and GermanSocialism.
After v~riousvicissitudes, to which I have already referred, he
selected Texas as a field for his operations, and in accordance
with the scheme which had been revealed to him in dreams,
he induced a number of people to sail for the Red River
country-in all 69. They were attacked withyellow fever,
and snffered considerable loss. He took out a second contingent, and eslablished them inthe town of Nauvoo, in
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Illinois, which township the Moravians had deserted. At one
time the community numbered 1500. Cabet was, from the
first, a most unpractical man. He instituted a printing office
almostimmediatelyafterestablishing
the settlement, and
published a somewhat contradictory pamphlet,
showing
what he codd do if a d y he had hga miZZio~d0ilar.s! One
of the opening sentences of this now celebrated production
rum thus : “If I hadfive hundred thousand dollars, this
would open to us an immense credit, and, in this way, vastly
jarease mr tl2em.s.” He drew an attractive picture, in the
same production, of “ dwellings supplied with gas and hot
and cold water ; of factories fitted up on the largest scale ;
of fertile f a r m s under the best culture ; of schools high and
elementary ; of theatres and other places of amusement ; of
elegantly kept pleasuregrounds, etc.”* I t is unnecessary to
go into the history of thisassociation, whichwas
shortlived. For a time, they were successful in the cultivation of
their land, and the carrying on of their varioustrades.
It
is said that Cabet developed a dictatorial spirit. Whether
this is so or not, the Lcarians failed to agree, and all were
scattered save 50 or 60, whofollowed Cabet to St. Louis,
where he died. The new community experienced a
hard struggle, but ultimatelygrew into a more prosperous
condition; though there is nothing to besaid concerning
them, whichshows that Cabet’s ideas inregard to the regeneration of society were more sound than those of the
many others, whose theories and experiments I have dealt
with. One somewhatunsophisticalwriterhas
: ‘‘If
there had been harmony and no division, I think that Icaria
would have been prosperous today ” ; and, again, “ The
difficulty of Frenchmen living harmoniously in a commune
seems the great source of disaster.
. . A Frenchman
h a s a great deal of individualism, and not a great deal of
patience and forbearance.”Even
those who are members
‘ s a i d
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of the remaining association do not now adhere to the strict
principles of Communism ; for I‘ the directors buy the
goods needed by them twice a year at wholesale.”* They
have no servants and “ are too poor for the enjoyment of
1uxuriesJ’f
Professor Ely quotes from a letter written by a gentleman
to Mr. Nordboff, when he heard that the latter had visited
Icaria and intended to describe it. “ Please (said the
correspondent) deal gently and cautiously with Icaria. The
man who sees only thechaotic village and the wooden
shoes, and only chronicles those, will commit a serious
error. In that dlage are buried fortunes, noble hopes, and
the aspirations of good and great men like Cabet.” Surely
the ‘ I chaotic village and the wooden shoes ” are a frufhpitiable, but nevertheless real. And does not thattruth
deserve to be-is there not an obligation that it should bewidely known, and held up to all ages,in order that “ fortunes, noble hopes, and the aspirations of good and great men
like Cabet ” may be no more “ buried ” in futile and fruitless
attempts at the realisation ofthedreams
and visions of
hyper-sanguine, even disordered minds !
Those communities, with
which
I have dealt, are all
whose history, condition, and comparative success, as bearing
upon the soundness of Communistic theories, it is my
intention to review. They are the principal ones, and show
better than any others can do what is the maximum of
successwhich has been attained by theadoption of such
principles. There. have been others with less success, an
account of which would only strengthen the evidence against
the possibility of disciplining men into equality.
Mr. Noyes concludes his interesting work: with a chapter
entitled, ‘‘ Reviews and Results,” and it contains many sad
but instructive confessions. He speaks of the “ almost entire
“ English and F r e d socisliim,” p. 48. t “English and French Socialism,” p
1 “ American S o c i i , ” , ( T r f i b n e r ) 1870.
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unanimity in the witnesses, who testify as to the causes of
the failure ” of many of these defunct communities.
“ Macdonald (he says) confesses, after seeing stern reality,
that he had imagined mankind better than they are.”
“ Owen, accounting for the failure of the New Harmony,
said he wanted honesty, and he got dishonesty ; he wanted
temperance, and got intemperance ; he wanted cleanliness,
and he found dirt.’”
“ The Yellow Spring community, though composed of ‘ a
very superior class,’ found in the short spaceof three months,
that ‘self-love was aspirit that would not be exorcised.
Individual happiness was the law of nature, and it could not
be ohliterated.’ ”
“ The trustees of the Nashoba community, in abandoning
Francis Wright’s original plan of common property, acknowledgedtheirconviction
that such a system cannot mccecd,
without the members composing it are sttperiorbeiffgs. That
which produces in the world only commonplace jealousies
and everydaysquabbles, is sufficient to destroy a community.
community
at first
The spokesman of the Haverstraw
attributed their failure to dishonesty of managers;’ but, afterwards, to the fact that they hadlackedmenand
women
with a knowledge of themselves, and disposition
a
to
commandand be commanded.Theyintimatethat“the
sole occupation of the men and women, they had,,was parade
and talk.‘ The historian of the Coxsackie community says,
‘ they had many persons engaged in talking and law-making,
but did not work at any useful employment.’”
Theseare a few of the melancholyconfessionswhich
of more
have been
candidly
made by thespdresman
“buried hopes and itspirations.” Surely there is a lesson in
them all. Bue it has yet to be learnt by many would-be
leaders of men. Communistand Socialist views are still
spreading in the very face of such failures. I shall shaw to
*

“

American

Sociiismn,” page h1.
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what extent, by a briefreview of two magazine articles by
M. de Laveleye and Mr. H. M. Hyndman, respectively.
The former is a recognised authority on the historic side of
the subject, and therefore his opinionsas tothe modem
growth of the school are valuable, however much we may
fail to value his method of analysingitsfoundation
and
principles. Mr. Hyndrnan is known, principally, asbeing
the recognised leader of the Social Democratic party, which
has made itself notorious by certain excesses in and about
the neighbourhood of Trafalgar
Square,
London.
Mr.
Hyndman has published a work entitled, “ The Historical
Bask of Socialism.’’ I have carefully perused the book, in
order to discover a scienltjfc basis, in which I have hitherto
considered that school so lamentably deficient. I am bound
to say I tailed to find any basis whatever, unless it were a
number of vague, unfounded allegations, regarding capital
and capitalists. The work is, I venture to say, exceedingly
unsatisfactory, not only in its subject matter, but even in its
own construction and method of treatment.
In theearlier part of this chapter, I referred to a passage in
Mill, which has, more than once, been quoted by Socialists in
support of their doctrines. I expressed an opinion that that
passage needed to be read inconnection with itscontexf which
wasusually omitted. I shall refer to it now. First, Mill said
that “if the choice lay between Communism and the present
state of society . . . .all the difliculties of the former would
be but as dust in the balance.” And again he said : I‘ The
restraints of Communism would be freedom, in comparison
with the present condition of the majority of the human
race.” The continuation of the first quotation is as follows:
“ Rut to make #Re ronrparisan appricaable we must compare
Communism at its best with the rk@e of individual
property, not as it is, but as it might be. The principle of
~rimt&praper&
h s never had a fair trial in any country;
and Less so, perhaps, in this country (England) than in some
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others.”* If the various attempts at “‘social aegeneration”
which I have endeavoured todescribe, fairly illustrate the
general effects of Communism or Socialism upon the human
mind, and the human energies, then, the following quotation
from thesamechapter should, once for all, excludesuch
schemes from future speculations as to a better condition of
society. Speaking of the conjectures which are indulged in,
as tothe ultimate form which society will take, he says :
‘‘The decision will probablydepend mainly uponone consideration, viz : which of the two systems is consistent with the
greatest amount ofhuman liberg.
After themeans of subsistence areassured, the next in strength of the personal wants of
human beings is liberty; and (unlike the physical wants
which, as civilisation advances become more moderate and
more amenable to control) it increases instead of diminishing
inintensity, as the intelligence and the moral faculties are
more developed. The pel;fction, both of social arrangements
and of practical morality, would be to secure to all persons
complete independence and freedom of action, subject to no restriction butt?zutofnot doing injury to others; and theeducation
which taught, or the social institutions which required them
to exchange the control of their own actions for any amount
of comfort or affluence, or to mtounce liberty f o r the sake of
equality, would a2frive them of one of f l u most h a t i d
chractenitics of human nafure.”t Further, Mill says :
‘’ I t is yet to be ascertainedwhether the Communistic scheme
would be consistent with that muitzyorm rlevelopment of
human nafure, those mangold unZikcnesses, that dizwnsily ef
tasfes and talents, and variety of intellectual points of view,
which, net only form a great part of the interest of human
life, but, by bringing intellects into a stimuZating colhion,
and, by presenting to each innumerablenotionsthathe
would not have conceived of himself, are the mai=spings
of mental and moralprogression.”: The question in, he con* “ Principles or Political Economy.” p. 128. t ‘‘ Principk of Political Ecooom).,”
p.

129.
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tinues, ‘ I Whether there wouldbe any asylum left for indiziduuZity of character; whether public opinion would not
be atyrannical yoke; whether the absolutedependence of
each on all, and surveillance of each by all, would not
grind all down into n tame un$iivnltty of fhoqhfs, &elings and actions.””
I venture to say that a careful study of the history,
andthecond~tion of the variouscommunities with each
of which I have been compelled to deal very shortly,
in the precedingsketch, will conclusively prove that all
thecharacteristics
which Mill hasmentioned,
as indispensable to a progressive society, will be found wanting;
and d 2 the injnnities, which he enumerates as fatal to
thutpogression, will be discovered to have attachedthemselves to thenumerous peoples who formed the materials
for those social experiments. Instead of whatMill calls a
“multiform development of human nature,” we find no development at all ; instead of manifold unlikenesses,” we find
everywhere likeness, uniformity, stereotype ; instead of a
“diversity of tastes and talents,” we find taste and talent
almost eradicated. 4 n d what has been preserved? Nothmg
more than a degenerated form of that which was developed
I n theoutside
world. Mill speaks, too, of “ a variety of
intellectual points of view ;” but not only is there no variety,
but scarcely any intellect (in the proper sense of the term)
remaining. The stimulating collision ” is not only impossible to be found,but strictly avoided, as one of the
discords which Communism seeks to obviate ; and, instead,
the tame uniformity of thoughts, feelings, and actions, which
Mill would deprecate, finds acomplete
and permanent
realisation. As Sir Erskine May well says : I‘ The natural
effect of such theories would be to repress the energies
of mankind ; and it is their avowed object to proscribe all
the more elevated aims and faculties of individuals, and all
((

*
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theartsand
accomplishments of life. . . . The individual
man is no more than a mechanical part of the whole community ; he has no free will, no independence of thought or
action. Every act of his life is prescribed for him. Individual liberty is surrenderedtothestate
; everything that
of theirhands.
men prize most in life is tobetakenout
Their religion, theireducation,
the management of their
families, theirproperty, their industry,theirearnings,
are
dictated by the ruling powers. Such a scheme of government, if practicable, would create despotism, exceeding any
known in the history of the world.”*
But I wish to go further in the matter ofMill’s opinion.
His “Principles” were published in 1848,and it was not till
muchlater in life that he gave this question of a regenerated
society, the close attention and study which it requires. I n
1869,he had given the subject much more consideration, and,
as a result, he wrote three papers, in which he dealt somewhat
exhaustively with its sociological and philosophical aspects.
These papers were kept by him during his life, with the
intention, I believe, of being expanded and elaborated into
a volume. They, were, however, posthumously published,
with a preface by Miss Helen Fawcett, from which it will be
seenthat Mill himself considered the papers sufficiently
complete for publication. Theyappeared in theFebruary,
March, and April numbers of the EbutnigRfQ Rev& for
1879, underthe title of “Chapterson Socialism.” They
contain so much of importance that I shall venture to quote
several passages from them. Dealing, first, with the interest
which thesubject calls for, he says : 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 bebrought
underthe fullest light of investigation and discussion, so
that, if possible, when the time shall be ripe, whatever is

* “Dcrnonacy i n Europe.”
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right in them may be adopted and what is wrong rejected,
by general consent ; and that, instead of a hostile conflict,
physi&l or only moral, between the old and the new, the
best parts of both may be combined in a renovated social
fabric.”* I n looking forward tothemoment
of choice
between the Socialist and the Individualist r2gimes, Mill takes
a somewhat Utopian view of the tribunal by which, or the
frame of mind in which such a choice should be made. He
says : “ It should be the object to ascertain what institutions
of property would be established by an unprejudiced legislator, absolutely impartial between the possessors of property,
and thenon-possessors.” From what we have seen of the constitution of the Houseof Commons, and theproportion which
the masses bear to the propertied classes, it is sufficiently
evident that the determination will laywith the masses u$
to fhat poznt at vhich the propertied class will (to use De
Tocqueville’s words) “ have recourse to phpical force.”
Indeed, it is not at all likely that those who thus possess the
balance of power will calmly delegate the settlement of an
(at first sight)apparently
easy conflict, to so mild and
impartialatribunal.
They have the power, though they
have not quite realised it ; and when the realisation
does fully come, we may expect to see it used.
I have, inan early chapter,spoken
of the naturalness
of the tendency onthe
part of the masses to look
for a continuous flow of benefits from Liberal legislation. I find Mill has expressed muchthe same thought :
“ Having, after long struggles, attained in somecountries,
and nearly attained in others, the point at which, f o r f h t m
at Zeust, thre i s no firrthr propess to make in the department of purely political rights, is it possible thatthe less
fortunate classes should not ask themselves whefherprogyess
ought to s f o j there l”t The masses themselves, in the older
*
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communities, are, or seem to be, allowing themselves to be
persuaded that they are still suffering injury at the hands of
the capitalist class. Mr. Hyndrnan, whom they do not
repudiate as a leader, says, regarding ‘the manner in which
‘‘ the great evolution and renoluhon will be brought about,”
The emancipation of the last slave class, the wage-slave
ploletariat of the p e a t machine, industry, is the work of the
immediate future.” Against this somewhat windy and
grandiloquent piece of braggartisrn it would be useless to
quote the somewhat unanswerable figures of Mr. Giffen, the
valuable testimony of Mr Gladstonein his “Jubilee Essay,” or
the recent report of the Royal Commission on commercial
depression, all of which point to a distinct advance in the
social condition of the working-classes of GreatBritain.
These facts are far tooeconomic, too unpoetic, for the
Socialist mind. Mill even says : ‘ I Society as at present
constituted, is not descending into that abyss, but gradually,
though surely, risiag out of i t ; and this improvement is
likely to be progressive, bad laws do not interfere with it.”
Again he says : I ‘ The present system is not, as many
Socialists believe, hurrying us into a state of generalindigence and slavery, from which only Socialism can save us.
The evils and injustices suffered under the present system
are great, but they are not increasing ; on the contrary, the
generaltendency is towardstheir slow diminution. There
is not a n y one abuse or injustice now prevailing in society,
by merely abolishing which, the human race would pass out
of suffering into happiness.”* And, elsewhere, he observes :
I ‘ As far as concerns the motives to exertion in the general
body, Communism has no advantages which may not be
reached under private property, while as regards the managing heads, it is at a considerable advantage.”
The competition which we hear so much deprecated is,
indeed, one of the most importantelementsin
producing
*
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this hopeful result; for every day we find the progress of
manufacture producing important reductions in the cost of
every-day wants. The masses, who thus decry one of the
most health-giving and life-giving influences of our social
organisation, shut their eyes to one-half of its effects. As
Mill says: “ T h e most enlightened of themhavea
very
imperfect and one-sided notion” concerning it.
They
forget that it is a cause of high prices and values, as well as
low ; that the buyers of Zabotcr, and of commodities,’compete
with one another, as well as the sellers.”* In concludjng
these “Chapters,” Mill says : ‘ I The one certainty is that
Communism, io be ruccess@Z, requiresa high standard of
both moral and intellectual education, in aZZ the members of
the community. I t is for Communism to prove, by practical
experiment,its power of giving that training. Experiments
alone can show whether there is, as yet, in any portion of
the population, a sufficiently high level of moral cultivation
tomake
Communismsucceed,
and to grve to the next
gemration, among thmseZver, the education necessury to keep
up that high lmeZpemranentlq’. If Communist associations
show that they can be durableand prosperous, they will
multiply, and will probablybe adopted by successive portions of the population of the more advanced countries, as
they become morally fitted for thatmode of life. But, to
f w c e mprepared pojulations into Communist societies, even
if a political revolution gave the power to make such an
attempt, would end in disappointment. If practical trials
are necessary to test the capabilities of Communism, they
are no less required for those other forms of Socialism, which
recognise the difficulties of Communism, and contrive means
to surmount them.”i
The future is indeed a matter for speculation. Everything
seems to point to great social changes, especially in the Old
World. It is to be feared, however, that the drift is only in
*
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the direction of destroying existing institutions, andthat
there is nowhere yet conceived any substitute by which the
inevitable “ills whichflesh is heir to ” can be avoided or
even mitigated. We have, as Lord Derby lately said, I ‘ got
new masters. We don’t know exactly what they wish, or
what they intend, possibly for the excellent reason that they
do notquite know themselves. It is important for us (he
adds) if many of us begin parting with more capital than we
can easily spare, to wish to see how the new governing class
is going to treat property in the thousand ways in which
property is affected by legislation.”* We have, every day,
dinned into our ears such phrases as the ‘(rights of labour.”
There seem to exist, too, some strangely exaggerated notions
as to the nature and extent of those rights ; but in any case
the masses are looking for an epoch in history, which is
described in such vague terms as “the emancipation of
labour,” the enfranchisement of the proletariat,” the ‘‘ unshackling of the wage-slave,” and so forth The so-called
Liberal ” press of the colony of Victoria, (ever sanguine
regarding the masses), speaking of this looked-for industrial millennium, says, (one would think almost in irony)
“ Whatever
may have been the blunders, or even the
crimes of the working-classes, ifthey will only rise dmve the
gross materialism that can worship merely muscle and brute
strength ; ty they will have faith, and only accept as leaders,
men who areprophets of the soul, and not charlatans; Ejc
they will seek to use and not abuse the time that they have
gained for leisure and recreation, tlun much of the future is
in their hands, and we can trust them to use it well. Ifthe
average Australian working-man is steadily tending towards
the higher ideal, leaving behind him the prejudices and
passions of a class : gcapital and labour arein the future to
work harmoniously, seeing that they are mutually dependent;
gfrom the old position of mere slavery there is to arise a
*
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new, and wiser, and nobler, and purer harmony ;
those
banners m a y float belore the army of pioneers as they march
to the temple of honour, truth and virtue, then, indeed, we
may all welcome and rejoice in-The Triumph of Labour.”
This is indeed aseries of beautiful hypotheses ! If, forsooth, “The Trlumph of Labour,” as a subject for welcome,
is todepend
upon the realisation of all of them,then,
either the ‘ I triumph ” must be indefinitely prolonged, or the
prediction bodes trouble !

I have now finished the task which I undertook to perform.
I venture to thinkI have fairly fulfilled the promises which I
had the hardihood to make in my earlier chapters.
I have, in the first place, shown that, in our own day, the
term “ Liberalism”has altogetherceased
to convey the
meaning which attached to it, as a political term, during its
earlier currency-that is to say, freedom for th individual.
I have shown, further, how, in the present day, that, and
other terms, each of which originally signified some tolerably
distinct political policy, have hadattached to themmeanings asnumerous as they are contradictory-all of which
confusion has arisen from a neglect to regard first principles, and a vain desire to protect human nature from its
own ineradicable infirmities, by means of ill-digested and
impracticable legislative schemes,calculated to prevent the
Jttest from making greater progress than is achieved by the
utyittest of their kind. I have shown how,by the application tosuchschemes
of terms otherwise favourably associated, muchthat is in itself unjust and retrogressive has
passed among the thoughtless as sound and desirable. That
theterm “ Liberalism,” and the preceding political partytitles, for which, as I have shown, it served as a substitute,
did involve the principle of fiber0 for t h individtcal, as
opposed.to the trammels of a despotic form of government
-whether of the monarch or of an aristocracy-I have, I
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think, sufficiently demonstrated, in thechapteron
“The
I have shown,
Origin and History of Party Titles.”Next,
in the two chapters, entitled respectively, ‘ I Historic Liberalism ” and “Modern Liberalism,” that liberty for th individuaL was the fundamentalprinciple
which inspired the
efforts of those whom wenow justly regard as the noblest
and most worthy of our ancestors ; and that, but for their
continuous recognition of, and persistent demand for that
great principle, the English, as a people, would notin our
day have occupied their present proud position among the
nations of the world.
I n striking contrast with the growth of civil freedom, and
the spirit of true Liberalism in historic times, I have shown
how vain were the occasionally well-meant, but ignorantlyconceived attemptsto increase the national prosperity, by
means of legislative interference with the various human
activities of a progressive people. I have then endeavoured
to indicate how little hopecurrent
events afford of an
improved ccndition of political thought, under the existing
system of democraticgovernment;and,infurther
confirmation of this somewhat pessimist view, 1 havesubsequently shown the unmistakabletendency of modernand
impending legislation, and attempted to portray, as vividly
as my limited powers will admit, the great wave of Socialism
which has alreadydistinctlyshown
itself onthe political
horizon, and now threatens to sweep over the whole face of
organised society;to
wipe outthe
most valued of its
existing land-marks ; andtosubvert
many of the most
deeply founded institutions of its highest civilisation.
I have carefully guarded myself against the possible
charge of confining my efforts to mere negative criticism, by
endeavouring to show that the necessity for the muximwn
ZiberQ of each citizen, subject to the equal liberty o j aZ& has
an unquestionably scientific basis-that
in fact, human
progress and social development, as also the intellectual

LIBERTY AND LIBERALISM.

68 I

advancement of the human race, depend mainly, if not
absolutely, upon the recognition of that, as one of the first
of sociological principles.
Finally, and as an indispensable
complement
of
I have investigated the whole
my earlier
contentions,
history of Socialism and Communism, from the Christian era to
the
present day, as also examined the
doctrines of the mostmodern
and influential leaders of
those schools in Germany and France. I have, I think,
shown that whenever and wherever those doctrines have
been rigidly and honestly practised, they. have invariably
resulted in reducing the z h l e of the individuals, who participated in such experiments, down to the dead level of the
modern and much commiserated agricultural labourer, and by
abolishing almost every class, but those actually engaged in
physical work, deprived the members of the society, thus
organised, of all the refining and elevating influences which
flow from the study of art, literature, science, philosophy,
and thehigher and truer phases of religious feeling and belief.
The untried doctrines of ardent theorists, such as those
of theFrenchand
German schools, cannot, until actually
practised, be conclusively proved unworkable, or injurious to
society ; but, regardingthose which have not yet been so
tested, I venture to believe that a perusal of such of their
principles as I have been able to enumerate will lead most
of my readers to agree with me in judging them to bewild
and impracticable, and conceived without due regard for the
incwable infirmities of human nature, as well as without a
proper recognition of the vanity of attempting to equalise
either the wants, the capabilities, or the aspirations of mankind.
The future will, however, tell its own tale. If “the people,”
in theirvain desire to thusequalise social conditions, are about
to continuethe alreadycommencedcourseof-legislation,
aimed at “increasing the comforts, securing the health, and
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multiplying the luxuries” of those who fail to secure such
advantages for themselves; then, indeed, the prospect is far
from being bright. Hearthe admission of The Pall Mak
Gazelle-that sudden0 conzleried exponent of virtue--“‘ I t is
the feeblest, the least moral, and most worthless classes of the
community which multiply the most rapidly. I t is the pauper
and the criminal class which supplies the human rabbits who
multiply in the warrens of our own great cities. The
educatedandthewell-todo
increase much less rapidly.
Hence,theannual
increasein
the population proceeds
mainly from the classes which addno
strength tothe
nation ; and those who are constantly within half-a-crown
of starvation are those who bring forth the multitude of the
diseased and incapablechildren,
who bubbleout of the
ground for torment inthis world, if notin the next. . . .
Statesmenshouldno
longer stand idly by, watching the
multiplication of fhunfit, and the survival of the weakest
and worst of the community.”
In concluding, I can only say that I vividly realise the
truth of the following note of warning, sounded by Sir Henry
Maine :-‘& If (he says) I am in any degree right, popular
government, especially as it approaches the democratic
form, will tax totheutmost
alZ #he HZiticaZ sugan‘#y
and statesmnsh$ of the worM, to Rcep it from muforrtne.
If the Socialist Revolution ” is at hand, as predicted by
writers of the Hyndman stamp, itis as well that the minority
should know of itsapproach. But I venture to think that it will
not be ‘ I reasoned,orderly and peaceful,” as he and other
Socialists have hoped ! If existing institutions are to be subverted, and legally-acquiredprivatepropertyconfiscated by the
masses, in their desire to “equalise social conditions,” it will
not be complefedby peaceful legislation ; for thereis, I imagine,
enough spirit left inthe
breasts of the provident and
self-helping classes to lead them, as a last resort, to a more
fundamental law than legislation ! Socialists may, I think,
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count
upon
this-that
if the enfranchised masses
in
European countries prove their incapability to wieldwith
judgmentthe legislative power which theirmerenumbers
give them, and,
instead,
use that power regardless of
principle, and with the brute force of which it is capable,
they will find those, whom they would drag down wyith them,
ready converts to the more priinitive method of contention,
the resort to which will havebeen forced uponthem in
defence of their common liberties !

THE END.
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Plummer's The
Church
of the Early
Fethe+a.
C ~ ' The
E Churchand the
Roman
i
Tucker's The English Charch in
Empire.
0th- Lands.
Overton's TheEvsngelical Revival j
In the Eighteenth Century.
e** o w Volump' in preparation.

oprdineis pnrit.n Bevalotion.
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Freeman’s HiRtorioal Geography of Enrope. 2 vok. avo. 31r.6d.
jI
Froude’s English In Ireland in the 18th Centnry. 8 vob. crown Rvo. 1%.
1
Hlstory of England. Popnlar Edition. 12 vols.crown 8vo. 3 . M . enah.
Gsrdiner’B History of England from the Accession of James I. to the Outbreak
of the Civil War. 10 vols. m o w n Bvo. 60s.
- HistoryoftheGreat Civil War, 1642-1649 (3 vols.) Vol. 1,1642-1644, I

-

~

I

~

BVO. 216.

Qreville’s Journal of the Reign of Qnueen Victoria, 1837-1862. 3 vola. Bvo. 361.
1852-1860, 2 vols, Bvo. 24s.
Hietoric T o w s . Edited hq E. A. Freeman. D.C.L. and the Rev. Willism Hunt,
H.A. With Maps and Plms. Crown avo. 3s.Gd. each.
London. By W. E.Lofhe.
Bristol. By theRev. W.Hunt.
Oxford. By the Rev. C. W. B o a .
Exetcr. By E. A. Freeman.
e
.
*
Ofhm wlumos c n preparnleon.
Lecky’s Historp of England in the EiKhteeuth Ceotnrp. Vols. 1 & 2.17Wl7fi0,
avo. 36r. Vola. 3 & 4,1760-1784, BVO. 36s. Vols. 6 46,1i84-1793,36r.
History of European Morals. 2 vok.crown R v o . 18s.
- - Rationalism in Europe. 2 vols. crown Bv0.18r.
Longman’s Liie amd Times of FAward III. 2 vols. 8vo. 28s.
~ a u l a y ’ Complete
s
Worb. Library Edition. 8 vols. avo. f5. La.
”
Cabinet Edition. 16 vols. crown 8vo. €4. MJ.
History of Enghnd :Student’s Edition. 2 vols. cr. avo. 12r. Cabinet Edition. R vols. post Rvo. 488.
People’s Edition. 4 vob. m. 0vo. 168. Library Wtlon. 5 vola avo.
Macanlap’s critical and Historical I ~ w ~ Y with
s , L U ~ Eof Ancient Rome In One
Volume :Authorlsed Edition. Cr. 8vo. 2s.W. Popuhr Edition Cr. avo. 26. ad.
or
6d. gilt edges.
Mncanlay’s C r i t i d and Historical Esssys:Student’s Editioa 1 vol. cr.avo. as. Cabinet Edition. 4 vols. po8t RVO. 24d.
Pmple’s mition. 2 vols. cr. avo. Ea.
Lihrary Edition. 9 vols. evo. 36.
Macaulay’s Speeches corrected by Himsex. Crown avo. L.Bd.
Mdmeabury’s (Par1of) Memoirs of an Ex-Ylnl6ter. CroWn BVO. 7s. 8d.
Yay’s ConstitutionalHistory of England, 1760-1870. 3 vols m o w n 8vo. 18(.
Democmcy
Europain
4 vola 8vo. 326.
M e r i d o ’ e Fall of the Roman Republic 12mo. 7s. 6d.
Qeneral H i h r y of Rome, B.c. 752-AD. 476. Crown Rvo. 78. W.
History of the Romans nuder tbe Emplre.
8 vols. post avo. 4%.
Nelson’s (Lard)L e t t e r s and Despatches. Edited by J. K. Laughton. 8vo. 161.
h’
The Fall of Oonstantinople. avo. 168.
Gaintabnry’s Xanchester : a S h n r t History. Crnun 8vo. 36. 68.
Beebohm‘a Oxiord B e f o r m e H o l e t ,
& More. Bvo. la.
B h d a Hidmy oi the Chluoh of England. Crown avo. is. Bd
BmIth’a CaTthSge and the carthaginlans. Crown 8va 1 O a . M .
Tnylor‘a Manual of the H m r y of India. Crown 8vo. 76. ad.
Todd’s Parliamentary Qovernmeot in England (2 vole.) Val. 1, avo. 24s.
Titsthnm’e St. Petemburg and Landon, 1852-1364. 2 vola. avo. 30.7.
Walpole’n Hlatory of Bngland, trom 181 6. 5 vols. avo. Vola. 1 & 2,181&1882.861.
Vol. 3. 1832-1841,188. Vols. 4 d: 5, 1841-1858, 36s.
Wplle’s History of England under Henry IV. VoL 1, mown avo. I&. ad.
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BIOGRAPHICAL WORKS
Armstrong's (E.J.) Life and Letters.Pdited by 0. F. Armstrong. Fcp. avo. 7a.M.
Bswn's Life and L e t m , by Spedding. 7 vols. 8vo. €&
Ba@mt'e Biographical Stndiea. 1 VOL Svo. 128.
Carlyle's We, by J. A. Fmude. Vole. 1& 2. 1795-1835, avo. 3%. Vob. I) & 4
1834-1881, Bvo. 328.
- (Mra.) Letters and Memorials. 3 VOIR.avo. 368.
I
Doyle (Sir F. H.) Reminiscences and Opinions. avo. 16s.
1
l English Worthies. Edited by Andrew Lang. Crown avo. 28. M.each.
1
Cbarlm
ByGrant Allen. Steele. By Amtin Dobson.
:
Gtdtesbury(The F m t Earl). By Ben Jomon. BY J. A. Svmonds.
Ei. D.Trail1.
George Canning. By Frank H. Hill.
A d d Blake. By Davld Rannay. Glaverhouse. By Yowbray Morrie.
Marlborough. By Geo. Saintaburg. 1
I
w**
Other Folunw m preparabon.
i FOX(CherlS Jamffl) The Early Hhtorg of. By Sir 0. 0.R e v d y m , Bart.
Crown avo. 61.
1 F r d e ' s CSketch.
mer : a
Crown avo. 6s.
j
! Hamilton's (Sir W. R.) Life, by Qrnvm. Vola 1 end 2, Bvo. 168. eaoh.
EsvelocYa Life, by Marshman. Crown *o. 3 a . U .
I Hobart Pacha's Sketches from my Life. Crown 8vo. 78. Bd.
Macaoley'n (Lord) Life and Letters- By hu Nephew. Sir G. 0. Tmvelpan, But.
I
Popoler *tion,
1 vol. c m m Bvo. 6s. Cabinet Wtion, P voh. post
8vo. 12r. Librely U t i o n , 2 vola. 8vo. 36s.
Mandelssohn's Letter& Traulated bp Lady WaUnce. 2 rob. cr. Bvo.
asoh.
Mill (James) Biography of, by Prof. Brin. Crown avo. 61.
(John Stuart) Recollections of, by h o t Bain. Crown 8To. 28. Bd.
Antohmgmphy. 8va 78.6d.
M U l l d a (Max) Biographical k a y s . Crown Bvo. 7s. 6d.
Newman'a Amlogia pro V i a SUA. Cmwn 8vO. 6r
I
pestear (Louis)His M e and labour& Crown 8va 74.
Shekespeare's Life ( O u t h m of), by Halliwd-Phdlippa 2 rob. royal Wo. 1b.a
Bouthey's Corrmpondence with C m l m e Bowlm.avo. 144.
i Stephen's Ensays in Edmisstical Biography. Crown Bve. 71. Bd
Wellington's Life, by Qleig. Crown avo. 61.
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MENTALANDPOLITICAL
PHILOSOPHY,
FINANCE,
Amos's View of the Bcience of Jarieprudencc. Bvo. 1&.

&C.

6r.

-

primer of the Jhglish Constitution. Crown Bvo.
Bmn'm %says, with Annotations by Whatsly. 8vo. 101. 6d.
Works, d
t
e
d by Spdding. 7 Sob. 8Vo. 788.0d.
Bsgehot's h o m i c Stud- edited by Hutton. 8VO.108. (Id
T& poatulatea of Engliih Political Emnomy. Crown E v a L.ad.
Bpin's Loglo,Deductive and Inductive. Crown avo. 101.6d.
PABT I. Deduction, h.
I PABTII.Induction, b. bd.
ymtal snd Moral Science. Crown 8vo. 101. ad.
The S
a
m and the IntelleUb. BVO. 168.
l'he b o t i o n e snd the Will.avo.
168.
cMwnBvo.44. Bd.

-

-

-

-

pRatioel~ys.

LONGhVkVS, QREEN,& CO., London and New York.

___

~

General Lista of Works.

4

Buaklds (E.T.)" ~ ~ D ~ O and
U S
Posthumous W o r k 2 vola. o r o w avo. f l r .
Cramp's A Ehort Enqnirg into the Formation of Engliah P o h U d Opinlon.
avo. 7s. Bd.
Dowell's A Hirrtory of Taxation end Taxen in England. 4 vols. Eva 481.
Qnren's (Thoma Hill) Works. (3 vola.) Vols. 1 & 2, Phlloeophioal W o r k avo.
16a. eaoh.
Hume'a Wyn, edited by Qreen & Grose. 2 vola 8vo. 288.
Treatise of Human Nature, edited by Oreen L Q r m . Z vola. e o . a&.
Ladd'e Elementa of P h p i o l o g i d psycho log^-. 6vo. 218.
Lang's Custom and Myth : Studies of Early UBage and Belief. Crown Bra 78.6d.
Leslie's Eseays in Politicrrl and Moral Philosophy. Bvo. 10a.M.
Lswe.8~
' Hietarg of Philwpby. 2 V O k . avo. 828.
Lubbock's Origin of Qvilieation. BBO. 18s.
Msclecd'n Principles o t Emnomical Philosophy. In 2 vols.Val.
I, avo. 168.
Vol. 2, Part I . 128.
The Elemente of Emnomica. (2 vob.) Val. 1, or. avo. 76. W.Val. 2 ,
Pari I. cr. 8ro. 7s. 6d.
- The Eements of Banking. Grown BFO. 6s.
The Theory and practice of Banking. Vol. 1, BTO. 1%. 1'01. 2. llr.
Eoonomin for Beginners. avo. Za.6d.
Lecturen OD Gredit and Banking. 8vo. b.
W ' s (Jamea) h l y ~ i of
a the Phenomena of t h e T i m a n Mind. 2 vola. Bvo. 5&.
?
d
(John
i
l
l
St&)
on Representative Qovernment. Crown Bvo. 28.
onLiberty. Cmwn avo. la. Cd.
Examinetion of Hamilton's Phiimphy.
161.
Logic. Crown Bvo. sa.
Principles of Political Emnomy. 2 voh. 8w. #Os. Paopls'r
Edition, 1v01. crown avo. Ilr.
1
Eubjectlon of Women. O r o w n avo. 6 ~ .
Utilitdraism. 8vo. 88.
Tbea E.sayn on Religion, &c. 8vo. 6s.
Mnmall'a Hidmy of Prim sinca 1850. Crown Bvo. ea.
1
MIUller s The Science o l Thought. avo. 21s.
Ea.n&m'r Institaka of Jostiniap with Engllah NOW. avo. 1&.
' Seebohm's Engliah Village Communlty. avo. lh.
Bnlly's Ontllnes of Paychology. b o . 126. Bd.
Tescher'a Hsndbmk of Pqchology. Crown Bra 6r. ad.
Swhburne'a Picture
Po& Bvo. Sa.
Thompson's A Bystem of Psychology. 2 vola.
86~.
i
TheProblem of fivil. avo. 101. 6d.
Thomson's Outhne of Neeesaary Lews oC Thought. Crown Bvo. C.
I
Twisl's t s w of Nations InTime 01 War. 8m. 21s.
in '!%ne o! Peaae. avo. 168.
Webb's Ths Veil of Ma. 8vo. 10a.M.
Whatelv's Elements of Loaic. Crown avo. 48. 6 6
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MISCELLANEOUS WORKS.

, k IL E. B., The Egasys and Uunmburlons of, Crown UYO,
Autumn XIoUanys of n Goontry Paraon. 3s. Bd,
,
Changed Aspecta of Cnchanged Truth. 3s. 6d.

I

1

Common-Phm Pixlosopher in Town and Country. 3 r . 6 d .
Critical %nays of a Country Parson. a.Bd.
Couusel and Comfort spoken from
a
City Pulpit. 38. %a.
I
Qrnver Thoughta of a Country ParsonThree Serie.
e&
Landsoaps. Churches, and Modties. 9s.
hi0ureHourainTonn. 3d. 6d. Leswnsof Nitidle Aga b.6d.
’
I
Our Homelg Comedy ; and Tragedy. 33. 6d.
!
Our Little L i f e . Essays Consolaborg and Domestic. Two 8erles.
8d.
Present-day Thoughta 3s. 6d.
[==a.
Recreations of n Country Parson. Three Eerlea. 08. 6d. each.
I
Seaside Mueings on Sundnys and Week-Days . 38. Bd.
Sunday Afternoons in the Pnrlsh Church of a University Clty. 31, 6d.
Armstrong’s (Ed. J.) Eswys and Sketches. Fcp. Bvo. 5s.
Arnold’s (Dr. Thornpa) Ylsoellaneoua WorBa. Bvo. 7s. 6d.
Ikgehot’s Literary Studies, edited by Hutton. 2 vols. #YO. 28r.
Beamn~fi~ld
(Urd),The Wlt and Wialom oi. Crown Bvo. 11. bonds; 18. ad.
Evans’s Bronze Implementa of QmatBritain. Bvo. 25,.
Farmr‘s Ianguage and Language%. Crown avo. 68.
Fmude’s Short Studmu on Q r h t Subjects. 4 vols. crown Bvo. 24r.
hng’s Letters to Dend Authors. Fcp. RVO. 63. Od.
Books and Bookmen. Crown 8vo. 6s. 6d.
hLaeglrlay’0 Mimllanmus Wntlngs. 2 vola. avo. 21s. !vol. crown 8vo. Q. Bd.
h l l u n e o u s Writing%and Speeches. Crown Svo. 6s.
Wscellaneoua Wntings, Speech% Lass of Anoient h
u
m
,
Cabinet Xditlon. 4 vols. crown Svo. 24s.
Writings, hlecuons fmm. Crown Rvo. 6s.
Yffller‘s ( M s x ) Leotures on the Science of Languwe. 2 volk crown h o . l&
Lectures on Indie. Bvo 12s. 6d.
Proctor’s Chance and Luck. Crown 6vo. 5d.
Bmlth (Bpdney ) The Wit and Wiwiorn of. Crown avo. 18. boards : 11.
loth.
I

6d.

3s. Bd.
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ASTRONOMY.

Hermhel’s Outlines of Astronomy. Square crown t h o . la.
Proctor’s Larger Star A h . Folio. 15s. or Maps Only, 12r. 6d.
New star Atlea. C m m tivo. St.
Light SBience for Leisure R o w . 3 Sen=. Crown avo. 61. d.
The Mmn. Crown Bvo. 68.
Other Worlds than Ours. Crown BVO. bd.
The Sun. Crown b o . 14s.
Stndiea of Venus-Traomte. Bvo. 5s.
O r b Around Us. C r o m avo. 68.
- Univeme of Stam. 8vo. loa. Bd.
Webb’s Celestial Objecte for Common Telesoows. Cmwn 8vO.91.

---

THE

‘ KNOWLEDGE’

LIBRARY.

Ed~tedby RICRABDA. PmmL
BVO. 61.
PleaRant
WnyP in klenca. Or. b o . 61.
Home Whist. 16mo. la.
Star Primer. Crown 4to. 2s. 6d.
n e B o e h d of science. cr. 8vo. 6 3 . 1 The Reasam Pictured. b
y 4to. 68.
Nab= Sbdies.
avo. 68.
StKenpth nnd Happiness. CI. 8vo. 6d.
mwre~ a
crown~
flVO. GS. ~Rough
.W n p ~made Smooth Cr. avo. 61.
The Stars in their s e m n s . Imp. Bvo. 6n ’ The BXpaISe Of Heaven. e.8VO. 68.
Myths and Marneb of Astmnom? Our
among ~ u ~ n i k e s
e.
. a n 61.
Crown Bvo. 6s.
LONCf&f&TS, GBE;Efi, & CO , London and Hew York.
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CLASSICAL LANGUAGES
AND
LITERATURE.
B&schylns, The Eumenidm of. Text,with M e t r i d Engliah TranalatIon. by
J. F. Daviea. Bvo. 78,
Arkbpbanes' The Acharnians. translated by R.Y. Tprrell. Crown Bvo. 2s. Bd.
Aristotle's The Ethics, Textand Notes, by Sir Alex. Grant, Bart. 4 vol&avo 32s.
- The Niwmachesn Ethim, translated by Williams, crown Bvo. 78. 6d.
The Politica, Books I. 111. IV. (VII.) with Translation, kc. by
Bolland and h u g . Crown 8vo. 7s. 6d.
Becker's Charicks and Gallus. by Metcalfe. Post 870. 7s. 6d. each.
C i w ' s Oarreapondence. Text and Notea. by R. Y. Tyrrell. Vols. 1 & 2, b o .
1%. each.
Homefs Iliad, Homometrically translated by Cnyley. Bvo. 128. Ed.
- Qreek Text,with Verse Translatlon, by W. C. Qreea VOL 1, ,
B
o
o
b I.-XII. crown Bvo. I.
Mahabp's Classical Greek Lterature. Crown 8vo. VoL 1, The Poets, 71.6d. '
Vol. 2, The Prose Writera. 7s. 6d.
Plato'a Parmenides, with Notes, Bc. by J. M a g u m . avo. 71. 6d
Vugil'a Works, Latin Text, with Commentary,by Kennedy. Crown Bvo. 101. Bd.
- &mid,
trenslated hta English Verse, by Conington.
Crown 890. 98.
"
- by W. J. Thornhill. CT.Bvo. 7 s . W . 1
- Poems,
- - Prose. by Conington. Crow BVO. BJ. '
Win's Myths ot Hellas. trsmalsterl by F. Y.Yonn~hnelmnd. Crown 8vo. 8s. 6d.
Tl10Tmjan War,
Fog. Rvo. 2s.
Crown 8vo. 3 ~ Bd.
.
~ h Wanderinpafmywa,
0

-
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k GARDENING.

NATURAL
HISTORY,
BOTANY,

Allen's Flowers and their Pedigrees. Crown Bvo. Woodcut& 66.
Deosisne snd Le Maout's General System of Botany. IInperinl avo. 811. 6d
Diron'a RWel Bird Life. Crown 8vo. Illustrations, 6 J .
Hartwig's A d World, Boo. 10s. Bd.
Polar World, 8vo. 10s. 6d.
Eea and ite Living Wonderr avo. 108. 6d.
Subterraneun World, Bvo. 10s. 6d.
- Tropbal World, Wo. 10s. 6 d .
Lindley's Treasury of Botany. 2 vols. fcp. Bvo. 12s.
London'a Encydopledis of Gardening. Bvo. 21r.
p h b . BVO. 4%.
Rivers's Orchad Honsa Crown Bvo. 6s.
Miniature Fmtt Garden. Fcp. 870. &.
s ~ l e y ' s F e d l i aHistory
r
of British Birde. CmWU BVO. Ilr.
Wood's Bible bnimals. With 112 Vignettaa Boo. 10s. 6 d .
Commoo Bntish Insects. Crown BYO. as. 6d.
- Home%Wltbout Handu Bvo. 10s.
Insecta Abrond Bvo. 101.6d.
- HOW 8Ud hIaU BVO. 146.
Insedeat Home With 700 IllnstTetiom. 8vo. 101. Bd.
Ontof D m Crown Bvo. 5s.
Petland Rwislted. Crown Bvo. 7r. Bd
Etnnge D a c A l l n g a Crown avo. &. Populnr Editlon, Cto. Od.

--
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PRIZE
PRESENTATION
AND

BOOKS.

I

Jameaon’a Sacred and Legendary Art.

~

6 volg aquare Bvo.
Legends of the Xadonna I POI. 21s.
- - - MollasticOrders 1 vol. ?Is.
Saints and Yartym. 2 vols. 31s. 8 d .
- - Sapiour.Completed by L d y Easclake. 2 V O ~ B .42s.
Mnceulay’a Lay8 of Ancient Rome. illuatrated by SchrtK. Fcp. 4to. 10s. 8.3.
The s m e . m t hh r y and theA m d o , illustrated by Wegoelin. Crown Bvo. &.6d.
New T a t a m e n t ( T h e ) illuBtrated with Woodcuts after Paintings by the Early
Mmters. 4to. 21s.
By Dr. G. Hnrtwip.
1
By t h e Ibv. J. C . Wood.
&a Monsters alld SeR Bmls (from ‘The , The Brnnclr Bmlders (from * Homes
LCea alld I t 6 Llvln# TVonllers ’). With
Wltliont llands ’). With 2 8 Illuetrs.
75 Illnstratluns. Crown Bvu. 2 4 . 6d
t l m s . (!rowu 81’0. ?r. Gd. cloth extra,
cloth extra. Kilt edges.
1
pllt edges.
Denizeun uf the Depp(from ‘The .Sea Wild I n l m a l s of theBible (from ‘Bible
aud ~ t Ls i r i n gI Y o ~ l d ~ r s ’ ) W
. ~ r l l117
Animal.;'). Wltb 1 9 Illuqrratlons.
I l l ~ ~ s t ~ a t i oCrown
ns.
Bvo,.%s.Gd.clothI Crown 8vo. 2s. Gd. cluth estra, gilt
extra. gllc ede(es.
1
edge..
Dwellvrs 111 the Arctic ILeelons (from Domestic Animals of the Bil>lc (from
‘The bra and itsLiving Vnndem’). 1 ‘ Rlhle Animal?’). Wicll IR lllnsw i t h 59 11IwtrmonS.Crown
vu. j trtttions. ~ r u l v n avo. 38. M , clotl:
2s. tid. cloth rstrrt. gllt edges.
extra. q l t rdpea.
W ~ n g e dLlfr 111 t h e Tropics (from ‘ The ’ Bird Life of t h e Blble (from lhble
Tropical Wolld’l. Wlth 55 IllustraAnimulc’). m l t h 12 Illuatmtwua.
tlons. Clod11 8 ~ 0 . 9 s .( X cloth estr.1,
Crow11 I
w
.3,). b d . cloth cstrrr, gllt
gilt d g ~ .
rdgcs.
F o l c a u o e m d Earthquakes (from ‘The Wonderful Xwts (from I Borne$ w1tllSubterrmeau World ’). U-ith 3U
out Hsoll\’). \Vlth SU lllustratlona.
I l l u t r a t i o n s . Crown 8vo. SI. Bd.
Urowu Lcvo. 3.9. (id. cloth cxcrn, gilt
edpcs.
cloth extra, g11Ledge.
Wild A n ~ m d sof thv Troplw (from ‘TheHouea
T ~ a l e r the Ground (from
Tropical \Vurld ’ ) _ WILL Mi Illustra‘ Homer ulthout Nand. ‘1.
Wlth
tions. Cruwn avo. 35. Bd. cloth r x r m . , 28 Illuatmtlolls. Crown Bvo. 38. Gd.
pllt a l g a .
, cloth extra, gilt edges.
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& GENERAL SCIENCE.

Amott’s Elements of Pbysics or N a t u r s l P h l w p h y . Crown avo. 12d. 6d.
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Helmholtz on the BenEations of Tone. Royal avo. 2&.
Eelmholtda Lectures on Menhfio Gubjecte. 2 vols. crown avo. 71. Bd. eeoh.
Eudson and Q W ” E The Rotifera or ‘Wheel Animelculea.’ With So Oolovred
Platea 5 pnrts. 4to. 10s. 6d. enoh. Complete, 2 vole. 4to. €3. 101.
Hullah’s Lectures o ~ the
i History of Modern Music avo.
ad.
- Transition Period of Musical
avo. 108. 6d.
J h n ’ s Aid to Engineering Solution. Boyd Bvo. 2b.
Jago’s Inorganic Chemistry. Theoret~cal andPractical. Fcp. avo.
Jean%’Redway Problems. avo. 12s. 6d.
Holbe’~Short Text-Book of Inorganic Chemutry. Orown avo. 7s. 8d.
Lloyd’s Trestiea on Magnetism. 8vo. 10s. 6d.
hfacalieter‘s Zoology and Morphology of Vertebraee A n m m k Bvo. 10.. (Id.
~ e c f a m n ’Lectures
s
on Harmony. @YO. 1%.
Mille~‘s FJements of Chemietry, Theoretical and Practlcal. 8 vols. avo. Part I.
Chemical Physics, 16r. Part 1I.InorganicChemistry, 26. Part III. O r g d o
Chemistry, prim 81s. Bd.
Mitchell’s Mannal of Practlcal Aeaayinp. Bvo. 318. 6d.
Noble’s Hours with a Three-inch Telescope. Crown avo. 4s. 6d.
Northmtt’e Iathea and Turning.
avo. 18s.
Owen’s Comparative AnatouyandPLy~ology
of the Vertebrete bnimnle.
3 vole. avo. 734. 6d.
Piesse’s Art of Perfumerg. Square crown avo. 21s.
Richardson‘s The Health of Piations ; W‘orks and Life of EdwiqCChadwick, C.B.
2 vols. 8YO. 2x8.
-~
TheCommonhealth ; a Series of Essays. Crowu avo. 8s.
Schellen’a Spectrum Analysis. avo. 31s. 6d.
Seanett’s Treatise on the Marine Steam Engine. avo. 218.
Smith’s Air and Rain. 8Vo. 248.
Gtoncy’s T h e Theory of the Stresses on Girdera, Qc. Royal avo. a h .
Tilden’s Practical Chemistry. Fcp. avo. la. 6d.
Tyndall’e Faraday as a Discoverer. Crown avo. 3r. tld.
- FloatingYatter of the Am. Crown avo. 7r. 6d.
of 8cience. 2 vole. pat avo. M a .
- Heat a Yo& of Motion. Crown avo. 1 2 ~ .
- Lecturm on Lightdehvered In America.Cmwn 8vo. 68.
Lessons on Electricity. Crown avo. 28. 6d.
Notes onElectricalPhenomena Crown 8vo. 18. sewed. 18. 6d. cloth.
N o t a of Lecnuesi on Light. Cmwn Bvo. l r . sewed, la. 8d cloth.
Bound, wlthFrontispiece and 203 Woodcuts. Crown 8vo. 108. 6d.
Watts’s Dictionary of Chemistry. 9 vola medium avo. €16.21. 6d.
Wileon’s Manual of Bdth-Scienm. Crown 870. 28. 6d.
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WORKS.

Amold’s (Rev. Dr.Tho-)
Bermons. 6 vols. crown Bvo. L. each.
Bonlthee’s Commentary on the 39 brtlcles. Crown avo. 0.
Browne’s (Bishop) Exposition of the 39 Articles. avo. 16s.
Bullinger’s Critical Leximn and Concordance to the English and Qreek New
Teshment. Boyd 8vo. 164.
Colenso on the Pentateuch and Book ol Joshua. Crown 8vo. 61.
Conder’a H d b m k of the Bible. Poet avo. 7s. Bd.
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hneral Lists of Works.
Conyb~reS Howson'a L f e and Letters of St. Paul :Library Edition. with Maps, Plates, and Wwdcuta.

avo. 218.

I

2

vols. quare mwn

Btudent's Edition. revised and oondeused, wlth 46 Illustrstions and Map.
1 vol. crown avo. 7 8 . U .
(lor'a (Hommham) Tba First Century of Christianity. avo. 125.
Darld%on'a Introduction to the Study of the New Testament. 2 vola. avo. 308.
~ d e i m ' Life
s and Times of Jeeua the Messiah. 2 vooln. Bra 248.
Prophecy and Hip*
in relation to the Messiah. Bvo. 1%.
Elllmtt's (Bbbop) Commentary on St. Paul'g Epiqtlee 8vo. Corinthians I. 16s.
Galxtiana. &.fid. Ephwiana. 8s. 6d. Paaroral Epistlea 101. Bd. PiuUppiaon,
Coloedans and Philemon, 101.U. Thessalonians, 7s. 6d
Lectures on the Life of our Lord. 8 ~ 0 . 1 2 s .
E ~ l d ' Antiquities
e
of Tsresl. translated by Sollg. avo. 12s. 6 d .
&torr of l e r s d . trmslnted hr Cnmnter k Smlth. 8 vola. 8vo. Volils.
1 &- 2. 24s. Fols. 3 & 4, 2is. Tol. 5 , 18s. Fol. 6 , 16s. Vol. 7, Oh.
T o 1 8. 1Ps.
H0b431-t'~
M d i d Lawnam of St. Luke. Bvo. 161.
Hopkha's Chriet the Comoler. Fcp. Rvo. 2a.6d.
J n W s New Man and the Eternal Life. Crown Rvo. 68.
k n d Death and the Restitution of all Things. Crown Boo. 3s.8d.
oi Cknesis. Crowo avo. 78. 6d.
The Mystar9 oi the Kingdom. Crown avo. 3s. 6d.
Lenormant's New Randationof tbe Book of &nasi& Transl0ted into Engllah.
avo. 108. fid.
Lyra Oennanica : Hymm trmslated hr Miss Wlnkworth. Fcp. avo. 68.
MBodonald's (Q.) Unspoken sermon^. Two Series, Crown Rvo. 38. 6d. each.
The Yim~lesof onr Lord. Crown 8vo. 51. 6d.
Manning's Temporal Mussion of the Holy Qbost. & o m Bvc. 6s. 6d.
" t h e m ' s Endmyours after the Christlan Life. Cram Bvo. 7s. 6d.Hymns of Prase and Pmyer. Crown b o . 48. 6 d . 39mo. 13. (Id.
Eermons, H m m of Thought on Sacred T h i n g s . 2 vols. 78. 6d. moh.
Yonsell's Spiritus1 & n e for Snndays and Holidays. Fcp. 8va. 56. 18mo. I &
MUller's (Max) Oridn and Qrowth of Religion. Crorm Bvo 73. Gd.
Sclenoe of Religion. Crown RVO. 78.6d.
NWIU~U'E
Apologia pro Vita SUB. Cmm Rvo. 0.
The Idea of a Univmity Defined and Illnptratod. Crown avo. 71.
~lat0ric.d%&he&
S vola. crown Rvo. 8s. eech.
Discnesions and Arguments on Varlous Subiecta. Crown 8vo. 6s.
A n Emug on the Development of Christian Doctrine Crown Rvo. 61.
Certain Dimculties Felt by Anellesna In Catholic Teeahiug Cons i d e d . Vol. 1, crown avo. 7s. 6d. Vol. 2. crown avo. 6s. M.
The Via Media of the Anglican Church, Illnstrated in Lectures. drc.
2 VOIR. crown BFO. 6s. each
Eqsesys, Cfitiraland Historical. 4 Vole. CTOS'n 8VO. 121.
- k y s on Biblical and on hlesinstical Mlrdea. Crown 8vo. 8s.
- ~n Esssy in Aid of D Grammar Of Ament. 7s. 6d.
Overton's Life in the English Church (1660-1714). 8vO. 148.
Supernatural Rehpion. Complete FXition. 8 V O l % RvO. 368.
Younehusbsnd's The stnlrr of Our Lord told in Simple Lnneuace for Children.
Illnstrated. L ~ O - 870. a. 611. cloth pldn : 3s. tid. cloth extra, gllt e d ~ e ; .
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TRAVELS,
ADVENTURES,
B a k e f a Eight Years in Ceylon. Crown Bvo. 51.
Rile and Houndin Ceylon. Crown Rvo.

-

&c.

5s.

Brasaey's Sunshine and Storm rn the Eat. LibEdition, avo. 214. Cabinet
Editlon, crown Bvo. 7a. 6d. Popular Edition, 4to. 6d.
Voyage in the Sunheam.' Library Editlon, Bvo. 211. Cnbinet Editiou.
crown Bvo. 7s. 6d. Schaol Edition, fcp. avo. 28. Popula;Edit104

-

-

4to. 6d.
In the Trades, the Tropics. and the 'Roaring Fortiea' Library Edition.

Hvo.?lr. Cabinet Edihon, crown 8vo.17s.6d.

Populsl Edltion,

4to. 6d.

Fronde's Ch" ;or, England and her Colonies. Crown Bvo. 25. b a r d s ; 2s. 6d. I
cloth.
Howltt's Visits to Remarkable P h . Crown Bvo. 7s. Ud.
Riley'a Athos; or, The Mountain of t h e ?Jonks. Hvo. 21s.
Thrm In Norway. By TKO of Them. Illustrated. Crown avo. 2s. b a r d s ;
PI. 6d. cloth.

WORKS OF FICTION.
Beacnnsfield's (The Earl of) Novels and Tales. Hoghenden Edition, with 2
Portraits on Steel and 11 Vignette?on Wood. 11 vols crown avo. €2.28.
Cheap Edition, 11 vob. crown avo. 11. each. hoard8 ; 1s. 6d each. cloth.
Lothir.
Contarmi Fleming.
i
Ahoy, Ixion, Qc.
Sybil.
Coningaby.
Thc Young Duke, &c.
Tmcred.
V d m Qreg.
Venetia.
Endymion.
Henrietta Temple.
Brntmurne'~ (Lord)Friende and Foea from Fairyland Orown Rvo. 81.
Caddy's (Mrs.) Through theFields m t h LInnreus : a Chapter in Swedlah History.
2 vols. crown avo. 168.
Gilked Boys and MIesters. Crowu Bvo. ,%, 6d.
Haggard's (ERider) She: B History of Adventure. Crown Bvo. 6s.
Allan
Quatarmain.
IUxstratd. Crown avo. 6a.
Herte(Bret) On theFrontler. Three Storiea. 1Cmo. 18.
, "
By Shore and w e . Three Stones. 16mo. 18.
In the Carqnines Woods. Crown BYO. la. boards ; Is. Gd. cloth.
' Lyall's (Edna) The Aotoblography of a Slander. Fcp. Is. sewed.
Ye:ville's (Whyte) Novels. 8 vola fcp. BVO. l a . each, boards ; la. 6d. each, cloth.
Dlgby Grand.
h o d for Notbhg.
&nerd Bonnce.
Holmby Hoose.
Interpreter.
The
Kate Coventry.
I
The Queen's Marles.
The QlsdLtom.
Molesworth's (NIB.)Ma-ng
and Giving in Marriage. Crown 8vo. 2s. Cd.
Kovels by the Author of ' The Atelier du Lys ' :
The Atelier du Ljv ; or, An Art Student in the Reign of Terror. Crown
Bvo. 28. (id.
Mddemoieelle Y o r i : a Tale oi blodern Borne. Crown Bvo. 2 r . 6d.
IntheO1denTime:aTsle~thePeasantWarinGermany.CrowuYvo.2s.Bd.
Hester'sVenture. Crown Bvo. 2s. 6 d .
Oliphant's ( M i a ) M s d e m . Cruwn Bvo. Is. boards : l a . tld. cloth.
In Trust: t t e Story of a Lady and her Lover. Crown avo.
18. boerds ; 14. 6d. 010th
~

I

"

'

"

I

1

LONQMANS, QREEN, & CO , London and Few York.
"
"

_.- -~

~

.~.~
~

~

..

~~

~

I

General Liate of Works.

1

!
:

i

~

i
1

1

,
~

11

P 0 p ' s (James) The Luck of theDerrells. Crown RVO l a . bonrds ; 1s 6d. cloth.
Thicker
than
Water. Crown @vu. 1s. boards; Is. Gd cloth.
R e n d e r ' s Fairy Pnnce Follow-my-Lead. Crown 8vo. 2s. Bd.
The Ghost of Bmnklnsh8w : and other Talos. Fcp. Yvo. 2s. 6d.
&well's (Mi=) Stories and Tal& Crown
avo. Is. each, boards; 11. 6d. cloth ;
2s, 6d. clothextra, gilt dg-.
A m y Herbert. Cleve Hall.
A Rlimpae of the World.
The Earl's Daughter.
Katharine
Ashton.
Experience of Life.
Lanetor1 Pnraonaw.
Qertrnda
Ivors.
Margaret
Parcivnl.
Ursula.
Bteveneon's (R.L.) The Dynamiter. Frp. Bvo. Is. sawed ; 11. 6d. cloth.
- Stmoge Case of Dr. Jekjlland htr. Hyde.Fcp. avo. I#.
sewed : 11. Gd. cloth.
Stur&.' Thraldom : 8 S t o r y . Crown b o . 6s.
Trollope's (Anthony) Novels Fep. Bvo. l a . each. tmarda: 1s 6 d . cloth.
I
Darchester Towers.
Warden
The

-

POETRY AND T H E DRAMA.
I

,

I

I

'
'

8

Armstmng's (Ed,J.) PoeticalWorks.Fcp.
( G . F.) Poetical
Works :-

Klng Snul. Fcp. Wvo 5s.
Poem& L y r i d and
Dramatic.
Bcp.
P l n g David. Fcp. ~ V O 6s.
.
avo. 6s.
King Solomon. Fcp. Bvo. 6s.
Ugons: a Tragedv.Fcp. Rvo. 6s.
'AGprland from dreece. ~ c ptho.sd.
.
Stories of ~ ~ c k l o wPCP.
.
Bvo. 9s.
Bowen'R Harrow Son@ and other Vert%?% Frp. avo. 2s. 6d. ; or printed on
hand.mndr paper, 5s.
Ebwdler's Femily Shakarpare.
Medium Wvo. la. 6 vol0. fcp. avo. 218.
Dank0 Divine Comedy, tran~lstedbyJan ES I n n a ?dinchin. Crown Bvo 151.
Qoethe's Fanst, tmslated by Birds. Large cro-n Wvo. 12s. Gd.
trenslated by Webb. Bvo. 12s. 6d.
edited by Seles. Crown Bv0.6~.
Inplow's P w m a V&. I and 2. fcp. avo. 12s.
L ~ c a and
l other
Poems. Fcp 8vo. 2s. 6 d cloth,
plain; 3s. cloth,
g d t edges
Macsday's L U ~ Eof AncientRome.with I v y end the Amleda. Illnstrned by
Wegnelin. Crown Bvo. 3s. 6d. O l t dps.
The -me, Populsr mition. Illustrated by &hare Fcp. Ita. 6d. swd ,Is. cloth.
Neebit's Lays and Legends. Crown Bvo. 5s.
Randefe V o i c e from Flowerland, a Buthday Bmk, 2 r 6d. cloth, 31. 6d. roan.
buthey'sPoetical Work& Medlum RVO. 141.
Steveman's A Child's Qarden of Verses Fcp. 800. 41.
VLc@'u dbeicl. trsnaleted by Coningtoo. o r o m 8 ~ 0 . 9 s .
- poems, translaw -to Engliab m e . C m u n avo. 91.
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6tonehenge’sD o g in Healsh and DLseese. Spunre crown Bvo. 71. ad.
Qreyhonnd. Square m w n avo. 158.
’ Taylor’s Agrinrltnral Note Book. Fcp. avo. 28. Bd.
j Vi& on M o l a l Mnnures, by Crcakea. Bvo. 211.
; Pountt’s Work on the Dog. Bvo. 91.
1

1

-

- - - Horse.

I

’

0 ~ 0 . 7 8 .6d.

SPORTS.ANDPASTIMES.
The Badminton Llbrnry of Sports and Paetimea. Edlted by the Dukeof Benufort
and A. E.T. Wntson. With numerous IlluRtretiona Cr.Svo. IO,. Bd m h .
Hunting, by the Duke of Reautort, BC.
l?imbing, by H Oholmondeley-Pennell, &c. 2 vols.
Fbclng, by the Earl of Suffolk,
Shootmg, by Lord Walsh~ghsm,&c. 2 vole.
Cgcling. By Vlswunt Bur)-.
*** O t h e r Volume6 in preparation.

&.

Campbell-Wnlk0r’n Correct Card, or How to Piay at Whist. Fcp. 8vo. 28. 6d.
Ford’a Theory aud Practice of Archerr, revised by W. B u h . Hvo. 14s.
Francis’s Trentise on Rshing in all ~taBranch=
Poet 8vo. 168.
’ Longman’s Chess Openings. Fop. Bvo. 2s. 6d.
Peeae’s The Clevelnnd Hounds t ~ 9a Trencher-Fed Pack. Royal Bvo. 11%.
Pole’s Theory of the Modern Gcientiflc Qame 02 Whist. Fcp. 8vo.Ir. 6 h
Proctor’s How to Play W b i a t . C r o m Bvo. 68.
Ronnlds’e Pip-Fmher‘a &ntomology. Bvo. I&.
Verney’a Cbeae Ementricitles. Crown LIvo. 108. 6d.
Wilcoch’s b+Fishamnn. Pnst 8vo. 6s.

BOOKS OF

ENCYCLOPEDIAS,
DICTIONARIES,
AND
REFERENCE.

h t o n ’ a Modern Cookery Por Prlvutm Famllies. Fcp. 8vo. 48. 6d.
A p e ’ s Treasurg of Blble Knowledge. Fcp. Bvo. 6:.
Brnnde‘s Dictionary of Science, Liternture, and Art. 3 vols. medium Bvo. 681.
Cabinet Lawyer (The), a Populsr Dlgeat of the Lnm 02 Englend. Fcp. Bvo. 91.
, Cates’e Dictionary of Oeneral Biography.
Medium Bvo. 28d.
G d t ’ f l Encyclopcsdle of Amhiteotare. BVO. 62s. 6d.
Keith Jobneton’s Dictionary of Geography, or Q e n e d Oaaetteer. Bvo. 498.
! ~ ~ C u l l o &Didonary
s
of C O m m and
~ h
O
m
m
~
C
i
&
Navigation.
l
8V0.638.
1 MsundeB Biographlc91 Treasury. F C ~ . BVO. G#.
I
Historical Treesnry. Fcp. 8vo. 6s.
Sd~nldflcnnd Literary Treesury. Fcp. avo.
,
Treasury of Bible Knowledge, edited by AYE. Fop. Bvo. 0.
,
Tressury oi Botany, edited by Lindley & Moore. Two Puta, 121.
’
Trsswrg
of
Wgrnphy. Fcp. Bvo. 6s.
Trea6ury 02 Knowlodge and Library of Reference. Fop. 8vo. 68.
- Tressury 02 Natural History. PCP Bvo. 6a.
@&‘e
Dictionmy of Medicine. Medium Svo. 31s. Gd., or in 2 volr. 94~.
m v e ’ s &kery and Housekeeping. Crown 8vo. 76.
=ah’s Dictionnq of Roman nnd Qreek Antiquities. Crown 8vo. 7 r . M .
get's Th-urus of Enellah Worda and Plunses. C m a n (tvo. 10,. 6d.
j wwch’s Populnr Tnblea, by Mnrriott. Grown avo. 10s. Gd.,
1
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TEXT-BOOKS OF SCIENCE
FtTLY ILLUGTRAT&D.
I

i

Abney's Treatise on Photography. Fcp. avo. 3s. Ed.
bnderson'sStrength of Materials. 3r. 6d.
! AmEtrong's Orgamc Chemistry.
38. 6 d .
Ball's Elementm of Mmnomy. 6s.
Barry'n RailwayApphuces. 3s. 6 d .
Bauennan'sSystematic Mineralogy. 8s.
1
Deerriptive Miueralogy. 6r.
Bloram and Huntingon's Metals. 6s.
Qleaebrook's Phgsid Optics. 6s.
Glasebrook and maw's Practical Physics. 6a.
Qore'u A d of Electro-Metallurgy. 6s.
' Griten's Algebm. and Trigonometry. 38. 6d. Notes and Solutions, 3s. 6d.
Holmes's The Steam Engiue. 68.
Jenkin's Eledricity and Magnetism. 3a. 6 d .
Muxwell's Theory of Heat. 3s. 6d.
Memfleld's TechnicRl Arithmetic and Mensuration. 3s. 6d. Key, L.6d.
Miller's Inorganw Chemistrp. 8s. 6d.
P r e andSlvewright's Telegraphy. 8s.
I Rutley's Study of Rocks. a Text-Book of Petrology. 4s, 6 d .
6helley'e Workshop Applianoes. 4s. G d
ThomB'e Structural and Phpiolopcal Botany. 6s.
Thorpe's Quantitative Chemical Analysis. 4& 6d.
Thorpe and Mnir's Qualitative Analysis. 33. 6d.
Tllden's Chemical Philosophy. 3r. 6d. With Answers to Problems. l a . 8 d .
1 Unwin's Elements of Machine Deslgn. 68.
Watson's Plane m d Golid Geometry. 3a.Bd.v
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T H E GREEK LANGUAGE.
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Bloomfield's College and Bchool Greek Testament. Fcp. avo.
Bolland & Lung's Politlcs of Anatotle. Post Evo. 7s. 6d.
Collis's Chief Ten- of the Qreek Irregular verbs. avo. I#.
P o n M G m i , Gtepping-Stone to Greek Grammar. 12mo. Ba.
praxis Q r s r a , Etymology. 12mo. 2 a . 6 d .
Qreek Verse-Bwk, praxie Iambica. llmo. 4s. 6d.
F
"
6
Brief Greek Syntax end Accidence. 12mO. 4s.
Qrek Q
ramm
Rules for Harrow School. 12mo. la. Bd
Cfsere's Notea on Thucydldes. Book I. Fcp. 8VO. h . 6d.
Hewitt's Ore& Examinatlon-Papers. 12mo. 18. Ed.
I e M M a Xenophon'a Anabasis. Book6 I. to 111.With Notel. 1Zma
Jernrm'a QraaCe Fkddands Crown EVO. l a . 6d.

6d.
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Kennedy’s Greek Grammar. 12mo. 4s. 6d.
1 Liddell & Beott’s English-Greek Lexicon. 4 h . 36s. ; Square 12mo. ?a.
’ Ma!X&”s Clnasiasl Greek Literature. Crown avo. Poet6,7s. 6d. Prom t
rltcrs,

f3d.

~

,
!

I
i
,

i
,

1

1

i
I
1

Morris’s Greek Lessons. Nuare 1Rmo. Part I. 2s. 6d. ; Part 11. la.
i
Parry’s Elementary Qreek Oremmar. 12mo. 3s. 6d.
Plata’s Republic, Bmk I. Greek Text, English Notes by €lady. Crown avo. 3a.
Sheppard and IVUUS’E
N o h on Thucydides. Crown avo. Is. 6d.
I
Thucydides, Bmk IV. with Notea by Barton and Chamse. Crown Bvo. Sa.
j
Valpy’s Qreek Delectus, improved by White. 12mo. Za. 6d. Key, 28.
White’s Xenophon’s Expedition of Cyrus. with English Notes. l2mo. 7s. 6d.
W U ” s Manna1 of Greek Prose Composition. Crown avo. 5J. Key, 6r.
Exercises io Greek Prose Composition. Crown Bvo. 48. M. Key, 2s. 6d.
New Greek Delectus. Crown avo. 3J. 6d. Key, 2s. 6d.
Progressive Greek Delectus. 12mo. 4s. Key, 28. 6 d .
Progressive Greek AntholoRy. 12mo.6a.
ScriptoresAttici, Excerpt6 withEnglish Notes. Crown avo. 78. Bd.
Smeches €rom Thucadldes translated. Post avo. 68.
Ponge’s Engbh-Greek Lexicon. Cto. 218. ; Square 12mo. Bs. 8d.

’

6d.
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THE
LATIN

LANGUAGE.

Bredleg’s Latin Prose Exerclsee. l2mo. 3s. 6d. Key, 58.
- Contmuow Lessons in Latin P r o m 12mo. 5a. Key, 5s. 6.j.
- Cornelim Nepos, improved by Wbita 12mo. 8s. 6d.
Eutropius, Improved by Wbite. 12mo. 26. 6d.
Ovid’s Metamorphoseq improved by White. 12mo. 48. 6d.
Select Fables of Phredrua, improved by White. 12mo. SI.
Collis’sChief Tenses of Latin Irregular Verb. avo. l a .
I
- Pontes Latini, Stepping-Etone to Latin Grammar. 12mo. 31. 6d.
Hewltt’e Latin Examination-Papers. 12mO. la. 6d.
IEhlsbT’E C m , Boob I.-vII. 12mo. 48. ; or With Reeding Leesons, da. Ed.
- Gear's bmmentaries, Books I.-V. l2mo. 3s. 6d.
I
- First Book of I k s a r ’ s Gallic War. 12mo. 11. 6d.
Jerram’s I a t i n B Raddende. Crown avo. la. 6d.
Kennedy’s Child’s Latin Primer, or First Latin
12mo.
Chlld’s L a t h Accidence. 12mo. la.
I
Elementary h t i n Gnrmrmu. 12mo. Ba. 6d
Elementary Latin aeading Book, or Tirocininm Latinurn. 19mo. 28. ,
Lath Prose, P a h s t r a StU Latinl. 12mo. 86.
Latin Vocabulary. 12mo. 2a. 6d.
Robsidle Primaria, Exerdse B o o b to the Public School Latin Primer.
I. Aocidenoa and Simple IYonstmdion, 2a.
11. Synntpl.38. 6d.
Keg to the Exercises i n Rubaidia Primaria, Parts 1. and.11. prlca 61.
1
8ubsidh primane
- , III. the Latin Componnd Bentenoa
la.
Onrcicnlum Etili Latinl. 12mo. 48. 6d. Key, 7a. Bd.
PslrestR Latin4 or k o n d Iatln Readine B o o t 121110.
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klilhngton's Latin Prose Compoaitlon. Crown BYO. 38. 6d.
Selections from LatinProse.
Crown avo. 2s. 6d.
Moody's Eton Latin Grnmmar. 12mo. 2s. 6d. The Accidence separately. lr.
M o ~ ~ s 'Elementa
s
Lutina. Fcp. avo.1s. 6d. Key, 28. 6d
Parry's Origines Romanre, from Livy, with English N o h . Crown Bvo. 4r.
The Public School Latin Pruner. l2mo. 28. Gd.
- - Grammar, by Rev. Dr. Kennedy. Post Bvo. 7s. 6d.
Prendeqsst's Msstery &fie%Manual of Latin. 12mo. 2s. 6d.
Rapier'B Introduction to Composition of Latin Verse. 12mo. 34. Bd. Key, 2a. 6d.
Sheppard and Tnmcr'a Aids to Claesiarl Btudy. 12mo. 54. Key, 6s.
V s l p y ' ~Latin Deleotus, improved by White. 12mo. 2a. 6d. Key, 3s. fid
Virgil's Bneid, translated Into Englieh Verse by Conington. Crown avo. ea.
- Works, edited by Eennedy. Crown BYO. 10s. 6d.
- translated into Engliuh Prone by Conington. Crown avo. 98.
Weliord's Progremive Exerciees in Latin Elegiao Verse. 12mo. 2s. 6d. Key, 56.
i White and Riddle's k g e Latin-English Dictionmy. 1 vol. 4to. 218.
1 Whih's Concise Latin-Eng. Dictionary for University Students. Royal avo. 1%.
i
JuniorStudents'Eng.-Lat.
& Lat.-Eng. Dictionary. Sqoere 12mo. 6a.
Sparatelg The
Th Latin-EngliehDicLionary, prim 3s.
e English-Latin Dictionary, price 34.
Yonge's Latin Gradus Post Bvo. 9s.; or with Appendix, 121.
"
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GRAMMAR-SCHOOL
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a (Fables) & PdalreDhatns(Xdstbs).
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IS.
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1 Enripides Hecnba 2s.
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GREEK TEXTS.

Xenophon. Book I. without Vocabnlary. 3d.
St. Matthew'e and St. Lube's Qcepela

Homer, I h , Book I. 1s.
- Od>-ssy, Book 1. 1s.
' St. Yark'a and St. John's Oospels.
I l a . 6 d . each.
Lucinn, Select Dialogues. Is.
Xenophon Anabuis Books I. 111. IV. 1 The Acts of the Apostlea 2s. 6d.
V. .&VI: Is. Ed. A h : Book 11. la.;
St.Paul'uEpistletotLaKomsns.18.6d.
' I
Book VII. 2s.
The Four Qospte in Greek, with Greek.Ewlish Lexicon. Edited by John T.
whte, D.D. oxon. Square 32mo. pnce 5s.
~

WHITE'SGRAMMAR-SCHOOLLATINTEXTS.

1
I

1

Gallic War, Books I. 6; 11. V.
Nepos, Miltidea, Bimon, Pausanier,
& VI. 1s. each. Book I. uithout
Arstides.
Bd.
b i d . Mectioue horn Epietlea and
Vocabulary ad.
FBYtl. 1A
cresar, Gallrn'War, Books 111. & IV.
Ovid, Select Myth8 from YetamorCksw, GalIic War, Book VII. la. fid.
p h m 9d.
Ciaro, Cato Major (Old Age). l r . 6d. Phtedrw Seleot JhSY Febl@%
Cicero Ldms (Friendship). I AGd. 1 Phddme, Fables, Books I.
18.
'
Entroiius, Roman Histor:;. B o o b I. 1 Salluat, Bellum CstdmmiUm. 1s.
Viral, Georgica, Book IV. 18.
& 11. la. Books In.& 1V. 18.
HDrace,Odes,BooksI. 11. &IT. 18. each.
Virgil &eid Books I. to
h.e
SCh '
Book I. without Vocubularg. 3d.
1
Horace Odes. Book 111. 1~.6d.
C-.

I

1

L. E&es
Horsoe:

II. 6d.

VI.

Vu. VIII.

XI. XII.
I A6
d
.
d
.
and Carmen Seculare. j Virgil,
Eneid,

x.

~

A Selection of Educationti1 Works.
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THE FRENCH LANGUAGE.

1

I

i

Albites's How to Spmk French. Fop. avo. 6s. Bd.
Imtantaneod Rrench ExerciFcp. 2s. Key, 26.
Caessl's French Genders. Crown Bvo. 3s. Bd.
i
C l u d L KuOher'~(fndneted French Tnrnalation Book. P d I. &. 6d.
I
Part 11. .5& Key to Pert L by Profeevrr Caaael, price 65.
Contammu's Practicul French and English Diationary. Ppst 8vo. 3a. ad.
Pocket French and lnglish Dictlonmy. &lun18mo. 16. 6d.
Praml&ea Lwtnree. l!lmo. 2r. 6d.
Firat Step in French. 19ma 2s. Bd. Key, IJ.
French Acddenm. 12mo. 28. Bd
- Qrammsr. l b o . ibr. gay, SI.
Contan4au'E &ddle-Clssa Fmnoh Comma. Fop. Bro. :French TrannMion-Baok,Ed.
Amideooe,&.
B u y Brench Delectus. 8d.
Syntax, Ed.
First French
Ed.
h n o h Conversetion-Book,Ed.
Flrst French Ekerdse-Book, Ed.
Second French Reader, Ed.
Becond French ExerdseBook, 8d.
Frenoh end English Malognes,Bd
Oont.naci.n's Gulde to Frenoh TmnalsMon. l2mo. 38. Bd. Key 31. 6d.
Promhum et POetes
Frenpai%.
l k o . Bs.
Rodlie de le LitMreture Frnnpnise. 12mo. 3s.
Ab&& de ~ ~ l s t o ide
r ah n c e . 12mo. 2s. 6d.
Fhul's Dhmrans et BLena, wlth Notee by 0.Sunkey, lvLk Fcp. 8vo. 2 r . M .
Jmam'n Smk?uw#for Tmnslstion into French Cr. Bvo. 1s. Key. %.6d.
Rendegest's Msetery Beries, French. 12mo. 2s. 6d.
&nveStre's Phllcsophe BO- la Toite, by Sti&venurd. Sqnsre tarno. 18. Bd.
&p&gBtone to French Pronnncietton. 18mo. l a .
stiBvemard's Leotures Frun+?ea from Modern Anthorn. lamo. 4s. Bd.
Roles and Emcisas on the French
12mo. 35. Bd.
Tamer's pton French QrUnm.12m0.6J. 6d.
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Beader.

Bd.

~

-

Lungusge.

L O N G W S , GBEEN,& CO.,London and New Ymk.
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