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PREFACE

THIS book is an attempt to trace the main causes of political
change during the hundred years from 1814 to 1914. These
causs appear to me to have been of three kinds: economic
technique, political theory, and important individuals. | do not
believe that any one of these three cail”be ignored, or wholly
explained away as an effect of causes of other kinds. Economic
technique would not have changed as it did but for the existence
of certain remarkable mventors. Belief in nationality, and advocacy
of democracy by large sections of the governing classes, powerfully
influenced the course of events, and cannot themselves be traced,
in their entirety, to economic sources. Free competition, which
was accepted whole-heartedly as the main incentive to progress
by British and American Radicals, was, no doubt, recommended
chiefly by economic considerations, but had aso an obvious
connection with Protestantism. While, therefore, economic tech-
nique must be regarded as the most important cause of change
in the nineteenth century, it cannot be regarded as the sole cause;
in particular, it does not account for the division of mankind into
nations.

The part played in history by individuals, which was over-
emphasized by Carlyle, and is still exaggerated in our day by
his reactionary disciples, tends, on the other hand, to be unduly
minimized by those who believe themselves to have discovered
the laws of sociological change. | do not believe that, if Bismarck
had died in infancy, the history of Europe during the past seventy
years would have been at all closely similar to what it has been.
And what is true in an eminent degree of Bismarck is true, in
a somewhat lesser degree, of many of the prominent men of the
nineteenth century.

Nor can we ignore the part played by what may be called
chance, that is to say, by trivial occurrences which happened
to have great effects. The Great War was made probable by large
causes, but not inevitable. Down to the last moment, it might



8 Freedom and Organization) 1814-1914

have been postponed by minor events which did not take place,
though nothing that we know of made them impossble; and if
it had been postponed, the forces making for peace might have
become predominant.

History, in short, is not yet a stence, and can only be made
to seem scientific by falsfications and omissons.

It ispossible, however, totracethe effects of lar ge causeswithout
over-amplification, provided it is remembered that other causes
have a0 been operative. The purpose of this book is to trace the
oppodtion and interaction of two main causes of change in the
nineteenth century: the belief in FREEDOM which was common to
Liberals and Radicals, and the necessity for ORGANIZATION which
aroze through industrial and scientific technique.

Throughout the writing of this book, the work has been shared
by my collaborator, Peter Spence, who has done half the research,
a large part of the planning, and small portions of the actual
writing, besdes making innumerable suggettions

May 1934
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PART |
THE PRINCIPLE OF LEGITIMACY

A Republican on the Fall of Bonaparte

. | know
Too late, sncethou and France arein the dust,
That virtue owns a more eternal foe
Than Force or Fraud: old Custom, legal Crime,
And bloody Faith the foulest birth of Time.
SHELLEY






CHAPTER |

NapoleorCs Successors

IDEALISM is the offspring of suffering and hope, and therefore
reaches its maximum when a period of misfortune is nearing its
visible termination. At the end of a great war, men's hopes fasten
upon one among the victors as a possble champion of their
idealisic aims. After the fall of Napoleon, this role was offered
by popular acclamation to the Tsar Alexander, and was by him
accepted with alacrity. It must be said that his competitors for
ethical supremacy were not morally very formidable. They were,
among sovereigns, the Emperor Francis of Austria, Frederick
William of Prussia, the Prince Regent, and Louis XV I11; among
statesmen, M etternich, Castlereagh, and Talleyrand.

Of these men, Francis had been the lagt of the Holy Roman
Emperors, atide which had descended to him from Charlemagne,
and of which he had been deprived by Napoleon, who considered
himself the true heir of that barbarian conqueror. Francis had
become accusomed to defeat by Napoleon, and had at last given his
daughter Marie Louise to be the wife of the " Corscan upstart,”
hoping thereby to break him of the habit of making war on
Austria. When, after the Russian disagter of 1812, Napoleon began
to seem no longer invincible, Francis was the las of the great
monarchs to join the coalition againg him. Throughout all the
years of trouble, Austria had always been willing to profit by any
bargain that Napoleon cared to propose, and as the result of a
policy that aimed at expediency rather than heroism, the Austrian
army, though large, had distinguished itself less than that of
Prussa in the campaigns of 1813 and 1814. This policy was due,
not to Francis, but to his minister, Metternich, who, having
entered the service of his Emperor at an early age, was left in
charge of foreign affairs as soon as he had taken well to heart that
all change was unwelcome to his master. Relieved of external
responsibility, Francis was free to concentrate upon the more
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congenial task of regulating the internal administration of his
Empire. Thejudicial sysem was so centralized that the details of
the mogt trivial prosecutions came to his notice, and, having a
tagte for such matters, he interested himself even in the conduct of
executions. He rarely revised a sentence, and never exercised the
prerogative of mercy. In his doset assodates he inspired no
affection, and to the rest of the world he was practically
unknown.

Frederick William, though his troops had distinguished them-
sves had won even less personal respect than the Emperor of
Austria. While Austria was being battered in 1805, Prussa re-
mained a vacillating spectator, to be crushed in the following year
at Jena, where all the prestige derived from Frederick the Great
was disdpated in a day. The poor king was compelled to take
refugein the extreme eastern corner of his dominions, and when, in
1807, Alexander and Napoleon made friends at Tilsit, he sent his
beautiful Queen to intercede for him with the two Emperors.
Napoleon was unmoved, but the gallant Alexander liked to think
of himsedlf as the champion of beauty in distress. The result was a
treaty in which Napoleon declared that, out of deference to the
wishes of Alexander, he permitted Frederick William to retain a
portion of his former kingdom. Frederick William's gratitude to
Alexander was warm and lagting, but to the very end he continued
to be unreliable, owing to his hesitating temperament, and thereby
earned the contempt even of his doses allies.

Georgel | |, after losing the American Colonies and forbidding
Pitt to introduce Catholic Emancipation, had been belatedly
certified as insane, but was still King of England. His functions
were executed by the Prince Regent, an elderly beau, much
ashamed of his corpulence, but too greedy to take any deps to
cureit. Politically, the Prince Regent sood for all that was most
reactionary; privately, for all that was most despicable. His treat-
ment of his wife had been such that he was hissed when he
appeared in the dregs of London; his manners, to which the
English Court had grown accustomed, were such as foreign ladies
found unendurable. Throughout hiswhole life, so far asis known,
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he never succeeded in acquiring the respect of any single human
being.

Louis XVII1, whom united Europe restored to the throne of
his ancestors, and on whose behalf, in a ssnsg the twenty-two
years of warfare had been waged, had few vices but still fewer
virtues. Hewas old, fat, and gouty, practically a sranger to France,
which he had left as a young man nearly a quarter of a century
ago. He was not without shrewdness and he was more good-
natured than mogt of his friends. But he had spent the years of his
exile among the enemies of France, hoping for the defeat of his
country as the only means to his own restoration. His entourage
conssted of princes and aristocrats who had fled from the Revolu-
tion, and who knew nothing of the France created by the Conven-
tion and Napoleon. As the protdgd of foreign enemies, he could
hardly be respected in his own country, and foreign governments,
while they placed him on the throne, did so because his weskness
gave them hopes of that security of which they had been robbed
by Napoleon's strength.

Such were Alexander's royal competitors for popular favour.
His competitors among statesmen were abler, but hardly such as
to inspire general enthusiasm. The most powerful among them,
throughout the years of the Great Peace, was Metternich, who
remained the ruler of Austria and almost the arbiter of Europe
until he was didodged by the revolutions of 1848, which his
policy had rendered inevitable. Throughout the whole period
from 1814 to 1848, he was the prop of reaction, the bugbear of
liberals, and the terror of revolutionaries. His fundamental
poalitical principle was simple, that the Powers that be are ordained
of God, and mus therefore be supported on pain of impiety.
The fact that he was the chief of the Powers that be, gave to this
principle, in his eyes a luminous sdf-evidence which it might
otherwise not have possessd.

Born in 1773, of an ancient noble family in the Rhineland,
M etter nich represented atypeinter mediate between the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries. Hisfather lost alargepart of hisetatesas
a rexult of the invason of Germany by French revolutionary
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armies, and this circumstance did nothing to increase Metternich's
love of revolutions. The Austrian diplomatic service, in which his
father had a meritorious but not distinguished career, was the
obvious professon for the young man, and his prospects were
promoted by marriage with the rich granddaughter of the famous
Kaunitz, who brought about the Franco-Austrian Alliance at the
time of the Seven Years War. Metternich had at no time any
sympathy with German nationalism, or indeed with any other
nationalism. Stateswere, for him, the personal estates of monar chs,
and required no other principle of coheson. Western Germany
was traditionally pro-French, and Austria, whose territory com-
prised Germans, Magyars, Savs, and Italians, was the chief enemy
of nationalism throughout the whole of the nineteenth century.
In this respect, Metternich, like Austria, carried on thetraditions
of the prerevolutionary age The same is true of his attitude
towards the Church, for, though a pious Cathalic, he showed little
reverence for the Pope in his temporal capacity, and was often
politically anti-clerical.

There were other traits in Metternich's character, however,
which make him worthy to rank as a Victorian. (When he died,
Queen Victoria had been twenty-two years on the throne.) Conceit
is not pecuhar to any one period, but Metternich's special brand
of pompous priggery belongs to the epoch between the Napoleonic
wars and the great war. If we are to believe his Memoirs, he was
totally devoid of ambition, and remained in public life soldly from
a sne of duty and the painful realization that others lacked his
abilities. So persuaded was he of his own moral grandeur that he
thought it must be equally obvious to others. Latein 1813, when,
having at last seen which way the cat would jump, he had ter-
minated the double game of Austria between France and Russia,
he wrote to his daughter: "I am certain Napoleon thinks of me
continually. 1 must seem to him a sort of conscience per sonified.”
His statement of the reasons which led him to overcome his shrink-
ing from worldly glory is most impressive:

That a public carex wes disageful to me | have already mentioned.
Convinced that everyone ought to be prepared to answver for the desds
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of his own life; penerated by the consiousies of the enormous
difficulties of propping up a sodety which wes falling to pieces on
every sde; disapproving, before the tribunal of my own consdence
of aimog all the meesures which | saw adopted for the salvation of
the social body, undermined as it was by the errors of the eighteenth
century; lagtly, too diffident to believe that my mind was of so powerful
a gamp that it could improve whatever it undertook: | had determined
not to appear on a gage on which the independence of my character
rebdled againg playing a subordinate part, though | did not consder
mysaf capable of taking the part of a reformer.

The care with which my education had been directed to the wide
fied of politics had early accusomed me to contemplate its vagt extent.
| soon remarked that my mode of thinking of the nature and dignity
of this phere wes essntialy different from the point of view from
which all this was regarded by the enormous majority of those who
are called to play great palitical parts

The great names in diplomacy, both of pas times and of his
own day, did not, so he tells us, inspire him with respect.

Rexlved nat to walk in their ¢eps, and despairing of opening a
path in harmony with my own consdence, | naturally preferred not
to throw mysdf into those great political affairs, in which | had far
more progoect of succumbing materialy than of succesding: | sy
materially, for | have never ben afraid of failing morally. The man
who enters public life has aways at command a sure lesource againg
this danger, that is—retirement.

To the onlookers, Austria, in Napoleon's day, did not seam to
be playing a very glorious part. This, however, was not the way
matters presented themsdves in Metternich's memory. "Under
the load of enormous responsibility,” he says " found only two
points on which it seemed possbleto rest, theimmovable strength
of character of the Emperor Francis, and my own conscience”

From Metternich's Memoirs one would hardly be able to dis-
cover what he was like as a social being, although it was to his
social arts that he owed his success He was at no time profound;
he was clever in carrying out his schemes, but scarcely exceptional
in conceiving them. He was gay and pleasant; only those whom he
was actively thwarting didiked him. Like mog of the diplomatists
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of the period, but with more success than the others, he mixed
politics with love affairs. Ladies from whom political secrets were
to belearnt received from him attentions which they usually found
irresstible. Sometimes the game was played on both sdes. For
many years he was on intimate terms with Napoleon's sger
CardlineMur at; helearnt from her sometimes Napoleon's secrets,
ometimes what Fouche thought it well for him to hear. When
Austria befriended Murat in 1814, Talleyrand, in his letters to
Louis XVII1, roundly accused Metternich of being influenced by
love for Queen Caroaling; but at first there were sound political
motives for Audtria's attitude, and when these motives failed the
Queen's charms lost their potency. Metternich may have been
sometimes outwitted in his gallantries with political ladies, but he
cannot jusdy be accused of having ever been led agray by the
heart.

Aboveall dse, M etter nich wasan aristocrat—not of aterritorial
arisocracy, such as those of England and Russia, but of that type
of Court arigocracy that the world owed to Louis X1V . Great
affairs were for sovereigns and their ministers, who had no need to
condder the interests of the vulgar. The people, for Metternich,
scarcdy exist, except when heis forced to contemplate with disgust
thedirt and raggedness of French revolutionaries. When, later, the
populace begins again to be mstrusive, his instinct isto tread on it
as onewould on a black beede. A very polished gentleman—almost
the last before the democratic deluge.

Cagdereagh, the British Foreign Secretary, was a man of
estimable private character, personally disinterested, and impartial
in diplomacy. He was not brilliant, and foreigners laughed at him
(es they did later at Wilson) for his ignorance of Continental
geography.* But he had sound good sense, and less predisposition
totrickery than mogt of his contemporaries. Without being showy,
he was shrewd. At the Congress of Vienna, the Austrian Govern-
ment succesded in placing its spies as housemaids in almogt all
the embasses, where the contents of wastepaper baskets were

* Talleyrand, in this connection, quotes the remark of Kaunitz: " I't
is prodigious how much the English don't know."
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pieced together and sent to the police; Castlereagh, however,
brought his own maidservants, and caused the secret police
difficulties of which they complained bitterly in their reports.
He was a man who sddom deceived others, but was himself not
easy to deceve. From his correspondence one would judge him
to be a man without emations and without bias except that of his
dass and nation: personal likings and antipathies ssem to play no
part in the formation of his opinions. He had a thoroughly British
suspicion of foreigners. On January 30, 1815, he writes to Lord
Bathurst: " | beg you will not give any money at present to any of
the Continental Powers. The poorer they are kept, the better, to
keep them from quarrelling." After Napoleon's fall, he sincerely
desred peace. The Austrian Minister Gentz, speaking of the
Congressof Vienna, says " England wished for peace, peace before
everything, peace—| am sorry to sy it—at any price and almost
on any conditions" In foreign affairs Castlereagh had consider-
able merit. He was, however, an important member of one of the
worst and most cruel governments with which England has ever
been cursed, and deserves his full share of reprobation on this
account. It is psychologically surprising that this cold precise
mind succumbed finally to a form of madness leading to suicide.
Grevillerightly says that his " great feature was a cool and deter-
mined courage, which gave an appearance of resolution and con-
fidence to all his actions, and inspired his friends with admiration
and excessvedevotion to him, and caused him to berespected by
his most violent opponents” In his correspondence as Foreign
Secretary it is surprising to find with what authority he can write
to ambassadors without causing resentment; even the Duke of
Wellington is not above receiving instructions from him. But
although, as Greville says those who were brought into dose
contact with him by their work were devoted to him, his colourless
personality could not inspire any wide-spread enthusasm. This
also appears from what Greville says about the news of his death:
"When | got totown | met several people who had all assumed an
air of melancholy, a visage de circonstance, which provoked me
inexpressibly, because it was certain that they did not care; indeed,
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if they felt at all, it was probably rather satisfaction at an event
happening than sorrow for the death of the person." A vain man
would not like to know that this was to be his epitaph, but |
doubt whether L or d Castlereagh would have minded.

Of theimportant personages at the Congress of Vienna, the only
one remaining is Talleyrand, who represented Louis XVII1 and
the interests of Bourbon France. Born in 1754, of a family of the
highest French aristocracy, he had time, after he grew up, to enjoy
the ancien rdgime, and always maintained afterwards that those
born toolatefor thisdid not know thetruedelight of hving. Owing
to an accident in early childhood, he was debarred from the career
of arms; his parentstherefore destined him for the Church, and
made his younger brother the heir of the family estates. He became
Bishop of Autun, but no great piety was expected of aristocratic
Church dignitaries, so that hewas ableto enjoy lifein the company
of disolute, liberal-minded, and highly intelligent friends. His
didike of an ecclesiagtical career, as well as his genuine convictions,
made him throw in his lot with the Revolution, and support the
civil congtitution of the clergy. At the beginning of the Reign of
Terror, however, he found it necessary to fly. He excaped to
England, where the Government suspected him of being a French
spy and refused to let him stay. From England hewent to America,
where he made many friends, the most important of whom was
Alexander Hamilton, the Secretary of the Treasury. Finally, when
the storm had abated, hereturned to France.

As Napoleon's foreign minister, he at last found scope for his
talents. Hewas not heroic, and always avoided sharp conflicts when
he could; when he disagreed with Napoleon, he would submit
sooner than resign office He was never above taking a bribe for
what he meant to do in any casg and in this way he amassed an
enormous fortune; but there is no evidence that bribes ever
influenced his policy. He had the virtues belonging to unheroic
intelligence: he was good-natured, had few hatreds, disiked war,
and did all he could to promote free commercial intercourse
between nations. He endeavoured, but without success to restrain
Napoleon's ambition; when he failed, foreseeing Napoleon's
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fall, he began to intrigue with the Bourbons. At Erfurt, in 1808,
when Napoleon and the Tsar Alexander met to partition the
world, he warned Alexander againg Napoleon, in whose service he
still was. When his treachery was discovered, he was dismissad
from office, but not disgraced; and as soon as Napoleon fell, he
came into power again, though not for long, owing to the hostility
of the dericals and ultra-royaliss whom the Restoration again
brought into prominence.

Therewere some surprising things about Talleyrand. Though a
priest, he married; though an aristocrat, he married a woman of
no pretence to birth or breeding, who lived an openly irregular
life both before and after the marriage. But he retained through
everything his imperturbable good manners, which Napoleon
found infuriating. On one occason, when the Emperor scolded
him in public, Talleyrand's apparent indifference led to greater
and greater violence on the part of Napoleon, who finally taunted
him with his lameness and his wifé's infidelities. Talleyrand
smiled unmoved, and when the tirade had at last ended he turned
to the bystanders and remafked, with a shrug: " What a pity that
such a great man should be soill bred.”

Few men have lived through such changes as occurred during
the life-time of Talleyrand. He was born under Louis XV ; he
died during thereign of Queen Victoria. He had innumer able love-
affairs, many of them marked by genuine affection; indeed affection
is one of the key-notes of his character. In his old age, free thought
and freelove had gone out of fashion; Victorian virtue had become
the thing, in France as in England. He adapted himself to the
changing times, assuming as much virtue as the new code of
manners demanded,* and reconciling himself with the Church on
his death-bed in the most dramatic fashion imaginable. Almost
his lagz words were to remind the officiating priest that he
must receive extreme unction after the manner prescribed for
bishops.

At heart, throughout his life, he retained the outlook which

* Writing to Louis XVI11 in 1815, he geeks of "that sentiment of
religious indifference which is the malady of the timesin which we live'*
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was common among liberal aristocrats of the time of Louis X V | .
M ost men of thistype were guillotined, or werekilled in the wars,
or became reactionaries from fright during the reign of terror.
Talleyrand escaped all these disasters through his suppleness, his
philosophic calm, and the dominating force of his intellect. His
conversation had such charm that even in old age he could
captivate the prudish ladies of a morally regenerated but intel-
lectually enfeebled century: beginning by regarding him as a
reprobate, they would soon come under the spell of his wit, his
culture, his breadth of outlook, and his very real kindliness.
Undeniably he was a scamp, but he did less harm than many men
of impeccable rectitude.

The Emperor Alexander, who was his own foreign minister,
was quite a match for these able men. Metternich, Castlereagh,
and Talleyrand all unsuccessfully tried to influence him; the King
of Prussia followed him blindly, even againg the advice of his own
Ministers. I n after years, itistrue, Metternich acquired an ascen-
dancy over the opinions of Alexander, but that belongs to a later
phase of his character; in 1814 he Sill retained complete inde-
pendence of judgment. He had learned diplomacy in a hard schoal.
His grandmother was the enlightened and diswolute Catherine
the Great; hisfather wasthemad Tsar Paul. Hisgrandmother took
him away from his parents at birth, and saw to his education
hersdf. Perceiving that Paul was not going to make a good
Emperor, she wished to pass him over and make Alexander her
successr. When he was not yet quite eighteen, his grandmother
communicated this project to him in writing, and it was necessary
for him to reply by letter. Placed thus between an aged autocrat
and a frenzied psychopath, many boys would have had difficulty
in finding a suitable epistolary style. Not so Alexander. Hewr ote:

24 September 1796.

Your Imperial Majesty!
| could never express my gratitude for the confidence with
which your Majesty has been willing to honour me and the goodness
which you have deigned to have in making by your own hand a
writing serving as explanation of the other papers | hope that your
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Majesty will sse, by my zed in deserving your precious favours, that
| fed al their value. | could not, itis true, ever pay sufficiently, even
by my blood, for all that you have deigned and still intend to do for
me. These papers evidently confirm all the reflections which your
Majesty hes been good enough to communicate to me recently, and
which, if it is permitted to me to say so, could not be more just. It
isin placing once more at the feet of Y our Imperial Majesty the senti-
ments of my most lively gratitude that | take the liberty of being,
with the most profound respect and the most inviolable attachment,

of Your Imperial Maesty the very humble and very sub-
missive subject and grandson

Alexander

Truly amodel grandson! At the sametime, if the letter was seen
by his father (as some maintain), there was nothing in it to show
that as a son he was less dutiful than as a grandson. After such a
training, he need not fear to be hoodwinked by either Metternich
or Talleyrand.

From a scholastic point of view, Alexander's education was
much better than that of most princes. In the middle of the
campaign of 1812, he would converse with silly young ladies
about Kant and Pestalozzi. Catherine had him indoctrinated
with eighteenth-century enlightenment, and even with political
liberalism; nor did she change the principles of his education
after the French Revolution had turned her into a reactionary.
His tutor was a virtuous Swiss named La Harpe, who filled his
conscious mind with rational benevolence while his father and
grandmother were poisoning his unconscious. La Harpe believed
in democracy, admired (within reason) the French Revolution, and
at first thought well of Napoleon. Hisrectitude was of a somewhat
pedantic kind: on purely legalistic grounds he opposed Catherine's
scheme for passing over Paul, although Paul hated him and
Alexander loved him, and although it was evident that Paul could
do nothing but harm to Russia. This led Catherine to dismiss La
Harpe, although her intention to disinherit Paul was never carried
out. She took, however, certain preliminary steps. She declared
Alexander's education finished, and compelled him to marry at
the age of sixteen, in order that he might seem grown up.
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Paul reigned for four years, which, for Alexander as for al
Russia, were years of terror. At lag a plot wes formed by his
immediate entourage for his assassination. Alexander wasinformed
of the plot, and begged the conspirators, if possible, to dethrone
his father without killing him. Thiswould have been difficult and
dangerous, they therefore murdered Paul and left Alexander to
mekethebest of it. Those mogt obvioudy implicated were banished
from Court, but aslittle as possible was done in the way of punish-
ment. All Russiaheaved asigh of relief, and welcomed Alexander
with joy; his complicity was hushed up, and, though suspected,
was not known for certain until more than a century later. This
incident mede awound in his conscience which never heded, and
had much to do with the curious and rather sinister forms of his
later religiosity. This effect, however, was scarcdy visible before
the year 1815; from then until his death in 1825, Alexander sank
into an ever-degpening gloom, until a last he becane a perfect
exanple of a modern Oredtes.

What the world sav of Alexander during the first half of his
reign was something very different. He was gay and gallant, rather
too well dressed, liberal in his palitics, and anxious that his reign
should be assodiated with the furtherance of idedlistic ams. He had
aprincipal migress of whom he was very fond and by whom he
had severd children. Hisaffection for his sister Catherine was more
passonae than is cugomary. He was never too busy to write to
her, and his letters to her show a complete unreserve which mekes
them very vauable historically. Hewas grateful to her for making
friends with his migtress, and was in an dliance with her againgt
their mother. He enjoyed showering upon her hyperbolic expres-
donsof affection, such as "Adieu, charm of my eyes adoration of
my heart, lustre of the age, phenomenon of Nature, or, better than
all that, Bisam Bisamovna with the flattened nose” (This was
written just beforethe battle of Austerlitz.) Catherinewasalively
and tactless young lady, and on a least one occason (when
Alexander visited England in 1814) her influence led him adtray
politically, with important conssquences for the &fairs of Europe.
They were dways on the best of terms except during Napoleon's
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advance in 1812, when she joined in the patriotic outcry againg
her brother's apparent lack of success

When Alexander came to the throne in the year 1801, he was
only twenty-two years old, and had litde knowledge of affairs.
He recalled La Harpe, and endeavoured to introduce reforms by
the help of a Council composed of his personal friends. He suc-
ceeded in undoing the evils wrought by Paul, relaxed the censor-
ship, and improved education. But when it came to such matters
as the emancipation of the serfs or the introduction of a congtitu-
tion, he found the difficulties too formidable. As regards foreign
affairs, he at first made friends with Napoleon, whom La Harpe
still admired. But when Napoleon bullied Switzerland and made
himself Emperor, which offended La Har pe both as patriot and
as democrat, Alexander turned againg him, and fought the un-
fortunate campaigns of 1805 and 1806, in which the Russans, in
aliance first with Augtria and then with Prussa, suffered the
defeats of Austerbtz and Friedland. Thisled to the Peace of Tilsit,
and to a sudden friendship between the Eastern and Western
Emperors. At first there was a honeymoon atmosphere, and each
believed the other to be sincere. But as soon as they had parted,
disputes began. Alexander, who had been fighting the Turks,
wanted to keep Moldavia and Wallachia; Napoleon did not wish to
offend the Turks, for fear of throwing them into the arms of the
English. He therefore demanded a quid pro quo at the expense of
Prussa, to which Alexander could not agree on account of his
promisss to the beautiful Queen Louise. At lag Napoleon en-
deavoured to dazzle Alexander by a grandiose project of the parti-
tion of Turkey leading on tothejoint conques of India. Theboyish
part of Alexander, which enjoyed the Arabian Nights, was fas-
cinated, and responded as Napoleon had hoped. But his shrewd-
ness could not be put to deep. He stipulated that he should have
not only Moldavia and Wallachia, but also Congtantinople. After
that, hewould be prepared tohelp Napoleon in Syria; but hemust
secure his own gains first. As agreement by letter proved impos-
sible, the two sovereigns agreed to meet at Erfurt, where Napo-
leon hoped to prevail by personal influence. He underestimated
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Alexander, however, who wrote to his Sster: "Bonaparte gives out
that 1 am only afool. He laughs best who laughs last, and for my
part | put al my hopein God." The mere fact that he spoke of
"Bonaparte" instead of "Napoleon” implied afeding of hostility,
and would have made all friendship impossible if it had been
known.

Meanwhile Alexander employed the period of apparent friend-
ship with France to conquer Finland, which belonged to Sweden.
That done, he bought the friendship of Sweden by promising to
help the Swedes to acquire Norway, which belonged to Denmark,
which wasfriendly to France. After this, snce Napoleon still would
not help him to get Moldavia and Wallachia, he felt that the friend-
ship of France sarved no further purpose. When Napoleon com-
plained that six hundred British ships had sadiled up the Gulf of
Finland and landed British goods in Russa, Alexander contented
himself with ablunt denia. The Grand Army marched to Moscow
and perished in the retreat; Europe grected Alexander as her
saviour, and the triumphant Allies marched to Paris. In al this
Alexander saw the hand of God, snce he could not attribute the
victory to himself or his generds. The Prussans saw the victory
of moral force agand the corruption and aheism of France. The
Austrians saw the vindication of ancient right. The English saw
the victory of s power and chegp manufactures. The world in
generd saw the hope of peace. Such was the situation at the open-
ing of our epoch.



CHAPTER 11

The Congress of Vienna

ALEXANDER, Frederick William, Metternich, and Castlereagh held
collectively the power to decide the map of Europe and to establish
whatever form of government they chosg both internationally and
in the several countries of the Continent. Certain treaties limited
their freedom. During 1813, firs Russia, then England, then
Austria, had promised Prussa that she should again become as
great as before Napoleon defeated her in 1806. The Treaty of
Paris (May 30, 1814) assgned to France the limits of 1792; all
the conquests of the revolutionary and Napoleonic epoch were
renounced, and the right to digpose of them to new owners was
one from which France was to be excluded in the deliberations of
the Congress. In view of the fact that France was completely at
the mercy of the Allies after twenty-two years of war, during which
almost every continental country had suffered invasion, the mild-
ness of the Treaty of Paris was surprising; it was largely due to
the magnanimity of Alexander. He had marched into Paris at the
head of the armies, had declared that the enemy was Napoleon, not
France, and had accepted the semi-voluntary restoration of the
Bourbons by the French Provisional Government as a ground for
not depriving France of any of the territory previoudy posssssad
by the legitimate kings.

Alexander's generosity was vehemently resisted by his dosest
allies, the Prussians, and was a cause of anxiety to the English.
On January 30, 1814, Castlereagh wrote to the Prime Minister,
Lord Liverpooal:

| think our greates danger at presmt is from the chevaleresgue tone
in which the Emperor Alexander is digposed to push the war. He has
a personal feding about Paris diginct from all political or military
combinations He ssms to sk for the occason of entering with his
magnificent guards the enemy's capital, probably to display, in his
demency and forbearance, a contragt to that desolation to which his
own wes devoted.



28  Freedom and Organization, 1814-1914

In this wish Alexander was fully gratified, and the people of
Paris displayed, in consequence, all the enthusiasm for him that
he could desre. The other Allies remarked that, if France had
been compelled to cede more territory, it would not have been
acquired by Russa, and that the Emperor was less generous in
matters nearer home, such as Poland. But these reflections were
made only by the initiated, and did not affect the warmth of
popular demongtrations.

The territorial quegtions to be decided at the Congress of
Vienna were many and complex. It was felt that perhaps it might
be a help to have some sort of principle by which the decisons
arrived at could be made to seem just. Metternich's colleague,
Gentz, who had the reputation of being the hardest worker at the
Congress, stated hisimpressonsin a memorandum of February 12,
1815:

Those who at the time of the assambling of the Congress at Vienna
had thoroughly undergood the nature and objedts of this Congress
could hardly have been migtaken about its course whatever ther
opinion about its reults might be The grand phrases of " recongtruction
of sodal order,”™ "regeneration of the political system of Europe” "a
lagting peace founded on a jug divison of grength,” & c, & ¢, were
uttered to tranquillise the people, and to give an air of dignity and
grandeur to this solemn assambly; but the real purpose of the Congress
was to divide amongs the conquerars the spails taken from the
vanquished.

But this could hardly be openly avowed; moreover, on most
questions there were some Powers whose interests were not in-
volved, and who might therefore be influenced by arguments of
principle. In this situation, it was Talleyrand who discovered the
only moral appeal to which the Congress was not deaf. For this
purpose, heinvented the" principle of legitimacy," which governed
Europe until theyear 1830. This he expounded in the ingructions
which heinstructed LouisX V111 to give him for his own guidance.
Having suffered military defeat, France was obliged to rely upon
moral force; this Talleyrand supplied, no doubt to his own secret
amusement.
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The principle of legitimacy asserts speaking broadly, that
territories ought to belong to their hereditary sovereigns, unless
voluntarily parted with in exchange for some compensation. On
this ground, France, if governed by the Bourbons, had a right to
all territory that was French in the time of Louis X V | . But the
principle had to be carefully stated. It would not do, for example,
to sugges that the English ought to restore the Stuart dynasty.
Then there was Genoa, which had been an independent republic
before it was conquered by France, and which was now to be given
to the King of Sardinia. The Genoese might have invoked the
principle of legitimacy, but unfortunately invoked instead one
belonging to a later Congress, namely the right of self-determina-
tion; and what was even wor se, they werein favour of a democratic
congtitution. This was dangerous. Talleyrand says

The Genoee had pressnted the project of a congitution which,
owing to its democratic spirit, could not be admitted. But the capitu-
lation is all the more necessary because the Genoee fed a singular
reluctance to this act of submisson, and because it is good to remove
everywhere as much as is possble the garms of bitterness and discord
which are multiplied at all points on the occason of the union of the
Bdgians to the Dutch, the Saxans to the Prussans and the Italians
to the Audtrians.

Legitimacy could not, therefore, be invoked by populations
againg princes. It would be too much to say that the principle
could never be invoked by republics: it could be invoked by
Switzerland, because of Alexander's affection for La Harpe. It
could not be invoked by Poland, because Poland no longer had a
legitimate king, and because the partition was not due to the
French. Roughly speaking, territory was treated as we still treat
landed estate: we do not think that the tenants of a landowner can
acquire a right to own the land on which they live by merely
deciding that they would like to do 0. Thiswould seem absurd to
most men at the present day; and the principle of self-detennina-
tion as regards government would have ssemed equally absurd to
the negotiators at Vienna. If a king had a hereditary right to a
piece of territory, that gave him a claim of which the Congresswas
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bound to take notice; if not, the territory could be assigned by
bargaining among the Powers.

As we have seen in the case of Genoa, the Congress had a very
definitedidiketo anything that savoured of democracy. TheBritish
congtitution was allowed to survive because it was traditional, and
the French were given a congtitution for a variety of reasons.
Alexander was liberal outsde Russa. The British thought that a
congtitution would reconcile France to the Bourbons and give
stability to the dynasty. The Austrians and Prussians, after some
hesitation, became persuaded that a consgtitution, being inherently
pernicious, would weaken France, and prevent a recurrence of
what had been suffered at the hands of Louis X | V and Napoleon.
But condtitutions elsawhere were not to be encouraged. In this
matter, the Whigs in England were opposed to the Tory govern-
ment. Inltaly, Lord William Bentinck, ahigh-spirited Whig, and
too important to be summarily dismissed, had caused his govern-
ment much trouble by encouraging the Genoese and protesting
againg the atrocities committed by the King of Sicily. Castlereagh
writesto him on May 7,1814:

It is impossble not to percdve a great moral change coming on
in Europe, and that the principles of freedom are in full operation.
The danger is, that the transtion may be too sudden to ripen into
anything likely to make the world better or happier. We have new
conditutions launched in France, Spain, Holland, and Sicily. Let us
e the rexult before we encourage farther attempts. The attempts
may be made, and we mugt abide the conssquences but | am sure
it isbetter to retard than accderate the operation of thismost hazardous
principlewhich is abroad.

In Italy, it is now the more necessary to abgtain, if we wish to act
in concart with Audria and Sardinia. Whilst we had to drive the
French out of Italy, we were judified in running all risks but the
presmt sate of Europe requires no such expedient; and, with a view
to genera peace and tranquillity, | should prefer seeing the Italians
await the insengble influence of what is going on dsewhere, than
hazard their own internal quiet by an effort at this moment.

It may be said, in passng, that the congitutions of Spain and
Sicily were quickly suppressed.
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In contradistinction to the illiberality of the Western Powers,
Alexander decided to give a congtitution to Poland, or rather to
that part of Poland which he finally obtained from the decisons
of the Congress. The history of this constitution, however, shows
that his liberalism was hardly more than a matter of phrases.
The legidature was composed of two Houses, the Lower House
conssing of seventy-one representatives of the land-owning
nobility and fifty-one representatives of the towns. The Upper
House conssted of the Imperial Family, some bishops, and a few
officials. The Parliament was to st for thirty days once every two
years; it could accept or reject measures proposed by the Govern-
ment, but could not itself propose measures. At the first meeting
of the Parliament, in 1818, all went well; both Houses accepted
Alexander's measures, with the exception of one about divorce,
as to which he made a gracious speech saying that he respected
their principles and regoiced in the proof of their independence.
In 1820, however, they rejected all his proposals. He was furious,
and decided, in spite of the constitution, that Parliament should
not meet again till 1825. After this, it met only once in 1829;
in 1830 the Palish insurrection occurred, and from that time until
the Great War, Russan Poland was gover ned autocratically by the
Tsar. Nevertheless, at Vienna Alexander made a great parade of
his liberal intentions toward Poland, and of the advantages which
that country would derive from being united under hisrule.

The principle of legitimacy, suggeted by Talleyrand, was
thoroughly congenial to Metternich. There was, however, a
difficulty in regard to Naples: Murat, its King, had been induced
to abandon his brother-in-law Napoleon by a treaty in which
Austria promised to maintain him on his throne. With Napoleon
gone, this treaty no longer served any purpose, and Talleyrand
strongly urged the claims of the legitimate Bourbon King Ferdi-
nand. Fortunately this ddicate problem was solved by Murat's
indiscretions: when Napoleon returned from Elba, M ur at repented
of his previous treachery, and therefore fell when Napoleon fell.
This left Metternich free to embrace the principle of legitimacy
without reserve.
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The attitude of the English to the principle was one of bene-
volence, 0 long as it was not allowed to conflict with any British
interest. It could not, of course apply to colonies the British
indsted upon acquiring permanently certain important Dutch
colonies, which the Dutch had lost through their enforced alliance
with France. T he Prince of Orange was given Belgium in compensa-
tion, and was quite grateful, though he logt it in 1830. Outside
Europe, and on the high sees the British attitude was decided by
British interests; but on the Continent, the principle of legitimacy
would do well enough, since all questions of importance to England
had been settled before the Congress began.

Prussa and Russa offered more oppostion. The oppostion of
Russia was due in part to Alexander's vague liberalism, but in the
main to thefact that histerritorial ambitions wererelated in a com-
plicated way to those of Prussa. He had promised the King of
Prussa as fine a domain as he had had before 1806. But before
1806 Prussa owned certain parts of Poland which Alexander
wished to keep; therefore, said Alexander, Prussa must be com-
pensated esewhere. The most convenient plan was to give Saxony
to Prussa, dnce the King of Saxony had failed to abandon
Napoleon at the proper moment. But the King of Saxony was a
legitimate sovereign: Louis XVII1 and Talleyrand were outraged
at the thought of his being digpossessed. Austria feared both
Russa and Prussia, and therefore dded with France. England
wished to drengthen Prussa and weaken Russia; therefore
Cadlereagh at firs supported Prusias claim to Saxony but
opposad Russa's claim to practically the whale of Poland. When
he found that it was impossble to support Prussa without
supporting Russa, he decided againg both, and joined Austria
and France. This quegtion absorbed most of the time of the
Congress.

At the very beginning, on October 1, Talleyrand had an
interview with Alexander, in which he maintained the ethical
importance of the principle of legitimacy againsg what he repre-
sented as the Tsar's unsrupulousness: Alexander did not like
Talleyrand, partly, no doubt, because he regarded him as a cynic,
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but mor e because, when the Russian Gover nment protested against
Napoleon's murder of the Due d'Enghien, Talleyrand replied by a
hint that it was not as bad as murdering ones father. On that
occasion, as on this, he had been in a position of moral superiority
to the highly religious Emperor, which must have amused him, but
his amusement is not allowed to appear in the account which he
gives in his Memoaires of the interview on October 1st:

A. At presnt let us esk of our affairs We mug finish them here.

T. That depends upon Your Majesty. They will finish quickly and
happily if Your Majesty brings to them the same nobility and the
same greatness of soul asto those of France.

A. But each mug find his interegs {convenances) in the settlement.

T. And each his rights.

A. | shall kegp what | occupy.

T. Your Majesty will only wish to kesp what will be legitimately
yours.

A. | am in agreament with the Great Powers

T. | do not know whether Your Majesty counts France amongst
thee Powers

A. Yes certainly. But if you do not wish each to find his interests,
what do you intend?

T. | put judtice first, and interests afterwards

A. The interests of Europe are judice.

T. This language, Sire, is not yours, it is foreign to you, and your
heart disalows it.

A. No, | repest, the interests of Europe are justice.

At this point Talleyrand turned to the wall, hit his head against
it, and cried: " Europe, Europe, unhappy Europe! Shall it be said
that you have destroyed it?" Alexander replied: " Rather war than
renounce what | occupy." Talleyrand continues:

| let my armsfall, and, in the attitude of a man afflicted but decided,
who ssamed to be saying "the fault will not be ours" | kept dlence
The Emperor remained some ingants without bregking it, then he
repeated: "Yes, rather war." | kept the same attitude. Then, raisng
his hands and agitating them as | had never seen him do, in a manner
which recalled to me the passage that terminates the eulogium of
Marcus Aurdius, he shouted rather than said: " The time for the
theatre is come | must go; | promised the Emperor [of Audtrial;

B
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they are waiting for me." And he went away; then, coming back, he
took mein his two hands, presssd my body, and said in a voice which
was no longer his own: "Adieu, adieu, we shall se each other

again."

In spite of this affecting scene the opposition between the two
men continued throughout the Congress, and the pointsin dispute
wer e finally decided by a compromise. Alexander got less of Poland
than he had claimed, and Prussia got only half of Saxony, the other
half being left to the legitimate King. This compromise was only
reached after Napoleon's return from Elba compelled the Powers
to compose their differences. But for this event, they might have
continued to wrangle down to the present day.

The attitude of Prussa was superficially similar to that of the
other Powers, but fundamentally very different. The Chancdlor
Hardenburg was, in the main, friendly to Austria; the King was
entirely devoted to Alexander. But there existed in Prussa a
powerful nationahss movement, German rather than purely
Prussian, and therefore viewed with sympathy by many people in
other parts of Germany. After 1806, Prussia had embarked upon
reforms, so far as Napoleon would permit. The patriotic Minister
Stein, having incurred Napoleon's displeasure, had been forced to
leave the country, and was, at the time of the Congress of Vienna,
in the service of Alexander. But the Prussian army was filled with
sentiment for Germany, and with a passonate hatred for the
French. Ever dnce the time of Louis X1V, Western Germany,
composed of a number of small weak States, had been at the
mercy of France; Prussia had, under Frederick the Great, success
fully withstood L ouis X V, but had not been abletoresist Napoleon.
It had become clear to all patriotic Germans that some degree of
unity was necessary if future French invasons were to be made
impossible; but to all projects of unity the tenacious princelings
offered an obgtacle.

Thus German patriotism combined with hatred of the French
to produce throughout the educated dasses and especially among
the young, a feding in favour of Prussa, as tht mogs effective
bulwark of Germany againg France. This fedling was, of course,
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hostile to the principle of legitimacy, which would perpetuate the
petty principalities that made Germany weak. German patriotism
was thus compelled to be in some degree revolutionary, and, in
this respect, was sugpect to governments, even to that of Prussia;
but it was encouraged by Prussia in so far as it stood for Prussan
greatness. Opposition to the Princes gave a democratic tinge to
Teutonic nationalism, which had caused the King of Prussa,
during the height of the struggle in 1813, to promise a congtitution
as the reward of victory. The hope that this promise might be
fulfilled had to be kept alive until Frederick William had derived
all possble advantage from the warlike exertions of his subjects,
but it had to be kept alive discreetly, so as not to alarm the cther
autocrats. After Waterloo, of coursg, little more was heard of it.

Talleyrand, on arriving in Vienna, was astonished by the new
German patriotism. France, he confeses had behaved as an
insolent conqueror, and had overwhelmed the conquered with
contributions. (It was Napoleon's principle to make his victims
pay for his wars) They were indignant at the mildness of the
Treaty of Paris, and, as Talleyrand puts it, "very base to the
delights to be derived from generosity." The nationalisn of
Germany appears to him as Jacobinism. He says that Jacobinism
dominates not the middle and lower dassss but the highest and
richest nobility, with whom conspire, he says the men of the
universities, and the young men imbued with their theories, who
deplore the divison of Germany into small States. " The unity of
the German Fatherland is their cry, their dogma, their religion
exalted up to fanaticism, and this fanaticism has gained even
princes actually reigning." German unity, he thinks, would not
have been dangerous to France while she posssssad the left bank
of the Rhine and Belgium, but would now be very serious for
her. It was accordingly his busness to combat all approaches to
German unity, and in this respect the principle of legitimacy was
useful. Metternich, from fear of Prussia, was at one with him in
this.

Prussa thus became the more or less half-hearted champion of
a new principle, that of nationality, which appeared to the older
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diplomats to be full of revolutionary danger. It cannot be said
that the older diplomats were wrong. What Talleyrand calls the
" Jacobinism" of the German patriots led straight on to the Great
War, by a movement which, in retrospect, acquires a perhaps
fallacious appearance of inevitability. At the Congress of Vienna,
the German patriots were ahead of their time; but from 1848
onward their point of view increasingly dominated the world.

There were in this new doctrine of German nationalism various
digtinct dements. There was the purely German element: the
belief in the superior virtue and virility of the German race.
There was the belief that the boundaries of States should be the
boundaries of nations. And there was the democratic belief that
populations should have a right to choose their own form of
Government. All these were anathema to the orthodoxy of
1815.

The right of populations to choose their own form of govern-
ment was upheld by the Tsar as regards France, at the time of
Napoleon's fall in 1814. Gentz, expressing the view of the Austrian
Government, said that if the French were allowed to appoint
another ruler this would involve "a recognition of the principle
which in our times can hardly be uttered without trembling, that
it depends upon the people whether they shall or shall not tolerate
the actual ruling sovereign. Thisprinciple of popular sovereignty is
the very pivot of all revolutionary sysems”

The belief that the boundaries of States should be the boundaries
of nations was necessarily abhorrent to Austria. If this principle
were to be victorious, a small part of the Emperor Franciss
dominions would become incorporated in a United Germany,
Galicia would become part of a reunited Poland, while Bohemia
and Transylvaniawould beindependent. Asaresult of nationalism,
all this has happened dnce the Great War, except, of course, the
part favourable to Germany. It is not to be wondered at, there-
fore, that the Austrian Government was opposed to German
nationalism.

The belief in the superior virtue and virility of the German
race was generated by the struggle with Napoleon, and especially
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by the campaign of 1813, which plays the same part in German
popular history asthe Spanish Armada playsin that of the English,
or theWar of Liberation in that of the Americans. The generation
that was young in the Germany of 1813, and those older men whom
it recognized as its leaders, would have nothing to do with cosmo-
palitanism, and reacted in every way againg the dasdcism of the
eighteenth century. The romantic movement in Germany, unlike
that in England, was in dose touch with actual palitics, and had
realizable ideals; indeed its ideals were realized by Bismarck.
During the romantic movement, men admired excitedly, and more
than reason could warrant. Shelley admired Greek rebds againgt
the Turks and Spanish rebels againg the Bourbons, but the
German romanticists admired Bliicher, that sern man of God,
who occupies in German legend the place occupied by Drake in
that of England.

Since Blucher became a German national hero, it is worth
while to dwell for a moment upon his character. He was a great
soldier, an ardent patriot, and a completely loyal servant of his
King. His religion was dncere and profound. His attitude to
France was one of moral reprobation. During the Waterloo cam-
paign, while the issue was still in doubt, he wrote: " | hope that
this war will be concluded in such away that in the future France
will no longer be so dangerous to Germany. Alsace and Lorraine
must be surrendered to us" In this connection, Treitschke, the
gandard historian of nineteenth-century Germany, esks of
Blucher as "a cosmopoalitan in the noblest snse of the word," who
posessd " a reckless sdf-for getfulness which was possible only to
German idealism."

Very characterigtic was Blucher's attitude to the Saxon mutineers
in his army of 1815. Part of Saxony was being restored to the
King of Saxony, part was being given to Prussia; accordingly part
of the Saxon army was incorporated with the army of Prussa.
A sentiment of loyalty to their own King and country led some
of these Saxon troops to refuse to take orders from Blucher. He
uppressad the mutiny with extreme severity, and on this occason
wrote as follows to King Frederick Augustus of Saxony:
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Your Majesty,

By your earlier procesdings your majesty has brought the
profoundest dissger upon your subjects a respected branch of the
German nation.

It may result from your subsequent condudct that this branch will
be overwhdmed with shame,

The rebdlion in the army, which has been organised from Fried-
richsfdde and Pressburg, has broken out, has broken out at a time
when the whole of Germany is risng againg the common enemy.
The criminal offenders have openly procdaimed Bonaparte as their
protector, and have forced me, who during five-and-fifty years of
active service have bem in the fortunate postion of never shedding
any blood but that of my enemies for the firg time to carry out
executionsin my army.

By the endosure, your majesty will sse what | have hitherto done
in the hope of saving the honour of the Saxon name, but it is the last
attempt.

If my vaice is not heard, | shall be compdled, not without pain,
but with the repose of my own good consdence and snse of duty
fulfilled, to resore order by force and, if it should be necessary, to
have the entire Saxon army shot down.

The blood that has been spilled will one day at God's judgment-
st be visted upon him who is responsble and before the throne
of the Almighty to have given commands and to have allowed
commands to be given, will be regarded asidentical.

Your majesty is well aware that an old man of seventy-three can
no longer have any other earthly dedre than to make the voice of
truth audible and to make the right prevail.

For this reason your majesy will have to recave this letter.

BLUCHER.
Headquartersat Liege,
May 6, 1815.

His ways of expressng affection were peculiar. When his wife
died, he observed: "Yes, the toad was beautiful like the deuce,
and she had the fedling of a thousand devils" A rather similar
type of sentiment is shown in a remark he made to Metternich
in the grand gallery of Napoleon's palace at Saint Cloud, which
he and his hussars wer e occupying after Waterloo. " That man,”
he said, "must have been a regular fool to have all this and go
running after Moscow.” He was disappointed that the " regular
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fool" was allowed such an easy fate as exileto St. Helena, and had
tried to get him put to death. Wellington would have nothing to
do with this plan, as appears in a letter he wrote on June 28th,
when Napoleon was still at large:

The Parigans think the Jacobins will give him [Napoleon] over to
me, bdieving that | will save his life. Blucher writes to Kill him; but
| have told him that | shall remongrate, and shall indst on his being
disposad of by common accord. | have likewise said that, as a private
friend, | advised him to have nothing to do with so foul a transaction
—that he and | had acted too digtinguished parts in these transactions
to become executioners—and that | wes determined that, if the
Soveregns wished to put him to death, they should employ an
executioner, who should not be me.

Those who remember the Hang-the-Kaiser eection at the end
of the Great War, the popular feding at that time, and the gpesches
of our leading statesmen, will realize how much Prussia was ahead
of the world in 1815, and how antiquated scruples such as the
Duke's were to seem to a later generation.

Whatever may be thought of the political ideas associated with
the German renaissance of the early nineteenth century, it must
be admitted that, as regards the contributions of great individuals
to culture, Germany at that timeled theworld. Kant and Hegel,
Goethe and Schiller, are hard to match among their non-German
contemporaries. Kant and Goethe, it is true, owed their greatness
in part to their freedom from German nationalistic excitement,
and some of their best qualities were felt to be regrettable by
subsequent generations of Germans. Kant admired Rousseau, and
liked the French Revolution; he wrote a treatise advocating " the
unmanly dream of perpetual peace" asit is called by Treitschke.
As for Goethe, the sound of the guns at the battle of Jena roused
in him philosophic, not patriotic, emotions, and he could subse
quently visit the battlefield in the company of Frenchmen without
a qualm. Kant and Goethe were great men, but they would not
have liked the use to which they have been put by German
nationalism. M ost of the great Germans subsequent to them have,
itistrue, beenfilled with patriotism, and not without justification.
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Throughout the whole period from the fall of Napoleon to the
Great War, Germany retained its supremacy in stience and in
almogt all forms of learning. Not only in stience, but in many other
respects also, Germany's outlook in 1815 was more akin to that of
the next hundred years than was that of any other country. As
Treitschkesays

For the firg time dnce the days of Martin Luther, the idess of
Germany once more made the round of the world, and now found
amorewilling acogptance than of old had the idess of the Reformation.
Germany alone had already got completdy beyond the view of the
world-order characteridic of the eighteenth century. The sensualiam
of the days of enlightenment had been replaced by an idedlis
philosophy; the dominion of reason by a profound rdigious sentiment;
cosmopalitanism by a ddight in national peculiarity; natural rights
by a recognition of the living growth of the nations the rules of
correct art by free poesy, bubbling up as by natural energy from the
depths of the soul; the preponderance of the exadt sdences by the
new higorico-aeshetic culture. By the work of three generations,
thoe of the dasical and of the romanticist poets, this world of new
idess had dowly attained to maturity, whereas among the neighbour
nations it had hitherto secured no more than isolated disciples, and
only now at length made its way victorioudy through all the lands.

At the same period, as Treitschke also points out, the I nquisi-
tion and the Index were re-introduced by the Pope, and Bible
wcieties were declared to be the work of the devil, while in
Southern France at the Restoration "the Catholic mob stormed
the houses of the Protestants and murdered the heretics to the
cry of 'L et us make black puddings of Calvin's blood!" "

The datesmen assambled at the Congress of Vienna, while
personally enlightened and civilized, did nothing to discourage
such black reaction, but were terrified by the new ideas in Ger-
many. Metternich, in particular, s& himself to prolong the
eighteenth century in Germany, and succeeded in suppressng
all overt liberalism until 1848.

The Congress of Vienna was eighteenth-century in tone, and
German democratic nationalism, where it intruded, seemed to
beong to a later age Another question that was discussed at
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Vienna ssams equally out of the picture, namely the dave trade.
This subject, which was the first to rouse nineteenth-century
philanthropy, was brought up by England, and was viewed with
complete cynicism by all the other Powers. In England the senti-
ment for the abolition of the dave trade was overwhelming, and
Castlereagh, whatever he may have privately thought, was obliged
to listen with respect to Wilberforce and Clarkson, the champions
of abolition. The British had abolished their own dave trade, and
endeavoured to induce other Powers to undertake that they would
abalish theirs within five years. To the amazement of such men as
Talleyrand, it was found that for such an undertaking the British
Government was willing to give a solid quid pro quo in territory
or cash, while arefusal was likely to lead to unfriendly commercial
discrimination. The following letter, from Caslereagh to the
British Ambassador at Madrid, istypical of many:

S. Jamess Square, Augudt 1,1814.
My dear Sir,

... You mug really press the Spanish Government to give
us some more facilities on the subject of the Save Trade, dse we can
do nothing for them, however well inclined: the nation is bent upon
this object. | beieve there is hardly a village that has not met and
petitioned upon it; both Houses of Parliament are pledged to pres
it; and the Minisers mug make it the bads of their policy. It is
particularly important that Spain and Portugal should not sgparate
from all Europe upon it, dse prohibitions againg the import of their
colonial produce will be the probable result. Urge, therefore, the
French engagement for five years and prevail upon them to ingtruct
Labrador [the representative of Spain at Vienna] accordingly.

With repedt to the immediate abalition north of the Line, if you
cannot confine them to the southward of Cape Lopez, or Lope Gon-
slves press Cape Formoso, or even three points a little to the west-
ward of Cape Coas Castle; but Lopez is the bed, as ships having
cargoes may from thence kesp at once free of the coad.

Y ou will recallect that Spain had no Save Trade of her own, previous
to our abalition; and it now appears that she imports few really for
her own cdonies The greates proportion of those carried in the first
ingance to Cuba and Porto Rico, are re-shipped on American acoount,
and smugdled into the United States, principally up the Missssippi,
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in defiance of the American laws of abalition. A mutual right of search
is of great importance to chek abuse

The English attitude about the Save Trade is a psychological
curiosity, sncethevery men who did most for itsabolition opposed
every attempt to mitigate the horrors of English industrialism.
The only concesson that such men as Wilberforce were prepared
to make on the subject of child labour was that children should
have time on Sundays to learn the truths of the Christian religion.
Towards English children they were pitiless; towards negroes they
were full of compasson. | do not care to sugges an explanation,
since the only ones that occur to me are intolerably cynical. But the
fact desrves to be noticed, as an outstanding example of the
complexity of human sentiment.

Until 1919, it was cusomary to regard the Congress of Vienna
as a failure, but the world has now acquired a higher standard
of failure. In spite of its shortcomings, there were two important
repects in which the decisons arrived at deserved the gratitude
of Europe. The first of these was the tolerant attitude towards
France. After the hundred days, it is true, a somewhat greater
severity was felt to be necessary. An indemnity was imposed, and
Allied troops were left in occupation of important postsin France.
But within a few years the indemnity was paid and the troops were
withdrawn, with the result that France felt no lasting bitterness
towards the victors.

The second advantage which Europe derived from the Congress
was the establishment of an international government as a means
of preserving peace. It is true that the government was temporary
and that its measures were bad; nevertheless, it gave Europe a
breathing space after the twenty-three years of warfare. Russa,
Prussa, Austria and England—to whom France was afterwards
joined—agreed to meet in Congressss from timeto time to regulate
the affairs of the world. Partly as a result of this arrangement, no
important war occurred for thirty-nine years.



CHAPTER I 11

The Holy Alliance

To repeat a successful performance is aways risky. When the
Allies entered Paris in 1814, the foremost place belonged to
Alexander; but when they entered Paris in 1815, his glory was
eclipsed by that of Wellington and Blucher, who, without his
help or that of Austria, had finally defeated the greatest mihtary
genius of modern times. However, if earthly glory failed, heavenly
glory was still attainable. About this time, Alexander became
much more réligious than he had been.

From various ladies of his acquaintance, he had heard much of
a remarkable prophetess, the Baroness Kriidener. This excdlent
lady, now in her fifty-second year, had not always devoted her sdlf
to the réligious life. She had had a gay and chequered youth,
although she asaures us that her higher nature never wholly dept,
and that, amid all the luxury and ssnsdess pleasures of Copen-
hagen, she remained single and true, and always in harmony with
nature. In 1789 she decided to leave Copenhagen (where her
husband was the Russian Ambassador), in order to live in harmony
with nature in Paris. In a few months, however, she ran up a bill
of £800 with M arie Antoinette's dressmaker, which, together with
other causes led her to move to Montpellier.

After the King's flight to Varennes, as he had made use of the
pasyport of a friend of hers, she felt it prudent to leave France,
which she did in the company of her lover disguised as a valet.
She presented him to her husband with a frank explanation, but
the experiment was not a success " M . de Knidener," sheremarks
on a later occason, "appreciates no sort of domestic happiness; he
is more bent than ever on dinners, visits, theatricals, etc." In spite
of thisinsensibility on hispart, shelived with himin Berlin, where
he was now Ambassador. She believed that she brought him good
fortune, and that "God has wished to bless my husband since
my return to him——Why should | not believe that a pious heart,
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which prays to God with simplicity and confidence for grace to
contribute to the happiness of another, obtains that for which it
aks?' Nevertheless, in 1801 she finally left the worthy Baron,
and if God blessed him after that, it must have been in other
ways.

Her conversion occurred in 1805, when she was staying with her
mother in Riga. A young man who wasin love with her took off his
hat to her, and ingtantly dropped dead. Thismade her profoundly
unhappy, from the thought that it might have happened to her.
Before long, however, noticing that her shoemaker looked happy,
she asked him why, and he said it was because he was a Moravian
Brother and given to reading the Bible. She tried his recipe and
found it a success "You have no notion," e writes, "of the
happinesswhich | gain from this holy and sublimefaith.... Love,
ambition, success seem to me mere folly; exaggerated affections,
even when lawful, seam to me as nothing compared to the pure
and cdestial happiness which comes from on high."

The opportunity which gave her a place in history came after
she had been living a réligious life for ten years Having a pre-
monition that she was destined to meet her Tsar, she setded, in
the spring of 1815, in a village on the road from Vienna to the
Russan army. At lagt, on the fourth of June, as Alexander was
hurrying from the Congress to place himself at the head of his
troops, he found himself one evening at Heilbronn, dose to where
she was staying. He had heard much of her, but did not know
that shewasin the neighbourhood. Too weary to read, too troubled
to deep, he remembered what he had been told about her, and
wished for an opportunity to make her acquaintance. At this
moment she was announced.

She wasted no time. Shetold him that he was a sinner, that he
had not yet sufhciendy humbled himself before God, that she also
had been a great sinner, but that she had found pardon for her
gns at the foot of the Cross of Christ. Alexander replied: "You
have made me discover things in myself which | had never seen.
| give thanks for it to God; but | fed the want of many such con-
versations, and | beg of you not to go far away." She obeyed the
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Imperial commands, and throughout the succeeding months was
never far distant from her august penitent.

Theoffgoring of their virtuewastheHoly Alliance. Thiscurious
document was drawn up by Alexander in September 1815, and
was intended to embody the application to palitics of the great
religious truths which he had learnt from the Baroness He sub-
mitted the draft to her, accepted respectfully her suggested
emendations, and then took it at once to the Emperor of Austria
and the King of Prussa. The dgnatures of other European
Sovereigns were to be obtained as soon as possble. (The Sultan,
however, not being a Christian, could not be asked to sign.)

The following is the text of the Holy Alliance as sgned by
Alexander, Francis, and Frederick William on September 26th:

In the Name of the Holy and Undivided Trinity,

Their Majeties the Emperor of Audtria, the King of Prussa, and
the Emperor of Russa, in conssquence of the great events which have
occurred in Europe in the course of the last three years and espedially
in consguence of the bendits which a divine Providence has been
pleasad to confer on those sates whose governments have placed their
confidence and hope soldy in it, having become profoundly convinced
that it is necessry to base the principles of conduct to be adopted
by the Powe's in their mutual rdations on the sublime truths con-
tained in the eternal reigion of Christ our Saviour; dedare solemnly
that the present act has for its sole object to manife, in the face of
the universg, their unalterable determination to adopt as their rule
of conduct, whether in the adminigration of ther regpetive dates
or in therr political reations with all other governments, no other
principles than those of their holy reigion, precepts of judice of
charity, and of peace which, far from beng exdusvey applicable
to private life, ought, on the contrary, directly to influence the reso-
lutions of princes and guide all their deddons as offering the only
means of consolidating human inditutions and remedying ther
imperfections.

In consquencetheir M gj esties have adopted thefollowing articles—

Art. |. In acoordance with the words of Holy Scripture, which
command all men to regard one ancther as brothers, the three con-
tracting monarchs will remain united by the bonds of a true and
indissoluble brotherhood, and, regarding each other as compatriots,
they will lend one another aid and succour in all places and under
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all circumstances; believing themsdves to be placed towards their
subjects and their amies in the position of a father towards his
children, they will direct them in asimilar spirit of brotherhood, for
the protection of religion, pesce, and justice.

Art. | 1. Asaresult, the only principle in operation, either between
the said governments or between their subjects will be that of ren-
dering reciproca service; to display to one another, by an unaterable
good-will, the mutual affection with which each should be animated;
to regard one another without exception as members of one and the
sane Christian nationality; the three allied princes themseves only
considering themsdves as delegated by Providence to govern three
branches of one and the same family, to wit:—

Austria,

Prussia,

Russig;
thus confessing that the Christian nation of which they and their
people form a part hes redly no other sovereign than Him to whom
done supreme power belongs, because in Him done are contained
all the treasures of love, of knowledge, and of infinite wisdom, that
isto sy in God, our divine Saviour Jsus Christ, the incarnate Word.

Their Mgedties consequently recommend to their people with the
most earnest solicitude, as being the only means of enjoying that peece
that is born of a good conscience, and which aone is lasting, daily
to fortify themsdves more and more in the principles and practice
of those duties which our divine Saviour imposed on mankind.

Art. |1 1. All the Powers that may wish solemnly to avow the sacred
principles by which this act is inspired, and that recognise how
important it is to the hagppiness of nations so long distracted that in
future these truths should exercise their due influence over the destinies
of man, will be received with much ardour and affection into this
Holy Alliance.

Signed in Paris in the year of grace 1815 the 14 (26) September.

(Signed) Francois.

Frederic-Guillaume.
Alexandre.

The other sovereigns and statesmen had no very high opinion of
the Holy Alliance. It was decided that, while the affairs of Europe
should still be regulated by the Four-Power Alliance inaugurated
at Chaumont, Louis XV 111 should be alowed to join the Holy
Alliance, sinceits significance was religious and not of thisworld.
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Metternich's view, as he told Castlereagh, was that Alexander's
mind was affected; the Emperor Francis, taking thisview, thought
it wiser to humour him by signing. The British Government
refusad to join the Holy Alliance, but the Prince Regent—that
earnest Christian—wrote a letter to the Tsar expressng sympathy
with his sentiments. When Alexander cameto gpesk to Castlereagh
about the Alliance, it happened that Wellington was present. Both
of them (0 Castlereagh wroteto L ord Liverpool) had difficulty in
preserving becoming gravity while the Emperor was explaining
the matter. It is interesting to note that Alexander's conversion
was universally recognized as a victory for the reactionaries, and
that the reactionaries themsdves, all of whom professed Christi-
anity, regarded the proposal to live according to its principles as a
proof of insanity.

Formally, theHoly Allianceitself had no influence on the course
of events, which were regulated by the Congressss of the Great
Powers provided for in the Final Act of the Congress of Vienna.
But in fact, during the fifteen years of black reaction from 1815 to
1830, popular sentiment did not go adray in regarding all the
suppresson of liberty that took place as the work of the Holy
Alliance. Alexander, as a result of his conversion, ceased to be
liberal, and consequently fell more and more under the influence
of Metternich. Metternich's power in Europe would have been
less but for the timely intervention of Madame Kriidener. The
Tsar, itistrue, tired of her before long, but replaced her by other
religious mentors who were even more pernicious. There is a
similarity between therelation of Alexander to MadameKriidener
and that of Nicholas |1 to Rasputin. Thereis also a difference: the
one is comedy and the other tragedy. But the comedy ceases when
we pass from the person of the Tsar to theworld at large. Nea-
politan patriots died or suffered life-long imprisonment, Russan
soldiers were flogged to death, Greeks were impaled, because
Alexander's tender constience demanded these sacrifices Before
he found salvation he was humane; afterwards, he sank gradually
into greater and greater depths of cruelty.

The Congressss that carried on the sysem inaugurated by



48 Freedomand Organization) 1814-19x4

Vienna were: Aix-la-Chapelle, in 1818; Troppau and Laibach
(which werevirtually one), in 1820-1; and Verona, in 1822.

Aix-la-Chapelle, which Metternich described as "a very pretty
little Congress” was largely concerned with the affairs of France.
It was agreed that within two months the foreign troops should
evacuate French territory. Russa, Austria, Prussia, and England
renewed the treaty of Chaumont, by which, in 1814, they had
bound themsdves to oppose any government in France which was
a menace to other countries. But, that done, France was admitted
to the Concert of the Great Powers, and ceased to be regarded
with suspicion. A secret protocol decided that any one of the
five Powers could, in the event of any revolutionary disturbance,
appeal to the other four, which should not fail to give their help.
Congresss were to meet periodically, and also on occason
of any criss. Thus the international government had its legis
lative and its executive; its constitution was the principle of
legitimacy.

The Congresses of Troppau and Laibach had occason to make
important practical apphcations of the principles agreed upon at
Aix-la-Chapelle. Various alarming occurrences had been disturb-
ing the peace of mind of the soveréigns and their ministers. In
Spain, the army had mutinied and forced the King to renew the
congtitution of 1812. This was the occason which inspired Sheley's
Odeto Liberty, beginning:

A dlorious people vibrated again
The lightning of the nations, Liberty.

But lightning is a dangerous thing, and Russa, Prussa and
Austria decided that it should be prevented. This, however, was
no simple matter. Portugal followed the example of Spain. Naples,
which concerned Metternich more nearly, rebelled againg
Ferdinand, and made him swear to observe the new consitution
which was extorted from him. England, which had from the first
viewed with suspicion the reactionary politics of the Eastern
Powers, refused to co-operate in suppressng the revolutions.
France, which had been compelled by the Allies to accept a
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parliamentary regime, was not at all sure that Spain ought not to
have a Parliament, and was quite sure that, if there was to be
intervention in Spain, it should be a purely French intervention.
The Eastern Powers feared that, if French troops came in contact
with Spanish revolutionaries, their own revolutionary traditions
might revive. The English vetoed all action in Portugal. M etter nich
was determined that only Austrian troops should go to Naples,
which caused fears of Austrian aggrandisement in the minds of
others.

In spite of these difficulties, the work of reaction was accom-
plished, except in Portugal. A change of ministry in France gave
power to the extreme conservatives, who caused French troops to
invade Spain in 1822 and restore the absolute government of the
King. In Naples the matter was accomplished more quickly.
Ferdinand excaped to the Papal States, and invoked the help of
the Austrians, his irresponsible power was restored, with all the
usual atrocities of a White Terror. These incidents were a lesson
to liberals, and kept them quiet on the Continent for some
years.

Thepart played by Alexander, who had been himself aliberal, is
psychologically interesting. It was fortunate for M etter nich that, at
the crucial moment, a mutiny occurred in the Semionovsky regi-
ment, of which Alexander had, till then, thought very highly. It
was avery mild mutiny, occasoned by the intolerable brutality of
anew Colonel. The Emperor, while letting it appear as if he were
leaving the matter to his minister Arakcheev, in fact concerned
himself personally with the punishment of the mutineers, and
indsted upon sentences of incredible severity under a hypocritical
form of clemency. For example: " H.M . the Emperor, in considera-
tion both of the long preventive detention of the under mentioned
men, and of their record of service under fire, deignsto sparethem
the degrading penalty of the knout, and to cause to be inflicted
upon each of them six thousand strokes of therod, after which they
shall be sent to forced labour in the mines."

At practically the same moment he was writing to his réligious
friend Prince Golitzin:
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| abandon myself completely to His direction, to His determinations,
and it is He who ordains and places matters; | merely follow in complete
abandonment, persuaded as | am in my heart that this can only lead
to the goa which His economy has decided for the common good.

These pious reflections, written at the time of the Congress of
Laibach, occur in a long letter justifying his policy towards
Naples, which the Prince had ventured to criticize. Alexander
professes himself at a loss to imagine the reason for criticism,
which cannot spring "from a belief on your part that the dis-
organizing principles which, in less than six months, have revolu-
tionized three countries, and which threaten to spread and embrace
all Europe, should be quietly endured." For these principles, he
continues, are directed not only againgt thrones, but against the
Christian religion. He then proceeds to compare the King of
Naples to Judith and the Neapolitan revolutionaries to Holofernes,
in order to prove that God can give the victory to the weaker party;
and he quotes letters from Ferdinand saying that his sole trust is
in God. (Ferdinand was running no risk unless he chose to commit
perjury, since the constitutionalists wished him to remain their
King.) After this come severa pages of worldly argument, shrewd
and to the point. But presently he returns to sacred themes. The
Liberals, revolutionaries, and Carbonari of thewholeworld, he says,
are part of one general conspiracy, aimed not so much against
governments as against the Religion of the Saviour. "Their motto
is to crush the | nf——[Voltaire's motto, Ecrasez |'infame]. | do
not dare even to writethishorribl e blasphemy, only too well known
through the writings of Voltaire, Mirabeau, Condorcet, and so
many others of the like sort." His beliefs, he says, are in agreement
with St. Paul:

At this moment, | have opened the Scriptures to look for the
passage bearing on what | have just been saying to you, and, in open-
ing the book, my eyes fell on the Epistle to the Romans, Chap. V111.
from v. 22 to the end of the Chapter. Thisis not the quotation that
| wes looking for, but as what opened appeared so striking and
andogous to what | was writing to you, | urge you to reed it.

The quotation on which | rest what | said to you about faith is
in the Epistle to the Romans, Chap. X1V, in the last verse 23: "He
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is damned because he doeth not of faith: for whatsoever is not of
faith is sin."*

| fed that | am the depository of a sacred and holy work; | neither
must nor can compromiseit; | must even less be a cause of scandal.

St. Paul says, Episde to the Romans, Chap. X 1V:

V. 13: Let us not therefore judge one another any more: but judge
this rather, that no man put a stumbling block or an occasion to fall
in his brother's way.

V. 16: Let not then your good be evil spoken of.

V. 18: For he that in these things serveth Christ is acceptable to
God, and approved of men.

V. 19: Let us therefore follow after the things which make for peace,
and things wherewith one may edify another.

V. 21: Itisgood not to do anything whereby thy brother stumbleth,
or is offended, or is made wesk.

V. 22: Hast thou a dear faith? Have it to thyself before God.

Happy is he whose constience condemneth him not in that which
he doth.

V. 23: For whatsoever is not of faithissin.

From these texts it apparently followed that it was right to
imprison the best people in Naples, and restore a cruel tyrant to
absolute rule. Alexander commanded the largest army in theworld,
and had power to make his will prevail. Metternich, it is true,
thought him mad, but regarded that as a matter of no consequence,
so long as the madman could be made to carry out the wishes of
the Austrian Foreign Office.

Alexander's religion went through many phases. At first, while
orthodox, he did not trouble himself much about it. Then, partly
under his sister Catherine's influence, he became interested in the
Free Masons, whom the more orthodox regarded with aversion.
Madame Kriidener, following the advice of the Moravian cobbler,
laid stress on the Bible, and led Alexander to study the Scriptures.
He encouraged the British and Foreign Bible Society to distribute
Bibles in Russia, and Prince Golitzin was associated with him in
this work. Koshelev, a friend of Golitzin, was another of Alex-
ander's religious coadjutors. These two men endeavoured to prevent

* Where | have departed from the Authorized Version, | have done
S0 in order to conform to the Emperor's text.
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him from becoming wholly reactionary, and were, in their religious
views, not in agreement with the fanatical orthodoxy of the Russian
Church dignitaries. One of the most prominent of thelatter wasthe
Archimandrite Photius, who, after the death of Koshelev, acquired
consderable influence over the Emperor. When Koshelev died,
Photius pronounced a somewhat sngular funeral prayer:

In the depth of slence and solitude, | pray the Lord to employ
in His works when He shall judge it suitable, the man of God, to
dedroy the Satanic vaults, hidden in mygerious resorts, ssoret sodeties
of Voltaireans, freemasons and martinigts, and to decapitate the seven-
headed hydra, that thrice cursad illuminism, of which the High Priest
or magus quite recently, on &. George's Day, the 26th of November,
was summoned to appear before the tribunal of the Lord.

In international affairs, Alexander's policy had till one step to
take; this was taken in 1822, at the Congress of Verona and in the
preliminary conversations at Vienna. The revolt of the Greeks
againg Turkish tyranny was gathering force, and was rousing
passonate enthusiasm, not only among liberals, but also among
those who retained the outlook of the Crusades, and didiked the
subjection of Christians to Mohammedans. In Russa there was,
in addition, a nationalistic motive for sympathy with Greece,
snce Turkey was the hereditary national enemy, and Russa had
territorial ambitions which could only be satisfied at the expense
of the Turks. To Austria the matter presented itself in a different
light: the break-up of Turkey was likely to strengthen Russia
unduly. Metternich succeeded in persuading Alexander not to
take up the cause of the Greeks, on the ground that they were
rebes againg lawful authority. Metternich was well aware that
Alexander was sacrificing important Russan interests; he wrote to
the Emperor Francis. " The Russian Cabinet has ruined with one
blow the great work of Peter the Great and of his successors” From
that time onward, the Concert of Europe took cognizance of
Russa's dealings with the Porte, which had not previoudy been
the cae Metternich congratulated himself on his achievement;
"the tour deforce that | have accomplished is an uncommon one,"
he notes complacently.



The Holy Alliance 53

To Alexander, it seemed that he was merely carrying out the
principles of the Holy Alliance. Chateaubriand, who was one of
the French plenipotentiaries at the Congress of Verona, relates
what the Tsar said to him on this subject:

Therecan nolonger be English, French, Rusian, Prussan, Augtrian
palicies, thereisnolonger anything but onegenera policy, which must,
for the good of all, be adopted in common by the peoples and by the
kings It is for me to show mysdf convinced by the principles upon
which | basad the Alliance. An occason presmted itsdlf: the revolt
of Gresce. No doubt nothing appeared more in my interests, in those
of my peoples in accordance with the opinion of my country, than
a rdigious war with Turkey; but | thought | observed the revolu-
tionary mark in the troubles of the Pdoponnesus Consequently, |
abgtained. . . . No, | will never sgparate mysdf from the monarchs
with whom | am united; it mugt be permitted to kings to have public
alliances to defend themsdves againg seret socidties What  could
tempt me? What nesd have | to increase my Empire? Providence
has not placed eight hundred thousand soldiers under my orders to
satify my ambition, but to protect religion, morality, and jugtice, and
to cause to reign the principles of order upon which human sodiety
ress

By these reflections the Imperial introvert preserved hisvirtue
while the Greeks continued to be impaled.

In home affairs, during his last years, Alexander was no better
than in the affairs of Europe. He made the censorship very strict,
curtailed education, severdy limited academic freedom, and
devoted mogt of his attention to the "military colonies” which
wer e attemptsto subject peasantsto army disciplinewithout taking
them away from their labour as serfs Hisminister Arakcheev was
his dark angel, playing upon his remorse, encouraging him in
despair leading to cruelty. Arakcheev had been a faithful servant
of the Emperor Paul, and did not fail to remind Alexander of this
fact. In 1823, on the anniversary of Paul's birthday, Arakcheev
wrote to Alexander: "After having expressed in the Divine
temple my sentiments of profound gratitude for the memory of
him whose name we celebrate to-day, and who, from the place
which he occupies near the throne of God, certainly ses the
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sincere affection and devotion which are felt for his August
Successor by that one among his subjects whom it pleased him,
while he still lived, to place near his son, ordering him to be to
him a faithful servant, | execute this order with entire sincerity
and | thank God every day for the favour that Your Majesty
shows me."

The Emperor owed gratitude to Arakcheev for protection from
the furies of Paul, which were often dangerous even to his own
family. Alexander left many things in home affairs to Arakcheev;
others he pretended to leave to him while in fact regulating them
himsdf. For example, there exigs in the Emperor's handwriting
the draft of a letter from Arakcheev to an official who wished to
retire, stating that he (Arakcheev) had thought it best not to
submit this demand to the Emperor, and professing to refuse the
demand without the Emperor's knowledge.

It is a debated question how far Arakcheev was cruel on his own
account, and how far he was merely a screen for Alexander; but |
do not think it can be doubted that he nourished Alexander's
remorse, which, in the end, made him dck of life, and incapable
of staying long in any one place. To his darkened mind, standing
on the edge of madness, grim bigots such as the Archimandrite
Photius became congenial. Since 1815, he had exchewed gaiety
and love; his 9¢er Catherine was dead. Bit by bit, the real world
became obscured by the mists of his own troubles, until, oppressed
by gloom, he died.

Alexander's character, apart from the touch of Romanov mad-
ness, was compounded of vanity and peasant shrewdness His
shrewdness failed in the end, but was remarkable in his heyday.
From Erfurt, where he was pretending friendship with Napoleon,
he writes to his mother to say "we shall s his fall with serenity,
if such is the will of Providence" and to give sound reasons for
expecting his fall, while explaining that meanwhile his friendship
is preferable to his enmity. His vanity demanded every onées
approval. Gentz, reporting on the Congress of Vienna, says " The
Emperor of Russa has come to Vienna, in the first place to be
admired, which is always the principal thing in his thoughts." One
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can e the Emperor, in his early days as a handsome young
pessant, dternately dancing a village fedivds so as to win the
hearts of maidens, and swindling his neighbours over the sde of
cows A congderdble part of his religion might be described as
vanity towards God, Who, he feared, disapproved of the way he
had acquired the throne. In exercising tyranny, he felt that he
was pleesing God, Whom he evidently imagined as resembling
his father.

Such was the author of the Holy Alliance, who for a period of
ten years causd the international affairs of Europe to be regulated
in accordance with his conception of the Christian religion. It was
an interesting experiment, but the resultswere perhgps not entirely
sdtisfactory.



CHAPTER IV

The Twilight of Metternich

AT the time of the Congress of Verona, in 1822, Metternich's
power was at its height. Various fortunate circumstances had
helped him. First and foremost, the firm support of the Emperor
Francis, who was, if anything, even more reactionary than his
minister, and objected to education on the ground that " obedient
subjects are more desrable than enlightened citizens" A sscond
support of Metternich's power was his success in securing the
supremacy of Austria and Austrian principles in Germany. Some
of the German Princes were inclined to grant congitutions, as
almost all had promised to do in 1813. The universities were full
of liberalism, aiming not only at democracy, but at German
unity. " Some men," says Metternich in a report to the Emperor
Francis (and it is noticeable that they are nearly all persons
engaged in teaching), ". . . direct their eyes to the union of all
Germans in one Germany. . . . The sysematic preparation of
youth for this infamous object has lasted already more than one
of these [student] generations. A whole dass of future State
officials, professors, and incipient literary men, is here ripened for
revolution." In dealing with this situation, he had a sroke of
luck. In March 1819, just before the Conference of Carlsbad,
which had been summoned to deal with such matters, a reactionary
writer, K otzebue, a Polemuch admired by the Emperor Alexander,
was murdered by atheological sudent named Kar| Sand. Many of
those whom Metternich regarded as his enemies consdered this
murder meritorious, and made a hero of the asasin. In these
crcumstances it was not difficult to persuade both Alexander and
the German Princes that liberalism was dangerous. Decrees were
pased at Carlshad imposing more severe redrictions on the Press
and the professors; and Kotzebu€e's death did as much as the
mutiny in the Semionovsky regiment to win for Metternich the



The Twilight of Metternich 57

was growing steadily more reactionary. Finally Castlereagh, who
had learnt to co-operate with Austria at the Congress of Vienna,
continued the same policy in subsequent years except where
British interests made it impossible. On hearing of his death in
1822, Metternich wrote that he "was the only man in his country
who had gained any experiencein foreign affairs; he had learned to
understand me." This was high praise indeed!

Throughout the years from 1814 to 1822, Metternich's power
was continually on the increase, until it came to seem as if his
will were omnipotent throughout Europe. It is no wonder if he
came to have a good opinion of himself. Shortly before the Con-
gress of Aix-la-Chapelle, in 1818, he writes to his wife:

I am more and more convincad that affairs of importance can only
be properly conducted by onedf. ... | have become a spedes of
moral power in Germany, perhaps even in Europe—a power which
will leave a void when it disappears and neverthdess it will disappear,
like all beonging to poor frail human nature. | hope Heaven will yet
give me time to do some good; that is my dearest wish.

A year later, finding himself in the same room in which he
signed the Quadruple Alliance in 1813, solemn reflections con-
cerning his importance to the world are forced upon him:

My mind oconcdves nothing narrow or limited; | aways go, on
evary sde, far beyond all that oocupies the greater number of men
of busness | cover ground infinitely larger than they can se or wish
to s | cannat help saying to mysdf twenty times a day: " Good God,
how right | am, and how wrong they arel And how easy this reason
is to sse—it is 0 dear, 0 Smple, and 0 natural.” | shall repeat this
till my lag breath, and the world will go on in its own miserable way
nonetheles

After 1822, however, he was no longer omnipotent. Cannings
who succeeded Castlereagh, opposed Austrian policy, not only in
details, but in its broad outlines. In 1823, Metter nich writes sadly
about England:

What a pity it is that the Queen of the Sea and the sometime ruler
of the world should loe her salutary influence What has become
of the great and noble British Empire? What has become of its men
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and its orators, its feding for right and duty, and its idess of justice ?
This is not the work of a dngle individual, of one wesk and feeble
man; Canning is but the personification of the symptoms of theterrible
malady which runs through every vein of the fatherland—a malady
which has destroyed its srength and threatens the weakened body
with disolution.

Why this lamentation? Chiefly because England would not
help Spain to reconquer Spanish America, or Turkey to reconquer
Greece. On this latter question, there was worse to follow.

If the death of Castlereagh was a misfortune for Metternich, the
death of Alexander was perhaps even more of a disager to his
policy. He was proud of his achievement in persuading Alexander
that, as regards Greece, the principle of legitimacy must be put
above Russan interests. But after Alexander's death in 1825, his
brother Nicholas reverted to the natural Russan policy of hostility
to the Porte. In 1827, England, France, and Russia, combined,
destroyed the Turkish fleet at the battle of Navarino, after which
the recognition of Greek independence by all the Powers could
not be long delayed.

The collapse of the system of international government in-
augurated at the Congress of Vienna was made still more complete
by the Revolution of 1830. France got rid of Charles X and sub-
gtituted Louis Philippe, who had no legitimate claim to the
throne; Belgium refused to remain united with Holland, and had
to be recognized as a separate kingdom; there were revolutionary
movements in Italy and Germany; and Russan Poland rebelled
againg the Tsar, Except in France and Belgium, however, no
uccess attended these movements; even in France, it was soon
found that the new King was not so very different from the
legitimate Bourbons.

In the end, while Metternich's sysem never again controlled
Europe, his personal position was improved by the events of 1830.
The Tsar Nicholas, who loved Charles X, and was alarmed by
the Palish insurrection, decided that the reactionary Powers must
gstand by each other, and that it was unsafeto quarrel with Austria.
The movements of revolt in Germany, though rather mild, became
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a source of grength to the reaction after they had been suppressed.
Within Austria, while a party of reform existed, M etternich, now
grown very deaf, was able to ignore its programme, and did in
fact remain largely unaware of it.

What, in the end, defeated him was the growing force of nation-
alism. "By the help of God," he wrote in 1819, "I hope to
defeat the German Revolution just as | vanquished the conqueror
of the world." This hope proved delusive, in spite of his most
earnes efforts to realize it. The censorship did what it could to
prevent even the mogt indirect encouragement of national feeling.
"A band of youthful heroes who flocked around the glorious
standard of their country" was altered by the Censor to "a con-
sderable number of young men who voluntarily enlised them-
sves for the public service"* Metternich forbade Austrian
sudents to study in foreign universties, objected to young men
learning history or philosophy or politics, and preferred that
Austrian writers should publish their books abroad rather than
in their own country. In 1834 he harangued a Conference of Ger -
man Ministers on the evils of Liberalism, speaking of "the mis-
guided attempts of factions to supersede the monarchical principle
by the modern idea of the sovereignty of the people and of the
Liberal party as one that " corrupts the youth, deludes even those
of riper years, introduces trouble and discord into all the public
and private rédations of life, deliberately incites the population to
cherish a systematic distrust of their rulers, and preaches the
destruction and annihilation of all that exiss" The assembled
Ministers applauded; neverthdess "the distrust of rulers' con-
tinued to increase

In the last years of Metternich's power, there was trouble in
Italy, trouble in Bohemia, trouble in Galicia, and trouble in
Hungary—in each cae from the awakening snse of nationality.
The mogt erious of these was the trouble in Hungary. Hungary
had a congitution which had come down from the middle ages,
which gave power to the aristocracy in local affairs, though not in
the central government. In theory there was a Diet which was

* Sandeman, Metternich, p. 263.
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upposed to be summoned on great occasons but in practice it
was becoming obsolete when Hungarian nationalism revived it.
In 1825, it demanded the subgtitution of the Magyar language
for Latin, in which its debates were traditionally conducted; and
after a long gruggle it obtained, in 1827, a promise that it should
be summoned every three years. From this time onwards, the
Government made a ries of concessions to the Magyars, resisting
only sufficiently to encourage nationahst fedling. The patriot
Kossuth was arrested, but was rdeased when the Diet, in 1839,
refused to grant either money or soldiers until he was st free.
A feeble effort at represson in the years 1844 to 1847 stimulated
national feding, and led, in 1847, to the eection of a Diet
in which the majority was passonatdy anti-governmental. This
was the dgtuation in Hungary on the eve of the Revolution
of 1848.

The other non-German portions of the Hapsburg Empire had
no congitutional means of expressing their discontent, but they
employed such means as they possessed. National feding revived
in Bohemia, and among the South Slavs, the Galician Poles pre-
pared to rebel. Everywhere the stuation was threatening, but
Metternich's long tenure of power had made him fatuous.

The French Revolution of 1848 gave occason for the dis
contents of the whole of the Continent to break loose Revolts
had already begun in Italy even before Louis Philippe had to fly
from Paris, but after this event they spread to the whole peninsula,
with the exception of the dominions of the King of Sardinia,
who was himself a somewhat timid liberal. Throughout Germany
the democrats rose; in Hungary Kossuth proclaimed freedom;
in Galicia, the Pohsh aristocrats raised a nationahst revolt, and
were quelled only by means of a jacquerie encouraged, or at least
tolerated, by the Austrian government. For a moment, the
champions of legitimacy were routed everywhere except in the
dominions of the Tsar.

In German Austria, meanwhile, the Liberalswere demanding a
congtitution, but were demanding still more earnestly the fall of
Metternich. Thedregsof Viennawerein an uproar, and M etter -
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nich, to his amazement, found himself opposed, not only by the
rabble, not only by thedoctrinaire Liberals, but by many hitherto
conservative aristocrats and by a powerful faction at Court. He
agreed to all the demands of the revolutionaries except his own
retirement, but this concesson did nothing to quiet them. At lagt,
intimidated by the mob, the Imperial family, who had been
divided in their opinions, all agreed that Metternich must go.
With some difficulty, he made his excape, taking refugein England,
where he handed on the torch to Disraeli.

M etternich was not a great man; his talents did not entitle him
to the place that he occupied on the European sage He had agree-
able manners and a persuasive tongue; he was pleasing to women;
he was adroit in taking advantage of the personal idiosyncrasies
of those with whom he had to negotiate. His principles were those
of his Emperor, and circumstances gave Austria a commanding
position after the fall of Napoleon. France had been crushed by
defeat; England was determined to preserve peace at all costs
Alexander was willing to sacrifice Russa to religion; the King of
Prussa was feeble and vacillating. To these factors is to be added
Austria’'s peculiar interest in the legitimist anti-nationalist
principles which inspired all the Great Powers while fear of the
Revolution and Napoleon still dominated their political thought.
But as the years went by the Powers, one by one, abandoned
Metternich's creed: England in 1822, Russa in 1825, France in
1830, while his hold on Germany gradually weakened. His passion
was for immobility—not unnaturally, in view of the many years
during which revolutionary France had kept theworld in turmoil.
In 1815 there were many to sympathize with immobility as the
bass of satecraft, but the long peace generated new energy, and
new energy made immobility intolerable. In this new mood, the
wor ld saw M etter nich as he was. pompous, vain, vapid, incapable
of gating his own principles interestingly, and closed to all new
ideas from the moment of Napoleon's disappearance. In his
immediate entourage the eighteenth century survived as in a
museum, and he refused to beheve that the rest of the world had
adopted new ways of living and thinking. Gradually his admiring
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audience, which had embraced all the leading men of Europe,
grew less but he continued to act the same part. Before he was
hissed off the stage, his style had long been antiquated. Deaf and
garrulous, nothing remained for him but an old age of reminiscent
monologue. In that réle at last, he had become harmless.



PART [l
THE MARCH OF MIND

" GOD bless my soul, sr!"™* exclaimed the Reverend Doctor Folliott,
bursting, one fine May morning, into the breakfast-room at Crotchet
Castle, "1 am out of all patience with this march of mind. Here has
my house been nearly burned down, by my cook taking it into her head
to study hydrostatics, in a sixpenny tract, published by the Steam
Intellect Society, and written by a learned friend who is for doing all
the world's business as well as his own, and is equally well qualified
to handle every branch of human knowledge."

THOMAS LOVE PEACOCK






Section A
THE SOCIAL BACKGROUND

ENGLAND in thefirst part of the nineteenth century has a special
importance in history, owing to the development of industrialism,
at that time virtually non-exisent esewhere. Industrialism
generated certain habits of thought, and certain sysems of palitical
economy, in which features peculiar to the England of that time
wer e inextricably interwoven with the essentials of the new method
of production. The modern outlook had to force its way, with
difficulty, againg older ways of thinking and acting. 1t was only
in asmall part of England that moder n factories and mines existed;
they had almost no effect upon the minds of most men of education,
including aimogt all the possesors of political power. To under-
stand the new ideas of that time it is, therefore, necessary to take
account of the social milieu in which they grew up, and of the
ignorance concerning industrial problems which the governing
dasses had derived from a dassical education and a pre-occupation
with sport.

At the end of the Napoleonic wars, the English were sharply
divided into different dassss and different kinds of occupation.
Industrial life, both that of employers and that of wage-earners,
was practically unknown to the rest of the community. In the
country there were the three dasss of landlords, farmers, and
labourers. The smaller landlords were country gentry; the larger
landlords formed the aristocracy. Political power, ever since the
Revolution of 1688, had been almost wholly concentrated in the
arisocracy, which, by means of the sysem of rotten boroughs,
controlled the House of Commons as well as the House of Lords.
Since about 1760, the aristocracy, by a shamdess use of the power
of Parliament, had consderably lowered the standard of life
among wage-earne's. It had also impeded the progress of the
middle-class manufacturers, partly from ignorance, partly from
jedlousy of new power, partly from a desre for high rents. But

C
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most of this had been done in a semi-conscious, dmost somnambu-
listic fashion, for the legidaors of those days did not teke their
duties very serioudy. With the beginning of our period, however,
a new drenuousness comes into vogue, and the easy-going
eighteenth-century spirit gradualy gives way to the earnesness
and virtue of the Victorians.



CHAPTER V

The Aristocracy

T H E Whigsand Tories, thetwo partiesinto which the aristocracy
was divided, had originally been composed, respectively, of the
enemies and the friends of the Stuarts, with the result that, after
thefall of James | | , the Whigs held almost uninterrupted power
for nearly a century. But the Tories crept back into office under
the aggis of George | | | , consolidated their rule by oppostion to
the French Revolution, and kept the Whigs in opposition until
1830. The division between Whigs and Tories was social as well
as political: there were Whig houses where one met Whigs, and
Tory houses where one met Tories. As a rule, Whigs married
Whigs, and Tories married Tories. While both were equally
arigocratic, they differed condderably in their traditions and in
their attitude to the rising middle dass

In the early nineteenth century, the Tories were, on the whole,
less intelligent than the Whigs. Their leading principle, opposition
to France and to all French ideas, was one which neither demanded
nor simulated intellectual thought. They felt that all had been
well before the Jacobins put their poison into men's minds, and
that, now that Napoleon was safdy interned in Saint Helena, the
only thing necessary was to suppress at once every tendency to a
recrudescence of revolutionary nonsnse whether at home or
abroad. They were loyal to Church and King, though they found
George |V something of a strain. They believed in the divinely
appointed hierarchy of social grades, and in the importance of
respect from inferiors to superiors. They were friends to the agri-
cultural interest, and anxious to keep England sdf-supporting in
the matter of food. They were, of course, opposed to popular
education, freedom of the Press, and saditious oratory. For the
rest, they drank their port from loyalty to our ancient ally Portugal,
and accepted the consequent gout as a price paid for the per-
formance of patriotic duty. Their paliticians, snce the death of
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Pitt, were men of mediocre ability. Their one great man was the
Duke of Wellington, and he had been more successful in war
than he subsequently proved in satesmanship. Tom Moorein 1827
expresed the general view of Wellington in the lines:

Great Captain who takes such pains
Toprove—what isgranted—nem. con.
With how moderate a portion of brains
Some heroes contrive to get on.

There was, it is true, one man of great political ability in the
Tory Party, namely Canning. But he was unpopular among the
Tories, on one occason when Canning went out of office a Tory
gentleman was heard thanking God that " they would haveno more
of these confounded men of genius.”

The Whigs were more interesting and more complex. Owing
their position to successul revolution againg a King, they never
adopted the unquestioning loyalty of the Tories. Having imported
the Hanoverians, they felt towards them, in some degreg, as
towards hired servants, who could be dismissed if they proved
unsatisfactory. L ord John Russdll, being asked by Queen Victoriaif
it was true that he held resstance to sovereigns justifiable in some
crcumgtances, replied: "Madam, speaking to a sovereign of the
House of Hanover, | think | may say that | do." At thetime of the
French Revolution, while most of the Whigs followed Burke in
condemnation, Fox, who remained the official leader of the party,
was as pro-French as was possible in view of the Reign of Terror.
Throughout the long years from 1793 to 1815, when all friendship
to French ideas was regarded as criminal, and men suspected of
Jacobin tendencies were sentenced to long terms of imprisonment,
some of the most prominent Whigs continued fredly to expres
opinions which would have landed humbler folk in gaol, such as
belief in liberty and advocacy of dragtic parliamentary reform.
They supported the war againg Napoleon, whom they regarded
asa tyrant. But they were never as enthusiastic for thewar asthe
Tories were, and when Napoleon returned from Elba in 1815
many of them thought that he ought to be given ancther chance
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Even after Waterloo, Lord John Russal expressad regret in the
House of Commons that this policy had not been adopted.

The Whigs believed in monarchy, as a useful element in the
defence of order; but they never pretended to have any respect
for royal personages Grevillein 1829 remarks:

" There have been good and wise kings, but not many of them.
Takethem onewith another, they are of an inferior character, and
this [George I V] | believe to be one of the worst of the kind."

Writing of the building of Buckingham Palace in the reign of
William | V, Creevey says

"Never was there such a specimen of wicked, vulgar profusion.
It has cogt a million of money, and thereis not a fault that has not
been committed in it. Raspberry-coloured pillarswithout end, that
quite turn you sick to look at; but the Queen's paper for her own
apartments far exceed [sic] everything dse in their ugliness and
vulgarity. . . . Can one be surprised at people becoming Radical
with such specimens of royal prodigality before their eyes? to say
nothing of the characters of such royalties themselves" *

The sufferings of the arisocracy were, unlike those of royalty,
a matter for sympathy. When William 1V comes to the throne,
Creevey (who calls him " Billy" ) makes fun of him for having bad
eyesight. But when he finds Lord Holland (who was Fox's
nephew) hard up, heregardsit as a grave matter:

"lwasat Lord Holland'syesterday. . . . They both looked very
ill. They are evidently most sorely pinched—he in his land, and
she till more in her sugar and rum.f So when | gave it as my
opinion that, if things went on as they did, paper must ooze out
again by connivance or otherwise [England had not long before
returned to the gold standard], she said she wished to God the
time was come, or anything ds to save them. He said that he
never would consent to the return of paper, but he thought the
sandard might be altered: i.e. a sovereign to be made by law
worth one or two or three and twenty shillings."

Lord and Lady Holland were the social centre of Whig society.

* Creevey Papers, 1903, | | , pp. 307-8.
T Lady Holland was the daughter and heiress of a Jamaica planter.
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If a man had brains and the right principles, he did not need to
be an aristocrat in order to be admitted to their dinners. Sydney
Smith and (later) Macaulay were frequent visitors. Greville
(February 6, 1832) describes his first meeting with Macaulay at
Holland House:

February 6th.—Dined yesterday with Lord Holland; came very late,
and found a vacant place between Sir George Robinson and a common-
looking man in black. As soon as | had time to look at my neighbour,
| began to speculate (s one usually does) as to who he might be,
and as he did not for some time open his lips except to eat, | settled
that he was some obscure man of letters or of medicine, perhgps a
cholera doctor. In a short time the conversation turned upon early
and late education, and Lord Holland said he had dways remarked
that sdlf-educated men were peculiarly conceited and arrogant, and
apt to look down upon the generdity of mankind, from their being
ignorant of how much other people knew; not having been at public
schools, they are uninformed of the course of generd education. My
neighbour observed that he thought the most remarkable example of
self-education was that of Alfieri, who had reached the age of thirty
without having acquired any accomplishment save that of driving,
and who was so ignorant of his own language that he had to learn
itlikeachild, beginning with eementary books. L ord Holland quoted
Julius Caesr Scdliger as an example of late education, saying that
he had been married and commenced learning Greek the same day,
when my neighbour remarked "that he supposed his learning Greek
was not an ingtantaneous act like his marriage." This remark, and the
manner of it, gave me the notion that he was a dull fellow, for it came
out in away which bordered on the ridiculous, so as to excite some-
thing like a sneer. | was a little surprised to hear him continue the
thread of conversation (from Scaliger's wound) and talk of Loyola
having been wounded at Pampeluna. | wondered how he happened
to know anything about Loyolas wound. Having thus settled my
opinion, | went on eating my dinner, when Auckland, who wes sitting
opposite to me, addressed my neighbour, "Mr. Macaulay, will you
drink a glass of wine?" | thought | should have dropped off my chair.
I't was MACAULAY, the man | had been s0 long most curious to se
and to hear, whose genius, doquence, astonishing knowledge, and
diversified talents have excited my wonder and admiration for such
a length of time, and here | had been sitting next to him, hearing
him talk, and setting him down for a dull fellow. | felt as if he could
have read my thoughts, and the perspiration burst from every pore
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of my face, and yet it was imposshle not to be amused at the idea.
It was not till Macaulay sood up that | wes aware of all the vulgarity
and ungainliness of his appearance not a ray of intellect beams from
his countenance a lump of more ordinary day never endosd a
powerful mind and lively imagination. He had a cald and sore throat,
the latter of which occasoned a congant contraction of the musdes
of the thorax, making him appear as if in momentary danger of a fit.
His manng sruck me as not pleasing, but it was not assuming, un-
embarrassd, yet not easy, unpolished, yet not coarss there was no
kind of usurpadon of the conversation, no tenadity as to opinion or
facts, no assumption of superiority, but the variety and extent of his
information were soon apparent, for whatever subject wes touched
upon he evinced the utmogt familiarity with it; quotation, illustration,
anecdote, ssamed ready in his hands for every topic. Primogeniture
in this country, in others, and particularly in ancient Rome, was the
principal topic, | think, but Macaulay was not certain what wes the
law of Rome, except that when a man died intestate his edate wes
divided between his children. After dinner Talleyrand and Madame
de Dino came in. Macaulay was introduced to Talleyrand, who told
him that he meant to go to the House of Commons on Tuesday, and
that he hopes he would ek, "qu'il avait entendu tous les grands
orateurs et il desrait a prest entendre Monsieur Macaulay."

Melbourne was a frequent visitor at Holland House, and his
conversation, as reported by Greville, is incredibly cultivated.
Take this as a sample, on September 7, 1834 " Allen spoke of the
early reformers, the Catharists, and how the early Christians
persecuted each other; Melbourne quoted Vigilantius's letter to
Jerome, and then asked Allen about the nth of Henry IV, an
Act passd by the Commons againg the Church, and referred to
the dialogue between the Archbishop of Canterbury and the
Bishop of Ely at the beginning of Shakegpeare€s Henry V, which
Lord Holland sent for and read, Melbourne knowing it all by
heart and prompting all thetime."

Creevey, who had tendencies to Radicalism, sometimes turned
againg the Hollands. On one occason, during a quarrel about
Fox's epitaph, he wrote: "As for the wretched dirt and meanness
of Holland House, it makes me perfectly sck (July 24, 1820)."
But on another occason his impression was quite different: " never
was so much struck with the agressbleness of Lord Holland. |
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don't suppose there is any Englishman living who covers so much
ground as he does—biographical, historical, and anecdatical"
(November 23, 1833). Intermediate in sentiment is a third
entry: "1 dined with Madagascar [nickname for Lady Holland]
at Holland House, a small party, and for once, to my delight,
plenty of elbow-room. ... Whilst Holland House can be as agree-
able a house as any | know, it is quite as much at other times dis-
tinguished for twaddle, and so it was on this occason” (April 23,
1836). The overcrowding at Holland House dinner parties was
notorious. My grandmother used to tell how, on one occason
when she was present, an unexpected guest had arrived, and Lady
Holland had called the length of the table" M akeroom, my dear,"
towhich Lord Holland replied " | shall haveto makeit, for it does
not exist."

Lady Holland displayed on occason all the insolence of a great
lady. Creevey (July 6, 1833) gives the following instance:

| met Lady Holland again on Thursday at L ord Sefton's She began
by complaining of the dipperiness of the courtyard, and of the danger
of her horsesfalling; to which Sefton replied that it should be graveled
the next time she did him the honor of dining there. She then began
to siff, and, turning her eyes to various pats filled with beautiful
rass and all kinds of flowers, she said: 'Lord Sefton, | mus beg
you to have those flowers taken out of the room, they are so much
too powerful for me'—Sdfton and his valet Padli actually carried the
table and all its contents out of the room. Then poor dear little Ly.
Sefton, who has dways a posy as large as life at her breas when she
is dressed, took it out in the humbles manner, and said:—'Perhaps,
Lady Holland, this nossgay may be too much for you.'—But the other
waes pleased to allow her to kegp it, tho' by no meansin a very gracious
manner. Then when candles were lighted at the dose of dinner, she
would have three of them put out, as beng too much and too near
her. Was there ever?

When she died, Greville took the opportunity to sum up the
importance of Holland House (November 24,1845):
Though she was a woman for whom nobody felt any affection, and

whose degth therefore will have excited no grief, she will be regretted
by a great many people, some from kindly, more from sdfish motives,
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and ail who had been accugomed to live at Holland House and con-
tinued to be her habitues will lament over the fall of the curtain on
that long drama, and the final extinction of a sodal light which
illuminated and adorned England and even Eurgpe for half a century.
The world never has s and never will again se anything like
Holland House, and though it was by no means the same thing as
it was during Lord Halland's life, Lady Holland contrived to assamble
round her to the lagt a great society, comprisng amos everybody
that was congpicuous, remarkable, and agresgble.

It must not be supposad that all Whig society was as intellectual
as the Holland House dinner parties. But on the whole the leading
Whigs wer e people of consderable culture, which they took lightly,
and combined with an eighteenth-century freedom of morals.
Lady Holland had left a previous husband for L ord Holland, and
they had lived together for some time before she was divorced.
Mebourne's wife, as all the world knew, had been madly in love
with Byron, and had pursued him even more than he liked. Lady
Oxford aso loved Byron, and her affection was reciprocated. Sir
Francis Burdett was another of Lady Oxford's lovers, and her
children were known as the Oxford Miscellany.

Whig society was tolerant of Radical aberrations, provided they
wer e accompanied by wit, learning, or a combination of birth and
fortune. Byron at first fitted in quite easly. When he made his
one and only speech in the Lords, in defence of the Luddite
rioters who were being punished with extreme ferocity, no one
thought the worse of him, partly, of course, because it was known
that his speech could have no influence. But in the end he went
too far, not in political ways, but in matters of private morals.
It was not so much his sns that were condemned as his habit of
flaunting them. At last he was dropped even by old Lady Mel-
bourne, the gatesman's mother, who had been his confidant, and
had, in her day, carried eighteenth-century freedom to the extreme
limit permitted by good manners.

Polite scepticism was common among the Whigs. But their
middle-class supporters were mostly earnes nonconformists, and
therefore infidel opinions were only to be avowed in conversation:
to date them in a form accessble to the lower orders was vulgar.

*
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For this resson, Shdlley, whose tdents would otherwise have
mede him €ligible, was an outcast from the first. For an under-
graduate to try to convert the Master of his College to atheism,
while it may not have been wicked, was certainly bad form.
Moreover, he had aandoned his wife, and what was worse, he
had run avay with the daughter of that old reprobate Godwin, a
Jacobin who had only excaped the just pendty of his crimes by
publishing his book at a prohibitive price. And not only was the
young lady's father a hoary revolutionary, but her mother had
advocated the rights of women, and had lived an openly immoral
life in Paris, not for fun merely, but in obedience to a theory.
Thiswas beyond ajoke. The Whigs remembered that even liberal
arigocrats had had their heeds cut off by Robespiere. They
dwaysknew whereto draw theline, and they drew it, emphatically,
a Shelley. The prgjudice perssted down to my own day, and, |
am told, still persgsin certain circles. When, at the age of sixteen,
| became interested in Shelley, | was informed that Byron could
be forgiven becausg, though he had sinned, he had been led into
sin by the unfortunate circumstances of his youth, and had dways
been haunted by remorse, but that for Shelley's moral character
there was nothing to be said, since he acted on principle, and
therefore he could not be worth reading.



CHAPTER VI

Country Life

THROUGHOUT the Napoleonic wars, and for some time afterwards,
the life of the country gentry was quiet and progperous. Wars
were not, in those days, so disturbing as they have since become,
and few squires bothered their heads about public affairs. The
value of land was increasing, and rents were going up: the demand
for agricultural produce grew as the population grew, and Great
Britain still provided for almost the whole of its own consumption
of food. In Jane Augen's novels, which deal with the Hves of
small rural landowners, there is, so far as | remember, only one
allusion to the war: the hero of Persuasion has been a naval officer,
and there is some prize money due to him, which is expected to
facilitate his marriage. Of his valiant feats of arms we hear not a
wor d, and apparently they would not have increased his attractive-
ness to the heroine. Newspapers are rarely mentioned, and only
once, | think, in connection with poalitics. Generally they are
introduced to throw ddeights on her characters Mr. Darcy
picked up a newspaper to conceal his embarrassment when he
called to propose to Elizabeth Bennett. M r . Palmer, when he had
been reluctantly persuaded by his wife to pay a call, as soon as
he had said how-do-you-do, picked up a newspaper. "lIs there
anything in the newspaper?" asked Mrs. Palmer. " Nothing what-
ever," said Mr. Palmer, and went on reading. Perhaps the news-
paper contained an account of the mutiny at the Nore or the
extinction of the Venetian Republic. If so, Mr. Pamer did not
think such events worth mentioning.

Ther e have been periods when religion disturbed men's minds.
Indeed, at thevery timewhen Jane Austen waswriting, M ethodism
was producing a profound transformation of the middle and lower
dasses But in her noves religion appears only under one aspect:
as providing parsonages for younger sons All thericher characters
in her books have Hvings in their gift; sometimes they bestow
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them upon absurdities, sometimes upon the virtuous hero, but in
ether ca it is the economic agpect that interests her.

The larger farmers were, in their way, as comfortable as the
landowners, though they grumbled about the tithe and the poor-
rate. They aped the manners of " gentlefolk," hunted and drank
and gambled. Thetraditional figure of John Bull is derived from
this period; it is curious that he should have been accepted, down
to the present day, asthetype of an overwhelmingly urban nation.

There was a dreadful moment, in 1815, when the country
gentry and the farmers feared that their pleasant manner of life
was to be brought to an abrupt end. Thewar was over, and it was
possble to import grain from abroad. The harvest at home was
bad, and foreigners were offering wheat at a price with which
British produce could not compete. There was acute digress in
the industrial regions, because foreign nations were erecting
tariffs againg British manufactures. But Parliament listened to the
complaints of landowners and farmers, and imposed a heavy duty
on foreign grain. As a result, the richer dasses in the country
remained rich—at what cogt to the rest of the nation we shall s

The life of the rural wage-earners in England in the early
nineteenth century presented such an extreme contrast to the
prosperity of the gentry that it is difficult to understand the bland
complacency of the upper dassss The Continental peasantry,
except in France, and in some parts of Germany, were wretched
enough, but their misery was of long standing and was, on the
whole, in process of amelioration. But in England from 1760 on-
wards there had been a steady deterioration in the condition of
therural poor, though the change was silent and almost unnoticed.
The landless dass which hardly exised on the Continent, was
greatly augmented, and supplied the human material essential to
the rapid rise of British industrialism. Most higorians did not
adequately realize the miseries which resulted from the altered
position of the rural wage-earner until the publication, in 1911,
of The Village Labourer, by J. L. and Barbara Hammond, a
massve and horrifying indictment of upper-class greed.

The ingruments of spoliation of the poor by the rich were



Country Life 77

various, the two mogt important were endosures and the Poor
Law.

The higtory of enclosures, apart from its intrinsc interest, is
important as showing the influence of politics on economic pro-
oress In the first half of the eighteenth century, the rural poor
enjoyed a dtate of tolerable comfort. At that time probably half
of the cultivated land in England was worked on the old strip
sysem, and divided up into holdings of all szes from very large
to very small. Most labourers on farms rented srips of land and
cottages which carried with them rights of grazing and firewood
on the commons. In many cases these common rights existed, or
were taken for granted, independently of the holding of a cottage.
Thus the labourer got his firewood free, could keep fowls, a cow,
or a pig on the common, and, if he were thrifty, could save his
wages and lay strip to strip until he became a well-to-do farmer.

But throughout the eighteenth century and the first half of the
nineteenth, first the open fields and then the wagte lands were, at
an increasing speed, endosed and redistributed by Acts of Parlia-
ment. A few, or sometimes only one, of the local landowners
would petition for such an Act, a Bill would be introduced and
a Committee appointed. When the Bill had been passd the land
could be redistributed at the discretion of the appointed Com-
missoners. Thelion's share went to the principal landowner, who
was often either a peer or a Member of Parliament: there was a
sygem of log-ralling by which a great man could safdy leave his
interests in the hands of his friends. The larger farmers would
scure a subgtantial share, but the smaller farmers and cottagers,
as a rule, obtained nothing, or, if they were given their share,
were unable to take it because of the expense of the necessary
fencing. " The small farmer ether emigrated to America or to an
industrial town, or became a day labourer.” The cottager was often
reduced to a date of starvation. This was consdered highly
satidfactory by the landlords, who regretted the demoralizing
effects on the labourer of the partial independence which his
ancegtors had enjoyed for centuries, conddering that it made him
lazy, and that, until he became completely dependent on his
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employer, he could not be relied upon to give all his energy to his
employer's interests. Enclosures deprived the labourers, not only of
land and valuable rights, but also of bargaining power in their
dealings with farmers and landlords. they were therefore doubly
impoverished, first, by the loss of sources of livelihood outside
their wages, and second, by a fall of wages. The total amount of
agricultural produce was increased, but the labourers had to put
up with not merely a smaller proportion, but an absolute diminu-
tion in their earnings. The degradation of the peasantry which
ensued was a heavy price to pay for more scientific agriculture.

The second mechanism for depressing the condition of the
labourers was one nominally designed for their benefit, namely,
the Poor Law. This dated from the time of Queen Elizabeth, and
is said (though this ssems scarcdy credible) to have had philan-
thropic motives. The Poor Law decreed that every parish was
responsgble for seeing that none of its poor perished from hunger.
If any man, woman, or child became destitute, it was the duty of
the parish in which he or she was born to provide a bare main-
tenance. It was possible, if a man obtained work at a distance from
his birthplace, for his new parish to take over the obligation of his
support in caxe of necessty, but this was sedom done. A man
was said to have a " settlement” in the parish which was responsble
for him. His own parish was unwilling to let him go, snce it might
become regpongble for the expense of bringing him back from
the other end of the kingdom. Even if his own parish would let
him go, no other parish was likely to admit him unless he brought
a certificate from his original parish admitting responsibility; but
the parish officers were under no obligation to grant such certi-
ficates, which were, in practice, very difficult to obtain. There
were, in theory, various methods of acquiring a new " settlement,”
but ways were found of preventing the poor from profiting by
them. It was thus exceedingly difficult for a poor man to move
away from his birthplace, however little need it might have for
his labour.

An important step in the development of the Poor Law was
taken by the inauguration of what is called the " Speenhamland”
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sydem in 1795. At that time fear of revolution was in the air, as
the Reign of Terror in France had only just cometo an end. The
harvest was bad, and there was grest digtress throughout England,
leading to wide-spread food riots, in which women took the chief
part. The governing dasses became aarmed, and decided that
they could not secure their own sfety by represson alone. They
tried to make the poor est brown bread and potatoes and drink
soup, but the poor, to the surprise of well-meaning persons,
refused to depart from the best wheaten bread. Subseguent
experience proved that they were right from an economic point
of view: the Irish were persuaded to eat potetoes, with the result
that, during the famine of 1845-7, they died in large numbers.
Some men, more enlightened than their contemporaries, advocated
aminimum wage, and Whitbread brought in aBill for that pur-
pose in Parliament, but was defested by the opposition of Pitt.
The plan actudly accepted, not universally, but throughout the
gregter part of England, wes the sysem of supplementing a
man's wages out of the poor rate, if they ssemed insufficient to
afford abareliving to himself and hisfamily. A number of Berk-
shire magidrates assambled a Speenhamland (where the system
was first introduced) estimated that a man needed three gallon
loaves a week, while a woman or a child needed one and a half.
If his wages were insufficient to purchase this amount of bread,
they were to be supplemented from the poor rate to the necessary
extent, which would, of course, fluctuate with the price of bread.
The relevant words of the original resolution are:

When the gdlon loaf of ssoond flour, weighing 8 1bs. 11 oz., shall
cogt one shilling, then evary poor and industrious man shdl have for
his own support 3s weekly, aither produced by his own or his family's
labour or an dlowance from the poor rates, and for the support of
his wife and evary other of his family is. 6d. When the gallon loaf
shdl cogt is. 4d., then every poor and industrious men shall have 4s.
weekly for his own, and is. 10d. for the support of every cther of
his family. And so in proportion as the price of breed rises or fals
(that is to say), 3d. to the man and 1d. to evary other of the family,
on every penny which the loaf rises above a shilling.*

* Quoted from Hammond, Village Labourer, 4th ed., p. 139.
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This sysem, with unimportant alterations, persised until the
reformed Parliament passed the new Poor Law in 1834. Whether
the new Poor Law was any better than the old is a matter as to
which debate is till possble; but as to the badnes of the old
system no debateis possible.

The natural result of the Speenhamland sysem was that
employers paid low wages in order that part of the expense of the
labour employed by them should be borne by the Poor Rate. In
large numbers of rural parishes most of the wage-earning popula-
tion were paupers. There was a great development of a sysem,
which already existed in 1795, by which labourers were wholly
paid by the parish authorities, and were by them hired out to
anyone who had work to be done; such labourers were called
"roundsmen” because they went the rounds of the parish.

The Speenhamland scale of living was not lavish; neverthdess
it was higher than the scale adopted in many places after the end
of the Napoleonic wars. It seams that the decline continued so long
as the old Poor Law lasted, and that in 1831 the usua allowance
for a family was one loaf a week per person and one over. As the
Hammonds say:

In thirty-five years the dandard had dropped, according to
McCulloch's gatement, as much as a third, and this not because of
war or famine, for in 1826 England had had deven years of peace,
but in the ordinary course of the life of the nation. Is such a dedine
in the sandard of life recorded anywhere in higory? *

From the standpoint of the upper dasss the sysem had many
merits. They felt that what was paid out of the poor rate was
charity, and therefore a proof of their benevolence; at the same
time, wages were kept at starvation level by a method which just
prevented discontent from developing into revolution. In France,
revolution had immensdy benefited the peasant, whose standard
of life was much higher in 1815 than in 1789, in spite of the long
wars and final defeat. It was probably the certainty, derived from
theold Poor L aw, that actual death would be averted by the parish

* Village Labourer, p. 161. Thiswaswritten beforethe Great War.
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authorities, which induced the rural poor of England to endure
their misery patiently. It would have been difficult to devise a
cheaper scheme for keeping the poor quiet. Therewere, it is true,
occasonal disturbances, more particularly the "Last Revolt" in
1830. But they caused the government little trouble to suppress,
and gave opportunities for savage sentences The Poor Law
impoverished the labourers and sapped their sdf-respect; it
taught them respect for their "betters” while leaving all the
wealth that they produced, beyond the absolute minimum required
for subssence, in the hands of the landowners and farmers. It
was at this period that landowners built the sham Gothic ruins
called "follies" wherethey indulged in romantic sensbility about
the past while they filled the present with misery and degradation.



CHAPTER VII

Industrial  Life

IN rural life there were three dasses but in industrial life there
were only two. The landowner, as a rule, did not choos to live
amid the grime and smoke and squalor of factories or mines; even
if, for a while, he lingered in a neighbourhood which had been
rural in his father's time, he had little contact with therising dass
of industrial employers, whom he regarded as vulgar and unedu-
cated. The reations of the landowning dass with the mill-owners
were, for the most part, political rather than social. They had a
common interest in suppressing disturbances, but on most points
their interests diverged. There was an import duty on raw cotton
which the manufacturers resented. The duty on grain increased
the price of bread, and therefore the cost of keeping a labourer
alive; the extra wages which this obliged the manufacturer to
pay ultimately found their way into the pocket of the landowner
in the shape of rent for agricultural land. The manufacturer
desred free trade, the landowner believed in protection; the
manufacturer was often a nonconformist, the landowner almost
always belonged to the Church of England; the manufacturer had
picked up his education as best he could, and had risen from
poverty by thrift and industry, while the landowner had been at
a public school and was the son of his father.

The upper dases, when they stopped to think, were aware that
the new industrial life of the North had its importance. They
knew that our manufactures had helped to beat Napoleon; some
of them had heard of James Watt, and had a hazy impression that
there were processss in which steam had been found useful. But
this sort of thing seemed to them new-fangled and rather un-
pleasant; moreover, if it spread, it might interfere with the foxes
and partridges. My grandfather, at one period of his education,
had for his tutor Dr. Cartwright, the inventor of the power loom,
which introduced machinery and the factory sysem into the
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weaving trade. His pupil, in later life, observed: "From Dr.
Cartwright, whowasaman of much lear ning and great mechanical
ingenuity, | acquired a tage for Latin poetry, which has never
left me." His reminiscences go on to give some examples of the
pedagogue's " mechanical ingenuity,” but not a word is said about
the power loom, of which, for aught that appears, my grandfather
never heard, although its inventor addressed to him " a volume of
letters and sonnets on moral and other interesting subjects”
Abroad England was known for its machinery, but upper-class
England resented this view, and put the emphasis on agriculture.
Even 0 late as 1844, this fedling is amusingly expressad by King-
lake in Eothen, in an imaginary interview between an English
traveller and a Turkish Pasha:

Pasha: . ... whirr! whirr! all by wheelss—whiz! whiz! all by
steam!

Traveller (to the Dragoman): What does the Pasha mean by
that whizzing? he does not mean to say, does he, that our Govern-
ment will ever abandon their pledges to the Sultan?

Dragoman: No, your excdlency, but he says the English talk by
wheds and by steam.

Traveller: That's an exaggeration; but say that the Enghsh
really have carried machinery to great perfection. Tell the Pasha
(he'll be struck with that) that whenever we have any disturbances
to put down, even at two or three hundred miles from London,
we can send troops by the thousand to the soene of action in a few
hours.

Dragoman (recovering his temper and freedom of speech): His
Excellency, this Lord of Mudcombe, observes to your Highness,
that whenever thelrish, or the French, or the Indiansrebd against
the Enghsh, whole armies of soldiers and brigades of artillery are
dropped into a mighty chasm called Euston Square, and, in the
biting of a cartridge, they rise up again in Manchester, or Dublin,
or Paris, or Delhi, and utterly exter minate the enemies of England
from the face of the earth.

Pasha: | know it—I know all; the particulars have been faith-
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fully related to me, and my mind comprehends locomatives. The
armies of the English ride upon the vapours of boiling caldrons,
and their horsesareflaming coalsl—whirr! whirr! all by wheelsl—
whiz! whiz! all by steam!

Traveller (to his Dragoman): | wish to have the opinion of an
unpr g udiced Ottoman gendeman asto the prospectsof our English
commerce and manufactures; just ak the Pasha to give me his
views on the subject.

Pasha (after having received the communication of the Drago-
man): The ships of the English swarm like flies; their printed
calicoes cover the whole earth, and by the sde of their swords
the blades of Damascus are blades of grass All India is but an
item in the ledger-books of the merchants, whose lumber-rooms
arefilled with ancient thrones!—whirr! whirr! all by wheds—
whizz! whizz! all by sseam!

Dragoman: T he Pasha complimentsthe cudery of England, and
also the East | ndia Company.

Traveller: The Pasha's right about the cutlery: | tried my
scimitar with the common officers swords belonging to our
fellows at M alta, and they cut it like the leaf of a novel. Well (to
the Dragoman), tell the Pasha | am exceedingly gratified to find
that heentertainssuch a high opinion of our manufacturing ener gy,
but | should likehim to know, though, that we have got something
in England besdes that. These foreigners are always fancying that
we havenothing but shipsand railways, and East | ndia Companies;
dojust tell the Pasha that our rural districts deserve his attention,
and that even within the lagt two hundred years there has been an
evident improvement in the culture of the turnip; and if he does
not take any interest about that, at all events you can explain that
we have our virtues in the country—that we are a truth-telling
people, and, like the Osmanlees, are faithful in the performance
of our promises. Oh! and by-the-by, whilst you are about it, you
may as well just say, at the end, that the British yeoman is still,
thank God! the British yeoman.

The British yeoman, as we have seen, was not till the British
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yeoman; Kinglake'straveller and his friends had transformed him
into a starving, terrified pauper. But if the evils of rural England
were great, those of industrial England were infinitely greater.
The abominations in the mills and mines of those days are a trite
theme, and yet one that remains all but unbearable. | have scarcdy
the heart to embark upon it, and yet something must be said.

Napoleon had been defeated by the shows of Russa and the
children of England. The part played by the snows of Russia was
acknowledged, snce it could be attributed to Providence; but the
part played by the children of England was passed over in slence,
gnce it was shameful to the men of England. It was Michelet, in
his history, who first gave it due prominence in the shape of an
imaginary conversation between Pitt and the employers. when
they complain of his war taxes, he replies " Take the children."
But it was a very long time after the end of the war before they
let the children go again.

There were two sygems of child labour: the older sysem, of
pauper apprentices, and the newer sysem, of "freg" children.
The older sygem was as follows. In London and in various other
places, when a man received poor relief, the parish claimed the
exclusive right of digposing of his children up to the age of twenty-
one. Until 1767, almog all such children died, so that no problem
aroxe for the authorities. In that year, however, a philanthropist
named Hanway got an act passad which caused the children to be
boarded out up to the age of six, insead of being kept in the work-
house. The consequence was that large numbers had the misfortune
to survive, and the London authoritieswer efaced with the problem
of their disposal. The demand for child labour in the Lancashire
mills supplied the solution. T he children were apprenticed to some
mill-owner, and became virtually his property until the age of
twenty-one. If the mill worked continuoudy, day and night, the
children were employed in two shifts of twelve hours each, each
bed being shared between a day-child and a night-child. These
were the more fortunate children. In mills which closed during
the night, there was only one shift, and the children might have
to work fifteen or sixteen hours every day.
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Sometimes the mill-ownerswoul d go bankrupt, and the children
would be taken in a cart to a lonely spot, and then turned out to
shift for themselves. Unless this happened, the children never left
the mill, except to go to church on Sundays if the machinery was
cleaned intime. The possibihty of insufficient religiousinstruction
was almost the only point on which the general conscience of the
time was sensitive; it was, however, somewhat moved by the
frequent epidemics of which large numbers of the children died.

In the year 1802, Sir Robert Pedl (father of the statesman), who
had been himself a far from model employer, introduced and
carried through Parliament a Bill "for the better preservation of
the Health and Morals of Apprentices and others employed in
the cotton and other millsand the cotton and other manufactories.”
The Bill in fact applied only to apprentices, and only to cotton.
Sir Robert Ped thought that it "would render the cotton trade
as correct and moral as it was important." It prescribed that
apprentices were not to work at night, and not more than twelve
hours a day; they were to have some education every day, one
new suit of clothes a year, and separate rooms for the boys and
girls, with a whole bed for each. Every Sunday they were to be
taught the Christian religion, and once a year they were to be
examined by a clergyman. What could virtuous children want
more?

The employers protested that this Act was going to ruin their
business. But it turned out that no one was going to force them
to obey the law, and in practice little good resulted. Moreover,
the employment of apprentices came to be more and more replaced
by what were amusingly called "free" children, i.e. those who
went to work at the behest of their parents although they had not
been deprived of the legal right to starve. The change was due to
the substitution of steam for water power, which led to the removal
of mills to the towns, where a local supply of child labour was
available. The authorities refused the aid of the Poor Law to
parents who refused to send their children to the mill, and owing
to the competition of the new machines there were many weavers
on the verge of starvation. The result was that many children were
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forced to begin earning their living at the age of six or seven, and
sometimes even sooner. Their life as wage-earners is described
by the Hammonds in The Town Labourer:

When once children became wage earners, their working life differed
little from that of the apprentices dready described. They entered
the mill gates a 5 or 6 A.M., they left them (at earliest) & 7 or 8 P.M.,
Saturdays included. All this time they were shut up in temperature
varying from 75 to 85. The only respite during the fourteen or fifteen
hours' confinement was afforded by med hours, at most half an hour
for breskfas and an hour for dinner. But regular med hours were
privileges for adults only: to the children for three or four days a
week they meant merely a change of work; instead of tending amachine
that was running, they desned a machine that was standing still,
snatching and swallowing their food as best they could in the midst
of dust and flue. Children soon lost al relish for meds eden in the
factory. The flue usad to choke their lungs. When spitting failed to
expel it, emetics were fredly given.

The work on which these children were engaged wes often described
as light and easy, in fact amost as an amusement, requiring attention
but not exertion. Three-fourths of the children were "piecers'—that
is, engaged in joining together or piecing the threads broken in the
various roving and spinning mechines. Others were employed in
sweeping up the weaste cotton, or removing and replacing bobbins.
Fielden (1784-1849), the enlightened and humane employer who
represented Oldham with Cobbett, and shares the laurels that grace
the memory of Shaftesbury and Sadler, made an interesting experiment
to meesure the physical strain that the children endured. Struck with
ome datements made by factory ddegates about the miles a child
walked a day in following the spinning machine, he submitted the
datements to a practical test in his own factory, and found to his
amazement that in twelve hours the distance covered was not less
than twenty miles. There were indeed short intervals of leisure, but
no At to sSit on, sitting being contrary to rules. The view that the
piecers work wes redly light was best given by Mr. Tufnell, one of
the Factory Commissioners. Three fourths of the children, he sys
are engaged as piecers & mules, and whilst the mules are receding
there is nothing to be done and the piecers stand idle for about three-
guarters of a minute. From this he deduces the conclusion that if a
child is nominaly working twelve hours a day, "for nine hours he
performs no actual labour" or if, as is generdly the case, he atends
two mules, then "his leisure is six hours instead of nine."



88  Freedom and Organization, 1814-1914

The fourteen or fifteen hours confinement for six days a wesk were
the "regular" hours: in busy times hours were eastic and sometimes
stretched to alength that ssems dmost incredible. Work from3 A.M.
to 10 P.M. was not unknown; in Mr. Varley's mill, al through the
summer, they worked from 330 A.M. 10 9.30 P.M. At themill, aptly
cdled "Hell Bay," for two months at a time, they not only worked
regularly from5A .M. to 9 PM., but for two nights each week worked
all through the night as well. The more humane employers contented
themsalveswhen busy with aspell of sixteen hours(5A .M .t09P.M.).

It was physicaly impossible to kegp such a system working at all
except by the driving force of terror. The overseers who gave evidence
before Sadler's Committee did not deny that their methods were brutal.
They said that they had either to exact the full quota of work, or to
be dismissed, and in these circumstances pity wes a luxury that men
with families could not allow themsalves. The punishmentsfor arriving
late in the morning had to be made cruel enough to overcome the
temptation to tired children to take more than three or four hours
in bed. One witness before Sedler's Committee had known a child,
who had reached home a eeven o'clock one night, get up at two
o'clock next morning in panic and limp to the mill gate. In some
mills scarcdly an hour passd in the long day without the sound of
beating and cries of pain. Fathers beat their own children to sve
them from a worse beating by the overseers In the afternoon the
strain grew so svere that the heavy iron stick known as the billy-
roller was in constant use, and, even then, it happened not infrequently
that a small child, as he dozed, tumbled into the machine besde him
to be mangled for life, or, if he were more fortunate, to find a longer
Lethe than his stolen deep. In one mill indeed, where the owner,
aMr. Gott, had forbidden the use of anything but a ferule, some of
the dubbers tried to keep the children awake, when they worked from
5 in the morning to 9 at night, by encouraging them to sing hymns.
As the evening wore on the pain and fatigue and tension on the mind
became insupportable. Children would implore any one who came
near to tell them how many hours there were still before them. A
witness told Sadler's Committee that his child, a boy of six, would
sy to him, " 'Father, what o'clock is it?' | have said perhaps it is
sven o'clock. 'Oh, itis two hours to mne o'clock? | cannot bearit." "*

As the circumstances became known, an agitation arose for an
Act to prohibit the worst abuses, with which we shall be concerned
in a later chapter. For the present, | shall only observe that an

* The Town Labourer (1932 ed.), pp. 157-60.
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Act was passd in 1819, but proved wholly ineffective, as the
work of inspection was left to magistrates and clergymen.To the
relief of employers, experience showed that magidrates and
clergymen had no objection to law-breaking when its purpose
was merely thetorture of children.

It was not only in cotton millsthat children suffered; they were
subjected to conditions quite as terrible in the coal mines. There
were, for example, the trappers, generally from five to eight years
old, who "sat in alittle hole, made at the sde of the door, holding
agringin their hand, for twelve hours. Asa rulethey werein the
dark, but sometimes a good-natured collier would give them a bit
of candle." A girl of eight, accordingtothe Report of the Children's
Employment Committeein 1842, said: " | have to trap without a
light, and 1'm scared. | go at four and sometimes at half-past
three in the morning and come out at five and half-past (in the
afternoon). | never go to deep. Sometimes | sing when ['ve light,
but not in the dark: | dare not sing then."

It was by the labour of children under such conditions that
Lord Melbourne acquired the fortune which enabled him to be
civilized and charming. Castlereagh, as L ord Londonderry, was a
very important mine-owner. Indeed, the chief difference between
mines and cotton was that many of the leading aristocrats of both
parties were directly interested in the mines, and they showed
themsdves quite as calous as the mogt brutal sdf-made mill-
owners. The agony of tortured children is an undertone to the
degant conversation of Holland House.

| have spoken of the children, because that is the most terrible
agect of industrialism a hundred years ago. But such sufferings
for children would have been impossible unless their parents had
been in a condition of despair. Hours for adults were almost
incredibly long, wages very low, and housing conditions abomin-
able. Industrial workers, many of whom had till recently lived in
the country, were herded together in new, ill-built, smoky, and
insanitary towns, someeven lived in cellars, and choleraand typhus
were endemic. Skilled handicraftsmen were reduced to destitution
by the new machines, weavers, who had formerly been prosperous,
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could only earn 6s. 6d. awesk. Combinations among wage-eamners
wereillegal until 1824, and though trade unions existed, they were
necessaily small and ineffectud so long as they had to be kept
soret. The government employed spies whose business it was to
induce poor men to utter revolutionary sentiments. The Sies
themselves, with greet trouble, organized little movements, and
their dupes were hanged or transported.

The men guilty of these atrocities were human beings. you and
| share their human nature, and might, | suppose in other cir-
cumdtances, have done asthey did. Meanwhiletheir grandchildren
protest, in the name of humanity, agans what is done in Soviet
Russa, and inflict savege sentences upon men who attempt to
prevent the recurrence of some of the old evils in the young
industrialism of India.



Section B

THE PHILOSOPHICAL RADICALS






CHAPTER VIII
Malthus

THINKING is not one of the natural activities of man; it is a product
of dissase, like a high temperature in illness. In France before the
Revolution, and in England in the early nineteenth century, the
dissase in the body politic causad certain men to think important
thoughts, which developed into the stience of political economy.
This stience, in combination with the philosophy of Bentham and
the psychology which JamesM il | learnt from Hartley, produced the
school of Philosophical Radicals, who dominated British politics
for fifty years They were a curious st of men: rather uninterest-
ing, quite without what is called "vison," prudent, rational,
arguing carefully from premisses which were largely false to con-
clusons which were in harmony with the interests of the middle
dass John Stuart Mill, their lagt representative, had less brains
than Bentham or Malthus or Ricardo, but surpassed them in
imagination and sympathy, with the result that he failed to remain
orthodox and even allowed himsdf to coquette with Socialism.
But the founders of the satt, like M r . Murdstonein David Copper-
field, would tolerate no weakness

Adam Smith, the founder of British economics, falls outside
our period, dnce the Wealth of Nations was published m 1776. He
was important because of the doctrine of laisser faire which he
took over from the French, and because hefirgt s forth the argu-
ment in favour of free trade. But he has not the qualities possessd
by the founders of sects He issensible, moder ate, unsystematic;
he aways admits limitations, as for example, in his famous
argument for the Navigation Acts on the ground that defence is
more important than opulence. He is a pleasant old gentleman,
with the comfortable eighteenth-century characterigtic of holding
no doctrine more firmly than a gentleman should. He did, however,
believe, within the boundaries of common snsg, that the interests
of theindividual and of society are, broadly speaking, in harmony,



94  Freedom and Organization, 1814-1914

and that enlightened sdf-interest dictates the same conduct as
would be dictated by benevolence. This principle was used later
to prove that the sdf-interest of the manufacturer isin accordance
with the true interest of the community, and that the interest of
the community must be identical with the true interest of the
wage-earner. It followed that when the wage-earner ressted the
employer, he was foolish.

More important for our period, and indeed for the world, is
M althus, whose Essay on the Principleof Population (1st ed. 1798;
2nd ed. 1803) has profoundly affected all subsequent theory and
practice. Malthus, though he was born in 1766, ssams to have
never shared the optimism which was common before 1789.
Characteritically, when Pitt, at the age of 24, became Prime
Minister in 1783, M althuswas shocked that so young aman should
hold so important an office, while his father thought otherwise.
His father was a perfectionist, a friend of Rousseau, some say his
executor, though this appears to be an error; he was an ardent
admirer of Godwin's Palitical Justice and of Condorcet's Progres
de Vesprit humain. He was fond of disputation, and used to
encourage his family to st up theses and argue them with him.
His son, who was temperamentally annoyed by his belief in
progress, invented, at firg as a mere weapon in argument,
what Bagehot dexcribes as "an apparatus for destroying cheer-
fulness" This weapon turned out so potent that Malthus
adopted it for good and all. It was his famous theory of
population.

It was true that there was much occason for gloom in 1797,
when Malthusfirst thought of his theory. The French Revolution
had passed, through the Terror, to the corrupt and uninspiring
rule of the Directoire. Liberal ideas were aimost dead in England;
taxes and poverty were increasing sde by side; patriots had not
yet had the satisfaction of Nelson's victories; the Navy was in a
gate of mutiny; the Radicals had been imprisoned by Pitt, but
Ireland was on the threshold of the rebellion of 1798. It was not
difficult toforessealongwar, alongtyranny, hunger and periodical
famine, the extinction of all the hopes out of which the French
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Revolution had grown. Gloomy doctrines were the order of the
day, and Malthus st to work to supply them.

His Essay, asit first appeared in 1798, was a rather dight work,
almost wholly deductive. Between that date and 1803, he travelled
extengvely in Europe, collecting facts everywhere in support of
his thess. The result, in the second edition, was a book which is
impressve by its massveness, and by the appearance which it
presents of inductive support from all the countries of the world.
The Table of Contents alone is formidable: " Population in
Russia," "Population in Sweden,” "Population in Germany,"
and so on. By this time the reader is already half convinced of
whatever may follow.

The essnce of Malthus's doctrine is simplicity itsdf. If nothing
checked the growth of population, it would double every twenty
years or S0; in a hundred years it would be 32 times what it is
now, in two hundred years 1,024 times, in three hundred years
32,768 times, and so on. Clearly this sort of thing does not happen,
and cannot happen. Why?

Thereare, sysMalthus, only threewaysin which the population
can be kept down; they are: moral restraint, vice, and misery. Of
moral restraint on a large scale he has little hope until all the
population shall have been educated in the true principles of
political economy. Of "vice" he cannot, as a clergyman, speak
otherwise than in terms of reprobation; moreover, while he admits
that it may have been an important check to population at certain
periods such as that of the Roman Empire, he does not expect it,
at mogt times, to be very effective. He proves that the lossess caused
by epidemics are soon made good, and he concdludes that misery is
the chief preventive of excessve population. It is because people
die of hunger that the population is not greater than it is.

But, it may be said, if there are more people to work the land,
it can be made to produce morefood. Why then should an increase
of numbers cause anyone to starve? At this point, the argument
depends upon what was afterwards called the law of diminishing
returns. If twice as much labour as before is expended on a given
piece of land, and also twice as much capital, the produce will be
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increased, but it will not be doubled. If the labour and capital are
expended upon a piece of land which previoudy lay waste, the
result, in general, will be the same, since it may be assumed that
the bes land is cultivated first. All this, of course, is not true
when the population is very sparse; pioneers in a new country
tend to be benefited by the arrival of new settlers. But in an old
settled country, such as those of Europe, it isin general truethat,
if the population is increased without any concomitant progress
in the art of agriculture, the amount of food per head will be
diminished. There comes at last a point at which, if the population
were further increased, one man's labour would produce less than
one man's food. At this point, hunger sgs a limit to possble
increase.

Those who form the poorest dass in a society must, so Malthus
contends, be as poor as is compatible with survival, Snce otherwise
their numbers would increase until that point had been reached.
There may be short exceptional periods, as for example, after
the Black Death, but they cannat last long, since more children
will survive until the old condition is restored. It is therefore a
good thing that some are richer than others, for, in any sysem of
equality, all would be at the lowest level; on this ground he rgects
the schemes of Godwin, Owen, and other reformers. "It is
absolutely certain,” he says "that the only mode consgtent with
the laws of morality and religion, of giving to the poor the largest
share of the property of the rich, without sinking the whole com-
munity in misery, isthe exercise on the part of the poor of prudence
in marriage, and of economy both before and after it." Malthus
thus makes a clean sweep of all schemes of human amelioration
which fail to tackle the population problem. And this problem
mugt be tackled by "moral restraint”; other methods, which have
become asxciated with his name, he sesks of with horror as
"improper arts."

Malthus, naturally, objects to the Poor Laws, though he does
not think they can be abolished suddenly. It is impossible, he says,
to prevent poverty; it would be possible to make the poor rich and
therich poor, but somearebound to be poor so long as the present
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proportion of food to population continues. If the poor rate were
made higher, that would not enable each labourer to have his share
of meat: the amount of meat in the country would be the same,
and since there is not enough for every one, the price would
go up.

He does not beieve in the possibility of Europe obtaining any
considerable part of its food-supply from other continents. " I'n
the wildness of speculation,” he says " it has been suggested (of
course more in jest than in earnest) that Europe should grow its
corn in America, and devote itself soldy to manufactures and
commerce, as the best sort of divison of the labour of the globe."

There is only one hope for the working dasses, and that is
education as a means of inculcating moral restraint. Peacock, in
Melincourty introduces M althus under the name of M r . Fax, and
represents him as trying " education" on a yokel who is about to
be married:

Mr . Fax looked with great commiseration on this bridal pair, and
determined to ascertain if they had a dear notion of the evils that
awaited them in consmquence of the rash dep they were about to
take He therefore acoosted them with an observation that the Reverend
M. Portpipe was not at leisure, but would bein a few minutes. " In
the meantime" said he, " | sand here as the represntative of general
reason, to ak if you have duly weighed the conssquence of your
presnt proceeding.”

The Bridegroom: General Reason! | bes no soger man, and bean't
countable to no General whatzomecomedever. We bean't under martial
law, be we? Voine times indead if General Reason be to interpose
between a poor man and his svegtheart.

Mr. Fax: That is predsdy the cae which calls mogt loudly for such
an interpostion.

The Bridegroom: If General Reason waits till | or Zukey calls
loudly vor'n, he'll wait long enough. Woan't he, Zukey?

TheBride: Ees zure, Robin.

Mr. Fax: General reason, my friend, | asure you, has nothing to
do with martial law, nor with any other mode of aibitrary power, but
with authority that has truth for its foundation, benevaence for its
end, and the whole universe for its gphere of action.

The Bridegroom (scratching his head): There be a mort o' voine
words, but | zuppose you means to zay as how this General Reason

D
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be a Methody preacher; but | bes true earthy-ducks churchy and zo
be Zukey: bean't you, Zukey?

TheBride: Ees, zure, Robin.

The Bridegroom: And we has nothing to do wi' General Reason
neither on us Has we, Zukey?

TheBride: No, zure, Robin.

Mr. Fax: Well, my friend, be that as it may, you are going to be
married ?

The Bridegroom: Why, | think zo, zur, wi' General Reesn's leave.
Bean't we, Zukey?

The Bride: Ees, zure, Robin.

Mr . Fax: And areyou fully aware, my honest friend, what marriage
is?

The Bridegroom: Vor zartin | be: Zukey and | ha' got it by heart
out 0 t' Book 0 Common Prayer. Ha'n't we, Zukey? (This time
Susan did not think proper to answer.) It be ordained that zuch persons
as hav'n't the gift of—Susan gave him such a sudden and violent
pinch on the arm that his gpesch ended in a roar.) Od rabbit me!
that wur a twinger! 1'll have my revenge, howzomecomedever. (And
he imprinted a very emphatical kiss on the lips of his blushing bride
that greetly scandalissd M r. Fax.)

Mr. Fax: Do you know, that in all likeihood, in the course of Sx
years, you will have as many children?

The Bridegroom: The more the merrier, zur. Bean't it, Zukey?
(Susan was mute again.)

Mr. Fax: | hope it may prove so, my friend; but | fear you will
find the more the sadder. What are your occupations ?

The Bridegroom: Anan, zur?

Mr. Fax: What do you do to get your living?

The Bridegroom: Works vor Varmer Brownstout: zows and reaps
threshes and goes to market wi' corn and cattle, turns to plough-tail
when hap chances deans and feeds horsss, hedges and ditches, fdls
timber, gathersin t' orchard, brews ale and drinksit, and gets vourteen
shill'n's a wek for my trouble. And Zukey here ha' laid up a mint
0 money; she wur dairymaid at Varmer Chessecurd's and ha' gotten
vour pounds saventean shill'n's and ningpencein t' old chest wi' three
vlat locks and a padlock. Ha'n't you, Zukey?

The Bride: Ees, zure, Robin.

Mr. Fax: It does not appear to me, my worthy friend, that your
fourteen shillings a wek, even with Mrs. Susn's condlidated fund
of four pounds seventeen shillings and ninepence, will be altogether
adequate to the maintenance of such a family as you ssam likey to
have
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The Bridegroom: Why, dgr, in t' virg pleace | doan't know what
be Zukey's intentions in that repedt—Od rabbit it, Zukey! doan't
pinch zo—and in t' next pleace, wi' all due submisson to you and
General Reason the Methody preacher, | takes it to be our look-out,
and none o' nobody'sdse

Mr. Fax: But it is somebody's d<g, for this reason; that if you
cannot maintain your own children, the parish mug do it for you.

The Bridegroom: Vor zartin—in a zort 0 way; and bad enough
at bes. But | wants no more to dowi't" parish than parish wi' me.

Mr. Fax: | dare say you do not, at present. But, my good friend,
when the cares of a family come upon you, your independence of
spirit will give way to necessty; and if, by any acddent, you are
thrown out of work, as in the presmt times many hones fdlows are,
what will you do then?

The Bridegroom: Do the bes | can, meader, az | aways does,
and nobody can't do no better.

Mr. Fax: Do you supposs, then, you are doing the best you can
now, in marrying with such a doubtful prospect before you? How will
you bring up your children?

The Bridegroom: Why, in the vear o' the Lord, to be zure.

Mr. Fax: Of course but how will you bring them up to get their
living?

The Bridegroom: That's as thereafter may happen. They woan't
darve I'se warrant 'em, if they teskes after their veyther. But | zess
now who General Reason be. He be one 0 your snecure vundholder
peaper-money taxing men, as isn't satidfied wi' takm' t' bread out o' t'
poor man's mouth, and zending his chilern to army and navy, and
vactories and suchlike, but wants to take away his wife into t' bargain.

Mr. Fax: There, my honet friend, you have fallen into a radical
migtake, which | shal try to ducidate for your benefit. It is owing
to poor people having more children than they can maintain that those
children are obliged to go to the army and navy, and consequently
that datesmen and conquerors find S0 many ready ingruments for
the oppresson and destruction of the human edes it follows,
therefore, that if people would not marry till they could be certain
of maintaining all their children comfortably at home——

The Bridegroom: Lord love you, that be all mighty voine rigmarol;
but the short and the long be this: | can't live without Zukey, nor
Zukey without I, can you, Zukey?

TheBride: No, zure, Robin.

It should seem that the process of educating men up to the
degree of "moral restraint" demanded by the combination of
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Malthus's economics and ethics might be somewhat lengthy.
Nevertheless, he agreed with almogt all the other reformers of his
time in regarding popular education as essential to any radical
improvement. Some men object to education, he says on the
ground that the poor, if taught to read, would read Tom Paine;
but for his part he agresswith Adam Smith that the morethey are
educated the less likely they are to be led away by inflammatory
writings.

Thereis, he maintains, no right to support: if a man cannct live
by his own exertions, or if a child cannot live by the exertions of
its parents, the community is under no obligation to provide
ubsgtence.

But as it appears dearly, both from theory and experience that,
if the daim were allowed, it would soon increese beyond the poss-
bility of satiffying it; and that the practical attempt to do so would
involve the human race in the most wretched and universal poverty;
it follows necessarily that our conduct, which denies the right, is more
suited to the present date of our being, than our dedamations which
alow it.

The great Author of nature, indeed, with that wisdom which is
apparent in all his works, has naot left this conduson to the cdd and
speculative consderation of general consequences By making the
passion of sdf-love beyond comparison sronger than the pasion of
benevalence, he has at once impelled us to that Une of conduct, which
is esstia to the preservation of the human race

The advantages to the community which flow from individual
ofishness are repeatedly emphasized by Malthus; it is for this
reason that a beneficent Providence has made us all such egoigs.
But the egoism that does good is of a gpecial kind: it is prudent,
calculating, and sdf-restrained, not impulsive or thoughtless.
Malthus himself had three children in the first four years of his
marriage, and after that no more, owing, one presumes, to " moral
restraint." Mrs. Malthus'sopinion of the principle of population is
not recorded.

Owing largely to Malthus, British Philosophical Radicalism,
unlike the Radicalism of all other ages and countries, laid more
gress on prudence than on any other virtue; it was cold at heart,
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and hosgtile to the life of the emations. At all points it was the
antithess of romantic mediaevalism. Malthus was, of coursg
bitterly attacked, but the attacks were all based on sentiment or
on orthodox religion. In repelling theological attacks he was in a
strong position, being himself a clergyman free from the remotest
auspicion of heresy. In repelling attacks based upon sentiment,
he had only to appeal to the patent facts asthey existed in England
at that time. To his contemporaries, no reasoned refutation of his
theory appeared possible with theresult that all who were capable
of being influenced by argument came to agree with him. For the
first eighty years from the publication of his Essay, he profoundly
influenced opinion; dnce then, he has influenced the birth-rate,
though in ways which he would have deplored. His influence on
opinion declined as his influence on the birth-rate increased, but
the latter is even more important than the former. If a man's
greatness is to be measured by his effect upon human life, few
men have been greater than Malthus.

Tojudgewhat wastrueand what falsein the doctrineof Malthus
is possble now as it was not in his own day. Great Britain, during
the Napoleonic wars, was compelled to rely aimost entirely upon
home-grown food; there was wide-spread misery, and the popula-
tion was rapidly increasing. The Poor Law, since it gave reliefin
proportion to the number of children in a family, appeared to
afford a direct incentive to improvident marriages. It was thought,
until recently, that the rapid increase of population* at that time
was due to an increase in the birth-rate, but it is now generally
held that the main cause was a diminution in the death-rate. It
may seem drange that the death-rate should have diminished
during so painful a period, but the fact ssams indubitable. The
causss enumerated by Claphamf are: " The conquest of small-pox,
the curtailment of agueish disorders through drainage, the dis-

* The first cenus of Great Britain (without Ireland) was in 1801.
The figures of the first four censuses were:

1801 .. .. 10,943,000 | 1821 .. .. 14,392,000

1811 .. . 12,597,000 1831 .. .. 16,539,000

T Clapham, Economic History of Modem Britain (1926), Vol. I, p. 55.
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aopearance of scurvy as a diseee of the land, improvements in
obgtetrics leading to a reduction in the lossss both of infant and
of maternd life in childbed, the spreading of hospitals, dispensaries
and medica schools" The birth-rate was dightly less in 1811
than in 1790, and neither the Poor Law nor child labour in factories
gopears to have afected it.

Whatever may have been the cause of the increase of population,
the fact of the increase became undeniable as soon as the results of
the second cenaus, that of 1811, were known. Now Malthus is
unquestionably in the right in maintaining that, goart from
technical improvements in agriculture, a limited areg, such as that
of Greet Britain, which hes dready a considerable population, can-
not produce the food needed for a larger population without a
lowering of the andard of life, and must, if population continues
to increese, oon reech the point where a further increese is
impossible from lack of food. Ultimately, this proposition is true
not only of Great Britain, but of the world. There are parts of the
world—China, for indance—where its truth is evident and tragic.

But snce Malthus wrote, the limitations to the truth of his
theory have turned out to be unexpectedly important. Railways
and geamships brought it aout that "Europe should grow its
corn in America," which Malthus thought a mere jest. Technica
improvements in agriculture have proved far more important than
he supposed possible. But above all the increased prosperity of
wage-eaners o far from leading to a higher birth-rate, led to a
very rapid diminution, which wes still further accderated when,
ater the Great War, the sandard of comfort again declined. This
is perhaps not a refutation of anything that Malthus said, but it
hes destroyed the importance of his theory so far as the white races
ae concerned. In Adait remans important.



CHAPTER 1IX

Bentham

T H E Philosophical Radicals were commonly known as the Ben-
thamites, and most of them regarded Jeremy Bentham as their
leader; it is doubtful, however, whether he would ever have
occupied this postion but for the intervention of James Mill.
He is certainly one of the mos singular characters in history.
Born in 1748, he might have been expected to have beonged
to an earlier period than that with which we are concerned. The
fact is, however, that his long life (he died in 1832) is divided
into three phases of which the third and most important began
when he was already an old man; in fact, he was sixty years old
when he became converted to the principle of democracy.

His antecedents were not such as to make it probable that he
would be a reformer. His family were Jacobite, but had sufficient
prudence not to become involved in ether the '15 or the '45. His
grandfather made money in busness and his father was well off
throughout his life. He took great pains with Jeremy's education,
which apparently served, to some extent, as a model for John
Stuart Mill's. At the age of sven Jeremy was snt to Westminster
Schooal; at the age of twelve he went to Oxford, and at fifteen he
took his B,A. His father, who was an arrant snob, wished him to
asodiate with lords and grand people at the university, and was
always willing to supply him with the extra pocket money required
for gambling when in their society. But Jeremy was a shy boy,
and preferred books to play. Like Malthus, though in a different
way, he reversed the usual relation of father and son: while the
father urged frivolous pleasures, the boy inssted upon industry
and sobriety. To please his father, he was called to the Bar; to
please himsdlf, he wrote on law reform instead of practising law.
He fell in love, but his father, though he had displeased his
father by a lovematch which had turned out perfectly happy,
objected to Jeremy's choice because she was not rich. Jeremy
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gave her up rather than devote himself to money-making, but he
suffered severely. His letters to his brother, which were very
intimate, show him at this time as assuming a devil-may-care
cynicism, something of which, in apedantic and purely theoretical
form, survives in his later philosophy. To those who only knew
him in later life, he was a kindly eccentric, amost unbelievably
shy, and completely imprisoned in a self-imposed routine; but
in thisisto be seen, | think, the abiding influence of his conflicts
with his father and his renunciation of emotional happiness.*

Robert Owen, who made his acquaintance in 1813 in spite of
Bentham's aversion to meeting strangers, has left an account of
their first meeting:

"After some preliminary communication with our mutual
friends James Mill and Francis Place, his then two chief counsel-
lors, and some correspondence between him and myself, it was at
length arrived at that | was to come to his hermit-like retreat at
a particular hour, and that | was, upon entering, to proceed
upstairs, and we were to meet half-way upon the stairs. | pursued
these instructions, and he, in great trepidation, met me, and taking
my hand, while his whole frame was agitated with the excitement,
he hastily said—'Well! well! It is all over. We are introduced.
Come into my study!" "

Fifteen years later he met Owen's son, and at parting said:
"God bless you, if there be such a being, and at all events, my
young friend, take care of yourself."

In 1814 and the three following years, Bentham spent half his
time at an old house called Ford Abbey, in Devonshire, where,
by his own account, life was spent in around of gaieties:

It is the theatre of great felicity to a number of people, and that
not very inconsiderable. Not an angry word isever heardinit. Mrs. S.
(the housekeeper) governs like an angel. Neighbours all highly cordial,
even though not visited. Music and dancing, though | hate dancing.

* He made an unvarying practice of walking round his garden before
breskfast and after dinner. These walks he described as his "ante-
jentacular and post-prandial circumambulations.”
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Gentle and simple mix. Crowds come and dance, and Mrs. S. at the
head of them.

But Francis Place's account is, | fear, nearer the truth:

All our days are alike, so an account of one may do for al. Mill is
up between fiveand six; he and John compare his proofs, John reading
the copy and his father the proof. Willie and Clara are in the saloon
before seven, and as soon as the proofs are done with, John goes to
the farther end of the room to teach his sisters. When this has been
done, and part of the time while it is doing, he learns geometry; this
continues to nine o'clock, when breskfast is ready.

Mr. Bentham rises soon after seven, and about eight gets to his
employment. | rise at six and go to work; a nine breskfast in the
parlour—present, Mrs. Mill, Mill, I, John, and Colls.

Breskfast ended, Mill hears Willie and Clara, and then John. Lessons
are heard under a broad balcony, walking from end to end, the break-
fast parlour on one hand and pots of flowersrising one above another
as high as your head on the other hand; this place is in the front of
the Abbey. All the lessons and readings are performed aoud, and
occupy full three hours, sy till one o'clock.

From nine to twelve M r. Bentham continues working; from twelve
to one he performs upon an organ in the saloon.

From breskfast time to one o'clock | am occupied in learning L atin;
this is dso done aloud in the walks, and aready | have conquered
the subgtantives and adjectives. During this period Colls, who is a
good boy, gets a lesson of Latin from Mill, and of French from me:
hisis acapital situation for aboy of genius.

At one we all three walk in the lanes and fieldsfor an hour. At two
all go to work again till dinner a six, when Mrs. Mill, Mill, Bentham,
I, and Colls, dine together. We have soup or fish, or both, meat,
pudding, generdly fruit, viz. melons, strawberries, gooseberries, cur-
rants, grapes, no wine. The first day | came, wine was put upon the
table; but as | took none, none has since made its appearance. After
dinner, Mill and | take a sharp walk for two hours, say, till a quarter
past eight, then one of us dternately waks with Mr. Bentham for
an hour; then comes tea, at which we read the periodica publications;
and eeven o'clock comes but too soon, and we all go to bed.

Mrs. Mill marches in great style round the green in front of the
house for about half an hour before breskfast and again after dinner
with all the children, till their bed-time.

The intellectual influences which formed Bentham's mind
*



106 Freedom and Organization, 1814-1914

were mainly French. Hume, it is true, influenced his philosophy,
and Hartley, by the principle of association, influenced his
psychology. His ethical first principle, aimost in his own words,
is to be found in Hutcheson's Inquiry concerning moral good
and evil. The moral evil of a given action, according to Hutche-
son, "isasthe Degree of Misery, and Number of Sufferers; so that,
that Action isbest, which accomplishesthe Greatest Happinessfor
the Greatest Number"* But it was the French pre-revolution
philosophers who formed the tone of his mind. He admired
Voltaire, and was an enthusiagtic follower of Helvetius. He read
Helvetius in 1769, and immediately determined to devote his life
to the principles of legidation. " What Bacon was to the physical
world, Helvetius was to the moral. The moral world has therefore
had its Bacon; but its Newton is yet to come" It is not hazardous
to surmise that Bentham aspired to be the Newton of the moral
world.

When he came to know Beccaria On Crimes and Punish-
ments, he thought even more highly of him than of Helvetius:

" Oh, my mader," heexdaimed, " first evangdis of Reason, you who
have raised your Italy so far above England, and | would add above
France, were it not that Helvetius, without writing on the subject of
laws, had already assged you and had provided you with your funda-
mental ideas, you who ek reason about laws, when in France there
was gpoken only jargon: a jargon, however, which wes reason itsdlf
as compared with the English jargon; you who have made so many
usgful excurdons into the path of utility, what is there left for us to
do?—Never to turn asde from that path." T

His journey to Paris in 1770, at the age of twenty-two, served
to confirm French influence; indeed he remained throughout his
life, in many respects a French philosopher of the age of
Louis XV I. The only other journey which had any effect upon
him was his visit to Russa in 1785. His brother Samud (after-
wards General Sir Samued Bentham) was employed by the
Empress Catherinein an attempt to moder nize Russian agriculture,

* Quoted by Halevy, The Growth of Philosophic Radicalism, p. 13.
t Ibid., p. 21.
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a task which proved as difficult then as now. Jeremy had hopes
that Catherine would introduce a scientific penal code drawn up
by himsdf: "In Russa" he wrote, "as much pains has been
taken to make men think as in some governments to prevent them
to think."* But unfortunately his brother, who had been doing
well at Court, wished to marry alady-in-waiting, which Catherine
regarded as presumption; he therefore fell into disfavour, and
Jeremy and codification along with him.

Wherever Bentham might be, whether on the Black Sea, or
in his chambers, or at Queen Sguare Place, he aways wrote
voluminoudly every day. What he had written he put away
carefully in pigeon holes, and there it remained unless some kind
friend retrieved it. The consequence was that in England he
remained obscure, and such work as he did publish attracted
little attention. In 1788, however, he met the Genevese Dumont,
who became his enthusiagtic disciple, secured manuscripts from
him, trandated them into French, and caused them to become
widely known on the Continent. Moreover Dumont supplied the
material for the spesches of Mirabeau, who was too busy making
love and eluding creditors to have time for research. Long extracts
from Bentham were published by Dumont in Mirabeau's paper,
the Courrier de Province. In 1789, Bentham wrote to Mirabeau:

I am proud, as becomes me, of your intentions in my favour. |
look out with impatience for the period of their accomplishment.
Meanwhile, in addition to the honour of calling the Comtede Mirabeau
my trandator and reviewer, permit me that of styling mysdf his
correspondent.

So great was his fame in France that the Assambly eected him
a French citizen. But he was till a Tory, and soon became dis-
gusted with the Revolution; and at about the same time, the
Revolution forgot him. Elsewhere, however, his reputation
increased steadily. Alexander's liberal minister Speransky greatly
admired him; Alexander, in 1814, asked him to help in drafting
a code In Spain, and throughout Latin America, he was revered.

* Everatt, The Education of Bentham, p. 153.
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The Cortes voted that his works should be printed at the public
expene. Borrow, in The Bible in Spain, tdls how he was
arrested in a remote part of Galicia for sdling the scriptures, but
was immediately liberated when the magistrate found he was a
countryman of "the grand Baintham." Aaron Burr, former Vice-
Presdent of the United States, invited him to come to Mexico,
wherethe onewas to be Emperor and the other wasto belegidator.
(I't does not appear what the Mexicans thought of the scheme)
He thought of going to Caracas, to enjoy the climate and make a
penal code for Venezuela. There was no end to his famein distant
regions. As Hazlitt says

Mr. Bentham is one of those pesons who verify the old adage
that " A prophet has mog honour out of his own country.” His repu-
tation lies at the circumference and the lights of his undersanding
are reflected, with increasing lustre, on the other dde of the globe
His name is little known in England, better in Europe, bes of all
in the plains of Chili and the mines of Mexico. He has offered con-
ditutions for the New World, and legidated for future times. The
people of Westminger, where he lives, hardly dream of such a person;
but the Sberian savage has recdved cold comfort from his lunar
aspedt, and may sy to him with Caliban—"1 know thee, and thy
dog and thy bush!" The tawny Indian may hold out the hand of
fdlowship to him across the GREAT PACIFIC. We bdieve that the
Empress Catherine corregponded with him; and we know that the
Emperor Alexander called upon him, and pressnted him with his
miniature in a gold snuff-box, which the philosopher, to his eternal
honour, returned. Mr. Hobhouse is a grester man at the hustings,
Lord Rdlle at Plymouth Dock; but Mr. Bentham would carry it
hollow, on the soore of popularity, at Paris or Pegu. The reason is,
that our author's influence is purely intellectual. He has devated his
life to the pursuit of abgract and general truths, and to those sudies—

" That waft athought from Industo the Poe'—

and hes never mixed himsdf up with personal intriguesor party politics.
He once indeed, duck up a handbill to sy that he (Jeremy
Bentham) being of sound mind, wes of opinion that Sr Samud
Romilly was the mog proper person to represent Westminger; but
this was the whim of the moment. Otherwisg, his reasonings if true
at all, are true everywhere alike: his speculations concern humanity
at large, and are not confined to the hundred or the bills of mortality.
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It isin moral asin physcal magnitude. The little is sen best near:
the great appears in its proper dimensons only from a more com-
manding point of view, and gains strength with time, and eevation
from digance!

M r. Bentham is very much among philosophers what La Fontaine
was among poets—in general habits and in all but his professona
pursuits, he is a mere child. He has lived for the lag forty years in
a house in Westminger, overlooking the Park, like an anchoret in his
cdl, reducing law to a sysem, and the mind of man to a machine.
He scarcdy ever goes out, and sees very little company. The favoured
few, who have the privilege of the entrie, are aways admitted one by
one. He does not like to have witnesses to his conversation. He talks
agreat deal, and ligens to nothing but facts.

Bentham, meanwhile, had become involved in the unfortunate
project which filled the middle period of his life with bitterness
and financial embarrassment. He (or perhaps hisbrother) invented
a new sort of prison, called a " Panopticon,” which was to be in
the shape of a star, so that a gaoler sitting in the middle could se
the door of every cell; nay, by a combined sysem of mirrors and
blinds, the gaoler is to see the prisoner while the prisoner cannot
se the gaoler. He thought the same idea could be applied to
factories, hospitals, asylums, and sthodls There were those who
objected to this plan, except in the case of prisons, in the name of
liberty. But Bentham believed happiness to be the goal, not
liberty, and he was not convinced that liberty is necessary to
happiness. " Call them soldiers, call them monks, call them
machines, so they were but happy ones, | should not care. Wars
and sorms are best to read of, but peace and calms are better
to endure”*

It must not be supposed that Bentham, at any time, confined
himself wholly to the Panopticon; his activities were always
multifarious; for example, in 1800 he invented a frigidarium. But
for many years the Panopticon was his main pre-occupation, and
he did everything in his power to induce the British Government
to congruct at least one prison according to his plans. He secured
a half-promise, bought land for the purpose, found that the

* ElieHatevy, The Growth of Philosophic Radicalism) p. 84.
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government had changed itsmind, and lost the bulk of hisfortune.
He attributed hisfailure to the personal influence of Georgel I |,
and there are those who regard this as the cause of his later
republicanism. In other times and places his scheme was appr oved;
the Emperor Alexander had a panopticon built in St. Petersburg,
and the State of lllinois had one congructed in 1920. But the
British Government remained obdurate. At length, in 1813, he
was awarded £20,000 to compensate him for expensss incurred
as a result of governmental encouragement. But already in 1808
he had entered upon the third and most important phase of his
life by his alliance with James Miill.

When Bentham became a Radical, he made no change in his
general philosophy, which remained just what it had been in his
youth. He was not a profound philosopher, but he was dear and
logical and quite sure of his own Tightness. His philosophy had
two foundations, one psychological, the other ethical. He dates
these succinctly in a note written only for his own benefit:

Association Principle. Hartley. The bond of connection between
idess and language: and between ideas and ideas. Greatest Happiness
Principle. Priestley. Applied to every branch of moras in detail, by
Bentham: a part of the way previoudy by Helvetius.

There is something to be said about each of these principles.

The "asxodation principle” which Bentham attributes to
Hartley, is the familiar "asxcdiation of ideas" which caused me,
in speakingto M r . Upton Sinclair, to say: " | hope Mrs. Lewisis
well." Sometimes the consequences of the principle are les
unhappy, as when the sght of beef makes you think of beer.
As every one knows, asxcation gives a method of catching
criminals. Y ou are exaniining, let us say, a man whom you sugpect
of having cut his wife's throat with a knife. You say a word, and
heisto say thefirst other word that comes into his head. You say
"cat" and hesays" dog;" you say " politician" and hesays" thief;"
you say " knife," and he hasan impulseto say " throat," but knows
he had better not, so after long hesitation he says "fork." The
length of time shows his resstance.
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So far, the matter is a commonplace. But some have thought
that all mental processss could be explained by association, and
that psychology could be made scientific by the use of this principle
alone. This doctrine Bentham learnt from Hartley. Hume, who
was a greater man than any of his British or French successors,
had, before Hartley, done what ssemed to him possble in the
same direction. Hume thought of all the things that his followers
thought of, showed what reason there was to think them true,
and then proceeded to show that after all they were not quite
true. This annoyed his followers, who wished to derive a dogma
from scepticism; they therefore always gave Hume less credit
than he deserved. What Hartley invented was not the principle of
association, but its undue extension to cover all mental phenomena.

It should be observed that, on this quegtion, the stuation in
psychology is unchanged since the time of Bentham, except for a
variation of phraseology. Instead of the " principle of asociation”
we now ek of the "conditioned reflex,” and we regard the
effects of experience as operating primarily, not upon "ideas
but upon musdles glands, nerves, and brain. Pavlov has shown
that the principle can do much, and Watson has assrted that it
can do everything. But until he has explained why the word
" pepper” does not make you sneeze, his sysem must be regarded
as uncompleted.

There is one important difference between associationism and
behaviourism. The latter concerns, primarily, what is done by
the body; the former concerned what was done by the mind.
The asodiationids were inclined to deny the exisence of matter,
but not of mind. The podt, it is true, has said:

Suart Mill both mind and matter
Ruthlesdy would beat and batter,

but he was much less ruthless to mind than to matter. With the
behaviourigt, the opposte is the case he bdieves in matter, but
thinks mind an unnecessary hypothesis.

In so far as the principle of the conditioned reflex differs
from that of the asxociation of ideas, there has been a definite
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scientific advance. The new law covers all that was covered by
the old, and a good deal more. It cannot be questioned that the
old law was true over a certain field, nor that the new law is true
over awider field which includes the field of the old law. It is not
the truth of either law, but its scope that is legitimate matter
of debate: some say that all mental phenomena are covered by it,
while others maintain that there are kinds of thought of which
the laws are different. This controversy remains substantially
whereit was ahundred and thirty years ago.

There is an important respect in which associationism and
behaviourism have exactly similar consequences. Both are deter-
ministic, that is to say, they think that what we do is governed by
laws which are, at least in great part, ascertainable, so that our
actions in given crcumstances can be predicted by a good psycho-
logist. So Bentham, one may suppose, said to himself: "The
criminal is the product of circumstances, and if certain circum-
gances have made him bad, there must be others which would
make him good. | need only, therefore, invent the right kind of
prison, and it will automatically turn thieves into honest men."
In like manner, the behaviourist thinks that the problem of
producing virtuous children is merely one of creating the right
conditioned reflexes. In the laboratory, when the dog does what
you want, you give him food; when he does the opposite, you
give him an dectric shock. The same method applied to children,
we are assured, will soon turn them into models of good behaviour.
| have not found due credit for this discovery given to Mr.
Wackford Squeers.

The "greatest happiness principle" was the most famous
formula of the Benthamite school. According to this principle,
actions are good when they promote the greatest happiness of the
greatest number, and bad when they do not. Why, in the passage
quoted above, Bentham should have attributed this principle
specially to Priestley, | do not know. Aswe have seen, it was stated
amog exactly in Bentham's words by Hutcheson at a much
earlier date, and in oneform or another it had cometo be accepted
by most British and French philosophers. Priestley, as every one
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knows, was a Unitarian divine, a chemist, and a radical. He
congructed a highly rationalized scheme of theology, he more or
less discovered oxygen, and he stood by the French Revolution
even in its wors days On this account, the Birmingham mab
wrecked his house, while he, very wisdy, fled to America. He was
a most praiseworthy citizen, but he had no specia claim to be
the inventor of the greatest happiness principle.

Between Bentham's ethics and his psychology there was some-
thing of a conflict. While a good act is one which furthers the
general happiness, it is, according to him, a psychological law that
every man pursues his own happiness. Since this is a thing which
people cannat help doing, it would be mere waste of breath to
blame them for it; it is, however, the busness of the legidator to
arrange that a man's private happiness shall be secured by ads
that arein the public interest. Thisis the principle which inspires
all Bentham's legal work.

There are, however, according to him, various reasons which
make this artificial identification of private and public interests
less frequently necessary than might have been supposed. As many
previous writers had pointed out, there is sympathy, which makes
the goectacle of another man's pain painful. But in addition to
this, it will be found (0 all the economids of that period con-
tended) that, as a general rule, a man can bes further the general
interest by pursuing his own. This doctrine, which afforded the
theoretical justification of laisser faire, arose, like some other
very sober doctrines, out of a jeu d' esprit. Mandeville, in his
Fable of the Bees, which appeared in 1723, developed, not too
solemnly, his doctrine of " private vices, public benefits" in which
he maintained that it is by our sdfishness that we promote the
good of the community. Economists and moralists appropriated
this doctrine, while explaining that Mandeville should not have
spoken of " private vices' since egoism could only be accounted
a vice by those who had failed to grasp the true principles of
psychology. Thus the doctrine of the natural harmony of intereds,
not as an absolute truth without exceptions, but as a broad
general principle, came to be adopted by all the advocates of
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laisser faire. We shall see, later, how Ricardo unwittingly gave it
its death-blow, and laid the foundations for the opposte doctrine
of the dass war.

The ethic basad upon the greatest happiness principle, which
came to be known as utilitarianism, was, when taken serioudy,
somewhat opposed to orthodox moral teaching. It is true that
eminent divines, such as Bishop Butler, had adopted the principle,
and that, until it became the watchword of the Radicals, no one
found it objectionable. But any theory which judges the morality
of an act by its conssquences can only by a fortunate accident
agree with the conventional view, according to which certain
dases of acts are sinful without regard to their effects No doubt
the precept " Thou shalt not steal” is, in general, very sound, but
it is easy to imagine drcumsances in which a theft might further
the general happiness. In a utilitarian sysem, all moral rules of
the ordinary kind are liable to exceptions. Bentham was a free-
thinker, and so were his leading disciples; it was therefore natural
to accuse them of immoral teaching. There was, in fact, much
less of such accusation than might have been expected, partly be-
cause the leaders of the schodl were cautious in propounding their
doctrines, and partly because their private lives were singularly
blameless. Although their teaching was fundamentally subversive,
they continued to be regarded as on the whole respectable.

Bentham did not distinguish between pleasure and happiness,
and resolutely refused to assign a qualitative superiority to what
are called "higher" pleasures. As he put it, "quantity of pleasure
being equal, pushpin is as good as poetry." None the less his
doctrine was, in practice, amog ascetic. He held that «df-
approbation is the greatest of pleasures. Since men tend to value
present pleasures more than pleasures in the future, the wise
man will exercise prudence and sdf-restraint. On the whole,
he and his disciples sought happiness in hard work and an almost
complete indifference to all pleasures of snse This, no doubt,
was a matter of temperament, not to be explained as a deduction
from the doctrine; but the result was that their morality was
quite as severe as that of their orthodox opponents.



CHAPTER X

James Mill

IT was chiefly through the insrumentahty of James Mill that
Bentham became a force in English politics, and a great deal of
the personality of this hard-headed Scotchman passd into the
character of British Radicalism. He was born in 1773, twenty-five
years later than Bentham; his father was a small tradesman, and
he owed his education to a patron, Sir John Stuart, who was
sruck by the boy's abilities. It was intended that he should
become a minister, but by the time his education was finished he
had ceased to believe in the Christian religion. He came to London
in 1802, and mugt have been at that time by no means a Radical,
snce he contributed to the Anti-Jacobin. He lived by journal-
ism, and spent his leisure in educating his son and writing a
history of India. His history, begun in 1806, was published in
1818, and led to his being employed by the East India Company
throughout the remainder of his life. From 1808 to 1818 he
depended largely on Bentham's bounty. In the garden of Queen
Square Place, where Bentham lived, there was a small house
which had belonged to Milton; for a while, Bentham lent that
house to James Mill, but later on he took another house, near his
own, on purpose to let it to Mill for half what he himself paid
for it. In the summer, if Bentham went away from London, Mill
usually came with him.

Mill had become a Radical before he met Bentham; in psycho-
logy he was a disciple of Hartley, in economics he accepted
Malthus and was a dose friend of Ricardo, in palitics he was an
extreme democrat and a doctrinaire believer in laisser faire. He
was not an original thinker, but he was clear and vigorous, and
had the unquestioning faith of the born disciple, with the disciple's
utter contempt for doctrines at variance with the Master's. " | se
clearly enough what poor Kant is about," he wrote, after a brief
attempt to read that philosopher. Like all his kind, he greatly
admired Helvetius, from whom he accepted the current doctrine
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of the omnipotence of education. His edest son, John Stuart,
born in the year in which he began his history of India, afforded
suitable material for exemplifying thetruth of Helvetius'stheories.
The victim's autobiography, one of the mog interesting books
ever written, tels the result, and incidentally reveals the character
of James Mill.

His capacity for work must have been amazing. He would spend
the day at his desk writing his History, while his son John, in the
same room, was learning his lessons, with the right of asking for
explanations whenever it might be necessary. The whole of John's
education was conducted by his father. He began Greek, he tels
us, at the age of three, " committing to memory what my father
termed vocables, being lists of common Greek words, with their
signification in English, which he wrote out for me on cards."
He did not begin Latin until he was seven. In the same year he
read sx of Plato's dialogues, but did not fully understand the
Theaetetus. He learned arithmetic at the same time; aso an
incredible amount of history. "When | came to the American
war, | took my part, like a child as | was (until s right by my
father) on the wrong sde, because it was called the English
sde" For amusement, he had such books as Anson's Voyages.
" Of children's books, any more than of playthings, | had scarcdy
any, except an occasonal gift from a relation or acquaintance:
among those | had, Robinson Crusoe was pre-eminent, and
continued to delight me all through my boyhood. It was no part,
however, of my father's sysem to exclude books of amusement,
though he allowed them very sparingly.”

From his eighth year onwards, John had not only to learn, but
also to teach his younger brothers and ssers, who were numerous.
Apart from the lliad and Odyssey, Aeschlyus, Sophocles, and
Euripides, all the best Latin authors, a great deal of history, and
a minute study of Roman Government, he had not time for much
learning after instructing the younger members of the family;
he s=ms to have mastered little dse, before the age of twelve,
except algebra and geometry, the differential calculus, and
several other branches of higher mathematics.
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It must not be supposed that John got nofun out of life." During
this part of my childhood,” he says "one of my greatest amuse-
ments was experimental science; in the theoretical, however, not
the practical snse of the word; not trying experiments—a kind
of discipline which | have often regretted not having had—nor
even seeing, but only reading about them."

At twelve years old he began logic, reading all that Aristotle
had to say on the subject, several of the schoolmen, and Hobbes.
In his times of recreation he used to walk with his father on
Bagshot Heath, being instructed that he must not think the
syllogigtic logic silly, and taught how to reduce arguments to
correct syllogistic form.

It was towards the end of John's thirteenth year that his father
began to be employed by the East India Company, but John's
education continued as before; in this very year, his father taught
him all political economy.

At fourteen, the boy was consdered to have reached a point
where he ought to sse something of the world, and he was sent
abroad for over a year. Before heleft the parental roof, his father,
like Polonius on a similar occason, gave him some good advice.
The exact words are not recorded, but they appear to have been
roughly as follows:

"John: until this moment, mindful of the fact that over-
estimation of on€s own merits is a grievous defect, | have care-
fully concealed from you the extent to which your intellectual
attainments surpass those of most boys of your age. Now, however,
in view of the year of foreign travel which | have decided to be
for your welfare, you are certain to learn this fact from others, if
not from me; some may even be so thoughtless as to pay you
compliments, and sugges to your mind the erroneous belief that
you posess exceptional abilities. In fact, whatever you know
more than others cannot be ascribed to any merit in you, but to
the very unusual advantage which has fallen to your lot, of having
a father able to teach you, and willing to give the necessary
trouble and time. That you know more than less fortunate boys,
isno matter of praise; it would be a disgraceif you did not."
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James Mill was passonately anti-Christian, and maintained
that the orthodox God, if He existed, would be a Being of infinite
cruelty. He ssems however, to have been unable wholly to divest
himsdlf, in his dealings with his son, of some of the God-like
attributes of which he disapproved. John, who criticizes him with
rductance, sys that he showed insufficient tenderness to his
children. He adds immediately that he believes his father to have
felt tenderness, but to have concedled it from reserve and didike
of emational display; this, however, the reader feds inclined to
doubt. John confeses that he himself had no affection for his
father, snce " fear of him was drying it up at its source” He adds
that thismust have been a grief to hisfather, and that the younger
children, who had had John for their tutor, loved their father
tenderly. Perhaps.

John, in later life, was perpetually discovering reasons for
disagreeing with his father, but hestating to take the step to
actual disagreement; in his books his father's ghost seams to
sand over him whenever he is tempted to fed sentiment, saying:
"Now, John, no weakness" James Mill was a good man; he
worked hard, and devoted himself to public objects. But he ought
not to have been let loose among children.

John's account of his father's outlook on life is interesting,
themoresoasJamesM ill, moreexactly than any other individual,
typified the whole Benthamite schodl in this respect.

In his viens of life he partook of the character of the Stoic, the
Epicurean, and the Cynic, not in the modern but the andent snse
of the word. In his persona qualities the Soic predominated. His
gandard of morals was Epicurean, inasmuch as it wes utilitarian,
taking asthe exdudve te of right and wrong, the tendency of actions
to produce pleasure or pain. But he had (and this was the Cynic
dement) scarody any bdlief in pleasure at least in his later years
of which alone, on this point, | can spesk confidently. He was not
insengble to pleasures but he deamed very few of them worth the
price which, at leas in the present gate of sodety, must be paid for
them. The greater number of miscarriages in life, he conddered to
be attributable to the over-valuing of pleasures Accordingly, tem-
perance in the large sne intended by the Gresk philosophers—
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gopping short at the point of moderation in all indulgences—was with
him, as with them, almog the central point of educational precept
His inculcations of this virtue fill a large place in my childish remem-
brances. He thought human life a poor thing at beg, after the frehnes
of youth and of unsatidfied curiogty had gone by. This was a topic
on which he did not often gpesk, egpedally, it may be suppossd, in
the presmce of young persons but when he did, it was with an air
of sdttled and profound conviction. He would sometimes say, that if
life were made what it might be, by good government and good
education, it would be worth having: but he never goke with any-
thing like enthusasm even of that possbility. He never varied in
rating intdlectual enjoyments above all others even in value as
pleasures, independently of their ulterior benefits The plessures of
the benevoent affections he placed high in the scale and used to
say, that he had never known a happy old man, except those who
wereableto live over again in the pleasures of the young. For pasionate
emations of all sorts, and for everything which has been said or written
in exaltation of them, he professad the gieates contempt. He regarded
them as a form of madness " The intensg' was with him a bye-word
of scornful disapprobation. He regarded as an aberration of the moral
gandard of modern times, compared with that of the ancients, the
great dress laid upon feding.

The intellectual conviction that pleasure is the sole good,
together with a temperamental incapacity for experiencing it,
was characterigtic of Utilitarians. From the point of view of the
calculus of pleasures and pains, their emoctional poverty was
advantageous. they tended to think that pleasure could be
measured by bank-account, and pain by finesor termsof imprison-
ment. Unsdfish and stoical devotion to the doctrine that every
man sks only his own pleasure is a curious psychological
paradox. Something not dissmilar was to be found in Lenin and
his most sincere followers. Lenin held, apparently, that the good
condds in abundance of material commodities; he was very
scornful of all appeals to altruism, and believed, as firmly as the
Benthamites, that economic sdf-interest governs men's economic
activities. On behalf of this creed, he endured persecution, exile
and poverty; when he rose to be the head of a great State he lived
with Spartan simplicity; and from worship of material prosperity
he plunged his country into many years of abysmal poverty. The
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Benthamites were not called upon for such heroic action, but their
mentality isclosely similar.

James Mill was a democrat, not because he felt himself down-
trodden (for who would have dared to down-tread such a man?),
nor yet from generous sympathy, with which nature had not
endowed him in any large measure. He was a democrat, so far as
can be judged, from arational application of the felicific calculus.
If you have a shilling to distribute among twelve children, you
will, other things being equal, cause most happiness by giving
them each a penny. If you gave a shilling to one, and nothing to
the other eleven, the one would get ill from a surfeit of sweets,
and the other eleven would befilled with envious rage. This, so
far as it goes, is an argument for communism, but communism
was vehemently opposed by all the Benthamites, because they
considered competition a necessary spur to activity. No such
argument applied to the distribution of political power. In view
of the universal egoism, no man's interests could safely be en-
trusted to another, so that any class destitute of political power
was sure to suffer injustice. Moreover, if the spur to useful
activity is competition, all men should be exposed to it, and
unjust privileges should be abolished. These arguments were such
as Bentham could understand; combined with the failure of the
Panopticon, they decided him to abandon Toryism and become a
democrat.

The utilitarians were unusually rational men, and had a firm
belief in the rationality of the mass of mankind. "Every man
possessed of reason," says James Mill, "is accustomed to weigh
evidence, and to be guided and determined by its preponderance.
When various conclusions are, with their evidence, presented with
equal care and with equal skill, thereis amoral certainty, though
some few may be misguided, that the greater number will judge
right, and that the greatest force of evidence, wherever it is, will
produce the greatest impression." There is a happy innocency
about this confession of faith; it belongs to the age before Freud
and before the growth of the art of propaganda. Oddly enough,
in Mill's day his confidence was justified by the event. The
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Benthamites, who were learned men and authors of difficult
books, aimed solely at appealing to men's reason, and yet they
were successful; in almost all important respects, the course of
British politics down to 1874 was such as they advocated. In the
Victorian era, this victory of reason surprised no one; in our more
lunatic period, it reads like the myth of a Golden Age.

Bentham, as soon as he had accepted the argument for demo-
cracy, became more democratic than any of his school. He regarded
the monarchy and the House of L ords as undesirable institutions,
although, on this point, no one ventured publicly to agree with
him. He failed even to find any argument against votes for women;
on the contrary, he advanced many excellent arguments in favour,
though without reaching a definite conclusion in print. He ssems
privately to have been rather favourable than unfavourable, for
John Stuart Mill says, in giving an account of the opinions of the
group of young men whom he influenced: "Every reason which
exists for giving the suffrage to anybody, demands that it should
not be withheld from women. This was aso the general opinion
of the younger proselytes; and it is pleasant to be able to say that
Mr. Bentham, on this important point, was wholly on our side."
With Mr. Bentham, however, this opinion remained academic;
it was left to John Stuart Mill, in later life, to bring the question
to the notice of Parliament as one of practical importance.

James Mill has a two-fold importance in the Benthamite
movement. In thefirst place, he fashioned his son John as Hamilcar
fashioned Hannibal. John, by his amiable and kindly disposition,
was not designed by nature for such stern doctrine as that of the
Philosophical Radicals; indeed, in later life he softened it at various
points. But he retained the belief that his father's teaching was
sound in the main, and this gave him a greater influence than he
could have had if he had had to rely upon confidence in himself.

I n the second place, James Mill, by his capacity for discipleship,
combined a number of separate eminent men into a single school,
and thereby immensely increased their collective influence. Most
Radicals, not unnaturally, looked upon Malthus and his theory
with suspicion; James Mill accepted the theory, and gave it a
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new twist. He and his friend Francis Place, the Radical tailor,
were not affected by Malthus's clerical scruples, and therefore
deduced, from his economic doctrine, the desirability of artificial
checks to conception. What is called neo-Malthusianism begins
with them. From them it spread, dowly and in spite of persecu-
tion, until, in our own day, it has put an end to the increase of
population in the most civilized countries.

It was in the year 1812, through the instrumentality of James
Mill, that Place was introduced to Bentham, who was thus
brought into contact with a social layer and a kind of palitics of
which he had previoudy known little. Place treated Bentham
with affectionate respect, addressng him in letters as " My dear
old Father." Of Bentham's letters to Place, one, quoted by
Graham Wallasin hisLife of Francis Place, may serve asa sample.
It concerns the precautions which Bentham took to conceal his
hostility to Christianity and his belief (probably as a result of
Place's persuason) in neo-Malthusianism. The word "juggical,"
which occursin it, means " Christian." Itisderived from " Jugger-
naut,” which was usad in that st to mean " Christianity," so that
the subject could be mentioned before servants without giving
occason for scandal. The letter is as follows:

Quem's Syuare Place,

April 24,1831, Sunday.

Dear Good Boy,
| have made an appointment for you; and you must abso-
lutely kep it, or make ancther. It is to s Prentice, and hear him
express his regres for calling you a "bold bad man." (Oh, but the
appointment it is for Tuesday, one ododk, commencament of my
drcumgiration time) | said you were a bold man, but denied your
being a bad one, judging from near twenty years intimacy. | aked
him why he cdled you a bad man; his ansver wes because of the
pains you had taken to disseminate your anti-over-population (I should
have said your over-population-stopping) expedient. The e is, he
is juggical; Calvinidtic; is descended from two parsonical grandfathers
of condderable notoriety. | obsarved to him that every man is master
of his own actions, but no man of his awn opinions; that on the point
in question he was no less fat from you than you from him; and that
if every man were to quarrd with every man whose opinions did not
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on every point whatsoever coincide with his, the earth would not be
long burdened with the human race As to the point in quegtion, |
took care not to let him know how my opinion stood; the fat would
have been all in the fire, unless | sucoesded in converting him, for
which there was no time; all | gave him to understand on the score
of religion as to my own sentiments was that | was for universal
toleration; and on one or two occadons | quoted scripture.. ..

James Mill brought together Bentham and Malthus and
Ricardo and the lower-middle-class Radicalisn of Francis Place,
who, in turn, was dosdy associated with the upper-class Radical-
ism of Sir FrancisBurdett. Thedoctrine of Hartley and Helvetius,
with such parts of Hume as could be fitted into a doctrinaire
orthodoxy, gave the intellectual respectability of a philosophical
bass to the excitement of the mob in the Westminster elections.
In all this, James Mill'sfunction was that of mortar, by which the
separate bricks were combined into an edifice. It was a strange
edifice, containing materials which no one could have expected
to se in combination. Most Radical movements have been in-
ired ether by sentiments of sympathy for the oppressed, or
by hatred of oppressors. In James Mill's Radicalism, neither of
these is prominent. He felt, undoubtedly, a universal benevo-
lence, which appears, for example, in his opposition to what he
regarded as crud in theological orthodoxy. This emotion, how-
ever, was not very intense, and would have been pushed asde
by dronger pasions in any man of more intense feding. In
James Mill, benevolence supplied the emctional stimulus, but
remained in the background, and at no point overpowered
reason. He accepted without difficulty opinions according to which
much suffering is inevitable; where those opinions were sound,
this was a strength, but where they were false, a weakness. This
srength and weskness characterized the Benthamite school
throughout its history.



CHAPTER XI

Ricardo

RICARDO, unlike James Mill, is important through his doctrine
alone, not through his personality. He was, by all accounts, a
lovable man; John Stuart Mill aludes to him repeatedly as " my
father's dearest friend," and says that " by his benevolent counte-
nance, and kindliness of manner, [he] was very attractive to young
persons” He entered Parliament in 1818, and was listened to
with respect, but his influence was as a writer. His chief work
was The Principles of Political Economy and Taxation, published
in 1817. This book became, in a sense, the canon of economic
orthodoxy; at the same time, it was found that the devil could
quote scripture: both Socialists and Single-Taxers derived their
proposals from his doctrines. The Sociadlists appealed to his
theory of value, the Single-Taxers to his theory of rent. More
generally, by discusing the distribution of wealth among the
different dases of society, he incidentally made it clear that
different dases may have divergent interests. There is much in
Marx that is derived from Ricardo. He has thus a two-fold im-
portance: as the source of official economics, and aso as the
unintentional parent of heresy.

Ricardo's theory of rent is smple, and in suitable circumstances
perfectly valid. In conddering it, let us, to begin with, confine
oursdves to agricultural land. Some land is more fertile, some
less at any given moment, there must be some land on the
margin of cultivation, which is only just worth cultivating. That
is to sy, it just yieds a return to the farmer's capital which is
equal to what the same capital would yield if otherwise invested.
If the landlord were to demand rent for this land, the farmer
would no longer find it worth cultivating; such land, therefore,
will yield no rent to the landlord. On more fertile land, on the
contrary, a given amount of capital yields more than the usual
rate of profit; therefore the farmer is willing to pay the landlord
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for theright to cultivate it. What he iswilling to pay is the excess
of the produce above what is yielded by the same amount of the
worst land in cultivation. Thus the rent of an acre of land is the
amount by which the value of the crop that can be raised on it
exceds the value of the crop that can be raised on an acre of the
worgt land in cultivation.

What applies to agricultural land applies equally to all land.
A piece of land in the centre of a big town can be used for such
purposes as shops or offices, out of which an immense income
can be made. Part of thisincomeisinterest on capital, in the shape
of buildings, etc.; part is profits of busness enterprise; but there
is a further part, which goes to the owner of theland in the shape
of ground-rent. Anything that increases the sze of the town, and
therefore the income to be made by a shop or office at its centre,
increases the rent that the landowner can exact for the right of
using the site. It must be understood, of course, that the theory
is concerned only with ground-rent, not with that part of the
rent which is due to the value of the buildings erected on the ste.

In the drcumsances of England while the Corn Laws were in
force, Ricardo's theory of rent had great practical importance.
If it had been possble to import grain, the worst agricultural
land in England would have gone out of cultivation. Conse-
quently the difference between the best land and the worg that
would have remained in cultivation would have diminished, and
rents would have fallen. So much was, of course, obvious to the
landowners, who controlled Parliament.

There were, however, further conseguences which were
connected with Adam Smith's arguments in favour of free trade.
If the importation of grain were to occur as a result of abolishing
the import duty, the capital now employed on the worst land
would flow into industry, where it would make the exports
required to pay for the imported grain. This new employment of
capital would necessarily be more profitable than the old, snce, if
not, it would not pay to import grain instead of producing it at
home. There would, therefore, be an increase of the national
wealth accompanied by a fall in rents. there would be more to
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divide, and of the increased total an increased proportion would
go to the industrious dases This perfectly sound argument
naturally appealed to manufacturers, but not to landowners.
It was only after the Reform Bill had transferred political power
to the middle dass that the freetraders could obtain control
of Parliament. When, in 1846, free trade in corn was introduced,
its consequences were found to be such as the economists had
predicted.

Ricardo's theory of rent reflects accurately the conflict between
middle dass manufacturers and upper dass landowners which
dominated English politics from 1815 to 1846. But it was possble
to make a much more radical application of the theory than any
contemplated by Ricardo or the Manchester men. These men were
rich, but wished to be richer; they were the industrious rich, and
were not willing to accept a position inferior to that of theidlerich.
But they were by no means revolutionaries; they wished the world
to remain one in which wealth could be enjoyed. Moreover they
had a rooted distrust of the State, owing, no doubt, to the fact
that they did not control it. For these reasons, they did not advance
from Ricardo to Henry George and the doctrine of the single tax.
Yet that is a perfectly logical consequence. Economic rent is not
paid to the landowner in return for any service that he performs;
it is paid merely for permisson to produce wealth on his land.
By the labour of others he is enriched, while he need not lift a
finger; his economic function is merely to receive rent, without in
any way adding to the national wealth. It is no very difficult
inference that the private ownership of land should be abolished,
and all rent paid to the State. This inference, however, was not
drawn, or even consdered, by Ricardo.

Ricardo's theory of value, while less true than his theory of
rent, has had even more influence. The question of value arises
in economics as follows: Suppose you have one pound to spend,
you can obtain for it a certain quantity of wheat, or of beer, or of
tobacco, or of pins, or of books, or what not. If a certain quantity
of wheat and a certain number of pins both cogt one pound, they
have the same " value." What determines how many pins will have
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the same value as a given amount of wheat? Ricardo answered:
They will have the same value if the same amount of labour has
been required to produce them. The value of any commaodity, he
says is measured by the work involved in making it.

Up to a point, this doctrineis true. If you are a carpenter, and
it takes you twice as long to make a table as to make a chair, you
will naturally charge twice as much—apart from the cost of the
wood. Different manufactured articles made by men who are all
paid the same rate of wages will have a price proportional to the
labour that has gone into them—again apart from the cos of the
raw material. Ricardo's theory of value, one may say, is approxi-
mately true, under conditions of free competition, whenever
the value of the commodity is mainly dependent upon the
process of manufacture as opposed to the natural fertility of the
earth.

But it is easy to se that the theory cannot bewholly correct, if
only because it conflicts with Ricardo's own theory of rent. Two
bushelsof wheat of thesamequality areof the samevaluewher ever
they have been produced; but a bushe of wheat cods less [abour
to produce on good land than on poor land. This is the bads of
Ricardo's theory of rent, and should have made him s that his
theory of value could not be right. There are, of course, more
extreme examples. In the early days of a new goldfield, it has
sometimes happened that a man has picked up by accident a huge
nugget wor th as much as £10,000. The value of his labour, at an
ordinary rate of wages would have been about half a crown,
but his gold was worth just as much as if he had had to work
for it.

I do not wish to weary the reader with the niceties of the theory
of value, but the subject proved of such immense importance in
the development of Socialism that some discussion of it is unavoid-
able. In certain cass Ricardo's theory is quite right, while in
certain others it is quite wrong; in the commonest kind of casg,
it ismore or less right, but not wholly. The question turns on the
part played by monopoaly in the particular case concerned.

L et ustake firs some ingance in which, apart from the rent of



128 Freedom and Organization, 1814-1914

land, monopoly plays almost no part—say the manufacture of
cotton cloth as it was in Ricardo's day. This was probably the
sort of commadity that he had in mind. There were many manu-
facturers, all keenly competing againg each other; theraw material
was produced under fairly uniform conditions, and sold by the
growers competitively. The labour involved in making the neces:
sary machinery was, of course, part of the labour involved in
making the cloth; here, also, there was in that day a plentiful
supply of iron ore, belonging to many different mines which were
in no way combined, and there were als, as time went on, many
firms making textile machinery. There was one eement of
monopoaly, it is true, namely that due to the exisence of patents:
these represent, in theory, the monopoly value of the inventor's
skill. Royalties to inventors formed, however, a very small part
of the cogt of a given piece of cotton cloth. On the whole, the price
would be determined pretty accurately by the amount of labour
involved in making it.

Now let us take something at the opposite extreme, say a picture
by Leonardo. There was presumably no more labour in it than in
some daub that could be bought for five shillings, and yet it may
be worth fifty thousand pounds. This is a case of pure monopoly:
the supply cannot be increased, and therefore the price depends
only upon the demand. The earnings of persons who have a
complete or partial monopoly of some kind of skill come under
this head; |1 am thinking of such persons as opera-singers, eminent
aurgeons and barristers, film gtars, and so on.

Most cass are intermediate between these two extremes. In
general, the raw material of an industry is either agricultural or
mineral. If it is agricultural, the law of rent, as we saw already,
modifies Ricardo's law of value: it is the labour cogt on the worst
land under cultivation, not on averageland, that determines value.
In the casze of minerals, if there are many independent sources
of supply, exactly the same reasoning apphes as in the case of
agricultural produce; but not infrequently thereis a combination
among the owners of the sources of supply, so that the value of the
raw material is determined by the rules governing monopoalies.
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In the later stages also, monopoly, partial or complete, has been
more and more replacing competition. This comes partly through
the formation of Trusts, partly through patents, partly through
ownership of raw materials.

Where there is monopoly with power to increase supply, the
producer has to consder whether it will pay him better to dispose
of large quantities at low prices, or of small quantities at high
prices. |t is obvious that the more he charges the less he will sdll,
and that thereis some price which gives him the maximum pr ofit.
But this has nothing to do with cogt of production, except that
cod of production s#s a minimum, below which the producer
cannot profitably let thepricefall.

Ricardo's theory that value is determined by the amount of
labour involved in production is therefore far from being quite
true, and has become less true since histime, owing to the diminu-
tion of competition. He himself was partially aware of its limita-
tions, but James M ill and M cCulloch saized on it with the zeal of
disciples, and refused to admit even the qualifications which
Ricardo thought necessary. Orthodox economics thus accepted
the theory in an almost unqualified form until a better theory,
giving due place to the importance of demand, was invented by
Jevons at a much later date.

Ricardo's theory of value, not unnaturally, was welcomed by
the champions of labour, and put by them to usss which he had
not foreseen. If the whole value of a commodity is due to the
labour which has gone into producing it, why, they asked, should
not the whole value be paid to the men who have made the
commodity? With what right did the landlord and the capitalist
appropriate part of the product, if they had added nothing to its
value? Economigs aswociated with working-class movements,
notably Thomas Hodgskin and WilHam Thompson, basing
themsdves on Ricardo, argued that no one should receive money
except in return for labour, and that thelabourer had aright tothe
whole produce of his own work. These men, as we shall see later,
became influential in the Socialis movement connected with
Robert Owen. At a later stage they influenced Marx, who also

E
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basad his argument on Ricardo's theory of vaue. At the present
day, while Ricardo's influence is much diminished in orthodox
economics, it lives on in the economics of the Marxists, who, in
thisrespect asin some others, preserve an oudook belonging to the
ealy nineteenth century.



CHAPTER X1

The Benthamite Doctrine

As a reault of the combined teaching of Malthus, Bentham, and
Ricardo, a body of doctrine grew up, which was accepted by a
gradually increasing number of progressve people, both in the
middle dass and among working men—though among the latter,
as we shall s there were rival sthools which aso had influence.
The views accepted by the followers of the Benthamites were,
in some regpects more crude than those of the leaders, but in
other respects less 0. It is worth while to consgder what the
doctrine became in the minds of its popularizers, since it was
through them that it influenced legidation.

The views of the Philosophical Radicals fall naturally under
three heads, economic, political, and moral, and of these three
the economic was, in their case, the most important.

The economics of the school were dominated by Malthus.
Until such time as the working dasses could be induced to
practise moral restraint, the principle of population made it
inevitable that the wages of unskilled labour should barely suffice
to enable a man to live and rear a family. Where women and
children earned wages, the man's wages would only need to suffice
for his own support. There might be moments in the world's
history, after a destructive war or a very terrible epidemic, when
wageswould temporarily riseabove subsstencelevel, but theresult
would be a diminution of infant mortality until the population,
through increasing numbers, returned to its previous low level.
There was, therefore, no point in the schemes of well-meaning
philanthropists, nor yet in relief by the medium of the Poor Law.
Working men who tried to raise wages by means of srikes and
trade unions were utterly misguided. Communists, who aimed at
economic equality, might drag the rich down, but could not
improve the postion of the poor, snce increase of population
would quickly destroy any momentary amelioration.
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There was one hope for the working dassss and only one,
namely that, from prudence, they would learn to control their
procreative ingincts. Middle-class Radicals, with a few exceptions,
urged that they should do this by "moral restraint”; Place, an
ardent Malthusian who yet remembered his working-class origin,
urged less painful methods. Meanwhile, the whole school were
excused by their doctrines from all participation in humanitarian
efforts to diminish the sufferings of the wage-earning dasss by
what seemed to them superficial methods.

The landlords, at the other end of the social scale, equally had
to be kept in their place. Ricardo's theory of rent showed that, in
the long run, the whole benefit of the corn laws went to the land-
lords; the farmers were deprived, by higher rents, of whatever
benefit might otherwise have come to them. The wage-earners
neither gained nor lost, since in any case they would be on the
verge of gtarvation. But the industrial employers lost, because,
when bread was dear, they had to pay higher wages to prevent
their labourers from dying of hunger. Therefore, for the sske
of the factory owners, the import duty on corn ought to be
abolished.

Profits represented what was left after paying rent and wages.
Therefore the way to increase profits was to lower rent and wages.
Wages could only be lowered by making bread cheaper, i.e. by
free trade in corn; the same measure, by allowing the worst lands
to go out of cultivation, would lower rents, and would, therefore,
be doubly advantageous to the dass that lived on profits, as
opposed to rent and wages The Benthamites represented this
class, they werethefirst to adopt themoder n creed of industrialism
and mechanization.

Politically, the creed of the school contained three main articles:
laisser faire, democracy, and education. Laisser faire, asaprinciple,
wasinvented in France duringtheancien regime, but it disappeared
during the Revolution, and Napoleon had no use for it. In the
England of 1815, however, the same conditions existed which
had produced it in the France of Louis X V| : an energetic and
intelligent middle dass palitically controlled by a stupid govern-
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ment. There might conceivably be beneficial forms of State
control, but the exising State was much more likely to adopt
harmful forms. The new men, constious that they wielded a
new power and were creating a new world, asked only to be let
alone.

So far, there was much to be said for laisser faire, but it became
a dogma and was carried to ridiculous extremes. The Economigt,
a periodical which represented the views of the Benthamites, even
objected to the Public Health Act of 1848, which was passed as
the result of a Commission revealing the most appallingly insani-
tary conditions in most of the big towns. While the Bill was
before the House of Commons, the Economist regretted that it
was not being more vigoroudy opposed. " Suffering and evil,"
the editor wrote, "are nature€'s admonitions; they cannot be got
rid of; and the impatient attempts of benevolence to banish them
from the world by legidation, before benevolence has learned
their object and their end, have always been productive of more
evil than good."* The "benevolence' of ParHament was proof
againg these arguments for not constructing a proper drainage
sysem, because epidemics due to its absence were raging within a
gones throw of the House of Commons. Most of the Philoso-
phical Radicals were opposed to factory legidation, even where
the cae for it was most indubitable. When, in 1847, the Bill
prohibiting children from working more than ten hours a day in
cotton factories was pased by both Houses, the Economist's
head-line was " The Lords leagued with the Commons to prohibit
Industry." The principle, the paper said, was the same as in
the caze of the Corn Law—in each an unwarrantable interference
for the sake of one classf

Democracy, which was advocated whole-heartedly by James
Mill and (in later life) by Bentham, was accepted with some
limitations by most of the school. The importance of property
had a large place in their minds, and they did not welcome the
idea of great numbers of voters who owned nothing. They all
wanted something more far-reaching than the Reform Act of

* Claphamj op. cit., Vol. I, p. 545. t Ibid., p. 577.
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1832, but few wanted manhood suffrage, and only a handful
wanted votes for women. The advocacy of manhood suffrage was
taken up by the Chartists, who were working dass and less
respectable than the Benthamites. Nevertheless, the Benthamites
aways urged as much extension of the suffrage aswas at all within
the sphere of practical politics; they were, therefore, quite as
effective in furthering democracy as they would have been if
their demands had been more extreme.

Belief in democracy was bound up with belief in the power of
reason over men's minds, provided they were sufficiently educated
to be able to follow an argument. James Mill, his son says, had

an amost unbounded confidence in the efficacy of two things:
representative government, and complete freedom of discussion. So
complete was my father's reliance on the influence of reason over the
minds of mankind, whenever it is allowed to reach them, that he felt
asif all would be gained if the whole population were taught to read,
if all sorts of opinions were alowed to be addressed to them by word
and in writing, and if by means of the suffrage they could nominate
a legidature to give effect to the opinions they adopted. He thought
that when the legidature no longer represented a dass interest, it
would aim at the general interest, honestly and with adequate wisdom;
since the people would be sufficiently under the guidance of educated
intelligence, to make in genera a good choice of persons to represent
them, and having done so, to leave to those whom they had chosen
aliberal discretion. Accordingly aristocratic rule, the government of
the Few in any of its shapes being in his eyes the only thing which
stood between mankind and an administration of their &fars by the
best wisdom to be found among them, wes the object of his sternest
disapprobation, and a democratic suffrage the principa article of his
political creed, not on the ground of liberty, Rights of Man, or any
of the phrases, more or less significant, by which, up to that time,
democracy had usually been defended, but as the most essentid of
"securities for good government.” In this, too, he held fast only to
what he deemed essentids, he was comparatively indifferent to
monarchica or republican forms—far more so than Bentham, to
whom a king, in the character of "corrupter-general,” appeared
necessarily very noxious.

"All would be gained if the whole population were taught to
read.” James Mill imagined the working man coming home in
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the evening and reading Hume or Hartley or Bentham; he did
not foresee the literature that would be provided for a population
that had learnt to read, but had been taught almos nothing ese.
The kind of working man that he imagined does exist, but he is
not common, and no one less axcetic than the early Benthamites
would have expected him ever to become common. With such
expectations, however, it was natural to fed a great desre for the
spread of education. All the Benthamites took a consderable part
in the movements of the time for providing working-class schools
Universal compulsory education did not come in England till
1870, but it would not have come then but for the Philosophical
Radicals.

The opposition to popular education at that time was amazingly
strong, even in quarters in which it might not have been expected.
In the year 1807, a Bill to provide elementary schods throughout
England was introduced by Whitbread. It was defeated in the
Lords, at theinstance of Eldon and the Archbishop of Canterbury.
This is quite in order, but it is curious to find that it was vehe-
mently opposed by the President of the Royal Society. " However
goecious in theory the project might be (0 he said), of giving
education to the labouring dasses of the poor, it would in effect
be found to be prejudicial to their morals and happiness; it would
teach them to despise their lot in life, instead of making them good
srvants in agriculture, and other laborious employments to
which their rank in society had destined them; instead of teaching
them subordination, it would render them fractious and refractory,
as was evident in the manufacturing counties; it would enable
them to read seditious pamphlets, vicious books, and publications
againg Christianity; it would render them insolent to their
superiors;, and in a few years the result would be that the legis-
lature would find it necessary to direct the strong arm of power
towards them, and to furnish the executive magistrate with much
mor e vigorous laws than were now in force" *

In spite of these grave warnings, the nonconformists proceeded
to found schools, and the Church, for fear of losng its hold on

* Hammond, Town Labourer (1932 ed.), p. 57.
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the young, was compelled to follow suit. In the nonconformist
movement the Benthamites were active.

The reader may remember that Dr. Folliott, as quoted in the
motto to this section, objected to sxpenny tracts on hydrostatics,
the Steam Intellect Society, and the learned friend. Whether
sixpenny tracts on hydrogtatics existed, | doubt; but the learned
friend was Brougham, and the Steam Intellect Society was the
"Society for the Diffusion of Useful Knowledge" of which
Brougham was chairman and L ord John Russl vice-chairman.
Brougham, if not a complete Benthamite, was very cosdy allied
with those who wer €; James Mill, according to his son, "was the
good genius by the sde of Brougham in most of what he did for
the public, either on education, law reform, or any other subject.”
Much ussful knowledge was diffused by the sodety in question,
in spite of the hostility of Dr. Falliott and the President of the
Royal Society. Nevertheless, the preudice againg popular
education died hard. When, in 1853, my grandfather established
a <chodl in the village of Petersham (where he lived), the gentry
complained that "he had destroyed the hitherto aristocratic
character of the neighbourhood." Nor is the preudice extinct
even now.

Thereisoneother point in Benthamite paliticsthat isimportant,
and that is hogtility to imperialisn. Bentham, even in his Tory
days, saw no use in over-seas possssions At the height of the
French Revolution he wrote, and presented to Talleyrand, a
work called: Emancipateyour Colonies! addressed totheNational
Convention of France, Anno 1793. Shewing the uselessness and
mischievousness of distant dependenciesto an European State.
This was not merely an opinion for the French; he held the
same views as regards British colonies. He converted his friend
Lord Lansdowne, who sated in the House of Lords in 1797:
"A greater good could not be done to Spain, than to relieve
them from the curse of these sdttlements [Spanish America],
and make them an industrious people like their neighbours. A
greater evil could not happen to England than to add them to
our already overgrown posessons' Bentham's later disciples
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on the whole retained his view on this subject. As behevers in
free trade, they saw no economic benefit in sovereignty, and they
wer eincapable of the sentiment of imperial pride. In the eighteenth
century, the Whigs were more imperialistic than the Tories; in
the nineteenth, under the influence of the Benthamites, the most
typical Liberals were Little Englanders. In this respect, however,
national pride proved too strong for philosophy. In the very
hey-day of Benthamism, Palmerston was the idol of the Liberal
party, partly because he cared more for British prestige than for
any theories under the sun.

It mugt also be admitted that there was one respect in which
even Bentham was seduced from his austere cosmopalitanism.
After James Mill had come to be employed by the Eagt India
Company, both he and Bentham felt that a promising field had
been opened to experimentation. Bentham hoped to inspire an
Indian legal code: "I shall be the dead legidative of British
India. Twenty years after | am dead, | shall be a despot.” After
quoting this remark, Halevy adds: " Twenty-eight years after his
death the Indian penal code came into force; it had been drawn
up by Macaulay under the influence of Bentham's and James
Mill's ideas, so that Bentham, who had failed to give a legal
code to England, did actually become the posthumous legidator
of the vastest of her possesdons” *

The moral outlook of the Benthamites was somewhat singular.
Intellectually, theY were emancipated; in theory, they lived for
pleasure; in economics, they held that a sane man will pursue his
pecuniary sdf-interest. Politically, they advocated great changes,
but without heat, without enthusasm, without visble generodty
of sentiment even when they went againg their own interest
and that of their dass some of them, and notably Bentham,
showed a rare indifference to pecuniary sdf-interest, and a
readiness to sacrifice large sums to friendship or a public object;
as for pleasure, one feds that they had read of it in books, and
upposed it must be a good thing, but that in their lives they knew
nothing of it; and their intellectual emancipation never passd

* Hal£vy, The Growth of Philosophic Radicalism, p. 510.
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over into any action contrary to the received moral code—except,
perhaps, in James Mill's rather timid advocacy of neo-Malthu-
sianism, and Place's rather bolder propaganda in the same
direction. With the exception of Place, they were all "bookish"
men; the action in which their impulse to activity found its most
natural outlet was that of writing. There was no rough-and-
tumble in their lives; none of them would have known what to
do with a horse-dedler or a card-sharper or even an ordinary
drunkard.

The morals of James Mill a described by his son are typical of
the sect:

In ethics, his moral fedings were energetic and rigid on al points
which he deemed important to human well being, while he was
supremely indifferent in opinion (though his indifference did not show
itself in persona conduct) to al those doctrines of the common
morality, which he thought had no foundation but in asceticism and
priestcraft. He looked forward, for example, to a consderable incresse
of freedom in the relations between the sexes, though without pretending
to define exactly what would be, or ought to be, the precise conditions
of that freedom. This opinion was connected in him with no sensuality
either of a theoretical or of a practical kind. He anticipated, on the
contrary, as one of the beneficid efedts of increased freedom, that
the imagination would no longer dwell upon the physica relation and
its adjuncts, and swell this into one of the principal objects of life;
a perversion of the imagination and fedlings, which he regarded as
one of the degpest seated and most pervading evils in the human mind.

In fact, he regarded sex much as | regard football. | have no
wish to forbid people to watch football matches, but | cannot
imagine why they do it, and | hope in time they will grow too
sensible to wish to do so. If | lived in a country where football
was thought wicked, and where the game was played in secret
while every one pretended that it was unknown, | might be driven
to champion the cause of the oppressed footballer, but without
much enthusiasm. This represents the attitude of these highly
refined hedonists on matters of sexual morality.

The virtue which, in practice, they prized above all others, was
prudence. For this there were many reasons. One was Malthus:
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to marry young and have a large family was the cardinal crime,
and only prudence could lead men to avoid it. Another was the
fact that, for those who had even a little capital, profitable invest-
ment was easy, while for those who had none life was very hard.
Another, which affected all shades of opinion, was fear of the
French Revolution, and the feding that such events could only
be prevented by keeping a tight hold over the emctions and
passions.

The Utilitarians had ancther virtue, closdy allied to prudence,
namely intellectual sobriety. They reasoned carefully on every
subject of which they treated; they never imagined that they
knew things by the light of nature; they were sddom mided by
emotion; and although they were sydematic, love of sydem
hardly ever led them into errors which they would not have
committed in any case Much of this intellectual sobriety descends
to them from Locke. There is in his Essay on the Human
Understanding a critical chapter headed " Of enthusiasm," which
is directed againg Cromwellian sectaries Intellectually, though
not politically, the Methodists occupied a smilar position in the
time of the Utilitarians. The Methodists knew all about the next
world, which they regarded as more important than our life here
on earth. The Benthamites knew nothing of such matters: they
were not atheids, but what came to be called agnogtics Where
there was no evidence, they sugpended judgment—a practice as
admirableasitisrare.

TheUtilitarianswere, and still are, made fun of for the supposed
habit of judging all things by their usefulness rather than by any
quality they may possess on their own account. " A Utilitarian
says What is the use of a nightingale, unless roasted? What profit
is there in the fragrance of a rose, unless you can distil from it an
otto at ten shillings a drop? What can you mint out of the red
flush of a morning cloud, save a shepherd's warning, to take his
water proof with him when going out in the world?"* It must be
admitted that the temperament of the early Utilitarians gave some
colour to this accusation, but | think it results much more from the

* The Evangelical Revival, by S. Baring-Gould, M A ., 1920, p. 7.
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suggestions of the word. Certainly there was nothing in the
doctrine of the sthool to warrant this common criticism. The
doctrine was that pleasure is the good. If you derived more
pleasure from hearing the nightingale than from eating it, you
would abstain from roagting it. 1f you and the nightingale, jointly,
would enjoy a greater sum of pleasure if he were left to sing than
if he were eaten, the legidator would arrange the laws so that you
should not kill the bird. This was the doctrine; and what could
any one ak more?

Even as regards temperament, while there is a measure of truth
in the current view, it has very definite limitations. Bentham
was fond of music; James Mill caused John to read more poetry
than was read by any other boy then living. John himsef, when
he grew up, turned out to be poetic, dightly sentimental, with
hankerings after emotional delights that his father had made
difficult for him. The reason for the name " Utilitarian" was that
Bentham and his disciples would not put up with things that had
no use, merely because they were traditional. The procedure of
the Court of Chancery, which Dickens attacked in Bleak House,
had certainly none of the intrinsic merit of the nightingale's song.
It was, therefore, to be judged by the test of utility, and by this
it was condemned. Bentham applied this test to all the old lumber
of English law, preserved only to provide incomes for lawyers.
He thought this an insufficient utility, and s to work to try to
reform the law. In all such regions, the Utilitarian standard is
admirable, and by this standard the utilitarians were justified.
They may not have posssssad the charm of the nightingale, but
they did posess the merit of usefulness.



CHAPTER X111

Democracy in England

DEMOCRACY, in its triumphant and sdf-confident form, came to
theworld from the United States, in association with the doctrine
of theRightsof M an. In England, thefir st thor ough-going demo-
cratic movement, that of the Chartists, took its philosophy in the
main from America, but it failed, and was succeeded, after an
interval, by a new demand for popular representation, led first by
Bright, thefriend of Cobden, and later by Gladstone, who, during
the Parliament of 1841-46, had become Cobden's disciple. The
inspiration of this later succesful movement was derived from
the Philosophical Radicals, one of whose most important effects on
British paliticswasthe character which, except duringthe Chartist
interlude, they gave to democratic theory.

Democratic sentiment, as it existed in England, was different, in
various important respects, from the democratic sentiment of
America and the Continent, which will be consdered in later
chapters. One very important difference was that, in England,
advocates of democracy appealed to history and tradition. Repre-
sentative ingtitutions, which are an important element in modern
democracy, had exised uninterruptedly since the thirteenth
century; no doubt the House of Commons had not at any time
represented the people, but it had represented dassss other than
the aristocracy, and, in the seventeenth century, these dassss had
used it in a vigorous and successful contest for their rights.
Speaking of John Bright, who won the vote for working men in
1867, Lord Morley says " A political leader does well to strive
to keep our democracy historic. John Bright would have been a
worthy comrade of John Hampden, John Selden, and John Pym.
Hehad thevery spirit of the Puritan leaders." John Bright himself,
as a Quaker, with the tradition of persecution under the Stuarts,
was thoroughly consdous of his continuity with the age of
Cromwell.
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The desreto represent reform asareturn to the purer cusoms
of our ancestors was very common among Radicals. At one of the
first of the great Chartist open-air meetings, in 1838, Doubleday,
the Chairman, in demanding manhood suffrage, said:

Universal auffrage was the usage of the country up to the middle
of the reign of Henry the Sixth. Well, how wes this log? It was in
the confuson of the civil wars The people did not know its value,
and under plausble pretences the law was altered. From that time
to this Englishmen had bemn feding the efeds of this treacherous
dead. The evil crept on gradually. The country was then rich, and
the common people weelthy to an extent they [his hearerd had no
idea of. There were hardly any taxes, and there could be none, because
a parliament dected by the people took care of the peoples earnings.
But when this was log all changed. The Arigocracy gradually found
ou_tI ihat the people were too rich, and so they made laws to cure this
evil.

Doubleday's historical accuracy is open to question, but it is
characterigtic of England that an extreme Radical should defend
his proposals as a revival of the distant pag. In Wat Tyler's
rebellion, which occurred during Doubleday's Golden Age, the
aim was areturn to the social sysem of Adam and Eve.

An important difference between England and America as
regards democr atic sentiment isthat in Americait was agricultural,
whereas in England it was mainly urban and industrial. The old
Poor Law kept the rural labourers submissive in spite of poverty
(except for the brief outbreak of 1830), and the farmers usually
sided with the landowners. In the industrial regions, a different
stuation arose Thelandowners, asarule, did not live on the spot,
and they made laws which hampered the manufacturers. From
1815 to 1846, owingto thetariff, the manufacturerswerepolitically
opposed to the aristocracy, and they enlisted the wage-earners on
their dde as far as ssemed safe Industry was rapidly increasing,
and was technically progressive. Thus everything combined to
drive the industrial population, both magers and men, into
Radicalism, while the rural digricts remained feudal and almost
unchanging.

* Gammage, History of the Chartist Movement, p. 23.
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In America and on the Continent, democracy was intimately
associated with nationalism, whereas in England the opposite was
the cae The American War of Independence and the French
revolutionary wars had associated democracy with the military
power of the nation, whereas in England the military power was
associated with reaction and the Duke of Wellington, and was
used rather for oppresson of subject nations than for sdf-defence.
For this reason, in England, the democratic parties and statesmen
were a0 the least warlike and imperialistic. This continued to be
the caze until the retirement of Gladstone in 1894.

English democratic feding in the nineteenth century was
largely generated by the period of aristocratic and regal misgovern-
ment which began in 1760 and persisted throughout the reigns of
George | I | and George |1 V. The House of Lords, through the
sydem of rotten boroughs, controlled the House of Commons;
the government was inefficient and inconceivably corrupt; the
taxes were oppressive, epecially to the poorest part of the popula-
tion, since they were largely on necessaries The whole legidative
power of Parliament was used to enrich the landowners at the
expense of all other sections of the community. Everything needed
reforming—education, the law, the judicial sysem, the prisons,
the insanitary condition of the towns, taxation, the poor law, and
much dse Meanwhile the rulers of the country hunted foxes,
shot pheasants, and made more stringent laws againgt poachers.
Theintdligence of the nation, aswell asits humanity and common
snse rebelled againg the continuation of such a system.

The revolt of intelligence took the form of Philosophical
Radicalism, and it was fortunate that, when reform became
possible, there were men with a capacity for detail who had thought
out what should be done. Owing to Bentham and his school, there
was little vague declamation about the Rights of Man, except
among the Chartists. Sentiment, on the whole, was left to the
reactionaries, and attention to utility was the characteristic of the
reformers. Perhaps it is for this reason that the movement which
sprang from them continued for over fifty years beforeit produced
areaction.
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The most difficult battle in the movement towards democracy
was the first, the battle for the Reform Bill, which was won in
1832. Reform of the House of Commons, both by aboalishing rotten
boroughs and by extending the franchise, was already advocated
by influential paliticians before the French Revolution, but was
s adde, along with all other forms of legidative progress, for the
period of the French wars. Neverthdess, it remained an aspiration
of that section of the Whigs which followed Fox. When, therefore,
the Whigs under Grey came into power in 1830, they s&t to work
to carry a measure which in their view ought to have been intro-
cuded by the younger Pitt when hefirst cameinto power. Although
their proposals were moderate, their language was that of demo-
cracy. Lord John Russl, in introducing the Reform Bill, said they
were determined that the House of Commons should " not be the
representatives of a small dass or of a particular interest; but form
a body ... representing the people, springing from the people, and
sympathizing with the people.”

The aristocratic Whigs of 1832 were analogous in their out-
look to the aristocratic reformers in France in 1789. Mirabeau,
Lafayette, and the Feuillants would have liked to achieve a
peaceful and moderate reform, which would have given to France
a congtitution very similar to that of England after 1832. Why did
the party of constitutional reform succeed in England and fail in
France? No doubt for a number of reasons, but chiefly, | think,
because the revolution in France was agrarian as well as urban,
which was not the case in England. The French arigocrats, in
spite of vating away their feudal privileges, found themsdves faced
by a hogtility which involved financial ruin. This chilled their
reforming ardour, and led them to invite foreign aid againg the
Revolution. The English reformers, at the very beginning of the
agitation for the Reform Bill, quenched agrarian revolt in blood,
and therefore felt their incomes safe. The opposition of the Tories
gave way to the threat of revolution, because the matter did not
appear to be one of life and death for the aristocracy. And s
ultimate political power passed peacefully into the hands of the
middledass
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Although the Reform Bill was passed by strictly constitutional
means, it could not have become law without an effective threat
of revolution. To make such a threat effective, the middle dass had
to enligt the support of the working men, and this necesstated
raisng their hopes. The measure which was actually carried did
nothing for working men, but actually deprived them of the vote
in the few places, such as Westminster, where they had previoudy
had it. The middle dass while they detesed the aristocratic
monopoly of political power, had no wish for a sysem in which
their employess would have votes. The Reform Bill was, in fact,
just such as the middle dass desired. From 1832 until Disradli's
extensgon of the franchise in 1867, although most of the ministers
continued to be arigocrats, the congituency to which they had to
appeal was one of busness men, manufacturers, and shopkeepers.
The ultimate power was in new hands, and gradually the tone of
British palitics was changed.

To the working dass the Reform Bill and its conssquences was
a bitter disenchantment. One of the first measures of the reformed
Parliament was the new Poor Law, which introduced the sysem
represented in Oliver Twist. The old Poor Law needed to be
changed, and in its ultimate effects the new Poor Law was no
doubt less disagtrous. But it involved intolerable cruelty and hard-
ship, which its advocates judtified on grounds derived from
Malthus. Theworking men had helped the middle dass to acquire
power, and the new Poor Law was their reward. Working dass
political consdousness arose out of this betrayal. As Malthus had
sprung from the old Poor Law, so Marx and Engels sprang from
the new.

The first effect of disenchantment on the wage-earners was the
growth of trade-unionism (described in a later chapter) which was
led by Robert Owen, the founder of Socialism. When this collapsed,
the belief in political rather than industrial methods revived, and
led, for a while, to the Chartist movement. This movement grew
out of the London Working Men's Association, founded in 1836,
which advocated a " Charter” consisting of sx points: Manhood
Suffrage, Annual Parliaments, Vote by Ballot, no Property



146 Freedom and Organization, 1814-1914

Qualification, Payment of Members, and Equal Electoral
Districts.

Towards Chartism, astowardsall movementsof political reform,
Owen was unsympathetic. "Were you to have" he said, "a
Parliament chosen next year by universal suffrage and vote by
ballot, it would be most probably theleast efficient, most tur bulent,
and wor st possible public assambly that has yet ruled this country."

Agitation againg the new Poor Law came from two opposite
quarters. As a measure of middle-class Radicalism, it was opposed
by Tories and by Chartists. The Tories liked the subservience to
rural landowners that had been generated by the old Poor Law,
but were disggusted when meetings againg the new Poor Law were
converted into meetings for the Charter.

The Rev. G. S. Bull refused to take part in a great anti-Poor Law
demongdration on Hartshead Moor because a resolution was to be
proposad in favour of Universal Suffrage . . . and next year he com-
plained that anti-Poor Law medings were converted into Radical
medtings and dedared that he would never again act with Radicalism.
... On the other 5de, the Chartists were not less critical of their
allies " I n the hands of a red-hat Tory like Earl Stanhope, the nephew
and admirer of that base and bloody tool of tyranny, Wm. Pitt," wrote
the Chartist, "the anti-Poor Law agitation becomes nothing more than
atrick of faction, a trick by which the Tories hope to get hold of the
places and salaries of the Whigs with the intention of using their power
when they get it in @ much worse manner than the Whigs ever have
or ever can ueit." *

Although the measures advocated in the Charter were purely
political, the ultimate aims of the Chartists were economic. As
their historian Gammage (who was one of them) putsiit:

The mases look on the enfranchised dasses whom they behold
reposng on the couch of opulence, and contrast that opulence with the
misery of their own condition. Reasoning from effect to cause thele
is no marve that they arrive at the conduson—that their exdusion
from political power is the cause of our socia anomalies

But to avoid confusing the issue they never, as a body, went
* J.L.and Barbara Hammond, The Age of the Chartists, p. 268.
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beyond the six points, or discussed the economic changes which
they would introduce if they had the power.

The Chartist movement came to grief without having achieved
any of its objects. It was hampered by the imprisonment of many
of its leaders, and it suffered from internal dissensions on the
question of the wisdom of appeding to physica force. But the
chief cause of its collgpse wes the rise of the Anti-Corn Law
League, which raised an issue as to which the interests of the
middle and working dasses were identical. The agitation for free
trade, and the rapid improvement in the condition of the wage-
eaners after the reped of the Corn Laws, put an end, for atime,
to the bitterness of the workmg dass agang middle-class
politicians.

It was John Bright, himself amiddle-class cotton manufacturer,
and Cobden's colleague in the Anti-Corn Law agitation, who wes
the leeder in obtaining the vote for urban working men. He had
no persond interest in the extenson of the franchise, and wes
chiefly actuated by didike of war. He had opposed the Crimean
War, and temporarily logt his st in Parliament as a consequence
He hated Pdmergton's swaggering bellicosity, which wes popular
with the bulk of the middle dass, and he believed that the working
dass would favour a less warlike policy. So long as Pdmerston
lived, hewas ableto block all Bright's efforts for reform, but after
his death in 1865 Liberals begen to fed that they ought to be
liberal, and Disragli st to work to educate the Conservative party.
The result was the enfranchisement of urban working men in
1867. Rura labourers, for some reason, were consdered more
dangerous, and had to wait till they were given the vote by
Gladstone in 18835.



CHAPTER XIV

Free Trade

T HE middle dass in Great Britain, having acquired political
power in 1832, naturally st to work to alter the laws so as to
increase its own wealth. Two kinds of legidation were needed for
the progress of the nation: one to improve conditions in the
factories and mines, the other to sweep away the laws which
hampered the growth of industrialism. The latter kind alone was
in accordance with the interests of the manufacturers. But its most
important item, the abolition of the duty on corn, was contrary to
the interests of agricultural landowners, and was therefore strenu-
oudy opposed by the bulk of the aristocracy. When the in-
dugrialigs spoke of the evils of dear bread, the landowners
retorted with the evils of child labour and long hours in factories.
In the end, each dde was succesful in reforming the evils by
which the other sde profited: Lord Shaftesbury carried his
Factory Actsand Cobden carried free trade. The dispute between
manufacturers and landownerswas extraor dinarily fortunate, snce
it obliged each to appeal to the tribunal of disinterested humane
people.

The two sts of disputants were not, however, on a level, snce
the manufacturers were creating modern methods of production,
whilethelandownerswere mer ey receivingtheir rents. TheBritish
industrialists of that time were men full of ruthless energy, with
the sdf-confidence that comes of success and new power. Many
of them had risen by their own efforts. Following the Philosophical
Radicals, they believed in competition as the motive force of
progress, and they were impatient of everything that mitigated
its intensity. They demanded the abolition of protective duties on
the goods that they made as well as on the goods made by others:
they felt that, given a free field and no favour, they were sure
to win.

In the matter of free trade in corn, they were fighting not only
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for their own interests, but for the interests of their country and
the world. Corn could be produced more cheaply in other
countries than in England, while cotton goods could be produced
more cheaply in England than in other countries. While England
perssed in producing its own food, there was less wealth to be
divided among the population than there would be if England
produced less food and more manufactures. And of that smaller
total, a larger proportion went to the landlords in the shape of
rent than would go if the worgt lands were allowed to go out of
cultivation. All this followed from Ricardo's law of rent, according
to which the rent of a piece of land is the difference between its
produce and that of the worst land in cultivation. Consequently
free trade in corn would doubly benefit the non-landowning
dases there would be more wealth in the country, and they
would obtain a larger share of the increased total. Free trade,
therefore, was in the interests of the industrious dasses, both
magers and men.

It was, moreover, in the interests of the world at large. The
nations from whom Great Britain bought food would be enriched,
and the mutual benefit of trade would appease international
rivalries, thus tending to promote peace. So, at least, the advocates
of free trade believed.

In this way there arose a dtuation in which a powerful dass
could advocate its own interests while furthering the general
good. Such stuations are apt to call forth as leaders men of broad
and humane outlook, in whom the eement of sdf-interest is
concealed by public spirit. Cobden, the leader in the battle for
free trade, was such a man. Himself a cotton manufacturer, he
was intimately aware of the pecuniary advantages of free trade
to his dass, but he was at the same time an internationalist, to
whom free trade was part of a larger cause, the cause of world
peace. When he had won free trade for his fellow manufacturers,
he found, to his chagrin, that they had no use for the rest of his
programme. His public spirit was an asst to them while it
accorded with their sdf-interest, but when it ceasad to do so they
turned againg it.
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Cobden had a general outlook on politics which, though it
remained largely inoperative during his lifetime owing to the
adverse influence of Palmerston, became subsequently very im-
portant, since it was adopted, in the main, by Gladstone and the
less Whiggish section of the Liberal Party. Moreover the pregtige
which he acquired through the sucess of the Anti-Corn-Law
agitation caused Continental liberalism to be greatly influenced
by his outlook, and gave him an importance which was by no
means purely British.

Like many reformers, he was inspired by common snse He
considered that nations should pursue national wealth, without too
much regard to such things as glory and territory. He advocated
pacifism, not on any abstract a priori ground, but on the ground
that wars and preparations for wars are wasteful consdered as
investments. His explicit argument for internationalism was that
nationalism diminished the wealth of mankind. At the same time,
behind his economic facade, he had a kind heart and a good deal
of humanitarian sentiment. He suffered, it is true, from a blind
gpot as regards the bad conditions of industrial workers; but the
policy of free trade undoubtedly improved their real wages
enormoudy, as Cobden always contended that it would. He was
no believer in Malthus or in the "iron law of wages'; throughout
the Anti-Corn-L aw agitation he maintained that freetradein food
would improve the postion of both employer and employed in
industry, and experience showed that he was right. His economics
were snsble and practical, not theoretical and rigid, like the
economics of James Mill or McCulloch; he sdected from the
economists the arguments that favoured free trade, and ignored
the regt.

It was the custom in Cobden's day, and it is even more the
custom in our own, to decry him as a man of base soul, who
thought nothing so important to a nation as material wealth.
When Cobden and Bright opposed the Crimean War (about which
the nation went quite as mad as it did about the Great War),
everybody declared that this showed them to be men who could
not rise above condderations of pounds, shillings, and pence.
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Tennyson, in Maud, gave expression to this point of view in
lines that deserve to be continually quoted as a warning to
"idealigts" Here is his description of Bright addressing a peace
meeting:

Last wek came one to the county town,
Topreach our poor littlearmy down,

And play the game of the despat kings,

Tho' the gate has done it and thrice aswell:
This broad-brimmed hawker of holy things,
Whose ear is suffed with his cotton, and rings
Even in dreams to the chink of his pence,
Thishuckser put down war!

When Tennyson saw the Crimean War coming, his reflections
were;

—1I thought that a war would arisein the defence of theright,
That an iron tyranny now should bend or ceass

Theglory of manhood stand on its ancient height,

Nor Britain's one e God be the millionaire:

No more shall commerce beall in all, and Peace

Pipeon her pagoral hillock alanguid note,

And watch the harves ripen, her herd increasg,

Nor the cannon-bullet rugt on a dothful shore—

And the poem endsin a blaze of patriotic nobility:

—I waketothehigher aims
Of aland that haslog for alittle her lusgt of gold,
And love of a peace that was full of wrongs and shames
Horrible, hateful, mongrous, not tobetold,;
And hail once moreto the banner of battle unrolled!
Tho' many alight shall darken, and many shall wesp
For thosthat are crushed in the dash of jarring daims,
Yet God'sjusgt wrath shall bewrecked on agiant liar;
And many a darknessinto thelight shall leap,
And shine in the sudden making of plendid names,
And noble thought befreer under the sun,
And the heart of a people beat with one desre;
And now by the sde of the Black and the Baltic desgp
And deathnJ-grinning mouths of thefortress flames
The blood-red blassom of war with a heart of fire.
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Let it flame or fade, and thewar roll down likeawind,

We have proved we have heartsin a cause, we are noble till
And mysdf have awaked, asit seams to the better mind;

| havefdt with my nativeland, I am onewith my kind,

| embrace the purpose of God, and the doom assigned.

Cobden's sentiments at the same time were less exalted:

Hitherto the effects of the war have bean fet by the working dass,
not in the form of loss of employment, but through the high price
of food, which has told with great severity on the unskilled labourer,
recaving the lowest rate of wages The most numerous of this dass
the agricultural labourers—that mute and hepless multitude who have
never made their voices heard in the din of pdlitics—or their pressnce
felt in any sodal movement—are the greatest sufferers We have a
sthod of sntimentaligs who tell us that war is to devate man in
his native dignity, to depress the money power, put down mammon-
worship, and thelike. L et them takearural walk (they require bracing)
on the downs or the weald, or the fens in any part of this idand
south of the Trent, and they will find the wages of agricultural labourers
averaging, at this moment, under twelve shillings a week; let them
ak how a family of five persons which is bdow their average, can
livewith bread at 2jd. alb. Nobody can tell.

T heopposition between economic common snseand " idealism,”
which reached a sharp point in the Crimean War, has gone on
ever since, and, unfortunately for mankind, the "idealiss’ have,
on the whole, won the day. | am not prepared to maintain, as an
abstract proposition of ethics, that there is nothing better than
material prosperity, but I do maintain, in common with Cobden,
that of all pohtical purposes which have had important social
effectsthe pursuit of general material wealth isthe best. Nay, more:
when well-fed people tell the poor that they ought to have souls
above the cravings of the belly, there is something naussous and
hypocritical about the whole performance. This convenient
idealism has had many forms. In the worst days of the Napoleonic
wars, theMethodists and Evangdlicalstold the poor to centretheir
hopes upon Heaven, and to leave therich in undisturbed possesson
here on earth. They were followed by the mediaevalists of various
kinds. Coleridge, Carlyle, Disraeli, the Tractarians, and so on,
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whose doctrines were, in esence a reaction againg machinery
and theindustrial plutocrat from an aesthetic point of view. More
important still, there is the nationalist point of view, represented
in Cobden's England by Palmerston, and destined to prove
sronger that either Cobdenism or Socialisn—at least up to the
present time.

All these "noble" creeds are, in their various ways, outlets for
concealed passons of cruelty or despotism or greed. Religion
which teaches the worthlessness of earthly wealth may be respected
when, as in the cae of St. Francis, it leads to a vow of poverty;
but in a man like Tennyson we can hardly help suspecting that,
subconscioudy, it is a dodge for keeping the poor quiet. The
mediaevaligts of the better sort—among whom | include Coleridge
and the Tractarians—are men who find the modern world so
painful that they sesk escape from present reality in opium, fairy
tales, or the invention of a Golden Age in the pagt. They are not
sniger, but only lacking in the robustness required in order to
think useful thoughts. Disraeli, who dreamed the same dreams,
was powerful enough to twist reality to his fancy: he saw our
Indian Empire, not merely as a market for cotton goods, but as a
revival of the splendours of Solomon or Augustus. But by lending
a romantic glamour to imperialism he encouraged tyranny and
plunder on the part of those whom he persuaded to share his sf-
deception. As for Carlyle, his idealism is of the old fashioned sort
which affords an excuse for the punishment of snners. The men
he admires most are men of blood: histypical heroisDr. Francia,
dictator of Paraguay, in whose praise he can find nothing to say
except that he hanged some forty scoundrels without trial. His
sern morality is, in fact, only a cloak for his dyspeptic hatred of
the human race. His ideals, such as they are, lead to Nietzsche,
and through him, to theNazis. Asfor nationalism, in sofar asit is
not undisguised greed, it may be defined as the association of a
genuine ethical principle with a geographical or racial unit. It is
argued—let us say—that the purity of family life is a matter of
the highest moral import, and that it is bes found between such
and such parallds of latitude and such and such meridians of
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longitude. It follows that those who live in this virtuous area have
aright, and amost a duty, to kill as many people as may be con-
venient in other areas, and to compel the survivors to pay tribute.
Unfortunately, the superior virtue of the conquerors is apt to
disappear in the process of conquest. But on the subject of nation-
alisn | will say no more at present, since we shall be concerned
with it at a later stage

Theriseof Jingoism in the middle dasses was a great disappoint-
ment to Cobden. In 1835, when they had not yet grown accusomed
to power, he could believe that they would support him in his
love of peace. " The middle and industrious dasses of England,”
he sys "can have no interest apart from the preservation of
peace. The honours, the fame, the enoluments of war belong not
to them, the battle-plain is the harvest-field of the aristocracy,
watered with the blood of the people.” " At some future election,”
he continues, " we may probably see the test of 'no foreign polities
applied to those who offer to become the representatives of free
condtituencies" Experience was to prove that in this expectation
he had been mistaken: Palmerston, the most reckless of interven-
tionigts, became the idol of the middle dass, and Cobden logt his
st for having opposed the Crimean War. In like manner, Mar x
thought that the proletarians would not willingly suffer imperialist
wars. Neither Marx nor Cobden realized the change of psychology
produced by the possesson of political power, or the means which
could be used by therich to cajole the democracy. A disfranchised
dass may oppose wars made by its rulers, but when it has gained
the vote it feds that wars are its wars, and becomes as bdlicose
as the former oligarchy.

Another of Cobden's illusons was that commerce tends to
promote peace:

Commerce is the grand panaces, which, like a beneficent medical
discovery, will srve to inoculate with the hedlthy and saving taste
for civilization all the nations of the world. Not a bale of merchandise
leaves our shores but it bears the sds of inteligence and fruitful
thought to the members of some less enlightened community; not
a merchant vidts our sets of rnanufacturing industry, but he returns
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to his own country the missonary of freedom, peace and good
government—whilgt our s¢eam boats that now vist every port of
Europe, and our miraculous railroads, that are the talk of all nations,
are the advertissments and vouchers for the value of our enlightened
ingtitutions.

The reasons which have prevented commerce from promoting
peace are worth considering, since they are among the main
reasons for the failure of Cobdenism. When two countries are in
no degree competitors as regards the products interchanged, that
is to say, when each is incapable of producing what it buys,
commerce is felt to be beneficial to both, and the fects for which
Cobden hoped do really take place. In his day, most commerce
was of this sort. We sold our manufactures largely in countries
which had no machine production, and we bought from them
natural products which do not exist in the British Ides. Where
commerce is of this sort, it encourages friendship between nations.
But as soon as one country sls to another goods which the other
is capable of producing, the anger of competitors becomes more
intense than the gratification of cusomers and friendship is
turned into enmity. In the years before the Great War, when,
under the Merchandise Marks Act, all foreign goods sold in the
United Kingdom had to be marked with the country of origin, the
congant sight of the legend " Made in Germany" caused people
to think that England was losing her trade owing to German
competition—a belief which had much to do with stimulating
belicose feding. The free trade argument, that imports are paid
for by exports, and do not therefore injure home production as a
whole, was at no time effective with those who suffered from
foreign competition. In all advanced countries outdde Great
Britain, emulation of British industry was beginning in Cobden's
time, but manufacturers were at a disadvantage as compared with
the English and Scottish industrialists, and therefore demanded
protection, which they obtained wherever they had sufl&dent
political influence. Great Britain was not loved on account of
cheap goodsin the countries that weretryingto build up industries
on the British model. Intensification of commerce brought intensi-
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fication of national enmity, and the development of sentiment was
the oppodte of what Cobden had expected. This was one of his
most important mistakes in political psychology.

Cobden was politically opposed to the aristocracy, and in his
earlier years to the working dass though to a lessr degree to
the former, because they represented privilege without brains;
to the latter, because they lacked education. He had a very great
admiration for America, largely because in that country industrial
enterprise is not hampered by aristocratic influence and tradition,
and foreign policy is free from the habit of meddling in the affairs
of other countries. He chose as the motto of his first pamphlet
Washington's dictum: " The great rule of conduct for usin regard
to foreign nations is, in extending our commercial relations, to
have with them as littlepolitical connection as possble” Through-
out his political career, he urged this maxim upon English sates
men, but in vain. When, in 1859, Paimer ston offered him Cabinet
office, he refused because he could not acquiesce in the foreign
policy of that blustering old ruffian.

Unlike most of the padliticians of his day, Cobden regarded
industry rather than armaments as the source of national power,
and accordingly consdered America more important than Russa.
Hesays

It is to the industry, the economy, and peaceful policy of America,
and not to the growth of Russa, that our gatesmen and politicians,
of whatever creed, ought to direct their anxious study; for it is by
thesg, and not by the efforts of barbarian force, that the power and
greatness of England are in danger of being supersseded: yes by the
uccessful rivalry of America shall we, in all probability, be placed
soond in the rank of nations.

To have arrived at this conviction in 1835 showed mor e sagacity
than most people would now realize. Even as late as 1898, the
Kaiser «ill expected Spain to be victorious in the Spanish-
American war. The British government was perhaps less belated
than William I | , but certainly did not reach the opinion expressed
by Cobden until after the American Civil War.
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With regard to the freedom of industrialists from aristocratic
interference in America, Cobden says

Nothing more srongly illustrates the disadvantages under which an
old country, like Great Britain, laboursin competing with her younger
rival, than to gance at the progress of railroads in the two empires.

At the sametimethat, in the United States aimos every day behdd
a new railway company incorporated, by some one of the Sates
legidatures, at the oot only of a few dallars, and nearly by acclamation,
the British Parliament intercepted by its vates some of the most
important projectsthat followed in thetrain of the Liverpool railroad.

The London and Birmingham Company, after spending upwards
of forty thousand pounds in attempting to obtain for its undertaking
the sanction of the legidature, was unsuccessul in the House of Lords.
The following characterigtic quegtions are extracted from the evidence
taken before the committee:

Do you know the name of Lady Hastings placs>—How near to
it does your line go?—Taking the look out of the principal rooms
of the house, does it run in front of the principal rooms >—How far
from the house is the point where it becomes visble?—That would
be about a quarter of a mile>—Could the engines be heard in the
house at that digance? s there any cutting or embankment there?—
Isit in sght of the houss?—L ooking to the country, is it not possble
that the line could be taken at a greater digance from the resdence
of Lady Hagtings?

In this emphads on the evils of control by ignorant landowners
Cobden was wholly justified. There is, however, another dde to
the question of American railways. The capitalists, being uncon-
trolled except by corruptible legidatures, acquired enormous
areas of public land for nothing, and invented ingenious devices
for swindling ordinary shareholders in the interests of directors.
A regular technique was developed for transferring wealth first
from public owner ship to the shareholdersin a company, and from
them to the directors. By this means economic power came to be
concentrated in the hands of a few unprecedentedly rich men.

Of the corruption in American busness and politics, Cobden
sams to have been unaware, although it had existed ever snce
Washington's first Presidency. Like amogt all the men of his
time, he believed in competition, but it was to be competition
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according to certain rules, like cricket. He would not have liked
competition in buying judges to sanction breaches of the law, or
in inducing railways to carry the goods of one competitor more
cheaply than those of the others. It was also against the rules, as
he conceived them, for the State to take a hand in the game by
helping its nationals at the expense of foreigners. The State was
merely to be umpire, and to see that the competitors stuck to the
rules. William James tells of a young man who, having learnt
that the purpose of football is to get the ball to the other side of
the goal-posts, got up one dark night and put it there. People who
grow rich by the help of government seemed, to Cobden and the
"Manchester School," as unsportsmanlike as this young man.
This analogy would, however, have seemed to them grossly
unfair. They did not realize that competition, asthey conceivedit,
was a game with rules; they thought of it as a law of nature. As
they were honest and worthy citizens, the criminal law in the
background imposed no conscious limitation upon their activities.
When they heard of the doings of Vanderbilt and Gould, they
were shocked: this was not what they had meant at all! Yet
undeniably it was competition.

Cobden regarded imperialism as folly, and had very just views
on India, even during the mutiny, when most English people lost
their heads. At the height of the madness on the subject of the
mutiny hewrites:

Unfortunately for me | can't even co-operae with those who sk
to"reform" India, for | have no faith in the power of England to govern
that country at al permanently; and though | should like to se the
company abolished—because that is a screen between the English
nation and afull sight of its awful responsibilities—yet | do not believe
in the possibility of the Crown governing India under the control
of Parliament. If the House of Commons were to renounce all respon-
sibility for domestic legislation, and give itself exclusively to the task
of governing one hundred millions of Asiatics, it would fail. Hindostan
must be ruled by those who live on that side of the globe. Its people
will prefer to be ruled badly—according to our notions—by its own
colour, kith and kin, than to submit to the humiliation of being better
governed by a successon of transient intruders from the Antipodes.
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At the same period, writing to Bright, he says

It will be a happy day when England has not an acre of territory
in Continental Ada. But how such a gate of thingsisto be brought about
ismorethan | can tell. | bless my sars that | am not in a postion to
be obliged to give public utterance to my views on the all-absorbing
topic of the day, for | could not do jugice to my own convictions
and posess the confidence of any condituency in the kingdom. For
where do we find even an individual who is not imbued with the
notion that England would gnk to ruin if she were deprived of her
Indian Empire? Leave me, then, to my pigs and shesp, which are
not labouring under any such ddusons

He was not at this time in Parliament, and was not obliged to
give public expresson to his views on India, but he felt himself
even more isolated than during the Crimean War. He found that
the manufacturers of Lancashire and Yorkshire regarded India as
a market to be preserved for them by British bayonets, and he
complained that they did not understand free trade principles.
It does not seem to have occurred to him that I ndia, l€eft to itsdf,
might develop a cotton industry by the help of a tariff, and no
longer have need of imports from Manchester. The reasons for not
attempting to govern India by force are, to my mind, perfectly
valid, but | do not think that, at that time, they could have been
reconciled with the pecuniary sdf-interest of the British textile
industry. Free trade was, for Cobden, much more than a measure
of fiscal common sensg it was part of a degp moral conviction.
He bdieved firmly that honesty was the best policy, and was
therefore sometimes a little blind to the best policy when this
was in fact dishonest. The devdopment of industry from his day
to our own has shown that on this point his heart was better than
his head.

Cobden is criticized, in our day, from two opposte points of
view: by nationalists, on account of the cosmopolitanism which
inspired his enthusiasm for freetrade, and by Socialists on account
of his didike of trade unionism and Factory Acts. | think that
perhaps the criticism of him from the latter point of view has
been somewhat more fierce than it should have been. He certainly
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desred to improve the condition of the working dasses and he
certainly did improve their condition most remarkably. From the
time when free trade was adopted, real wages rose with great
rapidity, except during the Crimean War, when we wer e blockad-
ing the ports from which most imported grain had come. The
opening of the Middle West by means of railways caused a further
improvement in real wages, but could not have done so without
free trade. Lord Shaftesbury, who tackled the problem of con-
ditions of labour philanthropically, was successful in causing the
adoption of various valuable Factory Acts; but | do not think a
ober inquirer can attribute nearly as much of the increase in the
happiness of wage-earners to him as to Cobden. Nevertheless,
owing to sentimentalism, Lord Shaftesbury has received much
more credit than Cobden in this respect.

It is, of course, impossible to judge with any accuracy the share
of free trade in promoting British prosperity, but it is at any rate
obvious that, if the Corn Laws had remained in force, much more
agricultural labour would have been required to feed theincreasing
population, and less food would have been secured by a given
amount of labour on British land than by exchanging manufactures
for food produced abroad. The increase of real wages, however
caused, was remarkable. According to Clapham, real wages rose
sharply from 1850 to 1874, after which they fell somewhat until
1886, and then rose again, until in 1890 they had surpassed the
level of 1874. The average of real wages in 1874 was between
50 and 60 per cent above that of 1850. As for the cotton trade,
with which Cobden was specially connected, even at the worst
moment, in 1886, average earnings were still 48 per cent above the
level of 1850. As regards the period before the repeal of the Corn
Laws, money wages were lower in 1850 than in 1810, and real
wages had risen little, if at all, between 1810 and 1846, when Peel
became converted to Free Trade. In view of these facts, the
importance of Cobden in raisng wages can hardly be denied.

At the same time, it is dear that Cobden was opposed to all

redrictions upon free competition between wage-earners. His
attitude towards child labour was less doctrinaire. He was in



Free Trade 161

favour of limiting the hours of labour for children, and the age
at which they could be employed, but he was opposed to the
Ten Hours Bill, which would have made sure that children did
not work more than ten hours in factories by forbidding the
factories to be at work more than this period in each day. Inter-
ference with the hours of adult labour ssemed to him objectionable
in principle, although experience had shown that it was very
difficult to limit effectually the labour of children alone. In a letter
written in 1836, in connection with his candidature at Stockport,
he makes the highly unrealistic suggestion that every working man
should save £20 out of his wages, so as to be free to emigrate to
America. He appears to have been quite unaware of the evils
revealed by Royal Commissions. In hisfirst pamphlet, on England,
Ireland, and America, he argues with much force that we ought
to st to work to cure the poverty of Irish peasants before we
interfere philanthropically in Continental affairs, but it never
occurs to him that the same argument applies to industrial con-
ditions in England.

His attitude to trade unions is frankly expressed in a letter to
his brother in 1842. " Depend upon it," he says, " nothing can be
got by fraternising with Trade Unions. They are founded upon
principles of brutal tyranny and monopoly. | would rather live
under a Dey of Algiersthan a Trades Committee." Thisview was,
no doubt, that of the bulk of employers in his day; moreover, it
was in accordance with his general belief in free competition. But
it illustrates his incapacity to see labour questions except from the
gandpoint of the employer.

He was, of course, opposed to all industrial action by the State
except when absolutely necessary. In the last year of his life, in
an eaborate speech, he argued that "the Government should not
be allowed to manufacture for itself any article which could be
obtained from private producers in a competitive market."

The victory of free trade in 1846 was not quite complete. It was
then decided that from 1849 onwards there should be a duty of
iS. a quarter on grain; some other remnants of protection aso
remained, and the last of them was not abolished until 1874. The

F
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general policy of the government was in favour of freetrade until
1914, in spite of a protectionist campaign in the '80's, and another,
more formidable, inaugurated by Joseph Chamberlain in 1903.
What defeated him with the dectorate was largely the lingering
memory of the "hungry forties" During the earlier part of the
free trade period, especially, every dass in England made extra-
ordinarily rapid progress. Free trade alone, of course, did not
account for this; the industrial supremacy of England and the
trans-continental railways in America were essential factors. But
without free trade, progress could not have been so rapid. From
1846 to 1914, the doctrines of the economists, with occasonal
modifications, proved, on the whole, sufficient to provide con-
tinually increasing well-being in all dasses

Elsawhere, there were more complications. Napoleon | | | , it is
true, wasinduced by Cobden tointroducefreer tradewith England
by the Commercial Treaty of 1860, which abolished previous pro-
hibitions of imports on a host of articles, and reduced French
dutieson almogt all importsfrom England tothirty per cent or less
But this was only passed by Napoleon's fiat, and was never widely
popular in France. The manufacturers, as was natural, felt it
impossible to stand up againg English competition without the
help of a tariff. In spite of their lack of enthusasm, however,
Napoleon made a similar treaty two years later with the German
Zollverein. The only dass in France who were whole-heartedly
in favour of free trade were the vine-growers, since they depended
upon exports. But when their busnes was ruined by the
phylloxera, they became persuaded that, in some inscrutable
manner, a tariff would enable them to cope with this noxious
micro-organism. From that moment there have been no free-
traders in France, except a few isolated intellectuals. But owing to
commercial treaties, concluded under the influence of Cobden,
it was not till 1892 that France adopted a tariff involving general
high protection.

In Germany, where the multitude of petty sates with sparate
cusoms caused intolerable vexations to commerce, the most
important step towards free trade, from the industrialist's stand-
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point, was the establishment of the Zollverein (Customs Union),
which, chiefly through the action of Prussa, gradually came to
include all Northern Germany, and, after 1871, the whole of the
new Empire except Hamburg and Bremen. In the formation of
this Union, especially before the poalitical unification of Germany,
freetrade theory, which wasfirst introduced to Germans by Stein,
naturally played a part. Moreover political power was mainly in
the hands of territorial magnates, with the result that industrialists
felt asthey did in England before 1846. Consequently Liberal and
middle-class Germany was on the whole in favour of free trade
until German unity subgtituted the sentiment of nationalism for
that of liberalism. In 1879, Bignarck led Germany to abandon
the policy of virtual free trade which had been dominant. From
this moment, belief in free competition played no part in German
policy.

In America, half of Cobden's creed was adopted in the North,
and the other half in the South. The South was in favour of free
trade, since it lived by exporting cotton, and the only effect of a
tariff was to raise the prices of what it had to buy. But the South
depended on davery. The North had democracy and free labour,
but was determined to build up its industries by means of a high
tariff. It was during the Civil War, and by means of a war-time
tariff, that Northern industry first became really important. From
that time onwards, America has been protectionist even at times
when the revenue due to the tariff was not needed and was an
embarrassment to the Administration.

But although, outsde England, his influence on legidation was
superficial and transient, Cobden's prestige on the Continent was
immense. In 1846, after his great victory in England, he made a
triumphal progress round Europe.

His reception was everywhere that of a great discoverer in a Sience
which interegts the bulk of mankind much more keenly than any other,
the sdence of wedlth. He had persuaded the richest country in the
world to revolutionize its commerdal policy. People looked on him
as a man who had found out a momentous ssret. In nearly every
important town that he vidted in every great country in Europe, they
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cdebrated his visit by a banquet, toasts and congratulatory spesches
He had interviews with the Pope, with three or four kings with
ambasadors and with all the prominent satesmen. He never logt
an opportunity of spesking a word in sason. Even from the Pope
he entreated that His Holinesss influence might be used againg bull-
fighting in Spain.*

His Holiness, who was at this time (1847) till Liberal, and who
had not yet realized that commerce is productive of sin, was very
gracious. He promised to look into the question of bull-fighting,
"professed himself to be favourable to Free Trade, and said all
he could do should be done to forward it, but modestly added
that he could do but little."

Metternich, whom he saw a few months later, talked to him
incessantly for a long time, but not about free trade. He did not
therefore greatly impress Cobden, who thought that his appearance
suggested " high polish rather than any native force of character”
and that his conversation was " more subtle than profound." After
the interview he wrote optimistically in his journal:

He is probably the lag of those Sate physdans who, looking only
to the symptoms of a nation, content themsdves with superfidal
remedies from day to day, and never attempt to probe benesth the
aurface to disoover the source of the evils which afflict the social
sydem. This order of satesmen will pas away with him, because
too much light has been shed upon the laboratory of Governments,
to allow them to impose upon mankind with the old formulast

Austria and Russia were polite though not enthusiagtic, but in
Spain, Italy, and Germany, his popularity was overwhelming. In
Spain he was likened to Christopher Columbus, in Italy he was
serenaded by musicians, while his German admirers presented him
with a large sum of money. This annoyed Treitschke, who hated
him asa "materialist" and said:

The tranormation in England inspired the free traders of all lands

with victorious sdf-confidence, and during the ensuing two decades
their doctrines maintained the upper hand almos universally through-

* Morley, Lifeof Cobden, I, p.464. 1 lbd, p.474
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out the civilised world. Every new discovery which the century could
boag had contributed to bind the nations together, so that it ssemed
amog irrational to sver them by hodile tariffs A long period of the
mutual concession of commerda fadlities began, and this favoured
general well-being. But in the end the old truth was realised, that the
home market is of much more importance than world trade.

The immense vogue of free trade doctrine in the mid-nineteenth
century was due to Cobden, but the doctrine itself was first pro-
mulgated, so long ago as 1776, by Adam Smith, and was later
submerged in the Napoleonic wars. The abdract argument in
favour of free trade, as s forth by Smith and accepted by most
subsequent British economids, is derived from the principle of
division of labour. If A isgood at making motor cars and B is good
at making wine, it is profitable to both that each should confine
himself to his own specialty and should exchange his product
with the other. If each spent half the day making cars and half
making wine, each would have fewer cars and less wine than if
each gicks to his own job. This argument remains valid if A lives
in one country and B in ancther. But these abstract considerations
had little effect on governments.

It was the German economigt List whofirst (in 1841) provided a
theoretical defence of protectionism. This was the famous " infant
indusgtries' argument. Take, say, sted. It may be that a country
iswell suited by nature to the development of a great sted industry,
but that, owing to foreign competition, the initial expenss are
prohibitive, unless government asisance is obtainable. This
Stuation existed in Germany when List wrote and for some time
after that. But experience has shown that protection, once granted,
cannot be withdrawn even when the infant has grown into a
giant.

Another argument, which is not purely economic, and which
has had more influence on governments, is that a nation should,
as far as possble, produce all that is needed in time of war. This
contention is part of the doctrine of economic nationalism, to
which the Manchester School, who were pacifigss and anti-
imperialists, were bitterly opposed. Economic nationalism proved,
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in the end, more power ful than the purely commercial outlook of
Cobden; but thiswas only one agpect of the growth of nationalism
in general.

The principle of free competition, as advocated by the M an-
chester School, was one which failed to take account of certain
laws of social dynamics. In the first place, competition tends to
issue in somebody's victory, with the result that it ceeses and is
replaced by monopoly. Of this the dasic example is afforded by
the career of Rockefeller. In the second place, there is a tendency
for the competition between individuals to be replaced by com-
petition between groups, snceanumber of individualscan increase
their chances of victory by combination. Of this principle there
are two important examples, trade unionism and economic
nationalism. Cobden, as we have seen, objected to trade unions,
and yet they were an inevitable result of competition between
employers and employed asto the share of the total product which
each should secure. Cobden objected also to economic nationalism,
yet this arose among capitalists from motives very similar to those
which produced trade unionism among employees. Both in
America and in Germany, it was obvious to industrahalists that
they could increase their wealth by combining to extract favours
from the State; they thus competed as a national group againgt
national groups in other countries. Although this was contrary to
the principles of the Manchester Schoal, it was an economically
inevitable development. In all these ways, Cobden failed to under -
gtand the laws of industrial evolution, with the result that his
doctrines had a merely temporary validity.

Although the principle of free competition was increasingly
limited in practice—by Factory Acts, trade unions, protective
tariffs, and trusts—it remained an ideal to which busness men
appealed whenever there was any proposal to interfere with their
activities. The men at the head of vas monopolies in America
still profess to believe in competition—meaning, however, com-
petition for jobs on the part of those who wish to be employed
by them. They still believe, as Francis Place did, that competition
is the only possble incentive to industry. This behef has become
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harmful, since it interferes with organization where this would be
more efficient than unregulated competition. However, it has
much less intensity than it had sixty years ago. At that time it
seemed consecrated as a cosmic law by Darwin.

Darwin's Origin of Species was published in 1859. It may be
regarded as the application of Benthamite economics to the animal
world. As every one knows, it was through reading Malthus that
Darwin was led to the principles of the Struggle for Existence
and the Survival of the Fittest. In his theory, all animals are
engaged in the economic struggle to procure a livelihood, and
those that have most thoroughly acquired the maxims of Smiless
Self Help survive and found families, while the others perish.
Hence emerges a general tendency to progress the ceverest
animals gradually ous the stupid ones until at last we arrive at
man.

Darwinism, as it appears in the writings of its founder, and
still more in those of Herbert Spencer, is the completion of
Philosophical Radicalism. But it contained eements which would
have shocked Helvetius and James Mill, more egpecially those
elements connected with heredity. It has been one of the charac-
terigtic doctrines of radicalism that the mental differences between
men are due to differences of education, taking that word in its
widest sne But Darwin regards heredity combined with spon-
taneous variation as esential to evolution. There are many
pedies of insects among which one generation dies before the
next is born; obvioudy their adaptation to environment owes
nothing to education. Every Darwinian mus hold that, among
human beings, there are congenital differences of mental powers.
James Mill informed his son John that his (John's) attainments
were due, not to native ability, but to his having a father willing
totake so much trouble in teaching him. A Darwinian would
have attributed some of John's progress to his heredity. This
made a breach in the Radical doctrine that all men are born
equal.

It was, of course, easy to adopt Darwinism to nationalism. The
Jews, or the Nordics, or the Ecuadorians, are pronounced to be
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the best gock, and it is inferred that everything ought to be done
to make them rich—although datigtics prove that the rich have
fewer descendants than the poor. In this way, also, Darwinism
afforded a transition from the cosmopolitan outlook of the Philo-
sophical Radicals to the racial bigotry of the Hitlerites.

It is amusing to observe how, as belief in free competition in
the economic world decayed, the biologigs began to be dissatisfied
with the Struggle for Existence as the driving force of evolution.
What they have substituted is far from definite, but at any rate
it is something quite different. Perhaps when our politics
have settled down our theory of evolution will again become
clear.

There was one other respect in which Darwinism was fatal to
the Cobdenite form of belief in competition. Competition, as con-
ceived by the Manchester School, was not only between indi-
viduals rather than between groups, but was purely economic, and
within a framework of law. Competition between animals is not
thuslimited, and it was obvious historically that the most important
form of competition between human beings has been war. Thus
Darwinism in its popular form tended to be belicose and im-
perialitic, although Darwin himself had no such tendencies.

Darwinism, therefore, in spite of its origin, has been a force
inimical both to Cobdenism and to Philosophical Radicalism. By
emphasizing heredity, it has lesssned men's belief in the omni-
potence of education, and has substituted the conviction that some
races are inherently superior to others. This, in turn, has led to
an emphads upon nationalism. And the recognition of war as a
means of competition has dissolved the marriage of competition
with pacifism, which was always an ill-assorted union, snce the
natural partner of pacifism is co-operation.

| am not suggeting that popular Darwinism, in drawing these
inferences, has been scientificially justified. In a different environ-
ment, it might have retained the political oudook of Darwin and
Spencer. Certainly biology, as it is at present, does not warrant
nationalism or love of war. But just as the doctrines of Malthus
caused an intellectual difficulty for the earlier forms of Radicalism,
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so the doctrines of Darwin caused an intellectua difficulty for the
later forms. Just as the earlier difficulty was overcome by birth
control, so the later difficulty will be overcome by eugenics But
it will have to be a more scientific and less biassed form of

eugenics than any now in vogue.
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he reminds one of Soviet Russia: it is easy to imagine him
entering with zeg into the preparation of Five Year Plans, and
coming to grief through failure to understand agriculture. It
would, however, be mideading to press the analogy. Owen was
not quite a sage but he was quite a saint; few men have been
more wholly lovable. After the dry and dusty atmosphere of the
Utilitarians, and amid the horrors of the factory system of his day,
his warm and generous personality is as refreshing as summer
rain.

Robert Owen was born in the small town of Newtown, M ont-
gomeryshire, in theyear 1771, and died in the same placein 1858.*
During these eighty-seven years his incredibly active life passed
through many phases some important, some unimportant, but all
interesting as illustrating a very remarkable character. His father
was a saddler, and also posmaster, but the salary of this office
certainly did not exceed £10 a year. Robert went to school at
about four years old, but at the age of seven, having mastered the
three R's, he became an usher, and during the next two years he
learnt little in school except the art of teaching. He had, however,
certain advantages outsde school hours. "As | was known to and
knew every family in thetown, | had thelibraries of the clergyman,
physician, and lawyer—the learned men of the town—thrown
open to me, with permisson to take home any volume which |
liked, and | made full use of the liberty given to me." Three
maiden ladies, all Methodists, tried to convert him to their faith,
but "as | read religious works of all parties, | became surprised,
first at the oppostion between the different sects of Christians;
afterwards at the deadly hatred between the Jews Chrigtians,
Mahomedans, Hindoos, Chinese, etc., etc., and between these and
what they called Pagans and Infidels. The study of these contend-
ing faiths, and their deadly hatred to each other, began to create
doubts in my mind respecting the truth of any one of these divi-
sons . . . My reading religious works combined with my other
readings, compelled me to fed strongly at ten years of age that

* The biographical material in what follows is mainly from Podmore's
Robert Owen, a Biography, 1906; Cole's Life of Owen is also useful.
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there must be something fundamentally wrong in all religions, as
they had been taught up to that period.”

According to his own recollection, he was only once punished
by his parents:

| was dways desrous to meet the wishes of both my parents and
never refused to do whatever they asked me to do. One day my mother
indiginctly said something to me to which | supposad the proper
ansve was "no," and in my usua way | said "no'—suppodng |
was medting her wishes Not underganding me, and supposing that
| refussd her requed, she immediately, and to me rather sharply—
for her cugom was to gpeek kindly to me—said " What! Won't you?"
Having said "no," | thought if | said "yes | will" | should be con-
tradicting mysdf, and should be expressng a falsshood, and | said
again "no," but without any idea of disobeying her. If she had then
patiently and calmly enquired what my thoughts and fedings were,
aproper undersanding would have arisen, and everything would have
proceeded as usual. But my mother, not comprehending my thoughts
and fedings, gpoke till more sharply and angrily—for | had never
previoudy disobeyed her, and she was no doubt greatly surprised and
annoyed when | repeated that | would not. My mother never chastised
any of us—this wes left for my father to do, and my brothers and
sgea's occasondly felt a whip which wes kept to maintain order
among the children; but | had never previoudy been touched with
it. My father was called in and my refusal sated. | was again aked
if I would do what my mother required, and | said firmly " no," and
| then felt the whip every time after | refused when asked if | would
yield and do what was required. | said " no" every time | was 0 asked,
and at length said quietly but firmly—"You may kill me, but | will
not do it"; and this decided the contest. There was no attempt ever
afterwards to correct me. From my own fedings, which | well remember
when a child, | am convincad that very often punishment is not only
usdess but very pernicious, and injurious to the punisher and the
punished.

At the age of ten, Owen persuaded his parents that he was old
enough to sek his fortunein theworld. His father gave him forty
shillings and sent him to London, to stay with his elder brother,
who had a saddler's business in High Holborn. After six weeks,
this ten-year old boy obtained a situation with a Mr. James
M cGuffog, a shopkeeper at Stamford in Lincolnshire. From that
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moment, he never cost his parents a penny. All went well: his
employer liked him, and he liked his employer. Their only dis-
agreements seem to have been about religion:

It was with the greatest reluctance, and after long contests in my
mind, that | was compelled to abandon my first and deep-rooted
impressions in favour of Christianity. But being obliged to give up
my faith in this sect, | was at the same time compelled to reject all
others, for | had discovered that all had been based on the same
absurd imagination, "that each one formed his own qualities—deter-
mined his own thoughts, will, and action—and was responsible for
them to God and to his fellow-men." My own reflections compelled
me to come to very different conclusions. My reason taught me that
I could not have made one of my own qualities—that they were forced
upon me by Nature; that my language, religion, and habits were forced
upon me by Society; and that | wes entirely the child of Nature and
Society; that Nature gave the qualities, and Society directed them.
Thus was | forced, through seeing the error of their foundation, to
abandon all belief in every religion which had been taught to man.
But my religious fedings were immediately replaced by the spirit of
universa charity—not for a sect or a party, or for a country or a
colour, but for the human race, and with a real and ardent desire to
do them good.

However, it presently became necessary to obtain anew situation,
and one was found in the shop of Messrs. Flint & Palmer, on
London Bridge, where he thought himself rich on £25 a year.
His duties here were onerous. He had to be in the shop by eight
o'clock, ready dressed, "and dressing then was no slight affair.
Boy as | was then, | had to wait my turn for the hairdresser to
powder and pomatum and curl my hair, for | had two large curls
on each side, and a stiff pigtail, and until all this was very nicely
and systematically done, no one could think of appearing before a
customer." The work was not finished when the shop closed, and
often it was two o'clock in the morning before he could get to bed.
He did not like having no leisure for self-education, and he feared
the long hours might, in the end, injure his health, so he obtained
a new situation with a Mr. Satterfield of Manchester. Here he
remained until 1789, when, having reached the mature age of
eighteen, he decided to start in business on his own account.
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At thistime, Crompton's mule was a very recent invention, but
was not patented. Owen borrowed £100 from his brother, and,
in partnership with a man named Jones, s to work to manu-
facture spinning-mules. But in the following year Jones found a
partner with more capital, and Owen was bought out; he was to
receive Sx mulesin payment, but in fact received only three. With
these three, he started a factory, and in the first year made a
profit of £300.

At the end of thisyear, he heard that aM r . Drinkwater, arich
fustian manufacturer, was in need of a new manager, and he
applied for the job. Being asked what salary he wanted, he said:
"Three hundred ayear." Mr. Drinkwater, in horror, exclaimed
that he had already that morning interviewed many applicants,
and all their demands together did not amount to so much. Owen,
however, refused to come down, and proved that he was earning
as much by his own factory. In the proper syle of the go-getter's
manual, Owen managed toimpress M r . Drinkwater and to obtain
the job. He was very successful, and was soon taken into partner-
ship. (He was now twenty.) However, when an opportunity
occurred of amalgamating with theimportant firm of M r . Oldknow,
who wished to marry Drinkwater's daughter, Owen was asked
how much he would take to cance the partnership; his fedings
were hurt, he destroyed the deed of partnership, and resigned his
position as manager. He suffered no loss by this rash action, being
so favourably known that nothing interfered with his succes
and he was soon in a new partnership, in which, as before, every-
thing prospered with him.

His next sep—which determined his subsequent business career
—wastomarry thedaughter of arich Scottish manufacturer, David
Dale, and buy up hismillsat New Lanark. This occurred when he
was twenty-eight. David Dale, who was very devout, had for some
time objected to Owen as a son-in-law, on account of his views
on religion. But no one could long ress the charm of Owen's
character. When it came to sdling the mills, Mr. Dale—a very
successful busness man, and a Scotchman—Ieft it to Owen to
fix the price. Owen said he valued the mills at £60,000. " | f you
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think 0" replied Mr. Dale, "1 will accept the proposal as you
have stated it, if your friends aso approve of it." Owen's friends
(who were his partners) did approve, and the transaction was
completed. Owen's marriage to Mr. Dale's daughter took place
shortly afterwards, in September 1799. She remained devout, and
was persuaded that her husband would go to hell. Nevertheless
sheloved him all her life, and he loved her when his projects left
him leisure to remember her. For many years they lived at New
Lanark, and he, as far as his partners would let him, conducted
the place on model lines. It was invariably successful from a
business point of view, and its success in other regpects made it
famous throughout the world.

Owen's years in Manchester had given him the opportunity of
making friends with men of intellectual ability. In 1793 he became
a member of the Manchester Literary and Philosophical Society,
to which he in turn proposed Dalton, the man who introduced
the atomic theory into chemistry. Dalton was an intimate friend
of Owen. Dr. Perceval, the founder of the Manchester Literary
and Philosophical Society, was a srong advocate of factory
legidation, and probably influenced Owen on the subject. After
this time, there is little evidence of Owen learning from
others.

The life of Robert Owen may be divided into four periods. In
thefirst, heis thetypical hero of Smiless Self-Help, rising rapidly
by his own efforts to a postion of wealth and influence. This
period ends with his acquisition of New Lanark. In the second
period he appears as the benevolent yet shrewd employer, who
could make his factory pay in spite of philanthropic methods
which other employers thought sureto lead to ruin. In this period
he was still amazingly successful, but what made his succes
amazing was the combination of busness and virtue. This phase
of hislife begins, in 1815, to give way to the phase of social reform,
though he remained associated with New Lanark, more or les
loosdly, until 1828 or 1829. In his social reform period he was not
successful in any immediate snse, though he inaugurated
Socialism, the co-operative movement, and working-class free
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thought. Gradually he passad from being a revered leader of the
working-class movement to being the High Priest of a small sect;
after about 1835, he ceasad to have public importance and became
a mere visonary, ending in spiritualism. His early succeses and
his subsequent failures have the same source: sdf-confidence. So
long as he was attempting things essentially feasble, his sdf-
confidence was an asst; when, later, hetried to achieve in a few
years changes requiring at least a century, hisfailure and his sdf-
confidence came into conflict, driving him away from the real
world—'further and further away, till he was left with voices out
of his own past, where alone his unconscious will had the omni-
potence that he unconscioudy expected of it in every sphere.
Perhaps no man can be a great innovator without more belief in
himself than reason can warrant. The greatest innovators have
thought themsdves divine, or nearly so; in Owen this same
dissae existed, but in a mild and not unamiable form.
Where other prophets have declared the word of God, Owen
declared the word of Reason, and it amazed him that men's
intellects could be so blind; but of their hearts he always thought
well.

At New Lanark, Owen's aims wer e still modest, and his success
was great. Hefirgt installed up-to-date machinery and an efficient
manager. He then extirpated theft, which had been rampant,
without any legal punishment. He next tackled drunkenness he
appointed men to patrol the sreets of New Lanark at night, and
report any cases of drunkenness, for which a fine was inflicted.
Within afew years, partly by this method and partly by personal
influence, he succeeded in almost entirely stopping drunkenness
except on New Year's Day. He indsted on deanliness in the
streets. To encourage industrious habits in the mills, he invented
a curious scheme. He had bits of wood, with the four sdes painted
black, blue, yellow and white respectively: black for bad, bluefor
indiflferent, yellow for good, and white for excelent. One of
these was prominently displayed near each workman, showing
whichever colour his work and conduct deserved. Oddly enough,
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thismethod wasfound very effective; inthe end, almost everybody
deserved yellow or white.*

So far, we have been considering what Owen did to make the
mills productive. In this he was so successful that, during the
first ten years of his management, the business earned a profit of
£60,000 in addition to interest at 5 per cent on the capital. His
partners, therefore, had every reason to be satisfied with him.
Having secured their approbation, he was free to attempt more
philanthropic measures.

When Owen took over New Lanark, the number of employees
was between 1,800 and 2,000, of whom 500 were apprenticed
children from the workhouses. He resolved at once to take no
more pauper children. He took only children over ten, and these
he obtained from the neighbouring town of Lanark, by the consent
of their parents. His partnersinsisted on aworking day of fourteen
hours, lesstwo hours' interval for meals; but in 1816 he succeeded
in getting these hours somewhat reduced. As for wages: in 1819,
the average wages were, for men, 9s. 11d. aweek; for women, 6s.;
for boys, 4s. 3d.; for girls, 3s. 5d. It must be admitted that thereis
nothing Utopian about these figures. In such matters, Owen was
not free, since he had to earn dividends. As it was, his partners
were always complaining of his philanthropy. In 1809, and again
in 1813, he bought out the existing partners by the help of new
ones, who, he hoped, would give him afreer hand. On the second
occasion, the bulk of the new money was supplied by Jeremy
Bentham and a Quaker, William Allen. With the latter he still had
difficulties, but they were of a different sort from those that he
had had with his former partners, and on the whole less serious.

Atfirst, he had some trouble with his workpeople, owing to his
being a southerner and astranger. But he gradually won them over,
partly by hispersonality, but still more by hisactionin 1806, when
the United States placed an embargo on all exports to Great
Britain, thereby cutting off the supplies of raw cotton. For four

* An analogous custom exigs in the U.S.S.R, at the present time.
Collective farms are awarded badges symbolizing their degrees of merit:
for example, an aeroplane for the best and a crawling crab for the worst.
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monthsthe millshad to be closed, but he kept on all his employees
at full wages. After this, all had confidencein him.

One of the most interesting parts of Owen's management was
the etablishment of a school in connection with the factory. Like
all other reformers of that period, he attributed enormous im-
portance to education, and held that character iswholly, or almost
whoally, the product of circumstances. But unlike the others, who
acknowledged the authority of Helvetius, he discovered this great
truth himself (or so he says) through the effect upon his digestion
of very hot " flummery," akind of porridge. He certainly had one
advantage over James Mill: he loved and understood children.
Everything that he says about education is good, and he under-
gands the emations and the bodies of children as well as their
intellects. Therewasa nursery school on thoroughly modern lines.
Dancing, in suitable costume, was an important part of the
curriculum, which pained M r . Allen, especially as the boys wore
kiltsinstead of trousers. He made Owen promisethat this sort of
thing should cease, but apparendy it continued none the less

New Lanark was famous throughout the world, and in ten
years nearly 20,000 persons visited it. Among others came the
Grand Duke Nicholas (afterwards Tsar ), who stayed the night at
Owen's house and listened to Owen expounding his views for two
hours or more. He offered to take one of Owen's sons into his
service, and even suggested that Owen himself should come to
Russa with two millions of the surplus population and their
families. In view of Nicholasslater career, thisincident is curious.

When Owen, in 1813, visited L ondon with aview to getting new
partners, he made the acquaintance of almost everybody of note—
not only all the Philosophical Radicals, but alsothe PrimeM inister,
the Archbishop of Canterbury, and many other prominent men.
Everybody liked him, and he had not yet advocated any obviously
subversive doctrines. In 1814 he published A new view of Society,
in which he st forth his favourite doctrine of the power of cir-
cumstances in moulding character, and deduced that enormous
improvements could easly be effected. This work was sent to
almost everybody who had influence, and even to Napoleon in
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Elba. Strange to say, Napoleon read it, and returned it with
favourable comments. When he returned from Elba, Owen held
that he should be allowed a chanceto put its preceptsinto practice.
Owen'sfriend the Prime Minister, however, thought otherwise.

It was in 1815 that Owen first cameinto contact with practical
poalitics, through an attempt to carry a Bill regulating the labour
of children in factories. He wished to forbid completely the
employment of children under ten in textile factories, and to allow
not morethan ten and a half hoursa day of work for anyone under
the age of eighteen. At first all went well. Owen secured the good
will of the Government, provided he could obtain the support of
Parliament. In Parliament he won many supporters. The Bill
was put in charge of the elder Sir Robert Peel, who had carried
in 1802 the only Factory Act then in force, that regulating the
employment of pauper apprentices in cotton factories. But Sir
Robert Ped was himself a manufacturer; heinssted upon consult-
ing the others; the others began to organize oppostion, and it
became dlear that the Bill could only be carried after a long fight,
and then with many concessons

Pedl, after introducing a Bill on Owen's lines in 1815, allowed
it to be postponed, and in 1816 contented himself with a com-
mittee of inquiry. Before this committee employers gave evidence
of the beneficial effect of long hours on children's moral character.
Fourteen hours a day spent in the mill made them obedient,
industrious, and punctual; for their own sakes, nothing should be
done to shorten their hours. Besdes, it would be impossible to
face foreign competition if the legidature interfered; the manu-
facturers would be ruined, and everybody would be out of work.
As againg these witnesses, various medical men maintained that
the long hours were injurious to health. Owen and Peel, alone
among employers who gave evidence, were in favour of the Bill.

Nothing was done in 1817, because Pedl was ill. In 1818, how-
ever, he re-introduced his Bill, somewhat modified in the hope of
diminishing the employers opposition; it passed the Commons,
but was defeated in the Lords. Their Lordships succeeded in
finding a number of medical men willing to swear that nothing
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is so good for the health of children as fifteen hours a day in
factories. " One well-known doctor even refused to commit himself
to the statement that a child's health would beinjured by standing
for twenty-three out of the twenty-four hours"*

At lagt, in 1819, a Bill passd through both Houses. It was in
many respects less satisfactory than that of 1815. It applied only
to cotton, not to all textiles; it put the age limit at nine instead of
ten; it allowed twelve hours of actual work, and thirteen and a half
in the factory, including meal-times; insead of appointing
ingoectors, it left the busness of ingpection to magidrates and
clergymen. Experience of the Act of 1802 had shown that
magigrates and clergymen could be relied upon to neglect their
duty, and the new Act, as was hoped, proved totally ineffective
in consquence.

Owen, meanwhile, had embarked upon his first great scheme
for regenerating the world. Conddering that Socialism sprang
from this scheme, it is amazing to find the extent to which, at
first, Owen was favoured by the great. The Duke of Kent, Queen
Victoria's father, remained his friend so long as he lived (he died
in 1820). The Duke of York, the Archbishop of Canterbury,
various Bishops and many Peers, lisened to him with respect,
both on account of his persuasve and conciliatory manner, and
on account of his practical success at New Lanark. Bit by bit,
as his honesty got the better of his tact, his fine friends fell away
from him, but at first all the world was predisposed in his favour.

Owen's original proposals were made to a Sdect Committee in
1817, which was inquiring into the Poor Law. The Peace had
brought wide-spread unemployment; as Owen said, "on the day
on which peace was dgned the great cusomer of the producers
died." But apart from this temporary cause, machinery was more
and more displacing human labour. There was an optimistic
doctrine that the cheapness of machine-made goods so stimulated
demand that as much labour could be employed as in the days of
handicrafts. In so far as there was truth in this belief, it depended
upon a continually expanding foreign market. In 1816 and 1817,

* Hammond, Town Labourer, p. 167.
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however, the foreign market was not expanding: tariffs were
being imposed on the Continent, and the South American market
was as yet only very partially opened. In any case, as every one
knows now, foreign markets cannot expand indefinitely. Owen
was the first man who fully realized the problems raised by the
productive power of machines. Peace, he says,

found Great Britain in posssssion of a new power in condant action,
which, it may be safdy stated, far excesded the labour of one hundred
millions of the mogt industrious human bengs in the full srength
of manhood. To give an ingance of this power, there is machinery
at work in one establishment in this country, aided by a population
not exceeding 2,500 souls, which produces as much as the exigting
population of Scodand could manufacture after the mode in common
practice fifty years ago!l And Great Britain contains sveral such
egtablishmentd . . . Thus our country possessd, at the conduson
of the war, a productive power which operated to the same extent
asif her population had been actually increasd fifteen or twenty fold;
and this had been chiefly created within the preceding twenty-five
years*

He continues:

The war demand for the productions of labour having ceased,
markets could no longer be found for them; and the revenues of the
world were inadequate to purchase that which a power S0 enormous
in itseffetsdid produce: a diminished demand, consequently, followed.
When, therefore, it became necessary to contract the sources of supply,
it soon proved that mechanical power was much cheaper than human
labour. The former, in consquence was continued at work, whilst
the latter was supersaded; and human labour may now be obtained
at a price far less than is absolutdy necessary for the subsstence of
theindividual in ordinary comfort.t

"The working dasss" he concludes, "have now no adequate
means of contending with mechanical power." Since machinery
cannot be discontinued, either millions must starve or " advan-
tageous occupation must be found for the poor and unemployed
working dases, to whose labour mechanism must be rendered
subservient, ingead of being applied, as at present, to super-
seit."

* Cole, Owen, p. 177. t Ibid., p. 179.
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Thiswas, | think, the first time that any one had perceived our
modern'problem. To rail at machinery is usdess, and yet, if the
matter is left to the free play of the old economic forces, a mech-
anized world is one in which labour is impoverished and enslaved.
This evil can only be prevented by deliberate planning, not by a
policy of laisser faire. So Owen contended, in an economic situation
which was like our own in miniature. The growth of foreign trade
first, and then of economic imperialism, concealed the truth of his
doctrine for a hundred years. At last time has proved that he
perceived important laws of industrial development which were
entirely overlooked by the orthodox economists of his day. Among
the Radicals, Place defeated him in argument by means of the
principle of population, and had in fact, on what was then known,
a better case; but in the long run Owen's diagnosis has proved
its validity.

Owen's cure was not so perspicacious as his anaysis of the evil.
At first, since he was presenting his Plan to a body which was
inquiring into the Poor Law, he presented it mainly as a method
of dealing with pauperism. His scheme was to collect the unem-
ployed into villages, where they should co-operate in cultivating
the soil, and aso in manufacturing, though the bulk of their work
should usually be agricultural. They were all to live in one large
group of buildings, containing public reading rooms and acommon
kitchen, all meds being taken in common. All children over three
years old were to live in a separate boarding house, and there
was to be adequate provision for their education from the earliest
age. All were to live in harmony and produce in common. The
latest results of chemistry were to be utilized in making the
agriculture scientific, but, like Kropotkin at a later date, Owen
believed in intensive cultivation. On quite inadequate grounds
he preferred the spade to the plough. While his factories were to
be up to date and his manuring scientific, the actual tilling of
the soil was to remain primitive.

Owen's Plan astonished and amused his contemporaries. Peacock
introduces him as "Mr. Toogood, the co-operationist, who will
have neither fighting nor praying; but wants to parcel out the
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world into squares like a chess-board, with a community on each,
raising everything for one another, with a great steam-engine to
srve them in common for tailor and hoser, kitchen and cook.*'
When everybody is advancing a scheme to regenerate the world,
Mr. Toogood says 'Build a grand co-operative parallelogram,
with a steam-engine in the middle for a maid of all work.'"
Owen's " paralldograms’ were a general subject for laughter, and
were not taken serioudy except by a very few people. As a matter
of fact, apart from all other difficulties, the financial obstacles
were insuperable. He himself estimated the cost of starting an
establishment for 1,200 men, women, and children at £96,000.
True, once started it was to be sdf-supporting and to pay interest
on the capital invested. But who was going to regenerate mankind
at acogt of £80 per head? Thething might betried experimentally
on a small scale but as a cure for the ills of the nation it was
clearly out of the question.

Owen did not fail for lack of skill in securing the right kind of
publicity. He formed a committee containing most of the im-
portant personages, he received encouragement from the Govern-
ment; and heinduced The Timesand other leading newspapers to
write in his praise and to insert articles by him. Whenever they
did so, he purchased 30,000 copies for distribution—which may
possibly have influenced them in his favour.

Hedid not claim originality for his Plan. He himself maintained
that priority belonged to a writer named John Bellers, who
published, in 1696, a pamphlet called Proposals for raising A
College of Industry of all useful Trades and Husbandry, etc.
It is probable that he also owed something to a community of
Rappites in Pennsylvania. His enemies said that his ideas were
much the same as those of Thomas Spence, who held that the
land belonged to the people, and ought not to be left in private
ownership. Thomas Spence, whether or not his ideas contributed
to Owen's, is a man who desrves to be remembered. He was
bornin 1750, and died in 1814; from the year 1775 onwards, and
throughout the worst period of the anti-Jacobin reaction, he con-
tinued to advocate the nationalization of the land, first in New-
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cadle, and then as a booksdler in Chancery Lane. He was led to
his opinions by an incident which occurred in Newcastle in 1775.
The Corporation endosed and let part of the Town Moor, but
the freemen brought an action claiming the rent, and won. He
published a book with the attractive tide Pig's Meat, or Lessons
for the Swinish Multitude. His first paper, which he read to the
Newcasde Philosophical Society, was called " On the mode of
administering the landed edates of the Nation as a Joint Stock
property in Parochial Partnership by dividing the rent." He was
frequently in prison, and so were his followers, who called them-
sves " Spencean philanthropists” The Government accused
them of plots, and sugpended Habeas Corpus on account of them.
Such an ancestry for Owen's ideas was not calculated to conciliate
Archbishops. But it was not the bugbear of Spence that finally
lost Owen his support in high places.

He had expounded his Plan at a public meeting on August 14,
1817, with complete confidence that it would soon be adopted
throughout the whole world. He had much support, but there
were some who reected his schemes from the first. There were
Radicals, including Cobbett, who regarded it as " nothing short of
a gedies of monkery." Malthus objected to his scheme on grounds
of population, though Ricardo was on the whole favourable. The
poet Southey nosed out the insuffidency of religion in Owen's
method of regenerating the world. As regards this last accusation,
Owen decided that it would not be honest to keep slent. At a
second meeting, on August 21st, he delivered a carefully prepared
address, in. the course of which hestated, with all possibleemphasis,
not only that he himself was not a Christian, but further that he
regarded religion as the chief source of all human ills:

My friends, | tell you, that hitherto you have been prevented from
even knowing what happiness redly is, soldy in conssguence of the
arors—gos erors—that have been combined with the fundamental
nations of every religion that has hitherto bean taught to men. And,
in consquence, they have made man the mogt incondstent, and the
mogt miserable being in exigence By the erors of thee sytams he
has been made a weak, imbecile animal; a furious bigot and fanatic;
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or a miserable hypocrite; and should these qualities be carried, not
only into the projected villages, but into Paradise itself, a Paradise
wouldbenolonger found! ...

After this, naturally, Owen was dropped by the Archbishop and
Bishops, the Dukes and Cabinet Ministers, The Times and the
Morning Post. Among the great, only the Duke of Kent, and to a
lesser extent the Duke of Sussx, continued to stand up for him.
The opponents of factory legidation in Parliament found their
mogt telling argument againgt mercy to children in the fact that
the champion of mercy was an infidel. Nothing daunted, Owen
went on his way as if everything were succeeding perfectly, and
st to work to try to obtain the capital required for starting at least
one co-operative village. For the moment, however, nothing came
of his efforts.

In the following year, being on the Continent, he presented a
memorial to the Congress at Aix-la-Chapelle. Here he had his
one (not very fortunate) meeting with the Emperor Alexander:

He introduced himsdf to the Czar (Alexander | ., dder brother of
Owen's guest, the Grand Duke Nicholas) as the latter wes leaving
his hotel, and offered him a copy of the two Memorials. The Czar
had no pocket big enough to hold the papes and refusad to acomt
them at the moment, asking Owen to call on him that evening. The
brusqueness of his tone offended Owen, and he refrained from accepting
the invitation. Owen entrusted oopies of his Memorial, however, to
Lord Cadlereagh, one of the British represmtatives at Aix-la-Chapelle,
to presmt to the Congress and he learnt afterwards from various
ourees that they were conddered to be amongst the most important
documents laid before the assambly.

He should have remembered that a well-dressed man, however
devout he may become, does not care to spail his clothes by filling
the pockets with papers.

Owen gradually became aware that the Government would not
take up his Plan, but he still had hopes of the local authorities.
In 1820, he presented a long Report to the County of Lanark,
explaining his ideas in consderable detail. The most important
novelty in this Report is his proposal that Labour Notes should
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take the place of money. The Government was about to reume
gold payments, which had been suspended in 1797 on account of
the war; currency questions were therefore to the fore. According
to Owen's proposdl, all priceswould be fixed in proportion to the
labour involved in production, and al payments would be in
labour units. "The natural unit of valug," he says "is, in principle,
human labour, or the combined manud and mental powers of
men caled into action." To the adoption of this system he attri-
buted dmogt magicd powers. As dways after 1817, his hopes
were excessve, and his consdiousness of obgtades dmost non-
exigent. As he grew older, his s of redlity grew less, and the
apocayptic dtrain in his character becane more and more
prominent.

Thereis, however, agredt ded that is true and important in the
Report to the County of Lanark. It begins by stating that labour is
the source of all wedlth,* and it arguesthat thereisno difficulty in
producing enough, but only in finding a market. The markets are
created by working-class demand, which depends upon wages
therefore to improve markets it is only necessary to raise wages
"But the existing arangements of Society will not permit the
labourer to be remunerated for his industry, and in consequence
all markets fail." After expounding his labour-currency and his
villages, he goes on to argue agangt excessve division of labour.
Children are to have an all-round training, and adults areto com-
bine agriculture with industrial work. Education, as dways with
Owen, is treated as the bads of all the rest. But the consequences
amed at are far-reaching. All will have enough, and therefore
there will be no more wars, no more crimes, no maore prisons,
instead, there will be universal happiness

The four years 1824 to 1828 were largely occupied in an experi-
mental community on the lines of the co-operative paraleograms.
George Rapp, a German rdligious reformer, had conducted to
America a number of eamnest Rappites, who founded a colony
cdled Harmony, first in Pennsylvania, and later in Indiana. They

* This, of coursg, is only partially true, as we have seen in connection
with Ricardo.
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renounced marriage and tobacco, with the result that they became
prosperous. In 1824 they decided to move again, and early in 1825
they sold all that they owned in Indiana to Owen, who called the
place New Harmony, and proceeded, after addressing the President
and Congress in Washington, to organize such a community as
he had dreamed of. Everything went wrong, as it generally does
in such experiments. Owen logt £40,000, and emerged a poor man.
His sons however, who cameto New Har mony with him, retained
some of the land, and in the end became succesful American
citizens.

Oddly enough, there was just one respect in which New
Harmony achieved success and that an entirely surprising one.
Owen imported from Europe a number of men of science, many
of whom did valuable work. His own sons were in charge of the
United Sates Geological Survey, the headquarters of which was
at New Harmony till 1856. Podmore, writing in 1906, says

Thus, though Owen's great experiment failed, a quite unlooked-for
s in ancther direction rewarded his efforts New Harmony
remained for morethan a generation the chief sdentific and educational
oentre in the West; and the influences which radiated from it have
made themsdves felt in many directions in the soda and poalitical
gructure of the country. Even to this day the impress of Robert
Owen is clearly marked upon the town which he founded. New
Harmony is not as other towns of the Western States It is a town
with a higory. The dug of thase broken hopes and ideals forms the
soil in which the life of the present is rooted. The name of Owen is
ill borne in the town by several prominent citizens descendants
of the great Socialis. The town is proud in the possesson of a public
library—thelibrarian himsdf a grandson of one of the original colonigs
—of somefifteen thousand volumes, many of them scarce and valuable
works

After a meteoric career in the trade union movement (which
will be consdered in the next chapter, and which ended in 1834),
Owen no longer had any intimate connection with working-class
Radicalism. He became the leader of a small sect of free-thinkers,
and was no longer, in the eyes of respectable people, " the bene-
volent Mr. Owen"; he was a dangerous character, inciting the



Owen and Early British Socialism 191

populace to atheism and revolutionary activity. In 1835, he added
to his unpopularity by proclaiming unorthodox views of marriage
in a series of lectures published under the title: Lectures on
the Marriages of the Priesthood of the Old Immoral World. The
title is mideading; he means marriages celebrated by the priest-
hood. Owen was by this time a complete communist, and he
objected to marriage as an institution connected with private
property, and involving something like property in persons. He
denounced not only marriage but the family environment for
children, and that in very violent language. But he seems to have
hoped that, in spite of liberty, there would still be many life-long
unions.

Whether these views were a theoretical outcome of com-
munism, as in Plato, or were suggested by some circumstance in
his private life, | do not know. Mrs. Owen died in 1831, and
although he was frequently away from her for long periods, there
is no evidence that he ceasad to fed affection for her. In the lagt
year of her life she wrote to him:

Oh my dear husband, how much | fed the want of you to advise
with in a time of so much anxiety. ... | hope you will remember
next Thursday, the day when we became one—thirty-oneyearsago, and
I think from what | fed mysdf that we love one ancther as sncerdy
and undersand one anather much better than we did thirty-one years
ago. My sncere wish is that nothing may ever happen to diminish
this affection.

His enemies, though they denounced his doctrines, found
nothing to say againg his private life. Paralldograms, nursery
schools, abolition of private property, and abolition of marriage
form a logically consstent body of doctrine, and thereis no reason
to look for any other source of his views of morals.

In these gloomy days, there were only two people who were not
shocked by Owen's wickedness, one was Lord Melbourne, and
the other was—Queen Victoria. In spite of the busness of the
Dorchester Labourers* Owen had remained on friendly terms
with Melbourne, who presented him to the Queen in 1839.

* Senext chapter.
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Owen never met anybody without presenting a document, so he
gave his Sovereign " an address from the Congress of the Delegates
of the Universal Community Society of Rational Religionists,
soliciting the Gover nment to appoint partiestoinvestigate measures
which the Congress proposss to ameliorate the condition of
Society." History does not relate whether, in view of thisalluring
title, Her Majesty was gracioudy pleased to peruse the work.

No one ever found fault with Melbour ne for his crimes, but for
presenting to the Queen a notorious unbeliever he was severey
hauled over the coals* The Bishop of Exeter, in presenting a
petition againg Socialism from the personages of Birmingham,
pointed out that Owen's organization wasillegal, and that he could
and should be put in prison.

There were other horrid blasphemies and immoralities, he added,
with the recital of which he would not pain their Lordships ears
There was a book by Owen which had bean put into the Bishop's
hands—thereferenceisno doubt tothe Marriages of the Priesthood—
and one passce in that book had been placed before the episcopal
eyes but he had never snce permitted his mind to be polluted by
looking at it again. Some of the worgt blagphemies and obsoenities
he could not bring himsdf to quote, not even to convince the noble

Marquis (Normanby) of the necessty for prompt action—he could
not and would not doit.

This, however, was not the worst. It appeared that at Queen-
wood (an Owenite community) music, dancing, and singing
actually took place on the Sabbath! And this was the man whom
the Prime Minister saw fit to present to his young and innocent
Sovereign!

The episcopal oratory was vigoroudy followed up by lessr
men throughout the country, with the result that Owenites were
mobbed in thename of Christian charity. But nothing very dragtic
occurred, and the sect gradually sank into obscurity. How firmly
the asodiation of Socialism with free love became established in
the minds of the well-to-do is shown in the answers of a clerical
witness in 1846 before a Parliamentary Committee on railway

* Melbourne himself was, apparently, a dogmatic unbeliever. See
Greville, December 16, 1835.
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condruction. In connettion with the mords of the nawies em-
ployed on thework, this dergyman was asked:

"You ek of infidel opinions. Do you bdieve that many of them
are Sodaligs ?*

"Mogt of them in practice” he replied. " Though they appear to
have wives very few of them aremarried." *

The Victorian délicacy of this answer is to be applauded, but
thereis no likelihood that the navwies were Socialists in any other
sne The Socialists of that period were few, earnest, and intel-
lectual; the nawvies were none of these.

To form a correct judgment of Owen's work and influence is
far from easy. Down to 1815, he appears as a thoroughly practical
man, successful in all that he undertakes, and not led by the
impulses of a reformer into impossible undertakings. After this
time, hisvision isenlarged, but his every-day sagacity is diminished.
In his attempts to transform the world he failed through im-
patience, through failure to pay due attention to finance, and
through the belief that everybody could easly and quickly be
persuaded to see what appeared to him sdf-evident truth. His
uccess at New Lanark mided him, as at first, it mided others.
He under stood machines, and he knew how to make himself liked;
these qualities saufficed at New Lanark, but not in his later ventures.
He had not the qualities that make either a successul leader or a
successful organizer.

As a man of ideas, however, he desrves a high place. He
emphasized problems concerned with industrial production which
time has shown to be important, though in the period immediately
following that of his activity their importance was temporarily
masked by the development of railways. He saw that the increased
output due to machines must lead to over-production or under-
employment, unless the market could be increased by a great
increase of wages. He saw alo that such an increase of wages
was not likely to be brought about by economic forces under a
reign of free competition. He deduced that some more socialized

* Clapham, Economic History of Modern Britain, Vol. I, p. 412.
G
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method of production and distribution was necessary if industri-
alism was to bring general prosperity. T he nineteenth century, by
continually finding new markets and new countries to exploit,
succeeded in evading the logic of over-production, but in our day
the truth of Owen's analyss is beginning to be obvious.

In hisown day themost serious objectionsto his schemeswer e
the principle of population, and the necessty of competition as
an incentive to industry. Malthus, who speaks of him as "a man
of real benevolence' and approves of his proposed Factory Act as
well as of his methods of education, nevertheess advances both of
these arguments. All sysems of equality, he says involve absence
of "those stimulants to exertion which can alone overcome the
natural indolence of man," whilethe prudential checks to popula-
tion, which all depend upon private property, would be removed.
"As all would be equal, and in similar circumstances, there would
be no reason whatever why one individual should think himself
obliged to practice the duty of restraint more than another —His
[Owen's] absolute inability to suggest any mode of accomplishing
this object [limiting population] that is not unnatural, immoral,
or cruel in a high degree, together with the same want of success
in every other person, ancient or modern, who has made a similar
attempt, seem to show that the argument againg sysems of
equality founded on the principle of population does not admit
of a plausible answer, even in theory."

As for the validity of these two objections, the population
argument has been answered by a fall in the birth-rate. By a
curiousirony it was mainly from some of the middle-class Radicals
that the working dasses ultimately learnt birth-control, which is
essential to the possibility of successful Socialism, while Socialists
have been mostly hogtile or indifferent. The other argument has
grown less serious owing to the increased productivity of labour.
When the ordinary working day was from 12 to 15 hours, no
doubt dread of destitution was a necessary incentive. But with
modern methods, given proper organization, very few hours a day
would suffice, and these could be secured by a discipline which
would not be difficult to enforce.
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Owen's villages, consdered as a solution, were of course a trifle
absurd. A communistic sysem cannot be adequately tried on a
small scale it must be extended at leas over a whole nation, if
not over thewholeworld. Thevillageswereto combine agriculture
and industry; each was to be as nearly as possble self-supporting
in the matter of food. Such a stheme seemed natural in the
industrial North in 1815, where isolated factories, worked by
water -power, were established in rural districts; but in themodern
world it isimpossble for industrial districts to produce their own
food. No small community, now-a-days, can aim at being econo-
mically sdf-contained, unless it is prepared to accept a very low
gsandard of life.

In other respects, however, thereis still a very great deal to be
said for Owen's paraldograms. Unlike his contemporaries, he
did not think of life in terms of profit and loss, he remembered
beauty, the cultivation of the ssnses and the intellect, and, above
all, children. In a communal life such as he planned, it is possble
to have all the beauty of the Oxford and Cambridge Colleges; it
is possible to have space, fine public rooms, freedom for children's
work and play. All these things the family individualism to which
we are accustomed makes impossible. It is only by combination
that men who are not richer than any one should be can excape
from squalor and enjoy the aesthetic delights belonging to spacious
architecture and an abundance of air and sunshine. For children
the modern urban world is a prison, unless they are poor enough
to be allowed to play in the sredts, and even then it is unhealthy
and dangerous. Owen would have provided for important needs
which are overlooked in an individualistic and competitive world.
He thought the transformation to the new society an eader and
swifter matter than was possible, but the things he desred were
good, they were neglected by amost all other reformers, and,
with some technical adjustments, they were such as the growth
of machine production has made more practicable, not less. For
these reasons, in pite of his limitations, he is important, and his
ideas are still capable of bearing fruit.



CHAPTER XVI

Early Trade Unionism

WHOEVER has a commodity to sdl islikely to obtain a better price
if he posseses a monopoly than if he is subject to competition.
If he has competitors, it isusually to his interest to combine with
them, so that he and they may jointly secure the advantages of
monopoly. It is, however, often very difficult to secure such
combinations, since those who have been competitors are apt to
be suspicious of each other, and any one among them, after
combination has been agreed upon, can obtain a temporary gain
by breaking away and negotiating independently with purchasers.
Moreover purchasers, being aware of the loss that they are likely
to suffer from agreement among sdlers, put every possible obstacle
of law and public opinion in the way of such agreement. Accord-
ingly the benefits of competition are urged by consumers, and the
benefits of combination by producers. The conflict between these
two opposed points of view, and the general doctrines as to the
public good to which they give rise, runs through the economic
history of the nineteenth century.

Labour, consdered as a commodity, is sold by wage-earners
and bought by capitalists. Given an increasing population and
free competition among wage-earners, wages must tend to fall
to subsgence level. Trade unions are, at least in their origin,
an attempt to prevent this result by combination among the
sdlers of labour—at first only in particular crafts, but gradually
over a widening area, embracing at last, in Great Britain, an
overwhelming majority of industrial wage-earners. There can be
no question that the economic bargaining power of wage-earners,
and the general gatus of labour, have been immensdy enhanced
by trade unionism, but the early steps were difficult, and early
excessve hopes were repeatedly disappointed.

The earlies trade unions, according to M r. and Mrs. Sidney
Webb, date from the late seventeenth century, and thus began a
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hundred years before the era of machine production, but it was
only at the time of the industrial revolution that trade unionism
began to be important. " In all cases in which Trade Unions
arosx, the great bulk of the workers had ceasad to be independent
producers, themsdves controlling the proceses and owning
the materials and the products of their labour, and had passd
into the condition of lifelong wage-earners, posesing neither
the ingtruments of production nor the commodity in its mushed
date"* In some trades, for ingance tailoring, this reduction of
theworker to the condition of proletarian wasprior to the machine
age, but it was only through machinery and the factory sysem
that the conditions for the exisgence of trade unionism began to
exig on a large scale For this reason, they were important in
Great Britain at amuch earlier datethan elsawhere.

In the eighteenth century trade unions were not sufficiendy
important to attract much hosgtile notice from the law, but from
1799 to 1913 they were subjected to legal persecution, first by
the legidature and the law-courts in combination, and afterwards
by the law-courts in defiance of the intentions of the legidature.
An Act proposed by Pitt and hurried through Parliament in 1799
made all combinations of workmen illegal. I n theory, combinations
of employers were aso illegal; but this part of the law remained
a dead letter. Other satutes, as well as the common law, were
invoked when more convenient. In 1812, in a cotton-weavers
strike, the committee were arrested for the common-law crime of
combination, and sentenced to terms of imprisonment varying
from four to eighteen months. In 1818, the leaders in a cotton-
spinners strike were sentenced to two years under a gtatute of
1305 entitled " Who be Congpirators and who be Champertors.”
Prosecutions were frequent, even when no strike was in progress
"The first twenty years of the nineteenth century,” sy the
Webbs, "witnessed a legal persecution of Trade Unionists as
rebes and revolutionaries—thwarting the healthy growth of the
Unions, and driving their members into violence and sedition.”

* The History of Trade Unionism, by Sidney and Beatrice Webb,
Revised Edition, 1920, pp. 25-6.



198 Freedom and Organization, 1814-1914

A new phase of Trade Unionism begns in 1849 owing to
the intervention of middle-dlass Radicas. Until this time, the
movemeantt had been a spontaneous growth, ignored or didliked
by all outsde the ranks of wage-earners A prosecution of the
compostors of The Timesin 1810 drew the attention of Francis
Place, the Radicd tailor, to theiniquity of the Combination Acts,
and when, in the early twenties, thetone of British palitics began
to be less virulently reactionary, he secured in favour of their
repeal the support of two Philosophical Radicas, McCulloch and
Josgph Hume. In the year 1824, Hume sucoesded in getting
through Parliament a messure securing complete freedom of
combination. In those days not even the Government paid
much attention to business and Hume, by keeping quiet, suc-
ceeded in preventing not only Members of Parliament, but dso
Ministers, from noticing what was happening.* There was agreat
outbresk of strikes, and people were surprised to find that the old
laws were no longer in force. In the next year, 1825, Parliament
re-enacted some of the provisons which it had unintentionally
repeded, but it did not go o far as to make drikes and trade
unions illegal. From this time onwards, trade unionism, though
with many ups and downs, was important both in industry and
in politics.

So long as the trade unions were free from middle-dlass in-
fluences, they had no large aims, either political or economic,
nor had they much sme of working-class solidarity. They
condged of local combinations, mostly of skilled craftsmen in
some particular craft, someimes co-operating with similar
combinations esewhere, but sdldom concerned with anything
beyond the maintenance of their own rate of wages Some of
their leaders, however, after having come into contact with
Philosophical Radicaliam in connection with the reped of the
Combination Laws, becane aware of the exigence of another
doctrine, which offered more to wage-eamners than the cold
comfort of Malthusian self-restraint and economy with aview to
emigration. Socidism was being preached, not only by Owen,

* See Wallas's Life of Francis Place, Chap. VIII.
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but by several economists, of whom the most important was
Thomas Hodgskin, a man who enjoys the rare distinction of being
quoted with respect by M ar x. Hodgskin taught, following Ricar do,
that labour isthe source of value, and, not following Ricardo, that
labour should receive the whole produce of industry. The result
of his activities terrified James Mill, who on October 25, 1831,
wrote in great anxiety to Place about a deputation "from the
working clases’ who had been preaching communism to Mr.
Black, the editor of the Morning Chronicle.

Their notions about property look ugly; they not only desre that it
should have nothing to do with representation, which is true, though
not a truth for the present time, as they ought to see, but they sseem to
think that it should not exist, and that the existence of it is an evil to
them. Rascdls, | have no doubt, are at work among them. Black, it is
true, is easly imposed upon. But the thing needs looking into. Nobody
hes such means of probing the ulcer as you, and nobody has so much
the means of cure. The fools, not to se that what they madly desire
would be such a calamity to them as no hands but their own could
bring upon them.

Place answered:—

My der Mill,—As you sometimes take pains to serve the common
people, and as you ae an influential man, | send you an essy in
reply to your note. The men who called on Black were not a deputation
from the working people, but two out of haf-a-dozen who manege,
or mismanage, the meetings of the Rotunda in Blackfriars Road, and
at the Philadelphian Chapel in Finsbury. The doctrine they are now
preaching is that promulgated by Hodgskin in a tract in 1825, entitled
Labour defended against the Claims of Capital,. . .

and so on through along letter.*
A year later Mill passed on Place's information to Brougham:

The nonsense to which your Lordship dludes about the rights of
the labourer to the whole produce of the country, wages, profits, and
rent, al included, is the mad nonsense of our friend Hodgkin [sic]
which he has published as a system, and propagates with the zed of
perfect fanaticism. Whatever of it appears in the Chronicle deds
in through his means, he being a sort of sub-editor, and Black (the

* Walas, Place, p. 274.
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editor) not very sharp in detecting; but all Black's opinions on the
subject of Property are sound. These opinions, if they were to spread,
would be the subverson of civilized sodety; worse than the over-
wheming dduge of Hunsand Tartars*

The result of Socialigt teaching was a revolt againg middle-
dass Radicalism, and the rapid growth of a purely working-class
movement, partly trade unionist and partly co-operative, which,
to a great extent, looked upon Owen as its prophet. While he was
busy with New Harmony, the co-operative movement began, in
dose connection with Owen's doctrines. The first known use of
the word " Socialigt," as applied to Owen's followers, occurs at
this time, in The Co-operative Magazine for 1827, in which the
advocates of Owen's villages are spoken of as " the Communionists
and Socidigs"t Asthe capital required for founding villageswas
not forthcoming, the co-operative movement was led to develop
in more practical ways. The present immense growth of co-
operative gores is the outcome of a development which garts from
Owen; but before reaching its ultimate highly practical form
it went through various vicisstudes and tried a number of
unsuccessful - experiments.

In September 1832, Owen opened the "National Equitable
Labour Exchange' in rather magnificent premises in Gray's Inn
Road, which had been used by a disciple of his, named Bromley,
as an "Institution for Removing Ignorance and Poverty." Here
goods were to be bought and sold, not for money, but for labour
notes, which more or less purported to represent their cog in
labour. An immense business was done, but no one quite knew
whether it was done at a profit or at a loss Bromley began to
demand that Owen should pay a large rent (not in labour notes);
the result was that Owen moved to new premises, and in July
1833 he ceased to be connected with the enterprise. There were
other Labour Exchanges, conducted on similar principles, mostly
in London. And in connection with them there was formed a
"United Trades Association,” where work was given to the

* Mill to Brougham, in Bain's James Mill, p. 364.
T Clapham, Economic History of Modem Britain, Vol. I, p. 315.
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unemployed, who were paid in labour notes, and whose produce
was sent to the Labour Exchange. The whole movement, however,
quickly cameto grief. William Lovett, later a Chartist leader, an
Owenite dosdy connected with the United Trades Association,
attributed the failure to "rdigious differences, the want of legal
security, and the didike which the women had to confine their
dealings to one shop." Owen's inability to keep rdigious questions
in the background is congtantly surprising.

The trade union movement was, for a short time, intimately
connected with these early abortive attempts at co-operation.
Although some trade unions held aloof, most, in 1833, accepted
Owen's gopd, and under his leader ship there was a large sudden
growth of membership and an attempt to realize wide socialigtic
aims.

As always, he expected quick results. He thought that the trade
union movement could transform the whole economic sysem
within a few years. To the Operative Builders Union, which
had written to him, hereplied: " Y ou may accomplish this change
(to the new age of co-operation) for the whole population of the
British Empire in less than five years, and essentially ameliorate
the condition of the producing dases throughout Great Britain
and Ireland in less than five months."* The builders formed a
"National Building Guild of Brothers." They were prepared to
undertake building contracts themsdlves, employers wereinformed
that their power was ending, but that they could be admitted to
the Guild as managers on proof of competence; meanwhile, the
operative builders demanded higher wages The employers
snowed no enthusiasm for the Owenite millennium, and refused to
employ members of the union. Therewas a strike, and the gtrikers
st out to build a Guildhall for themsdves at Birmingham.
However, funds gave out before the building was finished, and
the whole enterprise collapsed. But meanwhile it had become
absorbed in a still wider movement.

In October 1833, deegates from trade unions all over the
country met at the National Equitable Labour Exchange, and

* Cole, Owen, p. 271.
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recommended the formation of a " Grand National Moral Union
of the Productive and Useful Classes" Within a few weeks it had
half a million members, and the total number of trade unionists
was estimated at a million. While some unions had their doubts
about Owen, the Grand National Consolidated Trades Union
was completely devoted to his doctrine. His optimism and the
rapid increase of membership seem to have made the unionists
rash; everywhere there were srikes, employers became alarmed,
unionists were refused employment, with the result that there
were no funds.

At this moment came the case of the Dorchester Labourers.
These were sx men who had been engaged in forming a lodge of
the Friendly Society of Agricultural Labourers, which was not in
itself illegal; but they had administered oaths, and on this ground
were sentenced to seven years transportation. Owen and the
other leaders had to devote their energies to agitation on behalf of
thee unfortunate men. Everything possble was done, but
Melbour ne, the Home Secretary, was adamant.

The affairs of the Consolidated Union were now in a bad way,
and Owen's quarreswith hislieutenants, primarily about religion,
completed the collapse. His chief coadjutor, J. E. Smith, got tired
of Socialism, and founded the Universalist religion, after which
episode, he lived a quiet and prosperous life as editor of the
Family Herald. Amid personal and financial troubles, the Grand
National Consolidated Trades Union came to a painful end.
Owen, abandoning his hopes of it, persuaded such of his followers
as remained faithful to follow him into a new organization, The
British and Foreign Consolidated Association of Industry,
Humanity, and Knowledge, and trade unionism, for a time,
passd into obscurity. Working-class fervour was diverted first
into purely political channds by the Chartists, and then, after
the foundation of the Rochdale Pioneers in 1844, into the second
co-oper ative movement, which still looked to Owen as a prophet,
but pursued more practicable means towards a less revolutionary
end. By 1848, say the Webbs,

The danger of revolution had passed away. A new generation of
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workmen was growing up, to whom the worst of the old oppresson
was unknown, and who had imbibed the economic and palitical
philosophy of the middle dass reformers. Bentham, Ricardo, and
Grote were read only by a few; but the activity of such
educationaligs as Lord Brougham and Charles Knight propagated
"usgful knowledge' to all the members of the Mechanics Ingitutes
and the readas of the Permy Magazine. The middledass idess of
"free enterprisg’ and "unregtricted competition” which were thus
diffused recaived a great impetus from the extraordinary propaganda
of the Anti-Corn-Law League, and the general progress of Free
Trade.

The fiasco of Owenite trade unionism, combined with the
universal increase of prosperity from the forties to the eighties,
when the Manchester School controlled British economic policy,
turned even working-class leaders into individualis Radicals.
Nevertheless trade unionism, after a great collapse (the Webbs
estimate that in 1840 there were not 100,000 trade unionists
in the kingdom), grew seadily, and spread to all industrial
countries. In Great Britain it succeeded in meeting the periodical
hogtility of the judges by periodical fresh legidation. When, in
the eighties, bad times came again, and wages began to fall, the
trade unions remembered Owen and renewed their Socialigt faith.
Hyndman, in 1885, praised "noble Robert Owen" for perceiving
the usHesness of half-measures. " But the revolution which in his
day was unprepared is now ripe and ready . . . The great social
revolution of the nineteenth century is at hand."* The revolution
did not comein 1885, any morethan in 1834. But the later Socialists
found useful work to do. Owen, for a moment, had enlisted un-
skilled workersin his unions, but had led them only to starvation,
prison, and exile. In the late 80's, when trade unionism once again
reached the unskilled, it led to a series of dramatically successful
strikes. And while national Socialism proved impracticable, much
useful work was achieved in the way of municipal Socialism.

Trade revived, and Socialism decayed. Now trade has again
decayed and Socialism has again revived. Perhaps this is not the
last turn of the cycle, but the last turn must come.

* Webb, op. dt, p. 411.



CHAPTER XVII

Marx and Engels

SOCIALISM, unlike the creed of the Philosophical Radicals, did not
quickly become a power ful forcein practical palitics, but remained,
broadly speaking, the ineffective creed of a rninority until 1917.
As a sysem of thought, however, it belongs to the same period as
Ricardo and James Mill. After the failure of Robert Owen, the
Socialis movement, for a time, became mainly French, and was
adapted to pre-industrial conditions. The doctrines of Saint
Simon and Fourier had considerable influence, and the Socialists
were sufficiently powerful to dominate the beginnings of the
Revolution of 1848. French Socialism of that period, however,
had still some of the defects of Owenism, as well as others peculiar
to itsdf. It had not a consstent body of doctrine, or a practicable
scheme for the transition from capitalistic to socialized production.

It was only with Marx and Enges that Socialism reached
intellectual maturity, and became capable of inspiring a serious
political party. The Communist Manifesto, which already con-
tained all the essntials of their doctrine, was published just before
the outbreak of the French Revolution of 1848. Mentally, it isto
this period that Marx's sysem beongs.

To understand Marx, it is necessary to take account of the
extremely complex influences by which he was moulded. The
first influence was that of Hegel, which M ar x encountered during
his university career and never shook off, and of which eements
remain in Communism to the present day. From Hegel came the
love of an all-embracing system, and the belief that history is the
orderly working out of an intellectual scheme, with the same
inevitability and the same sharpness of logical oppostion as in
the Hegelian dialectic. Marx's next experience was as a German
Radical journalist subject to all the difficulties of the censorship
as it then exised. After this, his desre for knowledge brought
him into contact with French Socialism, and from the French he
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learnt to regard revolution as the normal method of political
advance. But it was Engels who first contributed to their joint
work the all-important element of first-hand knowledge concerning
British industrialism. Engels published in 1845 his book on
The Condition of the English working classin 1844, and theimpress
of this gloomy period is samped on everything that Marx and
Enges subsequently wrote. But for contact with England, M ar x
might have remained unduly abstract and metaphysical, and lack-
ing in that intimate knowledge of industrial facts from which so
much of his persuasive power is derived. By the time his doctrine
was completed, it combined eements of value from three countries.
Germany made him a system-builder, France made him a revolu-
tionary, and England made him learned.

Marx was born in 1818, at Treves in the Rhineland, where
French influence had penetrated more deeply than in most parts
of Germany.* His ancestors, for generations, had been rabbis,
but his father was a lawyer. On the death of the father's mother,
which occurred when Marx was sx years old, the family became
Christian, and Mar x was educated as a Protestant. When he was
only seventeen, he fell in love with a beautiful and aristocratic
girl, and persuaded both his parents and hers to permit an engage-
ment. It was, however, seven years before he was able to marry
her, and by that time her parents had become strongly opposed
to the match.

As a university student he showed already that titanic but
somewhat ill-directed energy which characterized him through
life. In a long letter to his father, written at the age of nineteen,
he tells how he had written three volumes of poems to his Jenny,
trandated large parts of Tacitus and Ovid, and two books of the
Pandects, written a work of three hundred pages on the philosophy
of law, perceived that it was worthless, written a play, and " while
out of sorts, got to know Hegel from beginning to end,” besdes
reading innumerable books on the most diverse subjects.

Hegel had died in 1831, and his influence in Germany was till

* In relation to Marx's life | have relied in the main upon Karl
Marx: His Life and Work, by Otto Ruhle (Allen & Unwin Ltd.).
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very great. But his school had broken into two sets the Old
and Young Hegelians, and in 1839 his sysem was destructively
criticized by Feuerbach, who reverted from Hegd's Absolute
Idealism to a form of materialism, and carried with him many of
the Young Hegelians, who were distinguished from the OIld by
their Radicalism. In academic Germany, especially among the
young, it was a time of very intense intellectual activity. While
Germany, from the standpoint of learning, was ahead of the rest
of the world, it was pohtically and economically far behind both
France and England. The censorship was preposterous, and the
middle dassss had no political power. It resulted inevitably that
the intelligent young were radical if not revolutionary, and that
they were very open to palitical ideas coming from abroad, especi-
ally from France. Marx in his youth was not isolated, but was one
of a group of eager young men, all persuaded that philosophy is
the key to everything, but all choosng the philosophy that best
lent itself to Radical poalitics.

Marx first sought a career in journalism. In 1842 he became a
contributor, and soon afterwards the editor, of the Rheinische
Zeitung, and now he first became aware of problems for which
nothing in academic philosophy offered any solution. The first
of such problems that came to his attention was the question of a
law for the imprisonment of the poor for stealing wood from the
forest. He realized that economic questions had been unduly
neglected, and was confirmed in this by reading a book on French
Socialism. When the Rheinische Zeitung was suppressad by the
censorship in January 1843, Marx had leisure for study, and
decided to become acquainted with Socialism.

With this end in view, he went to Paris, as Socialism at that
time was predominantly French. English Socialism, under the
leadership of Robert Owen, had become mainly secularis and
anti-Christian. Owen, as we have seen, had aways been opposed
to political methods, and radical politics in England was left to
the Chartists, whose programme did not directly concern itself
with economic questions. In France, on the contrary, the move-
ment inaugurated by Saint Simon and Fourier had continued and
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was full of vigour. Marx made the acquaintance of the leaders,
of whom the most important were Proudhon and L ouis Blanc. He
learnt what there was to know about Socidism, but did not meke
friends with any of the French Socidigs. It must be sad that
Socidism before Marx was not worthy of any great degree of
intellectua respect. Saint Simon was essentidly a mediaevadist
who didiked industrialism and the modern world, and sought
renovation in a purified Christianity. Fourier, though he had
merit as a critic of the existing economic sysem, became com-
pletely fantastic when he advanced sthames for a better organiza:
tion of production. Their importance lay in the fact that they
causd a certain number of intellectuds to fed dissatisfaction
with capitalism, and to look out for ways of ending it or at lesst
greetly mitigating its evils. In France, such men had Sucossded
in cregting a labour movement neither purely political, like the
Chartists, nor purely economic, like the trade unions, but both at
once. It was redized that politicall means, such as manhood
auffrage, were necessary, but they were to be used for the achieve-
ment of economic objects of importance to the proletariat. This
conception of the relation of politics to economics Marx learnt in
France and retained through life.

The belief in an intimate relation between philosophy and
politics, which Marx, in common with all his circle, acoepted as
axiomatic in his student years, remained part of his creed. " Philo-
sophy,” he sys at this time, "cannot be redlized without the
uprising of the proletariat; and the proletariat cannot rise without
the redlization of philosophy.” To English-gpesking people, who
do not teke philosophy serioudly, thismust ssam an odd sentiment,
unless they have learnt to acogpt the Communist creed. To Marx
at that rate, it would ssem, the redlization of philasophy wes as
important as the rising of the proletariat. He wes, in fact, well on
the way towards the theory that all philosophy is an expresson of
€00NOMIC circumgiances.

His friendship with Engels began at this time, in Paris, in the
year 1844. Engdswastwo years younger than Marx, and had been
subjected to the sameintellectua influencesin his university years.
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But hisfather was a cotton spinner with factoriesboth in Germany
and in Manchester, and Engels had been sent to Manchester to
work in the family busness. This had given him first hand
knowledge of up-to-date industrialism, and of English factory
conditions at a very bad period. He was at this time writing his
book on the condition of the English working dass This book
uses power fully the same kind of material that Marx afterwards
used in thefirst volume of Capital. It is concrete, full of facts
from official sources, gloomy as to the present but hopeful of a
proletarian revolution in the near future. It makes it possble to
judge of the importance to be attached to Engdsin thejoint work
of thetwo men. M ar x had been, until hemet Engels, too academic.
There were evils on the Continent, perhaps as great as those in
England, but they were less modern, and less appropriate in an
indictment of capitalism. Engels invariably minimized his share
in all that the two men did together, but undoubtedly it was
very great. And aboveall hefirst directed the attention of M ar x to
the kind of facts best calculated to win asent to his economic
theory. The materialistic conception of history appears to have
been, at least in its main outlines, discovered independently by
the two men before their collaboration began.

Engeds was already a Communist when he firs met Marx,
having been converted by a man named Moses Hess, who was
prominent among the German radicals. Hess, writing in 1843,
said:

"Last year, when | was about to start for Paris, Engels came to
s me on his way from Berlin. We discussad the questions of the
day, and he, a revolutionist of the Year One, parted from me a
convinced Communist. Thus did | spread devastation.”

It is interesting to note that at this time Marx made friends
with Heine, who much admired him and became a Com-
munist.

TheContinental intellectualsof that day wer efar more advanced
palitically than those in England, no doubt because the middle
dasss had less power, and because revolution was the obvious
first g¢ep in progress. The views held by Marx and his friends
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before 1848, while Metternich still ruled, would bring down worse
persecution upon their holders now than they did then.

In January 1845, at the request of the Prussan Government,
Marx was expelled from Paris, and therefore went to Brussds. It
was at this time that he first profited by the pecuniary generosity
of Engdls, which remained his chief financid resource down to
the day of his death. From Brussds, with the help of Engedls,
Marx conducted Communist propaganda, and came in touch
with various bodies such as The Workers' Educational Society,
The Federation of the Just, The Democratic League, and The
Fraternd Democrats. The Federation of the Just, which met in
Great Windmill Street in London, developed into the Communist
League, which included in its programme "the overthrow of the
bourgeoise, the dominion of the proletariat, the abolition of a
dass society, and the introduction of an economic and socid
order without private property and without dasses” In December
1847, this body decided that Marx and Engds should draw up a
datement of its a@ms. The whole importance of the Communist
League in history is due to this decison, snce its outcome wes
the Communist Manifesto.

The Communist Manifesto, as regards style, vividness, com-
presson, and propagandist force, is the best thing that Marx
ever did. It hes the buoyancy and swiftness characterigtic of the
eve of arevolution; it hes the clarity due to a newly-won theo-
retical insight. It openswith thewords:

"A gpectre is haunting Europe—the spectre of Communism.
All the powers of old Europe have entered into aholy alianceto
exorcise this spectre: Pope and Czar, Metternich and Guizot,
French radicals and German police spies”

It ends:

"The Communigts disdain to conced their views and their
ams. They openly dedare that their ends can be attained only
by theforcible overthrow of all existing socid conditions. L et the
ruling dassss tremble a a Communigt revolution. The prole-
tarians have nothing to lose but their chains. They have aworld
to win.
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"Working men of all countries, unite!"

The remainder condgs of a history of the world, beginning
"The history of all hitherto existing socidty is the history of dass
gruggles” showing what a fierce revolution has been effected by
modern capitalism, and leading on, apparently with the inevit-
ability of asyllogism, to the next dagein world history, the prole-
tarian revolution.

| do not know of any other document of equa propagandist
force. And this force is derived from intense passon intellectually
clothed as inexorable exposition.

It was the Communist Manifesto that gave Marx his position in
the Socidist movement, and he would have desarved it even if he
had never written Das Kapital.

Scarcdy was the Manifesto finished when the Revolution broke
out in Paris. The Provisond Government, which was largely
Socidig, invited Marx to Paris, and he went. But he stayed there
only a month: a the end of that time, the revolution having
soread to Germany, he naturally wished to be active in his own
country.

Few movemans in history have disgppointed all participants
more completely than the revolutions of 1848. For milder revolu-
tionaries, the disgppointment was only temporary, but for Marx
it was life-long.

He was expdled from Prussain May, 1849, and never recaived
permisson to return, though in fact he returned a few times
surreptitiously for brief periods. His activities in Garmany had
been purely journalistic, and milder than might have been
expected; they were, however, such as the reaction could not
tolerate. From Germany he went to Paris, from which he was
expdled after a month. The only remaining refuge was England,
the "Mother of the Exiles," as it was then caled. In England,
with brief intervals, he lived for the rest of his life, no longer
attempting to stir up revolution in his own day, but providing
the menta stimulus to revolution a some indefinite future date.

Marx's lifeis sharply divided into two periods by the failure of
the 1848 revolutions, which deprived him of immediate hopeful-
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ness and turned him into an impoverished exile. If his belief in
theultimatevictory of Communism had had alessfirm intellectual
foundation, he could hardly have perssted, as he did, in the
laborious preparation of amonumental work, with little encourage-
ment except from a few friends and disciples. His tenacity and
industry throughout his later life are truly astonishing.

So far as private drcumgances went, his life was like Mr.
Micawber's, an affair of duns, pawnbrokers, disputes about
dishonoured bills, and so on. The whole family lived in two small
rooms in Dean Street, Soho. When, in 1852, one child died in
infancy, Mrs. Marx wrote:

"Our poor little Francisca fell ill with severe bronchitis. For
three days the poor child struggled with death. She suffered so
terribly. When it was over, her little body rested in the small back
room, and we all cameinto the front room. At night, we lay down
on thefloor. The three other children were with us, and we wept
at the loss of the little angdl. . . . The dear child's death happened
at a time when we were in the direst need. Our German friends
were unable to help us. . . . Ernest Jones, who paid us a visit
at this time, and had promised to help, was unable to do anything.

. In my overwhelming need, | hastened to a French refugee
who lived in the neighbour hood, and had visited us not long before.
At once, in the most friendly way possible, he gave me two
pounds. With this sum | was able to buy the coffin in which my
poor child now lies at peace. She had no cradle when she came
into the world, and for a long time it was difficult to find a box
for her lagt resting place.

Engels, who continued to work in the family busnes at
Manchester, devoted every penny that he could spare to the
support of Marx. But Enges, naturally, was not on good terms
with his father, who was a pious Calvinist; the sums available
werethereforenot very large. They wereaugmented by jour nalism,
chiefly in America, but the income obtained in this way was small
and precarious. Marx's only son died at the age of nine; "the
house is desolate and orphaned since the death of the poor child,
who was its living soul,” he wrote to Engels. He was always
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lovable in his dealings with children: those of the neighbourhood
called him " Daddy Mars," and looked to him for sweets, not in
vain. With children he was free from rivalry and fear of inferiority,
which made him irritable and quarrelsome with adults. On
October 28, 1933, the New Satesman and Nation published the
following letter:

Maiden Towers.
3. 7. 1865.
Dear Miss Lilliput,

Y ou must excuse the belated character of my answer. | belong
to that sort of people who dways look twice at things before they
decide one way or the other. Thus, | was rather startled at receiving
an invitation on the part of a femae minx quite unknown to me.
However, having ascertained your respectability and the high tone
of your transactions with your tradespeople, | shall fed happy to ssize
this rather strange opportunity of getting at your estables and drink-
ables. Suffering somewhat from an attack of rheumatism, | hope you
keep your reception room clear of anything like draft. As to the ven-
tilation required, | shall provide it for myself. Being somewhat deaf
in the right ear, plesse put a dull fellow, of whom | dare say your
company will not be in want of, at my right side. For the left | hope
you will reserve your femae beauty, | mean the best looking femae
among your guests.

| am somewhat given to tobacco chewing, so have the stuff ready.
Having former intercourse with Yankees taken to the habitude of
spitting, | hope spittoons will not be missing. Being rather essy in
my manners and disgusted at the hot and close English atmosphere,
you must prepare for seeing me in a dress rather adamétic. | hope your
femae guedts are somewhat in the same line.
Addio, my dear unknown little minx,
Yoursfor ever,
Dr. Crankley.

Readers were challenged to guess the authorship, but nobody
guessed correctly; it wasin fact written by Marx to his daughter.

His letters to Engels are a monotonous list of lamentations.
Hewasill, hiswifewasill, hischildrenwereil | ; thebutcher and
baker wished to be paid; his mother would do nothing further
for him. He came to take Engels's help as a matter of course, and
to pour out the catalogue of histroubles even at the most inappro-
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priate moments. Engels lived in a free union with an Irish girl
who was devoted to him, and whose sudden death was a great
blow to him. In reply to the letter announcing his loss, M ar x
writes:

"Dear Engels: The news of Mary's death has both astonished
and dismayed me. She was extremely good-natured, witty, and
much attached to you. The devil knows that there is nothing but
trouble now in our circles. | myself can no longer tell whether |
am on my head or my heels. My attempts to raise some money
in France and Germany have failed, and it is only to be expected
that £15 would not hold off the avalanche more than a week or
two. Apart from the fact that no one will give us credit any more,
except the butcher and the baker (and they only to the end of this
week), | am harried for school expenses, for rent, and by the
whole pack. The few of them to whom | have paid a little on
account, have pouched it in a twinkling, to fall upon me with
redoubled violence. Furthermore, the children have no clothes
or shoes in which to go out. In aword, thereis hell to pay. . . .
We shall hardly be able to keep going for another fortnight. Itis
abominably selfish of me to retail all these horrors to you at such
amoment. But the remedy is homoeopathic. One evil will help to
cancel the other."*

Financial troubles continued to beset Marx until 1869, when
Engels (whose father was now dead) sold out his interest in the
business, paid Marx's debts (£210), gave him a settled income of
£350 A year, and himself came to live in London, with freedom
at last to give all histimeto Socialist work.

Throughout, Marx worked in the British Museum. In 1859 he
published his Critique of Political Economy, in 1867 the first
volume of Capital The second and third were published by
Engels after his death. Pawnbrokers, family troubles, illnesses,
and deaths failed to distract him from the composition of his
magnumopus.

Apart fromhiswriting, Marx's only important work after 1849
was in connection with the International Working Men's Associa-

* Otto Ruhle, op.cit.,p. 225.
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tion, the"First International." Thisorganization, in which M ar x
wastheleading spirit, was founded in London in 1864, and wasthe
basis for the subsequent international Socialist movement. But
although it contained the germ of great things, it did not itself
achieve any great measure of success. In England, the trade
unions, after some hesitation, held aloof with few exceptions. In
Germany, the General Union of German Workers, the organiza-
tion founded by Lassalle, was antagonized by Marx's jeaousy
both of Lassalle and of his successor, Schweitzer, whom he falsely
accused of working with Bismarck. In Switzerland and the Latin
countries, the influence of Bakunin led to the spread of Anarchist
Communism, which differed from Marxism as to the use of
political action and the function of the State. Bakunin and his
followers, it is true, ultimately joined the International and tried
to dominate it, but their quarrel with Marx brought about its
disruptionin 1872.

Marx was at no time tolerant of rivals. Speaking of the time
just before 1848, Ruhle says:

"The intolerant way in which the purging of the commumst
ranks was effected and in which the cleavage in the communist
camp was brought about, was not the outcome of unavoidable
necessity, not dependent upon the progress of economic evolution.
Its primary cause was Marx's craving for exclusive personal
predominance, which he rationalized into a fanatical confidence
in the conquering power of his own idea."

In this respect, he did not improve with age. Of all his enmities,
the attack on Bakunin was the most envenomed and the most
unscrupulous. Bakunin was a Russian aristocrat who threw in
his lot with the German revolution of 1848, with the result that
he was condemned to death in Saxony in 1849, handed over to
the Austrians, who again condemned him to death, passed on
by them to Tsar Nicholas, who shut him up in Peter and Paul and
afterwards sent him to Siberia, whence he escgped in 1861,
finally reaching London by way of Japan and America. Marx,
as early as 1848, accused him in print of being a spy, and, although
the accusation was then proved to be basdess, repeated it in
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subsequent years on appropriate occasons. When Bakunin, after
twelveyearsof prison and penal settlement, endeavoured toresume
his connection with former revolutionary comrades, he found
himself treated with suspicion, and at last discovered that M ar x
was the source of the trouble. Instead of showing resentment, he
wrote afriendly letter to Marx, which led to an interview in which
he persuaded him of his revolutionary integrity. For a moment,
Marx was mallified. He wrote to Engels: " | saw him yesterday
evening once more, for thefirst time after sixteen years. | must
say that | liked him very much, much better than before. . . .
On the whale he is one of the very few persons whom | find not
to have retrogressed after sixteen years, but to have developed
further."

Friendship between these two men could not, however, be of
longduration. Bakunin wastheapostle of Anarchist Communism,
as Marx was of political Communism; Marx hated Savs,
Bakunin hated Jews. There were both personal and impersonal
reasons which made co-operation impossible. So far as Bakunin
is concerned, the personal reasons would not have sufficed to
produce an estrangement. After reading Capital he wrote: " For
five and twenty years M ar x has served the cause of socialiam ably,
energetically, and loyally, taking the lead of everyone in this
matter. | should never forgive myselfif, out of personal motives,
| wereto destroy or diminish Marx's beneficial influence. Still, |
may be involved in a struggle againg him, not because he has
wounded me personally, but because of the State socialisn he
advocates."

Bakunin joined the International in 1868, and s to work to
bring it over to hisviews. He and M ar x fought afiercefight,in
which M ar x and hisfollower s proved themsdvesfar from scrupu-
lous. The oy accusation was revived; Bakunin was said to have
embezzled 25,000 francs. At the Congressat The Hague, in 1872,
where M ar x had a majority, it was decided to expel Bakunin on
the ground that he had "resorted to fraudulent manoeuvres in
order to possess himself of other people's property.” But it wasa
barren victory. By thenext year, theInter national was dead.
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Both sections, Socialigs and Anarchists, survived the end of
the International, but while the Socialiss movement prospered,
the Anarchists remained aways palitically insdgnmcant. In
Russia, Bakunin had a successor in many ways superior to himself,
namely Kropotkin, who lived to s the Marxists gain control of
the Russan State. Elsewhere, except in Spain, Bakunin'sfollowing
died out. Whatever may be thought of Marx's methods, there
can be no doubt that his programme was more practicable than
hisrival's, and based upon a sounder estimate of human nature.

With the end of the First International in 1873, Marx's part in
public affairs came to an end.

Mar x was thefirst intellectually eminent economist to consder
the facts of economics from the standpoint of the proletariat.
The orthodox economids believed that they were creating an
impersonal science, as free from bias as mathematics, Marx,
however, had no difficulty in proving that their capitalist bias
led them into frequent errors and inconsstencies. The whole of
economics, he maintained, took on a completely different agpect
when viewed from the wage-earner's point of view. His devotion
to the interests of the proletariat is perhaps somewhat surprising,
in view of his bourgeois origin and his academic education. He
had all his life a love of domination associated with a feding of
inferiority, which made him prickly with social superiors, ruthless
with rivals, and kind to children. It was probably thistrait in his
character that first led him to become the champion of the
oppresd. It isdifficult to say what caused hisfedling of inferiority,
but perhaps it was connected with his being a Jew by race and a
Christian by education. He may, on this account, have had to
endure the contempt of school-fellows in his early years, without
being able to fall back upon theinner sdf-assurance that would be
possible to a Jew by religion. Anti-semitism is an abomination,
but it has had one incidental good effect: that it has raised up,
among Jews, tribunes of the people who might otherwise have
been supporters of the status quo. If this view is just, Marxism
is a suitable punishment for the illiberality of well-to-do anti-
semites.



CHAPTER XVIII

Dialectical Materialism

T H E contributions of Marx and Engels to theory were twofold:
there was Marx's theory of surplus value, and there was their
joint theory of historical development, called " dialectical material-
ism." We will consder first the latter, which ssams to me both
moretrue and moreimportant than the former.

Let us, in the first place, endeavour to be clear as to what the
theory of dialectical materialism is. It is a theory which has
various elements. Metaphysically it is materialistic: in method it
adopts a form of dialectic suggested by Hegel, but differing from
his in many important regpects. It takes over from Hegel an
outlook which is evolutionary, and in which the gages in evolution
can be characterized in clear logical terms. These changes are of
the nature of development, not so much in an ethical as in a
logical sene—that is to say, they proceed according to a plan
which a man of sufficient intellect could, theoretically, foretell,
and which Marx himself professss to have foretold, in its main
outlines, up to the moment of the universal establishment of
Communism. The materialism of its metaphysics is trandated,
wherehuman affairsare concerned, into thedoctrinethat the prime
cause of all socia phenomena is the method of production and
exchange prevailing at any given period. The deares statements
of the theory are to be found in Engels, in his Anti-Diihring, of
which the relevant parts have appeared in England under the
tide: Socialism, Utopian and Scientific. A few extracts will help to
provide uswith our text:

"1t was seen that all past history, with the exception of its
primitive stages, was the history of dass druggles that these
warring dasses of society are alwaysthe produas of the modes of
production and of exchange—in a word, of the economic con-
ditions of their time; that the economic structure of society always
furnishes the real bads starting from which we can alone work
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out the ultimate explanation of the whole superstructure of
juridical and poalitical ingtitutions as well as of the religious,
philosophical, and other ideas of a given historical period.”

The discovery of this principle, according to M arx and Engels,
showed that the coming of Socialism was inevitable.

" From that timeforward Socialism was no longer an accidental
discovery of this or that ingenious brain, but the necessary
outcome of the gruggle between two historically developed
dases—the proletariat and the bourgecise Its tak was no
longer to manufacture a syssem of society as perfect as possble,
but to examine the historico-economic succession of events from
which these dassss and their antagonism had of necessity sprung,
and to discover in the economic conditions thus created the
means of ending the conflict. But the Socialisn of earlier days
was as incompatible with this materialigtic conception as the
conception of Natur e of the French materialissswas with dialectics
and moder n natural science. T he Socialism of earlier dayscertainly
criticized the existing capitalisic mode of production and its
consquences. But it could not explain them, and, therefore,
could not get the mastery of them. It could only smply reect
them as bad. The more grongly this earlier Socialisn denounced
the explaitation of the working-class, inevitable under Capitalism,
the less able was it clearly to show in what this exploitation con-
ssted and how it arose"

The same theory which is called Dialectical Materialism, is
alo called the Materialist Conception of History. Engds says
" The materialist conception of history starts from the proposition
that the production of the means to support human life and,
next to production, the exchange of things produced, is the bass
of all social structure; that in every society that has appeared in
history, the manner in which wealth is distributed and society
divided into dassss or orders, is dependent upon what is produced,
how it is produced, and how the products are exchanged. From
this point of view the final causes of all social changes and poalitical
revolutions are to be sought, not in men's brains, not in man's
better insight into eternal truth and justice, but in changesin the
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modes of production and exchange They are to be sought, not
in the philosophy, but in the economics of each particular epoch.
The growing perception that existing socia institutions are
unreasonable and unjust, that reason has become unreason, and
right wrong, is only proof that in the modes of production and
exchange changes have silently taken place, with which the social
order, adapted to earlier economic conditions, is no longer in
keeping. From this it aso follows that the means of getting rid of
the incongruities that have been brought to light, must adso be
present, in amore or less developed condition, within the changed
modes of production themselves. These means are not to be
invented by deduction from fundamental principles, but are
to be discovered in the stubborn facts of the existing system of
production.”

The conflicts which lead to political upheavals are not primarily
mental conflicts in the opinions and passions of human beings.

"This conflict between productive forces and modes of pro-
duction is not a conflict engendered in the mind of man, like that
between original sinand divinejustice. It exists, infact, objectively
outside us, independently of the will and actions even of the men
that have brought it on. Modern Sociaism is nothing but the
reflex, in thought, of this conflict in fact; its ideal reflection in
theminds, first, of the classdirectly suffering under it, theworking-
class."

There is a good statement of the materialist theory of history
in an early joint work of Marx and Engels (1845-6), called
German ldeology. It is there said that the materialist theory starts
with the actual process of production of an epoch, and regards
as the basis of history the form of economic life connected with
this form of production and generated by it. This, they say,
shows civil society in its various stages and in its action as the
State. Moreover, from the economic basis the materialist theory
explains such matters as religion, philosophy, and morals, and
the reasons for the course of their development.

These quotations perhaps suffice to show what the theory is.
A number of questions arise as soon as it is examined critically.
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Before going on to economics oneisinclined to ask, first, whether
materialisn is true in philosophy, and second, whether the
eements of Hegelian dialectic which are embedded in the
Marxist theory of development can be justified apart from a
full-fledged Hegelianism. Then comes the further question
whether these metaphysical doctrines have any relevance to the
historical thess as regards economic development, and last of all
comes the examination of this historical thess itsef. To gate in
advance what | shall be trying to prove, | hold (i) that materialism,
in some snse, may be true, though it cannat be known to be so;
(2) that the eements of dialectic which Marx took over from
Hegel made him regard history as a morerational processthan it
has in fact been, convincing him that all changes must be in some
s progressive, and giving him a feeling of certainty in regard
tothefuture, for which thereis no scientific warrant; (3) that the
whole of his theory of economic development may perfectly well
be true if his metaphysic is false, and false if his metaphysic is
true, and that but for the influence of Hegel it would never have
occurred to him that a matter so purely empirical could depend
upon abstract metaphysics, (4) with regard to the economic
inter pretation of history, it ssams to me very largely true, and a
most important contribution to sociology; | cannot, however,
regard it as wholly true, or fed any confidence that all great
historical changes can be viewed as developments. Let us take
these points one by one.

(1) Materialism. Marx's materialism was of a peculiar kind, by
no means identical with that of the eighteenth century. When he
gesks of the "materialist conception of history,” he never
emphaszes philosophical materialism, but only the economic
causation of social phenomena. His philosophical position is best
st forth (though very briefly) in his Eleven theses on Feuerbach
(1845). In these he says

" The chief defect of all previous materialism—including that
of Feuerbach—is that the object (Gegenstand), the reality, sens-
bility, is only apprehended under the form of the object (Objekt)
or of contemplation (Anschauung), but not as human sensble
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activity or practice, not subjectively. Hence it came about that
the active sde was devdoped by idealism in oppostion to
materialism. . . .

"The quegtion whether objective truth bdongs to human
thinking is not a question of theory, but a practical question. The
truth, i.e thereality and power, of thought must be demonstrated
in practice. The contest astothereality or non-reality of a thought
which isisolated from practice, isa purely scholagtic question. . . .

"The highest point that can be reached by contemplative
materialism, i.e. by materialism which does not regard sensibility
as a practical activity, is the contemplation of isolated individuals
in 'bourgeois society.'

"The standpoint of the old materialism is 'bourgeois society;
the standpoint of the new is human society or socialized (ver-
gedIschaftete) humanity.

" Philosophers have only interpreted the world in various ways,
but thereal task isto alter it."

The philosophy advocated in the earlier part of these thesss is
that which has since become familiar to the philosophical world
through the writings of Dr. Dewey, under the name of prag-
matism or instrumentalism. Whether Dr . Dewey isawar e of having
been anticipated by M arx, | do not know, but undoubtedly their
opinions as to the metaphysical status of matter are virtually
identical. In view of the importance attached by Marx to his
theory of matter, it may be worth while to st forth his view
rather morefully.

The conception of " matter," in old-fashioned materialism, was
bound up with the conception of " sensation." M atter wasregarded
as the cause of sensation, and originally also as its object, at least
in the case of sight and touch. Sensation wasr egar ded as something
in which a man is passve, and merely recdves impressons from
the outer world. This conception of sensation as passve is,
however —s0 the instrumentalists contend—an unreal abstraction,
to which nothing actual corresponds. Watch an animal receiving
impressons connected with another animal: its nodrils dilate,
its ears twitch, its eyes are directed to the right point, its muscles
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become taut in preparation for appropriate movements. All this
is action, mainly of a sort to improve the informative quality
of impressions, partly such asto lead to fresh action in relation to
the object. A cat seeing a mouse is by no means a passve recipient
of purely contemplative impressions. And as a cat with a mouse,
soisatextilemanufacturer with abaleof cotton. Thebaleof cotton
is an opportunity for action, it is something to be transformed.
The machinery by which it is to be transformed is explicitly and
obvioudy a product of human activity. Roughly speaking, all
matter, according to Marx, is to be thought of as we naturally
think of machinery: it has a raw material giving opportunity for
action, but in its completed form it is a human product.

Philosophy has taken over from the Greeks a conception of
passve contemplation, and has supposed that knowledge is
obtained by means of contemplation. Marx maintains that we
are always active, even when we come nearest to pure " sensation”
we are never merely apprehending our environment, but always
at the same time altering it. This necessarily makes the older
conception of knowledge inapplicable to our actual relations
with the outer world. In place of knowing an object in the ssnse
of passvely receiving an impresson of it, we can only know it
in the s of being able to act upon it successfully. That is
why the test of all truth is practical. And since we change the
object when we act upon it, truth ceasss to be static, and becomes
something which is continually changing and developing. That is
why Marx calls his materialism " dialectical,” because it contains
within itsef, like Hegd's dialectic, an essential principle of
progressve change.

| think it may be doubted whether Engels quite understood
Marx's views on the nature of matter and on the pragmatic
character of truth; no doubt he thought he agreed with Marx,
but in fact he came nearer to orthodox materialism.* Engds
explains "higtorical materialism," as he undergands it, in an
Introduction, written in 1892, to his Socialism, Utopian and
Scientific. Here, the part assigned to action ssems to be reduced

* Cf. Sidney Hook, Towards the Understanding of Karl Marx, p. 32.
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to the conventional task of scientific verification. He says. "The
proof of the pudding is in the eating. From the moment we turn
to our own use these objects, according to the qualities we perceive
in them, we put to an infallible test the correctness or otherwise
of our sense-perceptions. . . . Not in one single instance, so
far, have we been led to the conclusion that our sense-perceptions,
scientifically controlled, induce in our minds ideas respecting the
outer world that are, by their very nature, at variance with reality,
or that there is an inherent incompatibiUty between the outer
world and our sense-perceptions of it."

Thereisnotrace, here, of Marx's pragmatism, or of the doctrine
that sensible objects are largely the products of our own activity.
But there is dso no sign of any consciousness of disagreement
with Marx. It may be that Marx modified his views in later life,
but it seems more probable that, on this subject as on some others,
he held two different views simultaneously, and applied the one
or the other as suited the purpose of his argument. He certainly
held that some propositions were "true" in a more than pragmatic
sense. When, in Capital, he sets forth the cruelties of the indus-
trial system as reported by Royal Commissions, he certainly holds
that these cruelties really took place, and not only that successful
action will result from supposing that they took place. Similarly,
when he prophesies the Communist revolution, he believes that
there will be such an event, not merely that it is convenient to
think so. His pragmatism must, therefore, have been only occa-
sional—in fact when, on pragmatic grounds, it was justified by
being convenient.

Itisworthnotingthat L enin, who does not admit any divergence
between Marx and Engels, adopts in his Materialism and Empirio-
Criticism a view which is more nearly that of Engels than that of
Marx.

For my part, while | do not think that materialism can be
proved, | think Leninisright in saying that it is not disproved by
modern physics. Since his time, and largely as a reaction against
his success, respectable physicists have moved further and further
from materialism, and it is naturally supposed, by themselves
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and by the general public, that it is physics which has caused this
movement. | agreewith L enin that no substantially new argument
has emerged since the time of Berkeley, with one exception. This
one exception, oddly enough, is the argument st forth by Marx
in his theses on Feuerbach, and completely ignored by Lenin. If
there is no such thing as sensation, if matter as something which
we passvely apprehend is a delusion, and if "truth" is a practical
rather than a theoretical conception, then old-fashioned material-
ism, such as Lenin's, becomes untenable. And Berkeey's view
becomes equally untenable, since it removes the object in relation
to which we are active. Marx's instrumentalist theory, though he
cals it materialistic, is really not so. As againg materialism, its
arguments have indubitably much force. Whether it is ultimately
valid is a difficult question, as to which | have ddiberately
refrained from expressng an opinion, since | could not do so
without writing a complete philosophical treatise.

(2) Dialectic in history. The Hegelian dialectic was a full-
blooded affair. If you sarted with any partial concept and
meditated on it, it would presently turn into its opposte; it and
its opposite would combine into a synthesis, which would, in
turn, become the starting point of a similar movement, and so on
until you reached the Absolute Idea, on which you could reflect
as long as you liked without discovering any new contradictions.
The historical development of the world in time was merely an
objectification of this process of thought. This view appeared
possible to Hegel, because for him mind was the ultimate reality;
for Mar x, on thecontrary, matter istheultimatereality. Neverthe-
less he continues to think that the world develops according to a
logical formula. To Hegel, the development of history is as
logical as a game of chess M ar x and Engels keep the rules of chess
while supposing that the chessmen move themsdves in accordance
with the laws of phydcs, without the intervention of a player.
In one of the quotations from Engels which | gave earlier, he says
"The means of getting rid of the incongruities that have been
brought tolight, must also be present, in amoreor lessdeveloped
condition, within the changed modes of production themsdves."
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This"must" betrays arelic of the Hegelian belief that logic rules
the world. Why should the outcome of a conflict in politics
adways be the establishment of some more developed system?
This has not, in fact, been the case in innumerable instances. The
barbarian invasion of Rome did not give rise to more developed
economic forms, nor did the expulsion of the Moors from Spain,
or the destruction of the Albigenses in the South of France.
Before the time of Homer the Mycenaean civilization had been
destroyed, and it was many centuries before a developed civiliza-
tion again emerged in Greece. The examples of decay and
retrogression are at least as numerous and as important in history
as the examples of development. The opposite view, which appears
in the works of Marx and Engels, is nothing but nineteenth-
century optimism.

This is a matter of practical as well as theoretical importance.
Communists aways assume that conflicts between Communism
and capitalism, whilethey may for atimeresultin partial victories
for capitalism, must in the end lead to the establishment of
Communism. They do not envisage another possible result, quite
as probable, namely, a return to barbarism. We all know that
modern war is a somewhat serious matter, and that in the next
world war it is likely that large populations will be virtualy
exterminated by poison geses and bacteria. Can it be seriously
supposed that after a war in which the great centres of population
and most important industrial plant had been wiped out, the
remaining population would be in a mood to establish scientific
communism? Is it not practically certain that the survivors would
be in amood of gibbering and superstitious brutality, fighting all
againgt all for the last turnip or the last mangel-wurzel? Marx
used to do his work in the British Museum, but after the Great
War the British Government placed a tank just outside the
museum, presumably to teach the intellectuals their place.
Communism is a highly intellectual, highly civilized doctrine,
which can, it is true, be established, as it was in Russia, after a
slight preliminary skirmish, such as that of 1914-18, but hardly
after a really serious war. | am afraid the dogmatic optimism

H
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of the Communist doctrine must be regarded as a relic of
Victorianism.

Thereisanother curiouspoint about the Communist inter preta-
tion of the dialectic. Hegel, as everyone knows, concluded his
dialectical account of history with the Prussan State, which,
according to him, was the perfect embodiment of the Absolute
Idea. M ar x, who had no affection for the Prussian State, regarded
this as a lame and impotent concluson. He said that the dialectic
should be essntially revolutionary, and seemed to suggest that
it could not reach any final gatic resing-place. Nevertheless we
hear nothing about the further revolutions that are to happen
after the establishment of Communism. In thelast paragraph of
LaMisiredelaPhilosophiehesays

It isonly in an order of things in which there will no longer be
dases or dassantagonism that social evolutionswill cesseto bepolitical
revolutions.

What these social evolutions are to be, or how they are to be
brought about without the motive power of dass conflict, Mar x
does not say. Indeed, it is hard to se how, on his theory, any
further evolution would be possible. Except from the point of
view of present-day politics, Marx's dialectic is no more revolu-
tionary than that of Hegel. M or eover, Snceall human development
has, according to Marx, been governed by conflicts of dasses, and
since under communism there is to be only one dass it follows
that there can beno further development, and that mankind must
go on for ever and ever in a date of Byzantine immobility. This
does not seem plausible, and it suggests that there must be other
posshle causss of political events besdes those of which Marx
has taken account.

(3) Irrelevance of Metaphysics. The belief that metaphysics
has any bearing upon practical affairs is, to my mind, a proof of
logical incapacity. One finds physcists with all kinds of opinions:
some follow Hume, some Berkeley, some are conventional
Christians, some are materialists, some are sensationalists, some
even are solipasts This makes no difference whatever to their
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physics. They do not take different views as to when edlipses
will occur, or what are the conditions of the stability of a bridge.
That is because, in physics, there is some genuine knowledge,
and whatever metaphysical beliefs a physicist may hold must
adapt themselves to this knowledge. In so far as there is any
genuine knowledge in the social sciences, the same thing is true.
Whenever metaphysics is really useful in reaching a conclusion,
that is because the conclusion cannot be reached by scientific
means, i.e. because there is no good reason to suppose it true.
What can be known, can be known without metaphysics, and
whatever needs metaphysics for its proof cannot be proved. In
actual fact Marx advances in his books much detailed historical
argument, in the main perfectly sound, but none of this in any
way depends upon materialism. Take, for example, the fact that
free competition tends to end in monopoly. This is an empirical
fact, the evidence for which is equally patent whatever one's
metaphysic may happen to be. Marx's metaphysic comes in in
two ways: on the one hand, by making things more cut and dried
and precise than they arein real life; on the other hand, in giving
him a certainty about the future which goes beyond what a
scientific attitude would warrant. But in so far as his doctrines
of historical development can be shown to be true, his metaphysic
is irrelevant. The question whether communism is going to
become universal, is quite independent of metaphysics. It may be
that a metaphysic is helpful in the fight: early Mohammedan
conquests were much facilitated by the belief that the faithful
who died in battle went straight to Paradise, and similarly the
efforts of Communists may be stimulated by the belief that there
is a God called Dialectical Materialism Who isfighting on their
side, and will, in His own good time, give them the victory. On
the other hand, there are many people to whom it is repugnant to
have to profess belief in propositions for which they se no
evidence, and the loss of such people must be reckoned as a
disadvantage resulting from the Communist metaphysic.

(4) Economic Causation in History. In the main | agree with
Marx, that economic causes are at the bottom of most of the
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great movements in history, not only political movements, but
aso those in such departments as religion, art, and morals.
There are, however, important qualifications to be made. In the
first place, Marx does not allow nearly enough for the time-lag.
Christianity, for example, arose in the Roman Empire, and in
many respects bears the samp of the social system of that time,
but Christianity has survived through many changes M ar x treats
it as moribund. "When the ancient world was in its last throes,
the ancient religions were overcome by Christianity. When
Christian ideas succumbed in the eighteenth century to rationalist
ideas, feudal society fought its death-battle with the then
revolutionary bourgeoise" {Manifesto of the Communist Party by
Karl Marx and F. Engels) Nevertheless, in his own country it
remained the most power ful obstacle to the realization of his own
ideas* and throughout theWestern world its political influenceis
still enormous. | think it may be conceded that new doctrines
that have any success must bear some relation to the economic
crcumgances of their age, but old doctrines can persist for many
centurieswithout any such relation of any vital kind.

Another point where | think Marx's theory of history is too
definite is that he does not allow for the fact that a small force
may tip the balance when two great forces are in approximate
equilibrium. Admitting that the great forces are generated by
economic causes it often depends upon quite trivial and fortuitous
events which of the great forces gets the victory. In reading
Trotsky's account of the Rusian Revolution, it is difficult to
believe that Lenin made no difference, but it was touch and go
whether the German Government allowed him to get to Russa.
If the minister concerned had happened to be suffering from
dyspepsia on a certain morning, he might have said " No" when
in fact he said "Yes" and | do not think it can be rationally
maintained that without Lenin the Russan Revolution would
haveachieved what it did. Totakeanother instance: if thePrussans
had happened to have a good General at the battle of Valmy,

* "For Germany," wrote Marx in 1844, "the critique of religion is
essentially completed.”
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they might have wiped out the French Revolution. To take an
even mor e fantastic example, it may be maintained quite plausibly
that if Henry VIII had not fallen in love with Anne Boleyn,
the United States would not now exist. For it was owing to this
event that England broke with the Papacy, and therefore did
not acknowledge the Popes gift of the Americas to Spain and
Portugal. If England had remained Cathalic, it is probable that
what is now the United States would have been part of Spanish
America.

This brings me to another point in which Marx's philosophy
of history was faulty. He regards economic conflicts as always
conflicts between dasss whereas the majority of them have
been between races or nations. English industrialism of the early
nineteenth century was internationalist, because it expected to
retain its monopoly of industry. It ssemed to Marx, as it did to
Cobden, that the world was going to be increasingly cosmopolitan.
Bismarck, however, gave a different turn to events, and industrial-
ism ever since has grown more and more nationalistic. Even
the conflict between capitalism and communism takes increasingly
the form of a conflict between nations. It is true, of coursg, that
the conflicts between nations are very largely economic, but the
grouping of the world by nations is itself determined by causes
which are in the main not economic.

Another st of causss which have had condderable importance
in history are those which may be called medical. The Black
Death, for example, was an event of whose importance M ar x was
well aware, but the causes of the Black Death were only in part
economic. Undoubtedly it would not have occurred among
populations at a higher economic level, but Europe had been
quite as poor for many centuries as it was in 1348, so that the
proximate cause of the epidemic cannot have been poverty. Take
again such a matter as the prevalence of malaria and yellow fever
in the tropics, and the fact that these dissases have now become
preventable. This is a matter which has very important economic
effects, though not itself of an economic nature.

Much the mogt necessary correction in Marx's theory is as to
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the causss of changes in methods of production. Methods of
production appear in Marx as prime causes, and the reasons for
which they change from time to time are left completely un-
explained. As a matter of fact, methods of production change, in
the main, owing to intellectual causss owing, that is to sy, to
wientific discoveries and inventions. Marx thinks that dis-
coveries and inventions are made when the economic situation
calls for them. This, however, is a quite unhistorical view. Why
was there practically no experimental sdence from the time of
Archimedes to the time of Leonardo? For sSx centuries after
Archimedes the economic conditions were such as should have
made scientific work easy. It was the growth of stience after the
Renaissance that led to modern industry. This intellectual
causation of economic proceses is not adequately recognized
by Marx.

History can beviewed in many ways, and many general formulae
can be invented which cover enough of the ground to sem
adequate if the facts are carefully sdected. | suggest, without
undue solemnity, the following alter native theory of the causation
of the industrial revolution: industrialism is due to modern
stience, modern sience is due to Galileo, Galileo is due to
Copernicus, Copernicus is due to the Renaissance, the Renaissance
is due to the fall of Congtantinople, the fall of Constantinople
is due to the migration of the Turks, the migration of the Turks
is due to the desccation of Central Asia. Therefore the funda-
mental study in searching for historical causes is hydrography.



CHAPTER XIX

The Theory of Surplus Value

MARX'S theory of surplus value is smple in its main outline,
though complicated in its details. He argues that a wage-earner
produces goods equal in value to his wages in a portion of the
working day, often assumed to be about half, and in the remainder
of his working day produces goods which become the property
of the capitalist although he has not had to make any payment for
them. Thus the wage-earner produces more than he is paid for;
the value of this additional product is what Marx calls " surplus
value." Out of surplus value come prdfits, rent, tithes, taxes—in
a word, everything except wages.

This view is based upon an economic argument which is not
altogether easy to follow, the more so as it is partly valid, pardy
fallacious. It is, however, very necesary to analyse Marx's
argument, since it has had a profound effect upon the development
of Socialism and Communism.

Marx darts from the orthodox economic doctrine that the
exchange value of a commaodity is proportional to the amount
of labour required for its production. We have already considered
this doctrine in connection with Ricardo, and have seen that it is
true only partially and in certain circumstances. It is truein so
far asthe cost of production is represented by wages, and thereis
competition among capitaligs which keegps the price as low as
possble If the capitalists have formed themsdves into a Trust
or Cartel, or if the cost of raw material isalarge part of thetotal
cod of production, the theory is no longer true. Marx, however,
accepted the theory from the economists of his day, although he
despisad them, apparently without any examination of the grounds
in its favour.

The next gep in the argument is derived (without adequate
acknowledgment) from Malthus. It followed from Malthus's
theory of population that there would always be competition
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among wage-earners, which would ensure that the value of
labour, like that of other commodities, should be measured by
its cogt of production (and reproduction). That is to say, wages
would suffice for the bare necessaries of the labourer and his
family, and under a competitive sysem they could not rise
above this level.

Malthus's theory of population, like Ricardo's theory of value,
is subject to limitations which we have already considered. M ar x
always rejects it contemptuoudy, and is bound to do o, since, as
Malthus was careful to point out, it would, if valid, make all
communigtic Utopias impossible. But M ar x does not advance any
reasoned argument againg Malthus, and, what is still more
remarkable, he accepts without question the law that wages must
always (under a competitive sysem) be at subsstence level, which
depends upon the acceptance of the very theory that he at other
times reects.

From these premisses, the labour theory of value and the iron
law of wages, the theory of surplus value seams to follow. The
wage-earner, let us say, workstwelve hours a day, and in sx hours
produces the value of hislabour. What he producesin the remain-
ing sx hours represents the capitalist's exploitation, his surplus
value. Although the capitalist does not have to pay for the last six
hours, yet, for some unexplained reason, he is able to make the
price of his product proportional to labour-time required for
production. Mar x forgets that this whole theory depended upon
the assumption that all labour had to be paid for, and the further
assumption that the capitaligs competed with each other.* In
the absnce of these assumptions, there is no reason why value
should be proportional to the labour-time of production.

If we assume that there are many competing capitalists in
the busness in question, then, supposing the date of affairs to
have been initially as Marx supposes, it will be posshble to lower
the price and still make a profit, which will therefore be doneas a
result of competition. The capitaligt, it is true, will have to pay

* Though this is stated by Engels in his introduction to La Misere
dela Philosophic.
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rent, and probably interest on borrowed money; but so faf asheis
concerned, he will be forced down to the lowest profit at which
he thinks it worth while to carry on the busness. |1, on the other
hand, there is no competition, the price will be fixed, as with
all monopalies, by the principle of "what the traffic will bear,"
which has nothing to do with the amount of labour involved.

While, therefore, it is undeniable that men make fortunes by
exploiting labour, Marx's analyss of the economic process by
which thisis done appears to be faulty. And the main reason why
it is not correct is the acceptance of Ricardo's theory of value.

I havewr itten above asthough (apart from currency fluctuations)
value could be measured by price. This, indeed, follows from the
definition of value, which is the amount of other commodities for
which a given commodity will exchange. Price is merely a means
of expressing the exchange values of different commodities in
commensurable terms: if we wish to compare the values of a
number of different commodities, we do so most easlly by means
of their price, i.e. (under a gold currency) by their exchange value
in relation to gold. In so far as value means " exchange value," the
fact that (at any given moment) value is measured by price is a
mere logical consequence of the definition.

But Marx has another conception of value which obscurey
conflicts with the definition of value as exchange value. This other
conception, which never emergesclearly, is ethical or metaphysical;
it ssams to mean "what a commodity ought to exchange for." A
few quotations will illustrate the difficulty of arriving at Marx's
meaning on this point.

"Price," he says "is the money-name of the labour realised in
a commodity. Hence the expresson of the equivalence of a
commodity with the sum of money congtituting its price, is a
tautology, just as in general the expression of the relative value
of a commodity is a statement of the equivalence of two com-
modities. But although price, being the exponent of the magnitude
of a commodity's value, is the exponent of its exchange-ratio with
money, it does not follow that the exponent of this exchange ratio
is necessarily the exponent of the magnitude of the commaodity's
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value. . . . Magnitude of value expreses a relation of social
production, it expreses the connection that necessarily exists
between a certain article and the portion of the total labour-time
of society required to produce it. As soon as the magnitude of
value is converted into price, the above necessary relation takes the
shape of amoreor lessaccidental exchange-ratio between asingle
commaodity and another, themoney-commaodity. But thisexchange-
ratio may express either the real magnitude of that commodity's
value, or the quantity of gold deviating from that value, for which,
according to circumstances, it may be parted with. The possibility,
therefore, of quantitative incongr uity between price and magnitude
of value, or the deviation of the former from the latter, isinherent
in the price-form itsdf.”

So far it might be supposed that Marx is thinking only of
accidental fluctuations, such as might be due to the relative
shrewdness or impecuniosity of buyer and sdler. He goes on,
however, to a more serious distinction between price and value,
which, if he had followed it up, would have raised difficulties for
him of which he apparently remained unaware. He says

"The price-form, however, is not only compatible with the
possibility of a quantitative incongruity between magnitude of
value and price, i.e.,, between the former and its expresson in
money, but it may aso conceal a qualitative incondstency, so
much s, that, although money is nothing but the value-form of
commodities, price ceass altogether to express value. Objects
that in themsdves are no commodities, such as conscience,
honour, & c, are capable of being offered for sale by their holders,
and of thus acquiring, through their price, the form of com-
modities. Hence an object may have a price without having value.
The price in that cae is imaginary, like certain quantities in
mathematics. On the other hand, the imaginary price-form may
sometimes conceal either a direct or indirect real value-relation;
for ingtance, the price of uncultivated land, which is without
value, because no human labour has been incorporated in it."

It is of course necessary for Marx, with his labour theory of
value, to maintain that virgin land has no value. Sinceit often has a
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price, the distinction between price and value is essential to him
at this point. Exchange-value, it now appears, is not the actual
amount of other goods for which a given commodity can, in fact,
be exchanged; it is the amount of goods for which the commaodity
could be exchanged if people valued commodities in proportion
to the amount of labour required for their production. Marx
concedes that people do not so value commodities when they are
buying and sdling, for, if they did, it would be impossble to
exchange virgin land, upon which no labour has been expended,
for gold, which has had to be mined. Accordingly when Marx
sys that the value of a commodity is measured by the amount
of labour required for its production, he does not mean to say
anything about what the commodity is likely to fetch in the
market. What, then, does he mean?

He may mean either of two things. He may be giving a mere
verbal definition of theword " value': when | spesk of the " valug'
of a commodity (he may be saying), | mean the amount of labour
required to produce it, or rather, such quantity of other com-
modities as an equivalent amount of labour would produce. Or,
again, he may be using "valu€e" in an ethical ssnsg he may mean
that goods ought to exchange in proportion to the labour involved,
and would do so in a world ruled by economic justice. If he
adopts the first of these alternatives, most of the propostions in
his theory of value become trivial, while those which assrt a
connection between value and price become arbitrary and remain
partly false. If he adopts the second alternative, he is no longer
analysng economic facts, but setting up an economic ideal.
Moreover, this ideal would be an impossible one, for the reasons
emphasized in Ricardo's theory of rent: a bushel of wheat grown
on bad land embodies more labour than one grown on good land,
but could not in any imaginable economic sysem be sold at a
higher price. Either the verbal or the ethical alternative as to the
meaning of "value," therefore, reduces Marx's economic theory
to a gate of confusion.

The ethical interpretation of "value" nevertheess ssems to
have had some influence, not only on Marx, but on all those who
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upheld the labour theory of value. In the cae of Marx, this is
borne out by the fact that, in connection with the price of virgin
land, he mentions such things as the price of a man's honour,
where we fed that there is something ethically reprehensble in
the exisence of a price. In the case of other economids it is
interesting to observe that Hodgskin, from whom Marx learned
much, and who first among theorists applied the labour-theory of
value in the interests of the proletariat, finds the source of this
theory in Locke' s doctrine that the justification of private property
isaman'sright to the produce of his own labour.* If he exchanges
the produce of his own labour for the produce of an equal amount
of some one d<gs labour, judtice is preserved; the labour-theory
is therefore in conformity with ethics. This point of view, perhaps
unconscioudy, seams to have influenced Marx: where price and
value diverged, he felt that price represented the wickedness of
capitalism.

Much of the dficacy of Marx's writing depends upon tacit
assumptions in his arithmetical illustrations. Let us take one of
these as typical of many.

"One more example. Jacob gives the following calculation for
the year 1815. Owing to the previous adjustment of several items
it is very imperfect; neverthdess for our purpose it is sufficient.
In it he assumes the price of wheat to be 8s. a quarter, and the
average yield per acre to be 22 bushds

ValueProduced Per Acre

£ s d. £ s d

Seed .. 190 Tithes, Rates, and
Manure 210 0 Taxes 110
Wages 3100 Rent. . . . . . 180

Fanner's Profit and
Interest 120
Total 790 Total 310

* Halevy, Thomas Hodgskin, pp. 208-9, Society Nouvelle de Librairie
et d'edition, Paris, 1903.
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"Assuming that the price of the product is the same as its
value, we here find the surplus-value distributed under the
various heads of profit, interest, rent, & c. We have nothing to do
with these in detail; we simply add them together, and the sum
is a surplus-value of £3 11s. od. The sum of £3 195. od., paid for
seed and manure, is constant capital, and we put it equal to zero.
There isleft the sum of £3 105. od., which is the variable capital
advanced: and we see that a new value of £3 10s. od. + £3 115. od.

s £3 11s. od.
has been produced in its place. Therefore- = - -, givinga
v£3105. od. 'givinga
rate of surplus-value of more than 100%. The labourer employs
more than one-half of his working day in producing the surplus-
value, which different persons, under different pretexts, share
amongst themselves."

Inthisillustration, s means surplus-value, and v means variable
capital, i.e. wages. 1t will be seen that Marx includes in surplus-
value the whole of what the farmer makes, and the whole of the
rates and taxes. It is therefore implied in the calculation (a) that
the farmer does no work, (b) that the rates and taxes are wholly
handed over to the idle rich. Marx would not, of course, make
either of these assumptionsin explicit terms, but they are implicit
in hisfigures, both in thiscase and in every analogousillustration.
In 1815, the year to which the above example applies, the rates
were mainly expended in wages, under the old Poor Law. The
taxes, it is true, went chiefly to the fund-holders, but of the
remainder some part was certainly spent in useful ways—for
example, in keeping up the British Museum, without which M arx
could not have written his magnum opus.

More important than the question of rates and taxes is the
question of the capitalist's work. In the case of a small capitalist,
such as a farmer, it is ridiculous to treat him as one of the idle
rich. If afarm were run by the State, it would need an overseer,
and a competent overseer could probably obtain a salary about
equal to the farmer's profit, taking one year with another. The
cotton manufacturers of the years before 1846, who formed
Engelss conception of the capitalist, and thence Marx's, were
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largely men in a rather small way, who worked almog entirely
on borrowed capital. Their income depended upon their skill in
using the money that had been lent to them. It is true that they
were brutal, but it is not true that they were idle. Somebody has
to organize a factory, somebody has to buy the machinery and sell
the product, somebody has to do the day-to-day supervision. In
the early days of capitalism, all this was done by the employer;
yet Marx regards the whole of his earnings as entirely due to
appropriation of the surplus value created by the employees. |
know there are passages wher e the opposite is admitted, but they
are isolated, whereas the assumption that the employer does no
work is pervasive.

Inthemoder n lar ge-scale devel opmentsof capitalistic enterprise,
it istrue, the capitalist is often idle. The shareholders of railways
do nothing, and the directors do not do much, in the way of
managing the busness The work of management, in all large
concerns, tends to fall more and more into the hands of salaried
experts, leaving the capitalists as mere recipients of interest. In
0 far as socialism represents a more scientific organization of
industry, less chactic and less lacking in forethought, salaried
experts might be expected to sympathize with it. They sddom
do 0, however, because, as a result of the bias given by Marx,
Socialism has tended to stand, not only for the workers as againgt
the idle rich, but for the manual workers as againg both the
rich and the brain workers. M ar x, by ignoring the functions of the
small-scale capitalist in managing his business, produced a theory
which could not do jusgticeto the salaried expertswho do thework
of management in large-scale capitalism. The glorification of
manual work as againg brain work was atheoretical error, and its
political effects have been disastrous.

It may be said that it is of no importance whether M arx was
right in the niceties of his economic analyss He was right in
maintaining that the proletariat were brutally exploited, and
that their exploitation was due to the power of the rich. To
distinguish one dass of rich men from another was, from this
point of view, unprofitable; the important thing was to end
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exploitation, and this could only be done by conquering power in
a fight againg the rich collectively.

To this there are two objections. Thefirstis, that the abalition
of exploitation, if unwisely carried out, might leave the prole-
tariat even more degtitute than before; the second, that M ar x
has not rightly analysed where the power of money resdes,
and has therefore given himself an unnecessary number of
enemies.

The first of these objections applies to the destruction of any
sysem in which power is unequally distributed. The holders of
power will always use their position to obtain special advantages
for themsaves, at the same time, they will in general wish to
prevent chaos and to insure a certain eficiency in the sysem by
which they profit. They will tend to have a monopoly of experience
in government and management. It may well happen that, if they
are suddenly digpossessd, lack of knowledge and experience on
the part of those previoudy oppressed will cause them to fall into
even greater sufferings than those from which they have escaped.
If this is not to happen, there must be, on the side of the newly
emancipated, a sufficient amount of governmental and technical
intelligence to carry on the political and economic life of the
community. Successful revolutions, such asthe French Revolution,
have had more knowledge and intdligence on the sde of the
rebes than among the defenders of the old sysem. Where this
condition is not fulfilled, the transtion is bound to be arduous,
and may never succeed in producing any improvement. It is
doubtful whether the population of Haiti has been happier since
it threw off the power of the French.

As regards the analyss of the power of money, | think that
Henry George was more nearly right than Mar x. Henry George,
following Spence and the French physocrats, found the source
of economic power in land, and held that the only necessary
reform was the payment of rent to the Staterather than to private
landowners. This was also the view of Herbert Spencer until he
became old and respected. In its older forms, it is scarcely appli-
cable to the modern world, but it contains an important element
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of truth, which M ar x unfortunately missed. Let ustry to restate
the matter in modern terms.

All power to exploit others depends upon the posssson of
some complete or partial, permanent or temporary monopoly,
but this monopoly may be of the most diverse kinds. Land is
the most obvious. If I own land in London or New York, |
can, owing to the law of tregpass, invoke the whole of the forces
of the State to prevent others from making use of my land without
my consent. Those who wish to live or work on my land must
therefore pay me rent, and if my land is very advantageous they
must pay me much rent. | do not have to do anything at all in
return for the rent. The capitalist has to organize a business, the
professonal man has to exercise his skill, but the landowner can
levy toll on their industry without doing anything at all. Similarly
if I own coal or iron or any other mineral, | can make my own
terms with those who wish to mineit, so long as | leave them an
average rate of profit. Ever}' improvement in industry, every
increase in the population of cities, automatically augments what
thelandowner can exact in the form of rent. While otherswork, he
remains idle; but their work enables him to grow richer and
richer.

Land, however, is by no means the only form of monopaly.
The owners of capital, collectively, are monopolists as againgt
borrowers; that is why they are able to charge interest. The
control of credit isaform of monopoly quite asimportant asland.
Thosewho control credit can encourage or ruin a busness as their
judgment may direct; they can even, within limits, decide whether
industry in general is to be prosperous or depressed. This power
they owe to monopaly.

The men who have most economic power in the modern world
derive it from land, minerals, and credit, in combination. Great
bankers control iron ore, coalfidds, and railways; smaller capitalists
are at their mercy, almost as completely as proletarians. The
conquest of economic power demands as its firs step the ousting
of the monopaligs. It will then remain to be seen whether, in a
world in which thereis no private monopoly, much harm is done
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by men who have achieved success by skill without the aid of
ultimate economic power. It is questionable whether, on the
balance, the world would now be the better if Mr. Henry Ford
had been prevented from making cheap cars; and the harm that
is done by great indugtrialists, is usually dependent upon their
access to some source of monopoly power. In labour disputes,
the employer is the immediate enemy, but is often no more
than a private in the opposng army. The real enemy is the
monopolist.



CHAPTER XX

The Politics of Marxism

MARX'S political doctrines were an outcome of his economic theory
and of his dialectical materialism. Previous Socialists had appealed
to men's benevolence and snse of jugtice. Owen remained, to
the end of his days essentially the kindly patriarch of New
Lanark. Saint Simon's appeal was religious. he aimed at creating
anew type of Christianity. Fourier, like Owen, aimed at founding
colonieswhaose sucoess should show the excellence of hisprinciples.
Marx realized the futility of such methods. He saw that bene-
volence will never be sufficiently powerful to transform the whole
economic system; also that Socialism cannot be introduced in
isolated little communities piecemeal, but must be inaugurated
on a large scale as a result of a palitical upheaval. He and Engdls
condemned their Socialist predecessors as Utopians. The problem
for them was. theoretically, to foresee the inevitable dialectical
development of industrialism; practically, to insure the conquest
of power by the proletariat, whose dass interest was to bring
about the transition from capitalism to Socialism.

Marx and Engels percelived, as early as 1848, that competition
must issue in monopoly. They saw that busnesses tend to increase
in size, and that every advance in technique promotes this increase.
Before Engels died, the growth of Trusts in America had made
this obvious, but to have perceved it in 1848 showed a per-
spicacity which no one dse at that period possessad. Mar x argued
that the concentration of capital would diminish the number of
capitaliss, and that those who had been defeated in the com-
petitive struggle would sink into the proletariat. In the end, there
would be left only a few capitalists, and amog all the rest of
the population would be proletarians. The proletarians would
have learnt, in the course of their conflicts with capital, to
organize, first nationally, then internationally. At last, when the
capitalists had grown sufficiently few and the proletariat suffi-
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ciently organized, they would conquer power and put an end
to the capitahst era:

"Along with the congtantly diminishing number of the mag-
nates of capital, who usurp and monopalize all advantages of this
process of transformation, grows the mass of misery, oppression,
davery, degradation, exploitation; but with this too grows the
revolt of the working dass a dass always increasing in numbers,
and disciplined, united, organized by the very mechanism of the
process of capitahst production itsdf. The monopoly of capital
becomes a fetter upon the mode of production, which has sprung
up and flourished along with, and under it. Centralization of the
means of production and socialization of labour at last reach a
point where they become incompatible with their capitahst
integument. This integument is burst asunder. The knell
of capitalis private property sounds. The expropriators are
expropriated."*

All palitics, for Marx, congds in the conflict of dasses brought
about by changing methods of economic technique. The bour-
geoise conquered the feudal nobility in the great French Revo-
lution, and again, so far as was necessary, in the revolution of
1830. In England, the same conquest was partially achieved by
the Civil War, but was completed by the Reform Act of 1832
and the repeal of the Corn Laws. In Germany, the same thing
was attempted, but without complete success in the revolution
of 1848. In France, the same year saw a beginning of a new
revolution, that of the proletariat againg the bourgeoise. In the
early months of the French revolution of 1848, the Socialists had
considerable power, and were able to establish the national work-
shops, where in theory every man could obtain paid employment.
The Sodaligs were, however, put down with great daughter
during the month of June, after which, for a long time, they
played no ogensble part in politics. Marx looked forward to a
sries of such conflicts, in which the defeat of the Socialigs
would become progressively more difficult, and finally impossible.

* Capital> Vol. |. pp. 836-7.
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As the bourgecise had defeated the feudal nobility, o, in the
end, the proletariat were certain to defeat the bourgeoise.

No prophet is altogether right in his anticipations, but Marx
was right in many respects Competition has been largely suc-
ceeded by monopoly; the proletariat has become more and more
Socialistic; in one great State, the government is attempting to
egablish Communism. There are, however, a number of regects
in which he was mistaken, and some of these are of very great
importance.

His most srious mistake was that he underrated the strength
of nationalism. "Proletarians of all nations, unite!" sys the
Communist Manifesto. But experience has shown that, as yet,
mogt proletarians hate foreigners more than they hate employers;
in 1914, even Marxists, with few exceptions, obeyed the orders
of the capitalis State to which they happened to belong. Even
if proletarians of white races could, in time, be induced to ignore
national boundaries, it will require a much longer time before
they fed any real solidarity with competitors of yellow, brown
or black race Yet, until they do s, and the yelow, brown and
black proletarians reciprocate the feding, they can hardly achieve
any gable victory over the capitaligs.

It is not only on the dde of the proletariat that nationalism
proved stronger than purely economic forces. On the side of the
capitalists, also, the boundaries of States have proved to be
usually the boundaries of combination. Most capitalis mono-
polies are national, not world-wide. In the ged industry, for
example, there is monopoly, actual or virtual, in America, in
France, in Germany, but these several monopalies are indepen-
dent of each other. Almost the only industry which is truly
international is the armament industry,* because to it the im-
portant thing is that wars should be long and frequent, not that
ether dde should be victorious. With this exception, the mono-
poligs of different countries compete againg each other, and
caue their respective governments to help them in the com-

* See The Secret International and Patriotism Ltd., published by the
Union of Democratic Control.
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petition. Therivalry between nationsisjust as much an economic
conflict as the dass war, and at leas as important in modern
politics, yet according to Marx all politics are controlled by the
conflict of dasss

Marx had the less excuse for his failure to give due weight
to nationalism as he himself had taken part in the German
revolution of 1848, and had carefully noted the part played by
nationalism in its suppresson. In his book, Revolution and Counter
Revolution, or Germany in 1848, which he wrote in 1851-2, he
tells how the Savs of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, whose
nationalism afterwards became the proximate cause of the Great
War, and who now form Czechodovakia and part of Yugo-
davia, endeavoured to free themsdves from the German yoke
and werefinally defeated. He has no sympathy with them what-
soever, but views the whole matter from the standpoint of an
orthodox German nationalist. He says

"Thus ended for the present, and most likely for ever, the
attempts of the Savonians of Germany to recover an independent
national exisence. Scattered remnants of numerous nations, whose
nationality and political vitality had long been extinguished, and
who in consequence had been obliged, for almost a thousand
years, to follow in the wake of a mightier nation, their conqueror,
the same as the Welsh in England, the Basques in Spain, the
BasBretons in France, and at a more recent period the Spanish
and French Creolesin those portions of North America occupied
of late by the Anglo-American race—these dying nationalities,
the Bohemians, Carinthians, Dalmatians, etc., had tried to profit
by the universal confuson of 1848, in order to restore their
political status quo of A.D. 800. The history of a thousand years
ought to have shown them that such a retrogresson was impos-
sible; that if all the territory eas of the Elbe and Saale had at
one time been occupied by kindred Savonians, this fact merely
proved the historical tendency, and at the same time physical
and intellectual power of the German nation to subdue, absorb,
and assimilate its ancient eastern neighbours. that this tendency
of absorption on the part of the Germans had always been, and
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still was, one of the mightiet means by which the civilization
of Western Europe had been spread in the east of that continent;
that it could only cease whenever the process of Germanization
had reached the frontier of large, compact, unbroken nations,
capable of an independent national life, such as the Hungarians,
and in some degree the Pdles, and that, therefore, the natural
and inevitable fate of these dying nations was to allow this process
of dissolution and absorption by their sronger neighbours to
complete itsdf. Certainly this is no very flattering prospect for
the national ambition of the Pandavigic dreamers who succeeded
in agitating a portion of the Bohemian and South Savonian
people: but can they expect that history would retrograde a
thousand years in order to please a few phthisical bodies of men,
who in every part of the territory they occupy are interspersed
with and surrounded by Germans, who from time almost imme-
morial have had for all purposes of civilization no other language
but the German, and who lack the very firgt conditions of national
exigence, numbers and compactness of territory? Thus, the
Pandavidtic rising, which everywhere in the German and Hun-
garian Savonic territories was the doak for the restoration to
independence of all these numberless petty nations, everywhere
cdashed with the European revolutionary movements, and the
Savonians, although pretending to fight for liberty, were invari-
ably (the Democratic portion of the Poles excepted) found on
the dde of despotism and reaction. Thus it was in Germany,
thus in Hungary, thus even here and there in Turkey. Traitors
to the popular cause, supporters and chief props to the Austrian
Government's cabal, they placed themsdves in the postion of
outlaws in the eyes of all revolutionary nations. And although
nowhere the mass of the people had a part in the petty squabbles
about nationality raised by the: Pandavigic leaders, for the very
reason that they were too ignorant, yet it will never be forgotten
that in Prague, in a half-German town, crowds of Savonian
fanatics cheered and repeated the cry: 'Rather the Russan knout
than German Liberty!" After their first evaporated effort in 1848,
and after the lesson the Austrian Government gave them, it is
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not likely that another attempt at a later opportunity will be made.
But if they should try again under similar pretexts to ally them-
sdves to the counter-revolutionary force, the duty of Germany
is clear. No country in a state of revolution and involved in
external war can tolerate a Vendee in its very heart."

If Marx had had any power of self-criticism, the fact that he
could writethis passage should have shown him that even Marxists
are not exempt from nationalist bias.

Marx sometimes took the view that nationalism is unavoidable
under capitalism, and can only be superseded by the rule of the
proletariat. Thus he wrote in 1846:

"The phantasms of a European Republic, of perpetual peace
under political organization, have become just as laughable as
the phrases concerning the union of the peoples under the aegis
of free trade. . . . The bourgeoisie has in every country its special
interests, and, as for it there is nothing superior to interests, it can
never rise above nationality. . . . But the proletarians have in all
countries one and the same interest, one and the same enemy,
one and the same fight in prospect; the proletarians, as regards
the great mass, are by nature without national prejudices, and
their whole culture and movement is essentially humanitarian,
anti-national. Only the proletarians can destroy nationality, the
proletariat aone can allow the different nations to fraternize."

As yet, this remains an unfulfilled dream.

While Marx was right in prophesying the concentration of
capitalist industry, so far at least as its more important branches
are concerned, into monopolistic or nearly monopolistic forms,
he was wrong in supposing that this implied a great diminution
in the number of individual capitalists. In such countries as
England, France, or Holland, there are innumerable old ladies,
retired colonels, and rentiers of various kinds, who five on the
interest of their investments. Such people are the backbone of
the parties of extreme reaction, since they have nothing to occupy
their minds except the stability of their shares. Even working
men become interested in the maintenance of the capitalist system
if they belong to a friendly society which has invested funds.
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There is, in tact, no such clear-cut divison between capitalist
and proletarian as Marx assumed. Following Hegel, he looked
for the embodiment of logical categories in the actual world, and
expected facts to have the sharp boundaries belonging to A and
not-A in the text-books. In any country of old-established
wealth, this is by no means the case; on the contrary, capitahstic
interests penetrate far down into the proletariat, and are a means
of welding together dasseswhich Mar x thought would increasingly
diverge. For example, the following persons, as shareholders in
Handley Page Ltd., manufacturers of aeroplanes, had on June 5,
1931, a common interest, not only in capitalism, but in war:

Sir Basl Mayhew, K.B.E., Sr Henry Grayson, K .B.E., many banks
and investment companies, Wing Commander Louis Greig, C.V.O.,
Mr. C. R. Fairey, the Right Hon. J. Downe, C.M.G., D.S.0., the
Duchess of Grafton, Lord Arthur Browne, Mr. F. Handley Page
Mr. Arthur J. Page . . . taxi-drivers, municipal officers printers,
dationmagers, brass founders, boot repairers, woolsorters, carpenters,
chemids farmers, police congables schodmagters fish merchants,
naval officers an Air Vice-Mar shal, an occasonal dergyman, aBrigadier-
General, acivil sarvant in the Foreign Office, a professor of musc,
doctors, and the trugtess for the Wedeyan Chapd Purposs (Ltd.),
Mancheser *

This harmony of interest between different dases arises not
only from concern for investments, but from causes connected
with the nature of a man's work. Take, say a policeman. In so
far as he is the guardian of capitalist law and order, he counts
as an ally of the capitalist. When he wishes to improve his con-
dition by promotion, he must please the authorities; but when
he wishes to improve his condition by improving the condition
of policemen in general, he becomes a proletarian, and resorts
to the mechanism of unions and strikes. The same consderations
apply to soldiers and sdilors But a capitalis State which has
any wisdom and avoids defeat in war can always keep these
dases on its dde. Marx realized the exigence of such dasses
but did not realize how large and important they would become.

* The Secret International’, published by the Union of Demacratic
Control, p. 19.
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There is another regpect in which Marx's division of industrial
mankind into capitalist and proletarian went wrong. This is as
regards the salaried employees in large capitaligic undertakings.
The work of management, which was done by the employer him-
sdf a hundred years ago, is now usualy left to paid officials
And apart from management, there is often need of technical
and sdientific experts; this is true especialy in chemical indus-
tries. There is thus a new middle dass between the capitalist
and the proletarian. This new middle dass has taken on all or
most of the functions formerly performed by the employer. In
America, where capital is less hereditary than in Europe, the very
rich till actually control industry in certain broad agects par-
ticularly as regards finance and general policy; but this sate of
affairs islikely to pass as American capitalism becomes more old-
established. In England, the capitalist is becoming a roi faineant,
and the salaried employee is his maire du palais. This tendency
will, in all likelihood, become universal.

The salaried worker has no reason to love the capitalist, who
gets the lion's share of the booty without doing the work. But
the salaried worker has a privileged position as compared to the
wage-earner, and hestates to throw in his lot with the wage-
earner by becoming a Socialis. This is no doubt partly from
snobbery, but by no means wholly. Marx minimized all work
except manual work, and did not attempt to appeal to any dass
except the proletariat. Scientific experts are aware of their im-
portance in the modern world, and are not prepared to subordinate
themsdves to manual workers. Under the capitalists their im-
portance is at least recognized by their being employed and treated
with a certain respect; they do not feed any security that their
gtatus would be as good after a proletarian revolution. Accordingly
they remain, for the mogt part, the more or less reluctant allies
of the capitalists.

M ar x, by his teaching, created the dass war which he prophesied,
but by his excessve glorification of manual labour he caused the
divison of dassss to come at a lower point in the social scale
than was necessary, and thereby made enemies of the most



250 Freedom and Organization, 1814-1914

important dass in the modern economic world, the men who
do the skilled work of industrialism. These men could have been
won over to Socialism—or at any rate many of them could—
if it had been presented, not as a doctrine of vengeance on the
more fortunate classes, but as a more scientific and intelligent
way of organizing the world's production and distribution. Private
capitalism has proved itself impossibly chaotic, and unable to
produce that prosperity which ought to result from the increased
productivity of labour. It is clear that the incentive of profit is
no longer the right one over a large field of production, and
that some method of organization such as Socidists advocate has
become necessary to the economic well-being of mankind.

It is possible, at the present day, to advocate international
socialism from the standpoint of efficiency rather than from that
of the classwar. But in the England of the '40's, from which
Marx's outlook was in die main derived, such a point of view
was scarcely possible. Any man not utterly blinded by class bias
was bound, unless he were a callous brute, to fed afierce indig-
nation against the industrial employers. At that time, the pro-
letariat was growing rapidly, and the opposition of class against
cass in al industrial regions wes fierce and sharp. Most of the
middle-class economists made themselves apologists for the
employers, and defended abominations by means of fallacies
which Marx expases with well-deserved scorn.

There is nothing astonishing in the fact that Marx's appead
was mainly to cass antagonism, when one considers what British
capitalism was in the first half of the nineteenth century. And
although, in Great Britain, capitalism became less brutal after
1846, its cruelties continued in full force wherever it was con-
quering new territory; indeed, in the Belgian Congo it reached
a pitch of atrocity far surpassing the worst evils of the mills and
mines in the North of England. There is no limit to the cruelties
men will inflict for the sske of gain. This is not a new fact
produced by capitalism: Coeur de Lion's treatment of the Jews,
Pisarro's treatment of the Incas, show the same cold-blooded
cupidity as was shown by the employers who filled Marx with
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detestation. But when we consider him as a prophet for the present
day, the matter is somewhat different. Marx's hatred, natural as
it was, and hateful as were its objects, was not a good basis for
a scientific study of economics, or for a constructive theory of
the system by which capitalism was to be superseded. It has
perhaps been a misfortune that Marxist doctrine became crystal-
lized as a result of the study of industrial England in the '40's;
at alater period, it might have taken aform lessfierce and capable
of winning adherents over a wider field.

Marxism, by appealing to proletarian hatred, has lost many
important possible allies. At the same time, hatred being the most
dynamic of human passions, it has generated a movement more
energetic and determined than it could have been if it had had
a less degree of fierceness. This fierceness was from the first quite
deliberate. In an open letter against H. Kriege, written in 1846,
Marx points out that love has not succeeded, in 1800 years, in
bettering socia conditions, and does not give the necessary
energetic power of action. The actual circumstances of the present-
day world, he says, with their sharp opposition of capital and
labour, are a more powerful source of Socialist opinions than
love of mankind. "These circumstances," he says, "call out to
us: 'This cannot remain so, this must become different, and we
ourselves, we human beings, must make it different.' This iron
necessity gives to socialist efforts expansion and actively powerful
supporters, and will open the way to socialist reforms by trans-
formation of existing economic relations sooner than all the love
that glows in all the feeling hearts of the world."

To appeal to hatred may be the right psychology for winning
victory in a war; so al the belligerents thought from 1914 to
1918. But it is not the right psychology for subsequent con-
struction; to us, who suffer the aftermath of the Treaty of
Versailles, this should be obvious. Marx was not awholly pleasant
character: envy and malice abound in his pages. Unfortunately,
much of what was least admirable in his disposition has been
copied by his followers. One cannot but fed that any war waged
in such a spirit must, if successful, lead to a peace as disastrous
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as that of Versailles. Hatred, indulged beyond a point, becomes
a habit, and must sek perpetually new victims.

But, further, it is very doubtful whether, in an efficient modern
State, the proletariat alone can hope to win the victory over
capitalism. The capitalists, together with those who fed their
interests at one with them, are not, as M ar x supposed they would
become, a small proportion of the population. M oreover, asthings
are now, they embrace the bulk of technical experts upon whom
modern war depends. Is it likely that the air force would be on
the sde of the proletariat? Could the proletariat win without it?
This is only one of many questions confronting the modern
Marxist.

Marx's doctrine of the dass war was one of the forces that
killed nineteenth-century liberahsm in Europe, by frightening the
middle dasss into reaction, and by teaching that political opinions
are, and always must be, based upon economic bias rather than
upon any condderation of the general good. In America, where
Marx has had little political influence, old-fashioned hberahsm
still survives, and is at present engaged in a quite un-Marxian
attempt at reconstruction. Perhaps it is too late for such gentle
methods;, perhaps the world cannot now excape the purgatory
of violent classwar. But if this is inevitable, Marx's writing has
helped to make it 0.

Marx's doctrines, like those of other men, are partly true and
partly false There is much that can be controverted, but there
are four points in his theory that are of such importance as to
prove him a man of supreme inteligence.

Thefirst is the concentration of capital, passing gradually from
free competition to monaopoly.

The second is economic motivation in palitics, which now is
taken almogt for granted, but was when he propounded it, a
daring innovation.

The third is the necessty for the conquest of power by those
who are not posesad of capital. This follows from economic
motivation, and is to be contrased with Owen's appeal to
benevolence.
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The fourth is the necessity of acquisition by the Sate of all
the means of production, with the consequence that Socidism
must, from its inception, embrace a whole nation, if not the whole
world. Marx's predecessors aimed at smal communities in which,
as they supposad, Socidism could be tried experimentaly on a
smadl scde, but he percaived the futility of all such attempts.

It is on these four grounds that Marx desarves to be consdered
the founder of scientific Socidism. Like other founders of doctrines
he neads emendation in various repects, and misfortune is likely
to result if he is treated with religious ave. But if he is treated
as falible, he will still be found to contain much of the most
important truth.






PART I I']

DEMOCRACY AND PLUTOCRACY
IN AMERICA

From the West swift Freedom came,
Against the course of Heaven and doom,
A second sun arrayed in flame.

To burn, to kindle, to illume.

From far Atlantis its young beams
Chased the shadows and the dreams.
France, with all her sanguine steams,
Hid, but quenched it not; again
Through clouds its shafts of glory rain
From utmost Germany to Spain.

Alas! for Liberty!
If numbers, wealth, or unfulfilling years,
Or fate, can quell the free!
SHELLEY



IN connection with industrialism, as we have seen, there grew
up two fairly complete sydems of philosophy, each assodiated
with a type of progressve poalitics. These were: the doctrine of
the Philosophica Radicds, and the maeridigic socidism of
Karl Marx. In the conquest of public opinion, each of these
schools but espedidly the former, dlied itself with the pre-
industrial liberalism connected with the American and French
Revolutions. All progressve opinion, in such matters as demo-
cracy, oppostion to feuddism, and enthusasm for education,
followed the lead of Jfferson. Most progressve opinion dso
accepted the nationalist principle of salf-determination, of which
the first dear datement, in the Declaration of Independence, is
equaly due to Jefferson.

The pattern of nineteenth-century progressve politicsis largely
formed by the co-operation and interaction of industrial Radi-
cdism with eghteenth-century ideds of democracy, individua
liberty, and intellectua enlightenment. Gradualy, as the time
goss on, industrialism becomes more aggressive and sdlf-confident,
and the eighteenth-century type of progress sinks into the back-
ground. Capitdists, having won emancipation from feudalism,
reduce the idedl of "freedom” to that of "free competition." But
free competition, after a period of lavless excess issues in nation-
wide monopoly, with the result that the State becomes a partner
in competition, and the rivalry between private firms is replaced
by economic nationaism.

Eighteenth-century liberalism, with which industrial Radicdism
a first codesed, thus snks into the background. Industrial
capita becomes consarvative, and the impulse to progress becomes
more and more confined to the proletariat. For the proletariat,
the "individual liberty" of the Jfersonian is usdess owing to
the economic power of the employer. It follows that, as pro-
gressive politics becomes proletarian, it losss its eighteenth-
century elements. organization and equdity teke the place of
individual liberty.



Section A

DEMOCRACY IN AMERICA






CHAPTER XXI
Jefferscmian Democracy

THROUGHOUT the first seventy-two years of its exisence as an
independent nation, the United Sates was interesting to Euro-
peans chiefly as the most complete and important example of
democracy then in exisence. Opinion was divided as it now is
about Russa: it was treason among Radicals to admit defects
in America, and among conservatives to admit merits. Nor was
this view confined to Europe. With the exception of the federalists
in early days, Americans felt themsdves the bearers of progress.
Jefferson, retiring from office in 1809, says " Sole depositories
of the remains of human liberty, our duty to oursdves, to pos-
terity, and to mankind, call upon us by every motive which is
sacred or honourable, to watch over the safety of our beloved
country during thetroubles which agitate and convulse the residue
of theworld." Thesame sentiment, fifty-four yearslater, animates
Lincoln's Gettysburg speech. The common fedling of Americans
was expressed by Walt Whitman:

Have the dder races halted?
Do they droop and end their lesson, wearied over there beyond
the ses?
We take up thetask eternal, and the burden and the lesson,
Pionears, O Pioneerd

As a theory, democracy, unlike the doctrines of the economists
and Socialigs, was by no means new. It had, in the modern
world, two sources, one classcal, the other Protestant. In the
founders of American democracy, these two sources mingled:
in their successors only the Protestant source remained.

Herodotus, in a well-known passage, represents the Persian
congpirators before the accesson of Darius as debating the
relative merits of monarchy, aristocracy, and democracy. Hero-
dotus is, of course, attributing to Persans the sentiments of
Greeks: in the Greece of his day, democracy was farniliar as a
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form of government. The Romans, likewise, hated kings, and
established a republic which gradually became more democratic
until it was succeeded by the Empire. Such men as the Gracchi
became modes for rhetorical declamation, and Roman writers,
epecially under the Empire, produced noteworthy praises of
popular liberty. Brutus and Cassus became symbols. Dante,
admiring the Holy Roman Empire, regarded them as supreme
sinners, and placed them, along with Judas Iscariot, in the three-
fold mouths of Satan. But those who hated tyrants made Brutus
the prototype of republican virtue, even in Rome, and even in
themiddle ages

With the revival of dasdcal sudies, the influence of Greece
and Rome on poalitical thought increased. In the eighteenth
century, when all intelligent aristocrats were familiar with Latin,
and many with Greek, a more or less literary republicanism was
quite compatible with le bon ton. Horace Walpole hung on his
walls a copy of Charles Fs death sentence, with the inscription
"Major Charta" to show its superiority to Magna Charta. In
France, intellectual Radicalism was largely associated with ad-
miration of the ancients, with the result that Napoleon hated
Tacitus, and would not tolerate any professor who praised that
author. In America also, in its early days, this influence made
itself felt, although it was always less important than the influence
derived from Protestantism. Jefferson, in 1809, was praised by
the Legidature of Virginia for his "Roman" love of his country.
On being consulted about Washington's statue, he advised that
it should represent him in a toga. The early leaders of public
opinion in America, epedally those who were Virginians, were
largely dominated by dassca modds, in thought as well as in
syle.

In France before the Revolution, the influence of Greece and
Rome was, perhaps, the main cause of democratic opinions among
those who, like the liberal arigtocrats, had nothing to gain by
change. There were, however, three other influences of great
importance: Rousseau, the philosophy derived from Locke, and
the experiences of Lafayette and his brother officers in America.
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All these three influences are ultimately derived from Protes-
tantism.

In Germany, England, and America, theological revolt against
the Papacy led, by a very easy transition, to revolt againg the
civil power. Luther had assrted the principle of private judg-
ment, and in so doing had implied that there are matters as to
which the authorities have no right to coerce the individual.
Having been befriended by certain Princes, Luther confined his
doctrine to the right of resstance to ecclesiastical authority, but
in the resulting ferment many men refused to accept this limi-
tation. The leaders of the Peasants Revolt, in 1525, urged that
serfdom should be abolished, "snce Christ redeemed us all with
His precious blood, the shepherd as well as the noble, the lowest
as well as the highest, none being excepted.” The Peasants Revolt
was suppressed, Luther joining in the suppresson with unbe-
lievable ferocity. But the movement was continued and developed
by the anabaptists, who carried it on to its logical concluson in
anarchiss communism—the same doctrine which Bakunin and
Kropotkin opposad to that of Marx. After the suppresson of the
anabaptists on the Continent, their doctrine passed to England, and
became the origin of Quakerism. Winstanley, the leader of the
Diggers, explained that they had no need of gover nment, since they
held all their goodsin common.* Although such doctrines were as
unacceptable to Cromwell as they had been to Charles I, his
victorious Army of Saints was in theory democratic. And it had
added to democracy as understood by the ancients a new prin-
ciple, that of personal liberty. While equality followed from the
fact that Christ died for all, liberty followed from the right of
private judgment. Since liberty, if pushed to itslogical conclusion,
involved anarchy, Protestant statesmen had to find some way of
making it compatible with the exisence of government. The best
way seemed a combination of democracy with a doctrine of the
Rights of Man, laying down limits beyond which the inter-
ference of government with a man's private concerns should not

* The Digger Movement in the Days of the Commonwealth, by Lewis
H. Berens 1906.
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go. Thus Protestant democracy was at once a theory of govern-
ment, and a theory of the limits of governmental power.

Cromwel's army carried its doctrines, by means of emigration,
to New England, where, if they did not actually control local
government, at leas they acted as a leaven which gradually
worked towards a democratic regime. In England, the opponents
of the restored Stuarts continued to teach natural liberty. These
men, notably Algernon Sydney, seem to have had a considerable
influence on Jefferson.* So, of course, had L ocke, whose influence
represents the common-sense residuum of the era of revolution
when England settled down after 1688. It does not appear that
Rousseau had any appreciable influence upon the leaders of the
American Revolution.

The doctrine of Jeffersonian democracy was thus two-fold.
On the one hand, government should be democratic; on the other
hand, there should be as little government as possble. Where
joint action is necessary, the will of the majority should prevail;
but each individual has certain inalienable natural rights, with
which no government ought to interfere.

Jefferson deserves to be regarded as the founder of American
democracy for three reasons first, he wrote the Declaration of
Independence; second, he led and largely created the Republican
party,T by which the Federalists, who were anti-democratic, were
overthrown; third, he was the firs President who believed in
democracy and sought to establish it.

Jefferson was a democrat for the people, not of the people.
His father rose by his own exertions, but his mother, a Randolph,
belonged to one of the leading families of Virginia. He himsalf,
from early youth, associated with the sons of rich planters, and
enjoyed the comfortable independence of a landowner. He be-
longed, as a matter of course, to the governing dass in Virginia,
becoming a Jugtice of the Peace at the age of 21 and a member
of the House of Burgesses at the age of 26, in 1769. When he
was about to be married, he ordered from England a "forte-

* See F. W. Hirst, Life and Letters of Thomas Jefferson, pp. 508-9.
t Not the ancestor of the present Republican party.
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piano," a number of pairs of stockings, and various articles of
finery. Although he was a fine gentleman, his contempt for social
diginctions was genuine and deep-seated, and enabled him,
throughout the French Revolution, to avoid the false sentimen-
talism inculcated by Burke. In 1794, he hopes the French will
"bring, at length, kings, nobles, and priests, to the saffolds
which they have been so long deluging with human blood."
DuringtheWar of Independence, in 1777, heinduced the General
Assembly of Virginia to abolish entail and primogeniture, which
had, until then, kept in exigence a land-owning arigocracy as
prominent as that of England. His biographer Tucker, writing
in 1837, remarks, as showing the effect of Jefferson's measures,
that "there were probably twice or thrice as many four-horse
carriages[in Virginia] beforetherevolution asthereareat present;
but the number of two-horse carriages may now be ten, or even
twenty times as great as at the former period.” If this shows
the progress of democracy, it is democracy of a not very Jacobinical
variety.

Before the War of Independence, Jefferson was deeply engaged
in the digoutes with England. During the War, he was first a
member of Congress, then of the Assembly of Virginia, where
he caused a complete revison of the laws, passing at one bound
from mediaevalism to the modern conceptions of Beccaria,
abolishing the death penalty except for murder and high treason,
disestablishing the Church, and introducing complete religious
freedom. (Until then, all religions except the Episcopalian had
been subject to persecution in Virginia) He endeavoured un-
successfully to bring about the gradual extinction of davery, by
bringing in a bill decreeing that all daves born after its passage
should be free. In 1779 he was dected Governor of Virginia.
From 1784 to 1789 he was Minister to France. On his return
he became Secretary of State, and held the office until the last
day of 1794. In 1797 he became Vice-President, and was Presi-
dent from 1801 to 1809, when he had almos reached the age of
sixty-six.

From this bare outline of his official career, it might have been
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supposed that he would not have time for many interests outside
palitics. In fact, however, his love for his home at Monticello,
his interest in architecture, his omnivorous scientific curiosity,
were all at leag as strong as his political ambition, and caused
him to be genuinely glad of his periods of leisure and retirement.
HisNoteson Virginia, written in 1782, when he had just narrowly
excaped capture by the English in his own house and impeach-
ment by his compatriots in his own legidature, illustrate the
universality of his interests. This book was written in answer
to queries by a Frenchman, M. de Marbois, who must have been
asonished by the cataract of information that was poured out
upon him. He had asked, for ingtance, about rivers; Jefferson
gives him all the main facts about thirty-five of them, breaking
out into occasona enthusasm, such as " The Ohio is the mogt
beautiful river on earth. Its current gentle, waters clear, and
bosom smooth and unbroken by rocks and rapids, a single instance
only excepted." Mountains, cascades and caverns, wild plants
and animals, are enumerated with the minuteness of a careful
observer who had traversed the State on horseback from North
to South and from Eagt to West.

He does not write only as a disinterested man of science he
writes alo as a patriot. Buffon, the eminent naturalist, had dared
to sy that the animals of the New World are smaller than those
of the Old, and that in America "la nature vivante es beaucoup
moins agissante, beaucoup moins forte." This was not to be
endured. Three pages of small print give comparative weights
of smilar animals in Europe and America, beginning with the
buffalo, which is many times heavier than any of the animals
of M. Buffon's effete continent. But this is not all: if M. Buffon
can sugtain the weight of the buffalo, he must succumb beneath
that of the mammoth, whose bones are found in Ohio. Nay more,
ome Indians who visited Jefferson on busness when he was
Governor assured him that the mammoth still lived in theNorth-
west. And apart from their testimony, "such is the economy of
nature, that no instance can be produced, of her having per mitted
any one race of her animals to become extinct." The continued
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exigence of mammoths on American soil remained an article of
faith with Jefferson throughout his life, and even became an issue
in political campaigns. There was nothing absurd in his opinion;
it happened to be false, but might quite well have been true. And
he was certainly less unscientific than the celebrated M. Buffon.

Jefferson as an architect was both original and successful. He
was a pioneer in the adaptation of the classcal style to American
conditions. Monticello and the University of Virginia are exquisite,
and both are of his designing.

Everything that was admirable in eighteenth-century culture
was to be found in Jefferson, without the somewhat limited and
gatic quality that made that age unsatisfactory. American civi-
lization, in the North, passad somewhat abruptly from the tone
of the seventeenth century to that of the nineteenth, thereby
missing a mellowing ingredient. Unfortunately Jefferson's in-
fluence, great as it was palitically, was negligible in matters of
culture; and such as it was, it existed only in the South, where
it was destroyed by the Civil War. America has been the poorer
for this lack of the eighteenth-century tradition.

Jefferson's political philosophy is expressed, tersely and forcibly,
in the Declaration of Independence. The words are familiar, at
least to Americans—so familiar that they have amost ceased to
convey any meaning. Neverthdess | must ak the reader to
tolerate some analyss of the crucial passage

"We hold these truths to be sdf-evident: that all men are
created equal; that they are endowed by their Creator with certain
inalienable rights; that among these are life, liberty, and the
pursuit of happiness, that to secure these rights, governments
are ingtituted among men, deriving their just powers from the
consent of the governed; that whenever any form of government
becomes destructive of these ends, it is the right of the people
to alter or abolish it."

When he sys that these truths are "sdf-evident,” he means
exacdy what he says he means that they are known by the light
of nature, which was much brighter in the eighteenth century
than it is now. He relied equally upon the light of nature in
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regard to private ethics. At the end of hislife, in a letter to Judge
Johnson of South Carolina, explaining his early political actions,
he says his party bdieved "that man was a rational animal,
endowed by nature with rights, and with an innate ssnse of
justice Writing to Adams in 1815, he says " The moral snse
is as much a part of our constitution as that of feeling, seeing, or
hearing, as a wise creator must have seen to be necessary in an
animal destined to live in society.” He adds that "every mind
feds pleasure in doing good to another,” and that "the essnce
of virtue is in doing good to others."

It is his belief in the moral sense and the innate goodness of
man that gives the bads for his liberalism. If every man knows,
by means of his conscience, what it is right to do, and if what
it is right to do is what does good to others, then it is only
necessary for the general happiness that each individual should
follow the dictates of his constience. Furthermore, in the absence
of corrupting ingtitutions and the degrading influences of tyranny,
Jefferson believes that most men, on the whole, will follow their
consiences. For the few exceptions, laws may be necessary; but
in the main, Hberty is all that is needful for the promotion of
human happiness.

To refute the optimism of this philosophy is scarcdy necessary
for a generation which has lived through the Great War, the
Treaty of Versailles, and the persecution of kulaks and Jews,
all in the name of the loftiex morality. It is more fruitful to
consder Jefferson’s doctrines pragmatically, in regard to the
effect that they were intended and likely to produce. Granting
that interferences with liberty are sometimes unavoidable, it does
not follow that they are always laudable. It has happened fre-
quently, and it happened in Europe in Jefferson's time, that
governments forbade many acts that were beneficial and enjoined
many that were harmful. Trade wasimpeded, war was promoted;
free thought was hampered, bigotry was encouraged. The punish-
ment of acts which on any view were undesirable, such as theft,
was so excessve as to amount to a greater evil than that which
it sought to correct. The first necessty in such a world was to
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get rid of the misdirected activities of governments, and for this
purpose a somewhat extreme philosophy of freedom was a useful
instrument. Latsser faire may be indefensible as a theory, but
asa political force it was undoubtedly beneficial in Jefferson's
day.

In America, freedom was facilitated by the fact that there was
room for expansion. Those who disliked the restraints of crowded
cities could move westward; those who had criminal impulses
could fight the Indians or the Mexicans. Jefferson's conception
of democracy was agricultural; he feared the growth of great
cities, and partly on that ground was opposed to tariffs on manu-
factures* The bulk of his political party were small freeholders,
who disliked urban capitalism. From his day to our own, pro-
gressive politics in America has been mainly agricultural, largely
because there is nothing in his type of liberalism that is of any
use to the industrial wage-earner. In a developed country, even
the smallest freeholder is socially and economically superior to
the bulk of the population: he may, and probably does, dislike
capital in the guise of the banks, but he is on the side of capital
as againgt the wage-earner. This made it difficult for America
to develop any modern type of progressive political party, and
made nominal progressives half-hearted: one hardly knows
whether a man such as W. J. Bryan is to be classed as a Radical,
or to be regarded as the last forlorn defender of antiquated forms
of thought and action. But in Jefferson's day the small freeholders
still had the future before them.

Another difficulty in the Jeffersonian philosophy, which was
in time to become acute, concerned the right of self-determina-
tion. The Declaration of Independence dates that when any
government becomes destructive of "life, liberty, and the pursuit
of happiness," it is the right of the people to alter or abolish it.
The circumstances implied that the people concerned were to
be themselves the judges on the matter, and there is no way
of defining what group of persons constitutes a "people." The

* Cf. Charles A. Beard, Economic Origins of Jeffersonian Democracy,
passim.



268 Freedom and Organization, 1814-1914

South could, not without plausibility, appeal to the principles
of the Declaration of Independence to justify secesson. It is,
of course, obvious that there are cases where self-determination
mugt yield before the superior interests of mankind. It would
be absurd to leave the Suez Canal and the Panama Canal to the
unfettered control of the populations through whose territory
they pass. Self-determination must be subjected to the paramount
test of general utility, and cannot be stated absolutely asa " natural
right." As the world, through technical progress has become
more unified, it has become increasingly an obstade to progress
to allow absolute independence to sparate nations. nations, like
individuals, will have to learn to submit to government. In this
matter, as in various others, the philosophy of liberalism is too
anarchic for the needs of the modern world.

The Consgtitution of the United States, unlike the Declaration
of Independence, was not due to Jefferson, being drawn up and
adopted while he was in France. It was, of course, necessary
that a Consgtitution should be agreed upon, but the mog active
forces in promoting it were those to which Jefferson afterwards
became politically opposed. Charles A. Beard, in an admirable
book,* has analysed the economic matives which animated those
who framed the Constitution and caused its adoption. Theimpulse
came mainly from the owners of personal property, especialy
the Federal and States Debts. There was a constous desre to
defeat democracy, for example in the powers conferred on the
Supreme Court and in the dause ensuring the sanctity of con-
tracts. Some of Beard's conclusions are worth quoting:

" The movement for the Congtitution of the United States was
originated and carried through principally by four groups of
personalty interests which had been adversdy affected under the
Articles of Confederation: money, public securities, manufactures,
and trade and shipping.”

"The members of the Philadelphia Convention which drafted
the Congtitution were, with a few exceptions, immediately,

* An Economic Interpretation of the Constitution of the United States,
1925.



Jeffersonian Democracy 269

directly, and personally interested in, and derived economic
advantages from, the establishment of the new sysem.”

" The Congtitution was essentially an economic document based
upon the concept that the fundamental private rights of property
are anterior to government and morally beyond the reach of
popular majorities."

It will be seen that, while the groups that promoted the Con-
stitution were not those in which Jefferson was specially interested,
there was nothing in its philosophy to which he could legitimately
object. He also believed in personal rights anterior to government,
and was certainly not hogtile to property as such. Nor did he
object to the Constitution, except for the omisson of a declaration
of rights, as to which his wishes subsequently prevailed. None
the less the adoption of the Constitution was the first gep in
building up the political power of the plutocracy, by which
Jeffersonian democracy has been rendered obsolete.

In the firsd Congress dected under the new Congtitution, the
busness of usng democratic machinery to make the rich richer
was brilliantly inaugurated. During the War of Independence,
the Government of the United Sates and the Governments
of the several States had borrowed money, and had often given
promises to pay to soldiers in place of cash. These debts had
sunk to a small part of their nominal value, as there was great
doubt whether they would ever be redeemed. Congress decided
to redeem them at par. No pains were taken to prevent interested
persons from obtaining knowledge in advance of this intention,
with the consequence that rich speculators bought up the debts,
very cheaply, from retired veterans in country places, who had
not yet heard what was going on in Congress. There was an orgy
of corruption, in which shrewd business men, most of whom had
taken no part in the war, profited at the expense of old soldiers
and other ample folk. There was much indignation, but it was
powerless to influence the course of events.

The prime mover in these transactions was the Secretary of
the Treasury, Alexander Hamilton, one of the ables and most
important men in history. There is no evidence that he was
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personally corrupt, indeed he left office a poor man. But he
deliberately promoted corruption, which he consdered desirable
as giving due influence to the rich. What others defended only
from sdf-interest, he defended disinterestedly; for instance, he
advocated the growth of manufactures, partly because he thought
child labour a good thing. "Women and children,” he says "are
rendered more useful, and the latter more early useful, by manu-
facturing establishments, than they would otherwise be. Of the
number of persons employed in the cotton manufactories of
Great Britain, it is computed that four-sevenths, nearly, are
women and children; of whom the greatest proportion are chil-
dren, many of them of a tender age" He didiked democracy,
and admired England. Throughout his career, he aimed at making
America resemble England. He hoped that plutocracy would
develop into arigtocracy, and he rightly regarded corruption as
the best method for causing plutocracy to prevail over democracy.

Hamilton, unlike Jefferson, was neither American nor aris
tocratic: he was the illegitimate son of a Scotch trader and a
French West Indian. In the idand of St. Kitts, where his early
youth was spent, he read Plutarch and dreamed of fame. As a
boy in his early teens, he wrote a description of a hurricane
which was widely praised. " The description of the hurricane
made his fortune. Dreaming of rising by the sword, it was his
pen that rallied friends who raised the money to send him to
America for an education. Through all his days he was to aspire
to glory through the sword, little knowing that he was winning
immortality with his pen."* He was nineteen years old at the
beginning of the War of Independence, and eagerly sought the
opportunity of military distinction, but his career as a soldier,
though creditable, was not brilliant; it was as a palitician, a
financier, and a journalist that he showed his genius.

In the congtitutional Convention, he argued that the Presdent
and Senators should be chosn for life, and that the President
should appoint the State Governors, who should have the power
of veto over State legidation. He would have preferred an undis-

* Claude G. Bowers, Jefferson and Hamilton, 1929, p. 24.
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guised monarchy, and continued for a long time to hope for it.
But although the Constitution was not such as he desired, he
saw its possbilities, and st to work to make the most of them.
He became the leader of the Federalists, and accomplished a great
deal in the way of a wide interpretation of the powers of the
Federal Government. He used the tariff to encourage manu-
factures. He consolidated financial, commercial, and industrial
capital, and so built up a party which controlled America, except
to some extent in foreign policy, from 1789 till Jefferson's accession
to the Presidency in 1801.

From 1790 and 1794, both Hamilton and Jefferson were
members of Washington's Cabinet. At first, on his return from
France, Jefferson failed to apprehend the drift of Hamilton's
policy, and helped him to sscure the assumption of the States
debts at par by the Federal Government—an action which he
subsequently regretted. Before long, a bitter hogtility developed
between Jefferson and Hamilton, and they became the respective
leaders of two violently hogtile parties. No two men could have
been more antithetical. Jefferson stood for democracy and agri-
culture, Hamilton for aristocracy and urban wealth. Jefferson,
who had always been rich and prominent, believed men to be
naturally virtuous, Hamilton, who had had to struggle againgt
poverty and the irregularity of his birth, believed men to be
fundamentally corrupt and only to be coerced into useful behaviour
by governmental pressure. Jefferson, secure on his edates and
among his cultivated friends, believed in the common man;
Hamilton, who knew the common man, sought out the society
of the socially prominent. Jefferson, whose multifarious interests
made him happy and unambitious, was of a forgiving disposition
and high-minded in all his political campaigns, Hamilton, whose
vanity needed the re-assurance of Success was venomous as an
enemy and unscrupulous in controversy. Both in a measure
succeeded, and both in a measure failed: Jefferson made America
the home of democracy, Hamilton made it the home of the
millionaire.

In politics, the victory went to Jefferson; in economics, to
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Hamilton. Hamilton's party went to pieces, largely because he
lost his head, but it could not have controlled the government
much longer than it did, however ably it had been led. The
expansion of America westward increased the number of voters
who believed in Jeffersonian democracy; so did the foreign
immigration, particularly of the Irish, snce Hamilton and his
party were pro-English. Later developments, by increasng the
area devoted to agriculture, only increased the hold of demo-
cracy on American politics. Politically, Hamilton's attempt was
a forlorn hope.

From an economic point of view, the history of his policies
has been very different. For various reasons at firs more or
less accidental, American manufactures enjoyed a gradually
increasng measure of protection; as the tariff was frequently
an issue in dections, employers and employed in industry had
the same economic interests. Consequently, in spite of some
goradic movements in the '30's, there was little proletarian
politics, and industrial regions tended to be solidly conservative.
Corruption, deiberately introduced into the body politic by
Hamilton, found increasing opportunities in the development
of the Wegt, first in connection with the allotment of new lands,
and then in the financing of railways. The West, while it struggled
againg the power of Eastern capital, was invariably defeated,
partly by corruption, partly by its inability to formulate a pro-
gramme. The Western farmer's own convictions, like the Con-
stitution of his country, forbade disrespect for the rights of
property, and these very rights secured his subjection to the
banks. The rich in America grew richer than any men had ever
been before, and acquired a degree of power far exceeding that
of the monarchs of former times.

Agricultural democracy of the Jeffersonian type can succeed
in a country like Denmark, which offers litde opportunity for
large-scale capitalistic developments. But in a vast region such
as the United States, where the agriculturist is in essentia
dependence upon the railway, an agrarian liberalism cannot hope
to succeed. To mager the great forces of modern capitalism
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is not possble by means of an amiable go-asyou-please indi-
vidualism. By fastening this now inadequate philosophy upon
American progressves, Jefferson unintentionally made the victory
of Hamiltonian economics more complete than it need have been.

The philosophies of which these two men were the protagonists
dominated American life until the year 1933.



CHAPTER XXI|I

The Settlement of the West

T H E optimism of the nineteenth century was caused by a very
rapid progress in material well-being, which, in turn, was due
to two correlated factors: the continual acquisition of new markets
by industrialism, and the continual conquest of virgin soil by
agriculture. Our planet being of finite size, this process could not
continue for ever, but the Western portions of the United States,
the British Dominions, and the Southern countries of South
America, afforded such a vag fidd for expandon that there
seemed no need to trouble about the distant time when all the
empty gaces would have been occupied.

In the United States, the conquest of the West was made by
men who believed in Jeffersonian democracy, and who causad
its governmental forms to be established wherever the wilderness
had come to contain suffident inhabitants. The agricultural
population which grew up in America was, in many ways, totally
unlike any previoudy known in human history. In Europe, the
divison into feudal lords and serfs had exised everywhere, and
still survived in Russia, Poland, Austria-Hungary, and parts of
Germany. The agricultural worker, even where he was no longer
a sxf, was in practice tied to a particular plot of land, or at least
to a certain neighbourhood. He had little initiative, either tech-
nically or politically; even in France, after he had gained poses
sion of his land through the Revolution, he sank into conservatism
under the influence of the Church. In America, the agricultural
sttlersin the West were migrants, men of adventurous disposition,
on the look out for technical improvements in methods of pro-
duction, deriving from sdf-government and an arduous life a
sdf-respea and a sdf-confidence that made them incapable of
regarding others as their social superiors. Throughout the West,
democracy, triumphant and aggressive, was ready to challenge
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the world, and its amazing material uccess made it every day
more convinced of its own Tightness

The first gage in the conquest of the land beyond the Alleg-
hanies was a matter of war and diplomacy. In 1756, the French
owned Canada and the whole Mississippi valley, while the
Spaniards owned Florida, Texas, and the Far West. In 1763,
the English acquired Canada and the Eastern half of the Missis-
sippi valley, the latter being ceded to the United States in 1783.
In 1803, Jefferson bought the Western half of the Mississippi
valley from Napoleon. Florida was bought from Spain in 1821;
Texas, after a brief period of independence, was, by its own wish,
annexed to the United States in 1845; the territory thence west-
ward to the Pacific was conquered from Mexico in 1848.

Extensive occupation was sometimes much later than legal
possession; but the trans-continental expansion was a continuous
movement from the founding of the Union till the end of the
nineteenth century. Even in the Colonial period the English had
been unable to repress the natural wish of the Americans to
explore and utilize the virgin land behind them; and, when they
had shaken off the control of George | | | , the people of the sea-
board dates, exulting in posesson, and partly also driven by
hardship, moved in great numbers across the mountains towards
the Missssippi valley. Day by day, month by month, year by
year, long trains of migrants, thericher familiesin wagons, followed
by their flocksand herds, the poorer familieson foot, carrying their
property in wheelbarrows or bundles, passd along the Western
highways on their way to found new States Kentucky was
admitted to the Union in 1792, Tennessee in 1796, Ohio in
1803. In the North-west the advance was dow at first, as the
English, remaining hostile, retained, under various pretexts, until
the concluson of Jay's Treaty in 1794, the forts which they had
agreed to surrender in 1783, and the Indians, siding with them,
made the country unsafe for settlers until after the war of 1812.
From 1815 onwards, Indiana and Illinois, though still containing
many Indians, rapidly acquired settlers, becoming States in 1816
and 1818 respectively. Parts of the further North-west, where
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irrigation by combined effort was necessary, remained unsettled
until a much later date. North and South Dakota, for example,
were not admitted to the Union until 1889. But by 1820 there
were in all more than two and a quarter million settlers west
of the Alleghanies. In 1840 there were nearly ssven millions.

The movement westward decreased in good times and increased
in bad times, when the poorer people fled from unemployment,
low wages, and high taxation. But many non-economic motives
contributed, and migration never wholly stopped. Love of adven-
ture, love of freedom, an almos romantic wish to be in the
vanguard of the advancing army of civilization, made some men
leave comfort to endure the risks and hardships of a pioneer's
life. As De Tocqueville says

| readily admit that the Americans have no poets | cannat allow
that they have no poetic ideas In Europe people talk a great ded
of the wilds of America, but the Americans themsdves never think
about them: they are insengble to the wonders of inanimate nature,
and they may be said not to perceive the mighty forests which surround
them till they fall beneath the hatchet. Their eyes are fixed upon
another sight: the American people views its own march axoss these
wilds—drying svamps turning the course of rivers, peopling solitudes,
and subduing nature. This magnificent image of themsdves does not
meet the gaze of the Americans at intervals only; it may be said to
haunt every one of them in his least as well as in his mog important
actions, and to be aways flitting before his mind. Nothing concavable
is S0 petty, S0 ingpid, S0 crowded with paltry interests, in one word
S0 anti-poetic, as the life of a man in the United Sates But amongst
the thoughts which it suggests there is dways one which is full of
poetry, and that is the hidden nerve which gives vigour to the frame*

Western America came to consder itsdf, and to be consdered
by the world, astypical of democracy. There were, however, three
important circumstances peculiar to the America of that day,
which affected the character of the people and of socia life,
making both very different from what they would be in Europe
under no matter what government. These three circumstances

* Alexis de Toc%tjalllle Democracy in America, Vol. ||, p. 67.
(Longmans, Gr
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were: the free land, the Indians, and negro davery. The lagt of
thexe | shall rexerve for a later chapter. On each of the other
two there is something to be said at this point, if we are to under-
gand the peculiarities of American democracy. | shall begin with
the Indians.

The conflict with the Indians gave, from the first, a certain
fierceness and social cohesion to life in America, which was not
to be expected in a less perilous environment. The Indians had
many fine qualities, but they were exceedingly cruel; men whose
wives and children were in congant danger of being scalped or
tomahawked could hardly be expected to view them with fraternal
affection. Nor could the Indians fail to resent the unscrupulous
and savage aggresson of the white men. James Truslow Adams,
describing the Pequot War of 1637, says*

It wes the gory of white aggresson and radal hatred which wes
unhappily to be repeated on aimogt all of our frontiers for two and
a half centuries The chief incident of this firs New England war
was the surprise by the Puritans, under the lead of Captain John
Mason, of the main village of the savages In the dark, with a grong
wind blowing, the two entrances to the sockade were guarded to
prevent any excape, and then a torch was applied. Five hundred Indian
men, women, and children were burned to death, the Puritan lesder
merey remarking that by the Providence of God there were 150 more
than usual at home that awful night.

After this, we are not surprised to learn how these same
colonigs, on religious grounds, treated the Quakers: they hanged
three men and one woman, others they imprisoned, beat, and
tortured, while the children were sold as daves in the West
Indiesf Some element of persecuting zeal survived on the
frontier even in the nineteenth century. It did not take a religious
form except againg the Mormons, but politically it still existed,
particularly in connection with the davery question.

The usual course of events in the North-west was as follows.
First came explorers, then, not long after them, traders in furs.
After a lapse of time varying from two centuries to a decade,

* The March of Democracy, I, p. 25. t Ibid, p. 26.
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the reports of traders induced the government—French, English,
or American—to establish a military pog in the wilderness. (The
governing motive was usually the dedre to secure the fur trade
for on€s own country.) In the course of war between white
nations, the Indians would be incited to massacre these remote
garrisons. This led to reprisals: the Indians would be defeated
in a pitched battle, and induced to dgn a treaty by which they
"sold" their lands and removed to some new reservation further
West. In the course of a war, stlers in remote places were
massacred by Indians, and Indians were massacred by stlers.
Every white man in a frontier region was expected to be willing
to srve againg the Indians when called upon. Although the
Indians were always defeated in the end, they won as many
battles as they lost, and were almos always victorious if numbers
were equal on the two Sdes*

In early days the fear of Indians hung over the frontier at
all times. Nicolay and Hay, describing the life of Abraham
Lincoln's grandfather (also called Abraham), say:

Until the treaty of Greenville, in 1795, dosd the long and san-
guinary higory of the old Indian wars, there was no day in which
the pionexr could leave his cabin with the certainty of not finding
it in ahes when he returned, and his little flock murdered on his
threshold, or carried into a captivity worse than death. Whenever
nightfall came with the man of the house away from home, the anxiety
and care of the women and children were none the less bitter because
0 common.

The life of the pionexr Abraham Lincoln soon came to a disastrous
doee He had stled in Jefferson County, on the land he had bought
from the Government, and deared a small farm in the foret. One
morning in the year 1784, he gtarted with his three sons Mordecai,
Josah, and Thomas, to the edge of the dearing, and began the day's
work. A shot from the brush killed the father; Mordecai, the ddest
on, ran indinctively to the house, Jodah to the neighbouring fort,
for asigance and Thomas, the youngest, a child of Sx, wes left with
the corpse of his father. Mordecai, reaching the cabin, sazed the rifle,
and sw through the loophole an Indian in his war-paint sooping

* Cf. M. M. Quaife, Chicago and the Old Northwest.
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to raise the child from the ground. He took ddiberate aim at a white
ornament on the breast of the savage and brought him down. The
little boy, thus reeasad, ran to the cabin, and Mordecai, from the
loft, renewed his fire upon the savages who began to show themsdves
from thethicket, until Josah returned with assgance from the sockade,
and the assilants fled. This tragedy made an inddible impresson
on the mind of Mordecai. Either a spirit of revenge for his murdered
father, or a gportsmanlike pleasure in his successful shot, made him
a determined Indian-stalker, and he rarely sopped to inquire whether
thered man who came within range of hisriflewasfriendly or hogtile.

Lincoln himself served againg the Indians in the Black Hawk
War of 1832. Harrison owed his elevation to the Presdency to
his defeat of the Indians at Tippecanoe, and Presdent Jackson,
while his chief claim to fame was the vanquishing of Wellington's
brother-in-law, was also popular on account of his success againgt
the Seminole Indians.

One of the mogt dramatic episodes in the warfare with the
I ndians was the massacre of mogt of the garrison of Fort Dearborn,
on the ste of Chicago, in 1812, as an incident of the war againg
England. Chicago, at that date, conssed almost entirely of a
military pog and a trader named Kinzie. Captain Heald, who
was in command, was ordered to evacuate the fort, and did so.
Two miles from the fort, his small force was attacked, and
according to his own account 38 men, 2 women, and 12 children
were killed. The few who survived had curious adventures*
There were, for example, Mrs. Simmons and her daughter, aged
sx months. Mrs. Smmons log in the massacre her husband
and her two-year-old son. She endured sx months of captivity
among the Indians, mog of the time on the march carrying her
infant. She had to run the gauntlet between a double line of
Indian women who beat her with gicks while she managed to
shidld the child from their blows. At last she was taken to Detr oit,
then in the hands of the English; this ended the worst of her
troubles. Eight months after the massacre, she reached a block-
house in which her parents had taken refuge. Even there, how-
ever, shortly after her arrival her Sgter and brother-in-law were

* See M. M. Quaife, Chicago and the Old Northwest.
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killed by Indians. After this, her life and her daughter's were
uneventful. The daughter married, and moved perpetually west-
ward, living successvely in Ohio, lowa, and California, where
she died in 1900.*

Thetrader Kinzie was treated by the Indians as a neutral, and
was unharmed during the massacre. Nevertheless he and his sons
and his daughters and his sons divor ced wives wer e compensated
for their loses at this time in every subsequent treaty with the
Indians.

At the time of the war of 1812 the Indians were stirred to
unwonted unity of action by a chief named Tecumseh and his
brother, who was a Prophet, and received reveations from the
Great Spirit. On one occason the Great Spirit said to the
Prophet:

| am the father of the English, of the French, of the Spaniards,
and of the Indians. | created the firg man, who wes the common
father of all these people, as wdl as yoursdves and it is through him,
whom | have awaked from his long demp, that | now address you.
But the Americans | did not make They are not my children, but
the children of the evil spirit. They grew from the scum of the great
water where it wes troubled by the evil spirit, and the froth wes driven
into the woods by a strong east wind. They are numerous, but | hate
them.t

If the Great Spirit specially loved the Indians, he had reason
to hate the Americans. Yet, from the sandpoint of civilized
mankind, it is difficult to s what could have been done that
would have been condgent with jusice and humanity. We
cannot regret that the territory of the United States is inhabited

* The minority who survived the massacre appear to have had remark-
able vitality. One of them, named Kennison, asserted that he was born
in 1736; he certainly fought in the War of Independence. After the
war of 1812 he devoted himsdf to peaceful pursuits, which he found
more dangerous than war: a falling tree broke his skull, collar bone,
and two ribs, and a gun at a military review broke both his legs. Never-
theless he married four times and had 22 children. At the age of 109
he settled in Chicago, where he lived on his soldier's pension till 1852.
His lagt years were spent in the Museum, and he was given a public
funeral. T Quaife, op. cit., p. 186.
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by civilized men; and if civilized men were to inhabit it, it was
inevitable that the Indians should suffer. As de Tocqueville

says.

From whichever dde we condder the dedtinies of the aborigines
of North America, their caamities appear to be irremediable: if they
continue barbarous, they are forced to retire; if they attempt to civilise
their manners, the contact of a more civilised community subjects
them to oppression and destitution. They perish if they continue to
wander from wade to waste, and if they attempt to settle they still
must perish; the asigtance of Europeans is necessary to instruct them,
but the approach of Europeans corrupts and repels them into svege
life; they refuse to change their habits as long as their solitudes are
their own, and it is too late to change them when they are congtrained
to submit.

The Spaniards pursued the Indians with blood-hounds like wild
beads, they sacked the New World with no more temper or com-
passion than a city teken by storm: but destruction must ceesg and
frenzy be stayed; the remnant of the Indian population which had
exaped the massacre mixed with its conquerors, and adopted in the
end their religion and their manners. The conduct of the Americans
of the United States towards the aborigines is characterised, on the
other hand, by asingular attachment to the formalities of law. Provided
that the Indians retain their barbarous condition, the Americans take
no part in their affairs, they treat them as independent nations, and
do not possess themsdves of their hunting grounds without a treaty
of purchase: and if an Indian nation happens to be so encroached
upon as to be unable to subsist upon its territory, they afford it
brotherly asigance in transporting it to a grave sufficiently remote
from the land of its fathers.

The Spaniards were unable to exterminate the Indian race by those
unparaleled atrocities which brand them with indelible shame, nor
did they even succeed in wholly depriving it of its rights; but the
Americans of the United Sates have accomplished this twofold purpose
with singular felicity; tranquilly, legally, philanthropically, without
shedding blood, and without violating asingle great principle of morality
in the eyes of the world. It is impossible to destroy men with more
respect for the laws of humanity.*

Independently of the Indians, the life of the pioneer was a

* When de Tocqueville sys "without shedding blood" he is not
correct.
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very hard one, in which, during the early stages, he was sustained
only by freedom and hope—the latter, as often as not, proving
delusve. The hardships were greater in the North than in the
South, both on account of the severe winters, and because of
the absnce of davery. Nevertheless, for those who were too poor
to own daves, the North was preferable, snce in the South they
wer e regarded as socially inferior to dave-owners. Lincoln's father,
after Kentucky had ceased to be on the frontier, removed in 1816
to Indiana, for which purpose he built a raft and loaded it with
all his possessions, conggting of his kit of tools and four hundred
gallons of whisky. The raft capsized, but he recovered most of
his goods. From the house of the lagt settler, he hewed a way
through the forest to a ste which pleased him, deposited there
the whisky and tools, and was joined by his wife and two children
with a little bedding and some pots and pans. For a year they
lived in a three-sded shelter, open to the wind and rain and
snow on the fourth sde. During this time he cleared some ground
for cultivation and built a proper log cabin, without, however,
thinking it necessary to provide it with doors or windows or
floor. " His cabin," say Nicolay and Hay, "was like that of other
pioneers. A few three-legged stools, a bedstead made of poles
suck between the logs in the angle of the cabin, the outsde
corner supported by a crotched gick driven into the ground;
the table, a huge hewed log standing on four legs, a pot, kettle
and skillet, and a few tin and pewter dishes were all the furniture.
The boy Abraham climbed at night to his bed of leaves in the
loft, by a ladder of wooden pins driven into the logs" Here
Abraham's mother died of fever, along with many other sdtlers
of the region.

Malaria and other fevers were very prevalent throughout the
West. Nicolay and Hay regard Lincoln's melancholy as partly
due to this cause They say:

"This taint of congitutional sadness was not peculiar to Lincoln;
it may be said to have been endemic among the early sdtlers of the
West. It had its origin pardy in the drcumstances of their lives, the
svare and digma londiness in which their gruggle for exigence for
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the mogt part went on. . . . Besdes this generic tendency to melan-
chaly, very many of the pioneers were subject in early life to malarial
influences, the effect of which remained with them all ther days . . .
Many died, and of thase who survived, a great number, after they had
outgrown the more immediate manifestations of the dissasg, retained
in nervous disorders of all kinds the digresing traces of the maadies
which afflicted their childhood." *

In the South, pioneering life was comparatively easy. Andrew
Jackson, whom there is no reason to credit with busness acumen,
passed quickly and easily from a state of destitution to being the
owner of a large landed egate and a number of daves. This he
achieved by practisng lawf—his qualifications for which did not
include learning—and investing the fees in land. He went to
Tennessee in 1788, a penniless youth of twenty-one, and " eight
years after his arrival he was one of the wealthy men of that
region.":(: The chief difficulties in the South were Indians,
Spaniards, and fever. But there was not the same call upon a
man's powers of independent physical endurance as in the North.

The conditions of life on the frontier necessarily produced, in
the pioneers and their children, a temporary decay of culture.
No schools, no churches, no men of education, the exhausting
sruggle with the wilderness, few books, and much whisky, made
men forget what they knew and fail to pass their knowledge on
to their children. Belief in witchcraft and omens revived; fences
must be built when there was a moon, but potatoes must be
planted when there was none.§ The pioneers, especially the women
among them, were for the most part deeply religious, and were
troubled by the absence of churches. Camp meetings, addressed
by itinerant preachers, from time to time supplied the spiritual
needs of sparsdy populated digtricts. The gathering, assembled
from fifty miles around, under the combined stimulus of emotional
oratory and relief from solitude, would exhibit the most remark-
able hysterical symptoms, rolling on the ground, uttering strange

* Abraham Lincoln: A History, |, p. 189.

T "He doubtless knew little law," says his biographer. Basstt, Life

of Andrew Jackson, p. 14. (The Macmillan Co., New York, 1916.)
% Ibid, p. 17. 8§ Nicolay and Hay, op. cit., |, pp. 41-2.
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cries, and falling into trances. The whole phenomenon is charac-
teristic of isolated agricultural populations; it existed in Germany
in the sixteenth century, England in the seventeenth, and
Rasputin's Siberia in the twentieth. But it astonished Mrs.
Trollope, who gave a vivid and interesting description.*

What is surprising in the conquest of the West is not the fact
that it involved a temporary loss of culture, but the fact that the
loss was so quickly made good when the pioneering stage was
passed. For this, in addition to the general character of the people,
there were various causes, of which the most important seem
to have been women, and law and politics.

The influence of women has been greater in the United States
than in any other country, and in frontier communities their
influence was on the side of civilization. This was due partly to
the fact that they did not drink whisky, partly to a desire for
socia distinction, partly to maternal affection, and partly to the
fact that they were less imbued than their husbands with the
rough adventurer's desire to be rid of the trammels of an artificial
society. On the frontier there were of course fewer women than
men, and this helped them to command respect. In spite of the
wildness of the camp meetings, religion was, in the main, a
chastening force, and women were, on the average, more religious
than men. For all these reasons, women kept alive the desire for
an ordered existence even under conditions which, for the moment,
made it impossible.

This civilizing influence may be illustrated by Lincoln's step-
mother, whom his father married when Lincoln was ten years
old. It will be remembered that the log cabin had been left
without doors and windows; this was at once remedied. She
brought beds and clothes for the children; her husband joined
the Baptist church, and Abraham was given such education as
the neighbourhood afforded, which was not much, as bears were
commoner than schoolmasters. In the whole course of his life
he had only a year of schooling, and as soon as he was old enough
his father set him to work as a farm-hand. In the evenings he

* Mrs. Trollope, Domestic Manners of the Americans* Chap. X V.
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read the only books he could get hold of: the Bible, Aesop's
Fables, Robinson Crusoe, Pilgrim'sProgress, TheLifeof Washington,
and the Revised Statutes of Indiana. For the rest, he made his
way by his own efforts; but the first seps, when he was still too
young to help himsdf, he owed to his sepmother.

It is interesting to observe that, in a letter to a newspaper
serving as an election address, in the year 1836, he says "1 go
for admitting all whites to the right of suffrage who pay taxes
or bear arms (by no means excluding females)." A hundred years
ago this was a remarkable opinion.

The movement in favour of women's rights firs reached the
stage of practical politics in Western America. In 1846 a Con-
stitution was proposed for Wisconsin involving married women's
right to their own property; this was rgected, but in Texas in
the ssame year and Californiain 1849 the same right was enacted.*
The first State to admit women to the vote was Wyoming in
1890. In the East, and in Europe, votes for women came only
asaresult of the Great War.

Law and politics were powerful influences in promoting con-
tact between the Western sdtlers and the intellect of the East.
The Constitution and the Ordmance of 1787 showed great
prexience as regards future States and Territories. Owing to
them, there was everywhere, as soon as sufficent population
existed, sdf-government tempered by the Congtitution as inter-
preted by the Supreme Court. Self-government provided political
education, and Federal campaigns made men aware of the opinions
of more sdttled regions on questions of national importance.
Law-suits might, in certain circumstances, come before the
Supreme Court; in any case there were many that involved
important rights, and required considerable legal sKill for their
adequate treatment. M ost of the prominent men in frontier States
were lawyers, and it was largely through the need for lawyers
that men of education first established themsdves on the fringe
of civilization. The law played a great part in the life of the

* McMaster, History of the People of the United States, V | | , pp. 184,
201, 611.
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Western township, and was usually administered, in a rough and
ready fashion, by the pioneers themselves. The court was often
held in alog hut, from which the jury would retire to a neigh-
bouring glade to consider their verdict. The desire to participate
in the management of local affairs was general, and was the chief
incentive to acquiring knowledge.

The importance of schools and universities was early realized
in America. In the year 1780, in the middle of the troubles of
the War of Independence, the Legislature of Virginia endowed
a university in Kentucky, "it being the interest of this common-
wealth always to encourage and promote every design which may
tend to the improvement of the mind and the diffusion of useful
knowledge even among its remote citizens, whose situation in a
barbarous neighbourhood and a savage intercourse might other-
wise render them unfriendly to science."* This has a Jeffersonian
ring; although it spesks of "useful knowledge," it is less utilitarian
than the advocacy of education in a later age. But substantially
the same policy has been pursued wherever possible, culminating
in the system of State universities in all States.

The problem of schooling was a difficult one, owing not only
to sparseness of population, but aso to foreign immigration.
There were nearly twice as many white illiterates in the United
States in 1850 as in 1840; in 1840, they formed one in 31 of the
total population, in 1850 one in 24.1 It is interesting to find that
one of the most active agitators for universal education at this
time was Owen's son, Robert Dale Owen} Schools were better
in the North than in the South, even in the less settled parts
of the North. "Michigan was in many respects a typical north-
western frontier State ... yet she had, in 1850, more libraries,
more newspapers and periodicals, more public schools, less white
illiterates, than had Arkansas or Missouri.§ There were schools
in amost all villages, but the teachers were badly paid: men
received $15 a month, women $1.25 a week. The schools were

* Nicolay and Hay, op. cit.) I, pp. 15-16.
T Channing, History of the United States, V, p. 271.

% Ibid, p. 250.
§ McMaster, op. cit) VI |, p. 199.
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lerely log cabins, but at any rate they sufficed to teach almost
Il the children toread and write.

There was, however, some permanent loss in the quality of
iilture, as there always is when an interruption occurs. Revolu-
on inflicted a blow upon French culture, from which it has
ever completely recovered, and in Russa the sme dffect is
robable. The founders of the United States possessed a civilized
ttitude towards the things of the mind naturally and self-con-
aoudly; Franklin and Jefferson were respected in Paris in the
logt intelligent social milieu that has ever existed. The civiliza-
on that emerged in the West wherever the pioneering sage had
een pased was more sdf-conscious, without sufficient roots in
adition, rather machine-made, and unduly utilitarian because
had to justify itself to a somewhat rude democracy. Education,
ich as can be demonstrated by diplomas or degrees, is eagerly
esred, but professors are less repected than in Europe: they
re subjected, in the State Universities, to the pregudices of the
ix-payers, and in the others to the financial interests of a board
f busness men. The result is that theology in the former, and
conomics in the latter, cannot be treated with complete honesty,
imilar evils, it is true, exist in other countries, but in America
ley ought not to exist because they are contrary to the Jeffer-
>nian tradition, and they would not exist if the Jeffersonian
elief in academic freedom had survived.

Another result of the pioneering period has been that the
on-utilitarian parts of culture have come to be regarded as
Imost exclusively the concern of women. Since most women
ave not pursued painting or literature or philosophy profes
ionally, but only taken an intelligent interest in all of them,
lere has come to be a certain superficiality in regard to all such
Ibjects, which, from an early date, was ministered to by lectures,
'he East, aimogt as much as the West, left culture to women,
ecaue busness absorbed Eastern men; but the busness that
bsorbed them was very largely concerned with the opening up
f the West. McMaster* quotes from the Philadelphia Ledger the

* Op.cit, VII, p. 82.
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following intellectual entertainments as having occurred in Phila-
delphia on three days in 1842:

A Sermon by a Mormon dder; a lecture on Geology by Lyell;
a lecture on Courtship and Marriage, at the Wilber Fisk Literary
Insgtitute; on the Huguenats, at the William West Ingtitute; on
Sodialigm, in the Hall of the United Friends of Human Progress
on the Existence of Apparitions, in the Southern Lyceum; on Animal
Magnetian before the Jefferson Library and Literary Association;
on Napoleon, at the Richmond Institute; and at Carrall Ingtitute,
a disusson of the quegion, "Should Capital Punishment be
Aboalished?

To this day, America has remained on the cultural sde chiefly
a nation of appreciators, mainly female, while on the utilitarian
dde it has achieved high excellence. America is good in medicine,
in law, in architecture, in mechanical invention, but in such
gdudies as mathematics and theoretical physcs almogt all the
advances have been European, while in art there has been a
world-wide deterioration. An English writer in 1821, describing
American hopes for the future, says

Other nations boag of what they are or have been, but the true
citizen of the United Sates exalts his head to the ies in the con-
templation of what the grandeur of his country is going to be. Others
claim respect and honor because of the things done by a long line of
ancestors an American gories in the achievements of a digant pos
terity. Others appedl to history; an American appedls to prophecy,
and with Malthus in one hand and a map of the badk country in the
other he boldly defies us to a comparison with America as she is to
be, and chudkles in ddight over the splendors the geometrical ratio
is to shed over her story. This appedl to the future is his never-failing
resource If an English traveler complains of their inns and hints
his didike to desping four in a bed heis first denounced as a calum-
niator and then told to wait a hundred years and se the superiority
of American inns to British. If Shakepeare Milton, Newton, are
named, heis again told to 'wait till we have deared our land, till we
have idle time to attend to cther things, wait till 1900, and then se
how much nobler our poas and profounder our agronomers and
longer our tdesoopes than any that decrepit old hemisphere of yours
will produce *

* McMagter, op. cit., V, p. 333.
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The prophecy was right as to the inns and tdescopes, which
are now better in America than anywhere dse, but not as to
Shakespeare, Milton, and Newton. Shakespeare and Milton have
no analogues in the modern world, and Newton's nearest analogue
isa European.

The occupation of the free land in the West was not completed
until about the year 1890—not counting Oklahoma, which for
a long time remained Indian territory. But after the coming of
the railways the hardships of frontier life were much diminished,
and the pioneers were forced to face new problems. The Missis-
sippi and its tributaries ran, broadly speaking, north and south,
9 that, 0 long as transport was chiefly by water, the mogt
important contacts of a western region were with regions to the
south of it; but after the building of the railways the lines of
transport ran eas and west. This began even earlier, with the
opening of the Erie Canal in 1825; but until the railway age
most of the West continued to depend chiefly on the Mississippi.

The movement aross the mountains and the plains had, in
early days, a kind of blind ingtinctive quality such as must have
belonged to the migrations of the ancient Germans. It was opposed
by Georgel | | , and didiked, at first, by the Eastern States, which
it drained of population. The early stlers did little in the way
of trade; they produced what they required for their own nesds
—crops for their food, deerskins for their clothing, and logs for
their habitations. They asked nothing of the world except to be
let alone. A great change came when the frontier passed from
the forest to the prairie; it became profitable to grow only grain,
and to send it by rail to the Eagt or to the hungry populations
of Europe, in return for the necessaries of life and for a gradually
increasng share of the luxuries. But at this dage economic
problems arose for which the pioneers were not fitted by tem-
perament, experience, or political philosophy. Through the rail-
way they were brought into dependence upon Eastern capitalism.
Their old freedom was gone, for though they could still grow
wheat as they pleased, they could only export it by the favour
of the railway. The great organized economic forces baffled them.

K
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Even before the railways, the Banks presented them with the
same problem. From Jackson's atack on the United Saes Bank
to Bryan's free silver campaign, the West struggled, blindly and
ineffectualy, to master big business by the formulae of individualist
democracy.

The men who conquered the West had courage, tenacity, hope,
sf-reiance, and afundamentd instinct towards civilized society.
To understand their achievement, one should compare it with
what happened in mogt parts of Latin America, where a thin
gream of white blood was lost amid Indians and negroes, leaving
mogt of the primeval jungle untamed, while the government, such
as it was, combined tyranny with anarchy. The Western sditlers
in the United Saes had certain collective purposss, of which
it was not necessary to gpesk, because they were instinctive and
common to all. They wished, first and foremogt, to conquer the
earth; that done, they desired a community of free equd citizens,
submitting to the rule of the mgjority where rule was necessary,
but as far as possble exempt from governmentd interference.
They succesded in the conquest of the earth; they succesded
in preserving political freedom; but economic freedom wes lost
by a process which we can now e to have bean inevitable. They
did their work well, but their philosophy depended for its Suooess
upon the empty paces and cannot solve the problems of our
more crowded world.



CHAPTER XXIII

Jacksonian Democracy

T H E first conquest of political power by the West occurred when
Andrew Jackson was elected to the Presdency in 1828. Under
him a new type of democracy was inaugurated, more democratic
than that of Jefferson. The Presdents up to that date had been
four Virginians—Washington, Jefferson, Madison, and Monroe
—and the two Adams's, father and son. All these were from the
Eagt, all were men of education and traditional culture; they were
such men as might have governed the country under an aristo-
cratic congitution. Madison and Monroe were dose personal
friends of Jefferson, and the "Virginia dynasty" had begun to
sem an established power in the body politic. The dynasty,
however, became extinct, and Jackson, himself a Southerner,
was supported by the South as well as the West. In addition,
the growing democratic sentiment of Pennsylvania and New Y ork
turned a majority in those Sates over to his sde, as againg
J. Q. Adams, who was felt to represent tradition and New England
conservatism. While no man could, at that time, have become
President by the support of the West alone, Jackson introduced
Western ideals and sentiments into the administration; but they
were the ideals of the South-west, where davery existed, as
opposed to those of the North-west, which were subsequently
embodied in Lincoln.

Jackson's father was an Ulster Presbyterian,* who emigrated
to North Carolina with his wife and two sonsin 1765. His efforts
to make a living by farming were unsuccessful, and he died in
1767, his son Andrew being born shortly afterwards, but whether
in North or South Carolina is not known. The widow, left desti-
tute, became housekegper to her married sser, who was com-
paratively progperous, her husband being a farmer in a South

* The biographical facts in what follows are in the main derived
from J. S. Basstt's Life of Andrew Jackson, 1916.
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Cardlina community composed mainly of immigrants from
Protestant Northern Ireland. Andrew's mother wished him to
become a minister of religion, but his tages led him in a different
direction. " Of all the wild youths of the neighbourhood he was
the wildest," says his biographer; he was fond of horseracing,
cock-fighting, and violent encounters with other boys. As for
education, he was "neither sudious nor teachable'; he just
managed to master reading and writing and easy sums, but to
the end of his days could neither spel correctly nor write
grammatically.

Meanwhile, the War of Independence was raging in his neigh-
bourhood. One of his brothers was killed in battle, the other
died ether of small pox or of his wounds, his mother died of
a fever caught in nursing invalided soldiers. All these deaths
occurred in 1780 and 1781. In both these years the boy Andrew,
though only thirteen, fought againg the British, and was cap-
tured in 1781. TheBritish Commanding Officer " ordered Andrew
to black his boots. The boy remonstrated, we may guess in what
tone, that he was a prisoner-of-war and not a servant. The reply
was a sabre-blow aimed at the head of the young prisoner: it
was warded off by the arm of the recipient, but hand and head
carried the mark of it to the grave." Having secured his freedom
in an exchange of prisoners, he was left, at the age of fourteen,
completely dependent upon his own resources. He went over the
mountains to Charleston, where he made friends with rich young
men interested in horseracing, and apparently made his living
by betting. His biographer does not say that he was a bookmaker,
but that seems to be implied. It is also suggeted that it was
by asxdating with the sporting elite of Charleston that he
acquired the gatdy manners by which, on suitable occasons
he subsequently impressed Washington.

Charleston, however, was not to his taste, and ambition urged
him to adopt some serious professon. At the age of seventeen,
he decided in favour of the law, and became a law student in
a town called Salisbury, where, according to an acquaintance of
the time, he was "the mog roaring, rollicking, game-cocking,
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card-playing, mischievous fellow that ever lived in Salisbury."
Three years later, in 1787, he began practisng law in North
Carolina; but within twelve months he decided to move further
West, and established himself at Nashville in Tennessee, which
was his home during the remainder of his long life.

The Cumberland valley, containing the town of Nashville, was,
in 1788, still in an unsettled condition. The Indians, incited first
by the English and then by the Spaniards, attacked the Americans
whenever opportunity offered. The Americans defeated them in
two successive years, 1793 and 1794, and in 1795 a treaty with
Spain opened the navigation of the Mississippi to the United
States. These events causad Tennessee to prosper, and it became
a State in 1796, after consgderable oppostion in Congress on the
part of the Federalists.

Meanwhile Jackson's prosperity had increased with that of the
region. When he arrived in Nashville, he found only one lawyer
settled there before him; this one was permanently retained by
the debtors of the neighbourhood, with the result that creditors
could not obtain justice. They turned to Jackson, who was suc-
cessful on their behalf. His methods in his practice were some-
what different from those of eminent counsd in more sedate
cities " Offenders were apt to be turbulent and often they were
supported by bands of associates who made the life of a prose-
cuting attorney both unpleasant and perilous. Jackson's physical
courage was equal to his moral courage. . . . Bad grammar, bad
pronunciation, and violent denunciation did not shock judge or
jury nor divert their minds from the truth." His behaviour in
his leisure hours commanded equal admiration. " His horses were
the fastest, his cocks were the most noted, he would quarrel with
none but the men of distinction, and his great oaths became the
despair of the young braggarts of the valley." In recognition of
thee various merits, his neighbours chose him as their firgt
member of Congress in 1796. In the following year he became
a Senator, and in the year after that he became a Jugice of the
Supreme Court of Tennesee. In this latter capacity he personally
arresed a felon who had successfully defied the sheriff and his
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posse. It does not do to be too much of a specialist in a frontier
town, and Jackson could do his own work, whatever it might
be. His appearance was as commanding as his pistol: he was tall,
erect, and pale, with eyes that were very blue and very intense.

The daims of his professon were not so great as to leave no
leisure for romance. Cumberland Colony, which became Ten-
nessee, had been founded in 1779 by two men, Robertson and
Donelson, of whom the latter, when Jackson went to Nashville,
"was already dead, a sacrifice to the red man's vengeance, and
his widow was taking boarders." One of the boarders was Jackson.
The widow had a daughter, and the daughter had a husband;
the husband was a scamp, and the daughter had come to live
with her mother. The husbhand became nominally reconciled with
his wife, and settled in Nashville. But he grew jealous of Jackson,
although Jackson assured him there was no cause The hushand
departed, vowing vengeance, the lady was distressed, and Jackson
fell in love with her. In 1791, hearing that her husband had
obtained a divorce, Jackson married her; but in fact no divorce
had been obtained, and when it was obtained, two years later,
it was on the ground of her adultery with Jackson. When this
became known, Jackson married her again. They were completely
happy in each other until her death, which occurred just after
his dection to the Presidency. Throughout the electoral cam-
paign, his opponents had spread the story that he was an immoral
man who had lived with a married woman. He chivalroudy kept
this from her knowledge, but she discovered it by accident, and
the discovery is said to have hastened her death.

In friendship he was less fortunate than in love. His character
resembled King Lear's: he could not distinguish between true
friends and flatterers, and fell into furious rages when he found
that he had bestowed his affection upon traitors. He was at all
times fond of quarrels, and by no means judicious in choosing
the men upon whom to vent his irascibility. For example: having
tired of the law and become a General, he was anxiousfor military
advancement at a moment (1807) when war seemed imminent,
but he chose this moment for telling home truths to the Secretary
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for War, Dearborn. He had been courted by Aaron Burr, who
was engaged in a conspiracy which the Government considered
treasonable; Dearborn wrote a letter to him on the matter, which
he resented. He replied:

Thefirst duty of a soldier or good citizen is to attend to the safety
and interest of his country: the next to attend to his own fedings
whenever they are rudely or wantonly assaled. The tenor of your
letter is such and the insinuations so grating, the idess and tenor so
unmilitary, stories alude to, and intimations of a conduct, to stoop,
from the character, of a generd to that of a snarling asssssn. (Then
hereafter) | will sir encdlose you, a copy of a letter from Governor
Claiborne, that will shew you | never depart, from the true sense
of duty to my country, whenever | am even suspicious of its injury.

Health and respect,
Andrew Jackson.

adding a postscript (which, however, was perhaps not sent):

Col. B. received, sir, at my house all that hospitality that a banished
patriot from his home wes entided to. | then thought him a patriot
in exile for a cause that every man of honor must regret, the violence
with which he was pursued, all his language to me covered with a
love of country, and obedience to the laws and your orders. Under
these declarations and after his acquittal by a respectable grand jury
of Kentucky, my suspicions of him vanished, and | did furnish him
with two boats, and had he wanted two more on the same terms and
under the same impressions | then had he should have had them.
But sir when prooflf shews him to be a treator, | would cut his throat
with as much pleasure as | would cut yours on equal testimony.

This quarrel was patched up, but there were others that had
tragic terminations. In 1806 he challenged a man named Dickin-
son, who was considered the best rifle-shot in the West. The
weapons were pistols, the distance eight yards, and each meant
to kill the other. Dickinson had the first shot; when he had fired,
Jackson pressed his hand over his chest, but otherwise did not
move. Dickinson exclaimed "Great God! have | missed him?"
and for a moment was seized with terror. But Jackson's second
sharply reminded him of the laws of "honour," and he stood
awaiting his fate.
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Jadkson now had his opponent at his mercy. He sood glowering
at him for an ingant, and then his long pigol arm came dowly to
a horizontal postion. Dickinson shuddered and turned away his head.
Jadkan's eye ran along the pigol barrel, ddiberatdy adjuging the
aim, and then he pulled the trigger. But there was no exploson. A
hurried consultation by the ssoonds revedled that the hammer sopped
at half-cock, which by the rules agreed upon was not to count as a
fire and Jackson was given ancther shot. Again he took careful aim
at the poor victim who all the time sood awaiting his fate, and this
time the pigal fired. The ball cut a large artery, and Dickinson died
that night. Jackson walked triumphandy from the fidd, carefully
concadling from his attendants the fact that he was wounded; for he
wanted his dying antagonig to think his shot failed. "1 should have
hit him," Jakson once said, "if he had shot me through the
brain.

In this and some of his other quarrds, Jackson went too far
even for the Tennessee of that day, with the result that, for a
time, he had to retire into private life. He was rescued from this
situation by the war of 1812, which, it was thought, would give
an opportunity for the conquest of Florida, then still Spanish.
Florida extended along the coas immediately south of Tennessee,
which was inconvenient; moreover the Spaniards and British were
accused of inciting the Indians againg the Americans. A pro-
clamation to his troops on July 21, 1812, ss forth Jackson's
sentiments:

You burn with anxiety to learn on what theatre your arms will
find employment. Then turn your eyes to the South! Behold in the
province of West Florida, a territory whose rivers and harbors are
indigpensable to the prosperity of the western, and <till more o, to
the eastern divison of our date Behdd there likewise the asylum
from which an indduous hand incites to rapine and bloodshed, the
ferodous savages who have just stained our frontier with blood, and
who will renew their outrages the moment an English force shall
appear in the Bay of Pensacdla. It is here that an employment adapted
toyour Stuation awaitsyour courage and your zeal, and while extending
in this quarter the boundaries of the Republic to the Gulf of Mexico,
you will experience a peculiar satisfaction in having conferred a signal
benefit on that section of the Union to which you yoursdvesimmediately
bdong.
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There were diplomatic and political difficulties, and Jackson
was ordered to confine himsdf to the Indians, whom he duly
defeated and pursued into Spanish territory. But the exploit
which made him the idol of the nation was his defeat of the
British at New Orleans on January 8, 1815, when peace had
aready been signed, though neither sde knew it. This usdes
battle was typical of the futility of that war, which ended without
deciding any of the controverses that had given rise to it, but
revived for a hundred years the hatred of England generated
during the War of Independence. The world logt by England's
folly, but General Jackson profited.

When the United Sates acquired Florida in 1821, Jackson was
appointed Governor. When he occupied Pensacola, Mrs. Jackson
was pained by the Spanish custom of treating Sunday as a day
of enjoyment, and saw to it that the inhabitants should become
aware of the advent of a purer regime. " | snt," shewrote, " Major
Stanton to say to them that the approaching Sunday would be
differently kept. . . . Yesterday | had the happiness of witnessing
the truth of what | said. Great order was observed; the doors
kept shut, the gambling housss demolished; fiddling and dancing
not heard any more on the Lord's Day; cursing not to be heard."
As the American flag was hoisted, a Methodist began distributing
tractsin spite of the protests of priests, and office-seekers beseged
both the Governor and his wife in their eagerness for jobs in the
new territory. Jackson had a terrific quarrel with the retiring
Spanish Governor, in which both ddes were absurd, but the
Spaniard rather the more so of the two. After various other
quarrels, Jackson resgned in disgus and retired to Nashville.
His house, " The Hermitage," was large and comfortable; he had
an adequate estate, with aufficient daves, he drove about in "a
fine carriage drawn by four handsome gray horses, with servants
inlivery."

Y et he was regarded as far more truly democratic than Jefferson,
partly, no doubt, on account of his origin, but still more, | think,
because of his lack of education.

Jackson just missed the Presdency in 1824, but achieved it
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by a great majority in 1828, and was re-dected in 1832. He is
traditionally (though not with complete justice) credited with the
introduction of the "spoils sysem,"* according to which all
government appointments, even postmasterships, should go to
party men, and be changed with a change of administration.
Though he did not invent the sysem, he certainly intensified
it. This was one example of his "democracy"; the other was his
destruction of the United States Bank. Both sprang from the
same theory of government—the theory that what is required
is not skill, but honesty, and that honesty is proved by member-
ship of the popular party. In a rough draft of his Inaugural
Address, the newly eected President wrote:

It shall be my care to fill the various dfficss at the digposal of the
Executive with individuals uniting as far as possble the qualifications
of the head and heart, dways recollecting that in a free government
the demand for moral qualities should be made superior to that of
talents. In other forms of government where the people are not regarded
as compasing the soveregn power, it is easy to perceive that the safe-
guard of the empire congds chiefly in the skill by which the monarch
can wield the bigoted acquiescence of his Subjects But it is different
with us Here the will of the people prescribed in a conditution of
their own chaoice controuls the srvice of the public functionaries, and
is interested more degply in the preservation of those qualities which
enares fiddity and honest devation to their interests

The working out of this theory was not always fortunate. For
example, the pogt of Callector of the port of New York was given
to a man named Swartwout, who appeared to the President to
"unite the qualifications of the head and heart." This wise and
good man, however, used his position, aimost from the firs, as
an opportunity for peculation; when, after Jackson had ceased
to be Presdent, his depreciations were discovered, they were
found to have amounted to a million and a quarter dollars.

Jackson's belief in the soils sysem was wholly sincere; it was
by no means smply a matter of finding rewards for palitical

* " Presdent Washington began the spailssysem.” Channing, History
of theUnited States, V I, p. 123,
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friends. Two or three months after he became President, he wrote
in hisprivatejournal:

There has been a great noise made about removals. This to be
brought before Congress with the causes with the propriety of passng
a law vacating all dfices periodically—then the good can be re-
appointed, and the bad, defaulters, left out without murmurs. Now,
every man who has bem in dffice a few years, beieves he has a life
edate in it, a veted right, and if it has been held twenty years or
upwards, not only a vested right, but that it ought to descend to his
children, and if no children then the next of kin. This is not the
principles of our government. It isrotation in dfficethat will perpetuate
our liberty.

Americans had not at that time, and till have inadequately,
the conception of a non-party civil service: if offices did not
change hands with a change of government, it was held that they
would come to belong by prescriptive right to an hereditary dass
of officials The creation of a permanent civil service sdected
by examination is one of the things that England owes to the
Philosophical Radicals, who reformed the aristocratic corruption
of the eighteenth century without substituting the democratic
corruption that resulted from Jackson's sysem. But Jackson,
who held that governmental functions require virtue rather than
intelligence, would have been horrified at the suggestion of giving
jobs for proficiency in academic studies. After all, he had been
a successful judge without knowing the law, and a successful
General without studying strategy or tactics; it was therefore only
natural that he should regard a good heart rather than a good
head as affording the right qualification for public position.

The soils sygem must not be attributed to Jackson as an
individual; it was the inevitable outcome of democracy as under-
good in America. As Planning says " The change from the old
colonial system of permanent official tenure to the more demo-
cratic mode of political rotation in the public offices was inevit-
able"* In lllinois, when Lincoln was young, it was considered
correct for the leading politicians of a party to take turns in

* Channing, op. cit., V, p. 402.
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accepting nominations for Congress or for any other particularly
desrable postion. It is true that this is within the domain of
party politics, but it shows the same point of view as that which
inspired the oils system, namely, that the public service requires
no particular skill, and that, therefore, it is only fair that its
advantages should go to all "good" men in turn.

The ultimate result of the belief that the work of government
is unskilled was to leave the skill in the hands of private enter-
prise. Instead of government by the people, government by
financial interests was what frequently resulted from Jackson's
sysem. The spirit of Hamilton lived on in America, and the more
it was nominally defeated, the more it was really victorious. The
conception of democracy was so individualistic that all enter-
prisss (except war) which required the co-operation of large
numbers were left to private initiative, and were so managed as
to bring profit to their promoters in the first place, and benefit
to the community only incidentally.

It must, however, be admitted that the sysem of a partisan
civil service has merits from a governmental point of view, and
is, in certain cdrcumgances, almost unavoidable. During the
presdency of John Adams, Jefferson found it necesary to be
very careful in using the pogt, as he believed that his correspon-
dence was tampered with.* Lincoln came across ingances in
which pogdmagers in Illinois had used their postion for the
benefit of the Democratic Party, by omitting to deiver newspapers
supporting the Whigsf In such cases the advantage to the
government is outweighed by the disadvantage to the public,
though the exigence of such a sysem hitherto makes it natural
for a newly victorious party to digposses officials who have
obstructed it. A non-political civil service is only possble in
comparatively quiet times; it was wholly impossible, for example,
in Russa in 1918. But except at the time of the Civil War party
divisons in America have not been so degp as to make a non-
partisan civil service impossble. What made it impossble in

* Tucker, Life of Jeff er son, | | , p. 64.
t Nicolay and Hay, op. dit, I, p. 183.
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Jackson's day was unwillingness to admit that governmental
functions involve skill. Skill is not universal, and to admit the
need of it seemed, therefore, a treachery to the democratic faith.

A similar point of view inspired Jackson's attack on the United
States Bank. There had been an earlier Bank of the United States,
created in 1791 on theinitiative of Hamilton, opposed by Jefferson,
and sanctioned by Washington after some hedtation as to its
congtitutionality. This Bank had a charter which inspired in 1811,
and was not renewed, partly because three-fourths of its shares
were held by foreigners, mainly English. The second Bank of
the United States was created in 1816, largely as a means of
rehabilitating the currency. Its charter, unless renewed, was to
expirein 1836. From thefirst it was unpopular, and when Jackson,
in the presidential campaign of 1832, appealed for a mandate
in his fight againg it, he was enthusagtically supported, especially
in the South and West.

Banking in America had long been in a sate of hopdess con-
fusion. In addition to the United States Bank, there were State
Banks and private banks. These lagt, which were called " wild-
cat" banks, usually failed. All the banks issued notes, the wild-
cat banks often started with practically no other assts In the
Wes there was very little gpecie During the interval between
the first and second United States Banks, the currency in the
West consged either of notes issued by wild-cat banks or of
notes on State banks. The value of the former was everywhere
problematical; the latter logt some of their value as they travelled
away from their place of origin. The Bank of the United Sates
was intended to establish a uniform currency throughout the
country; but there were bad times, and it appeared to be making
them worse. Ohio attempted to tax it, whereupon the Supreme
Court decided that the States could not tax it. Ohio declared
that a State had as good a right to pronounce on the interpre-
tation of the Congtitution as had the Supreme Court; it collected
the tax by force from the branches of the Bank in Ohio, and
decreed that any one in Ohio might rob the Bank with impunity.
In several other States there was similar trouble. Everyone in



302 Freedom and Organization, 1814-1914

the West borrowed money to clear as much land as possble,
and very many borrowers could not meet their obligations. The
creditors, in the main, were in the East, and the Bank repre-
sented their interests. Debtors everywhere had reason to oppose
the Bank, and Western debtors had, in addition, a geographical
reason, since it seemed to be impeding the great work of Western
development.

Western pioneers, including Jackson, were intelectually baffled
by the operation of the credit sysem. All of them were only too
anxious to make use of the banks to enable them to take up and
devdop more land, but it did not seem to them that the banks
did anything substantial when they lent money. The whale thing
was on paper: the banker did not sweat, like a man felling timber
or ploughing virgin soil. In return for a mere document, without
any work, the banker acquired rights by which industrious men
could be ruined: if the crops were bad, or prices inadequate,
or merely if there was a currency criss in the East or in Europe,
the banker could call in his loan, and if the farmer could not
find the money, all the result of his labour became the property
of the bank. Credit is a kind of reservair rilled by the labour
of the whole community; it is a collective product, not an indi-
vidual one. The collective agects of economic life were unin-
telligible to the sdf-reliant Westerner, and therefore made him
angry. Very unwisdy, all civilized communities have allowed
credit, although it is duetothe community as an organized whole,
to be appropriated by certain individuals, and used by them to
extract money from those to whom credit is necessary. The
opposition to the gains of these individuals became, in Jackson's
time, an oppogtion to banking as such, and epecially to its least
harmful because most centralized form. There must be institu-
tions for the control of credit in any civilized community which
permits private enterprise; but these ingtitutions, left in private
hands, tend to become so powerful as to acquire an amost
despatic control over all economic activities. Jackson and his
supporters were all anxious to profit by the opportunities of
growing rich that existed in the West: those who owned daves
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saw nothing objectionable in appropriating the results of their
labour, and those who speculated in real etate did not wish to
lose the chance of gain when their land increased in value through
the enterprise of their neighbours. So long as the kinds of gain
that they desired for themsdlves are permitted, so longthe banker's
kind of gain must ads be permitted. Jackson, therefore, could
only decree that private banking should be badly done, not that
it should ceae altogether. Jacksonian democracy wished to give
free play to the desre for wealth, and at the sametimeto envy
of those who had succeeded in acquiring wealth. This made it
logically incoherent, and therefore, from the nature of things,
incapable of sucoes

Jackson could not destroy all banks, though he would have
liked to do 0. To Biddle, President of the United Sates Bank,
he said: "I do not didike your Bank any more than all banks.
But ever snce | read the history of the South Sea bubble | have
been afraid of Banks" On ancther occason he said: " Everyone
that knows me, does know, that | have been aways opposad
to the U. States Bank, nay all Banks" When he says that he
has been "afraid of Banks" he is expressng the kernel of his
feding. Banks are puzzling and mysterious, an honest citizen
devoid of education cannot make head or tail of them. They have
so much power that they are politically important, but in a
democracy every sane adult citizen ought to be able to judge
of all palitical quettions. Therefore anything too difficult for the
plain man to understand is anti-democratic, and consequently
wicked. The United States Bank, being more powerful than any
other, is more wicked than any other; snce we cannot abolish
all banks, let us at least abolish the most wicked of them. This,
I think, fairly represents what Jackson thought on the subject,
and in so thinking hewas a faithful interpreter of the peopl€swill.

Jackson, as was inevitable from his character and career, was
an ardent nationalist, not merely in the ssnse of loving his country,
but in the imperialistic belicose ssnse In 1829, speaking of the
Mississippi, he said: "The God of the universe intended this
great valley to belong to one nation." The Divine purpose had
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been fulfilled until the Seven Years War, whilethe whole belonged
to France, but since then it had apparently been forgotten until
the Government of the United States brought the matter to the
attention of the Government of the Universe. Jackson's hatred
of the English was natural, in view of his sufferings in the War
of Independence and his victories in the war of 1812; but his
hatred of the Spaniards was less judtifiable. All Southerners in
his time wished to make conquests in the South. Louisiana,
Florida, and Texas wer e successvely acquired during hislife-time;
it was in spite of him that Florida was acquired by diplomacy
and not by war. Long after he had retired from politics, in 1843,
he wrote a vehement letter urging the annexation of Texas lest
the English should acquire it:

Great Britain has aready made tregties with Texas, and we know
that far-seeing nation never omitsa drcumdancein her extendve inter-
course with theworld which can be turned to account in increasing her
military resources May she not enter into an alliance with Texas?
And reserving, as she doubtless will, the North-western boundary
question as the cause of war with us whenever she choosss to dedare
it—let us uppoe that, as an aly with Texas, we are to fight her.
Preparatory to such a movement she snds her 20,000 or 30,000 men
to Texas, organizes them on the Sabine, where supplies and arms
can be concentrated before we have even notice of her intentions;
makes a lodgement on the Mississippi; exdtes the negroes to insur-
rection; the lower country falls, with it New Orleans, and a servile
war rages through the whole South and West.*

His imperialism pleased the South, and his patriotism pleased
the whole country—except, indeed, South Carolina when that
State wished to secade and he stood vigoroudy for the preserva-
tion of the Union. His nationalism was of a sort which isgenerally
popular in democracies provided they are powerful. But the love
of Southern conquest became, towards the end of his life, un-
popular in the North, owing to the davery issue While he was
President, it was not davery, but the tariff, that divided North
and South, and on this issue compromise was possble. Political
parties were only just beginning to be divided according to lati-

* Nicolay and Hay, op. cit., |, p. 226.
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rude; he was supported, not only by the South, but by the
North-West, by Pennsylvania, and by a mgjority in New York
Sae He wes admired as a patriot and a military hero, quite
as much as on account of his democracy. Under his guidance,
the plain man in America learnt to despise not only Europe,
but much that wes vduable in his own country. If his had been
the last great influence in the formation of the American character,
American democracy might have become assodiaed with ignor-
ance, recklesness, and violence. Fortunately in the next generation
a new issue gave sope for a new influence, through which
America became more worthy of its power over the destinies of
mankind.



CHAPTER XXIV

Saveryand Disunion

THE United States, as its name implies, is a federation, in
which the powers of the Federal Government are determined
by the Congtitution as interpreted by the Supreme Court. The
original thirteen States existed before they were united, and there
wer e among them wide differences of religion, climate, and history.
Their economic interests were different, and on many points
mutually antagonigtic; their important economic relations, for a
long time, werewith Europe rather than with each other. Puritan
Massachusgtts, which lived mainly by sea-faring and manufac-
tures, had no natural affinity with Episcopalian Virginia, where
large landed proprietors grew tobacco by dave labour. The War
of Independence had produced the union, but the war of 1812
nearly destroyed it, because the North didiked the interruption
to commerce. When, in 1798, the Federalists passed the Sedition
and Alien Acts, Kentucky passad Resolves, written by Jefferson,
to the dfect that that State regarded thee Acts as uncongtitu-
tional, and refused to enforce them, and Virginia followed suit.
It was not generally admitted, at that time, that the Supreme
Court's interpretation of the Constitution must be accepted by
all. In 1832, South Carolina almost seceded from didike of the
tariff. So late as 1843, thirteen northern Congressmen, headed
by Ex-President J. Q. Adams, threatened secesson of their States
if Texas was annexed. Throughout the older North and South,
secesson was regarded as an ever-present possibility.

As time went on, the chief disruptive influence came to be that
of davery. This question had a long history, without which it
cannot be understood.

Savery was introduced by the Europeans into all parts of the
American Continent. Columbus, it is true, was imprisoned by
the Spanish Government for making daves of the Indians, but
this phase did not last long. The Indians being unsatisfactory



Slavery and Disunion 307

as daves, negroes were brought from the West of Africa in large
numbers. In Colonial days, davery was legal everywhere in
America, but it never had any importance in the North. The
Virginia Assambly passsd measures abohshing the dave trade,
which Georgel | | vetoed. I n the original draft of the Declaration
of Independence, this was one of the counts of Jefferson's indict-
ment of that foolish monarch; but it was afterwards cut out as
not affording a genuine ground of complaint. The dave trade,
however, was abolished by agreement with the English in 1808.

In 1784, Jefferson proposed the prohibition of davery in the
North-west, and, though defeated at the time, he was successful
in 1787, when, by a unanimous vote, the Continental Congress
prohibited davery throughout the territory north and west of
the Ohio. Before the end of the eighteenth century, davery was
abolished in all the Northern States The Southern States, at
that time, looked forward cheerfully to its gradual extinction, and
there was, as yet, no bitterness between North and South on the
question.

In America, as in contemporary England, the course of history
was changed by the invention of labour-saving machinery. In
England, inventions enabled one person to accomplish as much
spinning or weaving as fifty persons could previoudy accomplish
in the same time; the result of these " labour-saving" devices was
that young children had to work fifteen hours a day. Ancther
result was to gimulate the demand for raw cotton. Whitney's
cotton gin, which was invented in 1793, enabled a negro to clean
fifty pounds of fibre a day insead of only one. The result was
the rapid extenson of cotton cultivation in the most southern
States. The cultivation was enormoudy profitable, and depended
upon dave labour. The cotton belt, therefore, ceased to be
indifferent on the subject of davery. Moreover, the climate being
very unhealthy and the dave trade having ceased, there was need
of a congant importation of daves into the cotton belt from the
less southern dave States; consequentiy the price of daves every-
where was increased, and Virginia and North Carolina became
valuable as breeding grounds for the destined victims of hook-
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worm, malaria, and yellow fever. The sentiment and the economic
life of the South were transformed, and the defence of davery
became the defence of a vital interest.

The first serious clash between North and South occurred in
1820, and issued in the Missouri Compromise. From the time
when the northern States abolished davery, the number of free
and dave Sates had been equal, and had remained 0, since,
of the eight new States, four were free and four daves. Owing
to the fact that the Senate conssed of two Senators from each
State, it maintained the balance so long as the number of States
on ether sde was the ssme. The admisson of Missouri would
tip the balance in favour of the South. There was a vehement
controversy, causng alarm for the future; Jefferson described
it as like a fire-bel in the night. At lag it was decided that
Missouri should be balanced by Maine, and that, in future, when
new Sates were created in the West, those of latitude 36° 30'
should have davery, and those north of this line should not. This
compromise governed the policy of the Federal Government for
a generation.

The ultimate effect was to drive the South into sthemes of
imperialist expanson. After the acquisition of Florida, no terri-
tory remained for the creation of new Southern States while
many free States could still be created in the North-west. How-
ever, Mexico was weak, and it was said that "manifest destiny"
demanded the acquistion by the United Sates of so much of
its territory as might at any time be found convenient. American
adventurers, with Southern encouragement, caused Texas to
dedlare its independence of Mexico, and to re-introduce davery,
which the Mexicans had abolished. The government of Texas,
which condged of immigrants from the United States, desred
annexation, which occurred in 1845. This gave the dave States
a majority of one.

Mexico, meanwhile, had ventured to protest, and thereby
provided occadon for the Mexican war. This ended with the
annexation of territory now covered by the Sates of California,
Nevada, Utah, Arizona, with parts of New Mexico, Colorado,
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and Wyoming. The result, however, was less satisfactory than
the South had hoped. The only part of the new acquisition that
quickly acquired enough population for admisson as a State was
California, half North of the Missouri Compromise line, and half
South of it, but determined to exclude davery. This led to a
difficult situation, which was ended—for a few years—by a new
compromise, that of 1850. At the time of this compromise, the
number of free and dave Sates had again become equal through
the admisson of Wisconsin in 1848. But the " Wilmot Proviso,"
which proposed to exclude davery from the newly acquired
territories, was defeated.

The Compromise of 1850 was only arrived at after long and
acrimonious debate, accompanied by threats of sscesson. There
were three provisons pleasing to the North, and two that were
pleasing to the South. To pleasethe North, California, undivided,
was admitted as a free State, although about half of it was South
of the line of the Missouri Compromise; New Mexico and Utah
were organized as Territories without davery; and the dave-trade
was prohibited in the District of Columbia. To please the South,
a new and dricter fugitive-dave law was passed, and Texas was
given ten million dallars. As regards this last provision, Nicolay
and Hay remark: "It has been gravedy asserted that this
indemnity of ten millions, suddenly trebling the value of the
Texas debt, and thereby affording an unprecedented opportunity
for speculation in the bonds of that State, was 'the propedling
force whereby thee ads were pushed through Congress in
definance of the original convictions of a majority of itsmembers.' "
They do not wholly endorsethisview; but it can hardly be doubted
that ten million dollars would have an efect upon some people's
"original convictions."

For a number of reasons, the Compromise of 1850 broke down,
although, for a few years, it was hoped that the davery question
had been finally seeded. The two causss of the revival of con-
troversy were: (1) that the North hated the fugitive-dave law
and resged its execution; (2) that the South, seeing no chance
of creating new dave States south of 36° 30", was driven to repeal
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the Missouri Compromise. From these two sources, the disagree
ment gradually widened until no issue remained but war.

The question of fugitive daves, more perhaps than any other
brought about the truth of Lincoln's doctrine that the Unioi
could not persst half dave and half free. When he first datec
this view publicly, in 1858, it surprised many people, and pro-
vided the staple of Douglas's arguments againgt him in their grea
debates. But when daves fled into free States, or when fre
negroes in the Nor th were falsly claimed as daves, the inhabitant!
of regions in which davery was detested were compelled eithei
to break the law or to become accomplices in what they felt te
be indefensible cruelty. Many men who would have been un-
moved by abstract abolitionist arguments could not bring them-
sves to give up an actual negro whom they had before their
eyes, the concrete example was irresistible, and the law broughi
it home to the northern consdience as no anti-davery orator}
could have done.

United States legidation on the subject of fugitive daves begins
with the Congtitution, which was framed by men who were very
careful of all property rights. The Constitution provided that
fugitive daves should be delivered up to their owners wherevei
they might be within the United States; this was, at the time,
one of the advantages which the South derived from consenting
to the Federal Union. Effect was given to this provison of the
Congtitution by a law passd in 1793, according to which the
owner, or his agent, could saze the alleged dave, take him before
a magistrate, prove his ownership to the magistrates satisfaction,
obtain a certificate from him, and carry off his property. Any
person who obstructed this procedure was liable to a fine of
$500.

The negro, being supposad to be a dave, was not allowed to
give evidence in his own cae Professonal dave-catchers were
employed, and often found it less trouble to take some free negro
and swear he was the right man, than to hunt for the particular
dave of whom they were supposed to be in search. The result
was that no negro was safe until he reached Canada. Dickens,
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in his American Notes, has described the practical operation of
the law as it was before 1850:

Public opinion has made this law. It has dedared that in Washing-
ton, in that city which takes its name from the father of American
liberty, any jugtice of the peace may bind with fetters any negro passing
down the street and thrust him intojail: no dffence on the black man's
part is necessary. This judice says "1 choose to think this man a
runaway": and locks him up. Public opinion empowe's the man of
law when this is done to advertiee the negro in the newspapers
warning his owner to come and claim him, or he will be sdld to pay
the jail fees But suppodng he is a free black, and has no owner, it
may naturally be preumed that he is st at liberty. No: HE is SOLD
TO RECOMPENSE His JAILER. This has bean done again and again and
again. He has no means of proving his freedom; has no advis,
messenger, or assdance of any sort or kind; no invedtigation into
his case is made, or inquiry ingtituted. He, a free man, who may have
saved for years and bought his liberty, is thrown into jail on no
proosss for no crime, and on no pretence of crime; and is sold to
pay thejail fess

Dickens is speaking of what happened in the District of
Columbia. Further north, the Sates passed Acts to prevent the
kidnapping of free negroes, and to enable the State judicial
authorities to demand proof that a negro was a dave before
allowing him to be removed. The Supreme Court, which always
endeavoured to strengthen davery so long as it existed, decided
in 1842 that all interference by States with the operation of the
fugitive-dave law was uncongitutional. The dave-owner, so it
appeared from the Court's decison, could seize any negro any-
where, and did not have to offer evidence of ownership until
he had brought him back to his own dave State.

Such was the gtate of the law in 1850, when the South demanded
that it should be made more stringent. Asapart of the compromise,
this demand was granted. Under the new law, all the harsh
features of the old laws were continued, and, in addition, the
penalties for helping a fugitive dave in any way were increased
to $1,000 together with imprisonment up to sx months. M or e-
over a posse comitatus could be summoned to asss in capturing
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the alleged dave, so that all the neighbourhood were liable to
be involved in carrying out the unpopular law. When a Souther-
ner's horse ran away, he had to catch it himsdf; but when his
daveran away, he could call upon all the inhabitants of a northern
district to help him in recovering his property, and any who
failed were liable to penalties.

The reaults of this law in the North were disagrous to the
Southern cause The arrest of a fugitive dave in Boston caused
a riot, in which a whole regiment of soldiers had to be called
out, between whose lines the captive was marched on to a U.S.
frigate which took him by s to the South. At Oberlin in Ohio,
where a rescue had been effected, profesors and ministers of
religion had to be put in gaol; and on other smilar occasons
eminent Quakers were involved. Southerners complained that
they risked their lives in attempting to capture runaway daves
The North, where most people had previoudy viewed Southern
davery with indifference, was led by the operation of the fugitive-
dave law to regard the matter as one in which it was impossible
to be neutral or indifferent. Abolitionist sentiment was still
exceptional, but it was felt to be intolerable that respected citizens
should be punished for helping unfortunate negroes to exape
from bondage The indstence of the South was the more unwise
in view of the very small number of fugitive daves South
Carolina, in 1860, log 23 daves i.e. one in 17,501; the South
as a whole logt onefiftieth of 1 per cent. The outcry was loudest
in the most Southern States, where theloss was the smallest.*

Throughout the thirty years preceding the Civil War, Aboli-
tionism in the North had been gradually increasing both in
numbers and in fanaticism. As a force in public life, it may be
taken as dating from 1831, when William Lloyd Garrison began
the publication of his newsgpaper The Liberator, In the opening
number he said:

| shal drenuoudy contend for the immediate enfranchissment of
our dave population. ... On this subject | do not wish to write, or

* Nicolay and Hay, op. cit.. 1 11, p. 31.
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ek, or think, with moderation. No! No! Tell a man whose house
is on fire, to give a moderate alarm; tell him to moderately rescue his
wife from the hands of the ravisher; tell the mother to gradually
extricate her babe from the fire into which it has fallen; but urge
me not into moderation in a cause like the presmt. | am in earnest
—I will not excuse—! will not retreat a Sngle inch—and | will be
heard.

He was heard—in the South.

The Georgia Legidature offered a reward of five thousand dollars
to any one who should kidnap Garrison, or who should bring to
conviction any one circulating the Liberator in the State. Yet o little
known in their own neghborhoods were these early worke's in this
great reform that when the Mayor of Boston received remongtrances
from certain Southern States againg such an incendiary publication
as the Liberator he was able to sy that no member of the city
government and no person of his acquaintance had ever heard of the
paper or its editor; that on search being made it was found that " this
office was an dbscure hale, his only visble auxiliary a negro boy, and
his supporters a very few inggnificant persons of all colors"*

Presdent Jackson denounced anti-davery propaganda, and
wished Congress to prohibit agitation "calculated to stimulate
the daves to insurrection and to produce all the horrors of civil
war." When Bogton did hear of Garrison, it at first didiked him.
He was on one occason attacked by a Boston mob, and his life
was saved by his being put in gaol. In Illincis in 1837, an
Abadlitionist clergyman, Elijah P. Loveoy, who edited a news
paper, was murdered by a mob. But gradually, epecialy in
Massachusetts, the Abolitionists gained attention. It must be
said that their fanaticism did more harm than good to their cause,
and served as a goad to Southern violence. They urged that any
one attempting to capture a fugitive dave should be killed. They
called for dissolution of the Union, snce they held it sinful to
have any dealings with the accursed thing—though how the daves
would have benefited is not clear. Garrison in 1843 said that
"the compact which exists between the North and the South is
'a covenant with death and an agreement with hell'—involving

* Nicolay and Hay, op. cit., I, p. 148.
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both parties in atrocious criminality, and should be immediately
annulled." The extreme AboHtionists continued to demand the
dissolution of the Union even &fter the outbreak of the Civil
War—a demand which is difficult to understand if they genuinely
desired the welfare of the negro. And by their fanaticism they
helped to make the South aggressive.

The repea of the Missouri Compromise in the interests of
the South was the first definite political infringement of the
Compromise of 1850. The question arose in connection with
Kansas, which was North of the Missouri Compromise line, but
next to the State of Missouri, some of whose inhabitants wished
to occupy it as dave territory. In 1854, by the Nebraska Bill,
it was enacted that Kansas and Nebraska should be dave or free
as they themselves might decide. In regard to Nebraska, it was
known that freedom would prevail, but in regard to Kansas there
was uncertainty, and Kansas at once became a battle-ground.
Southerners came in through Missouri, Northerners through
lowa. Each set up a government, and said theirs was the legiti-
mate authority for deciding on slavery. Civil war raged, and each
side appealed to Washington. Although Washington sided with
the Southerners, the North won in the end by weight of numbers,
and Kansas was admitted as a free State on the eve of the Civil
War.

The aggressveness of the South, as shown in the repea of
the Missouri Compromise, led to the formation of the Republican
Party, whose first National Convention met at Philadelphia in
1856. The platform of the new Party aimed at excluding savery
from all Territories; on other points it revived the doctrines of
the Whigs, the most important of which was high tariff. In the
presidential election, the new Party failed to win, but neverthe-
less did surprisingly well. The successful Democratic candidate,
Buchanan, had 1,838,169 votes; Fremont, the Republican, had
1,341,264. Fremont's vote was entirely in the free States, and
of them eleven voted for him while five voted for Buchanan.
Lincoln's State, 11linois, was one of thefive.

The Democratic Party began its career with Jackson, and held
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power from 1829 to 1861, except for the bresks in 1841 when
Harrison was elected, and in 1849 when Taylor became President.
The break in 1841 came to very little, because Harrison died
withinamonth of hisinauguration, and the Vice-President Tyl or,
who thereupon became President, in the main went over to the
Democrats. Until the davery issue, the chief question on which
parties were divided was the tariff. The Democrats stood for low
tariff; their opponents, the Whigs, stood for high tariff. The South
favoured free trade; New England favoured protection. New Y ork
State was usually democratic; the North-west fluctuated. Owing
to the fact that the tariff was the main issue, and that on this
question the South was united while the North was divided, the
South usually controlled the administration; from 1789 to 1861,
there were only twelve years of Northern domination. This had
given Southerners a feeling that they had a right to govern. As
the North outstripped the South in territory, in population, and
in wealth, it became increasingly clear that, in the end, the North
must prevail. To men accustomed to power, this ssemed mon-
strous. They thought of conquering Mexico and Cuba and Central
America; they dreamed of introducing davery throughout the
Territories of the West. Their mentality was that of threatened
aristocrats, and they felt that there was something unnatural in
their being expected to submit to a mere numerical majority.
Instead of becoming more conciliatory as the crisis approached,
they became more blustering and bullying, and sought by blatant
self-assertion to terrify the supposedly timid North.

The Supreme Court, which contained a Southern majority,
celebrated Buchanan's inauguration by announcing, two days
later (March 6, 1857), the famous Dred Scott decision, which
reversed what had previously been supposed to be the law. It
was judicially decided that negroes "cannot become citizens of
the United States nor sue in the Federal courts. . . . That the
Constitution of the United States recognizes daves as property,
and pledges the Federa Government to protect it; and that the
Missouri Compromise Act and like prohibitory laws are uncon-
stitutional." It was laid down explicitly that the words of the



316 Freedom and Organization, 1814-1914

Declaration of Independence, concerning all men being born
equal, had not been intended to apply to negroes.

The South welcomed this decision with acclamation; the North,
which did not like to bring the Supreme Court into contempt,
was perplexed. Lincoln, who never failed in respect for the
Constitution, replying to a speech by Douglas, said:

And now as to the Dred Scott decison. That decison dedares
two propositions—first, that a negro cannot sue in the United Sates
courts; and secondly, that Congress cannot prohibit davery in the
Territories. It was made by a divided court—dividing differendy on
the different points. Judge Douglas does not discuss the merits of
the decision, and in that respect | shall follow his example, believing
| could no more improve on McLean and Curtis, than he could on
Taney. He denounces all who question the correctness of that decision,
as offering violent resgtance to it. But who resigts it? Who has, in
spite of the decision, declared Dred Scott free, and resisted the
authority of his mester over him? Judicia decisons have two uses
—first, to absolutely determine the cae decided, and, secondly, to
indicate to the public how other similar cases will be decided when
they arise. For the latter use they are called "precedents’ and "autho-
rities." We bdieve as much as Judge Douglas (perhgps more) in
obedience to and respect for the judicial department of government.
We think its decisons on congtitutional questions, when fully settled,
should control, not only the particular cesss decided, but the generd
policy of the country, subject to be disturbed only by amendments
of the Congtitution as provided in that instrument itself. More than
this would be revolution. But we think the Dred Scott decision is
erroneous. We know the court that made it hes often overruled its
own decisions, and we shall do what we can to have it overrule this.
We offer no resstance to it. Judicial decisons are of greater or less
authority as precedents according to circumstances. That this should
be so, accords both with common snse and the customary under-
standing of the legal profession. If this important decision had been
made by the unanimous concurrence of the judges, and without any
apparent partisan bias, and in accordance with legd public expectation,
and with the seady practice of the departments throughout our
history, and had been in no part basad on assumed historical facts
which are not redly true; or, if wanting in some of thesg, it had been
before the court more than once, and had there been affirmed and
reaffirmed through a course of years, it then might be, perhaps would
be, factious, nay, even revolutionary, not to acquiexce in it as a pre-
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cedent. But when, as is true, we find it wanting in all these daims
to the public confidence, it is not resgance, it is not factious, it is
not even disrespectful, to treat it as not having yet quite established
a sttled doctrine for the country.

But while the immediate effect of the decison in the Dred
Scott case was to give confidence to the South and to cause
perplexity in the North, the ultimate effect was very different.
It now appeared that, as things stood, there was no legal way
by which davery could be excluded throughout the Territories
of the North-west. Ther e had been no need to repeal the Missouri
Compromise Act, snce it was unconstitutional; the Nebraska Act,
againg which the North had vehemendy protested, conceded to
the South less than was already granted by the Congtitution.
The Supreme Court said, in effect: "You may have come to
didike davery, you may think more highly of the negro than
men did in 1789, but your fedings and thoughts are of no avail
againg the words decreed at that time. You may think you live
under a democracy, but you are mistaken: you are governed still
by what was decided nearly seventy years ago, and you must
remain in the grip of the dead hand until three-quarters of the
Sates agree to rdeae you." Lest this paraphrase should be
supposed mideading, | will quote some of the actual words of
the judgment:

No one we presume, upposss that any change in public opinion
or feding in rdation to this unfortunate race, in the civilized nations
of Europe or in this country, should induce the court to give to the
words of the Congtitution a more liberal congruction in their favor
than they were intended to bear when the insgrument wes framed
and adopted. . . It is not only the same in words, but the same in
meaning, and ddegates the same powe's to the Government, and
rerves and sures the same rights and privileges to the citizen;
and as long as it continues to exigt in its presmt form, it gpeeks not
only in the same words but with the same meaning and intent with
which it gpoke when it came from the hands of its framers and was
voted on and adopted by the people of the United Sates

It was clear that a majority of the citizens of the United States
did not desire the establishment of davery in the Territories of
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the North-west. The Supreme Court had dedared that there was
no way in which the mgority could makeitswill prevail on this
point. This wes intolerable, and afforded an incentive to war.
If the South had been less impatient, the North might have been
forced into unconstitutional action in defence of mgjority rule;
but the South, more aggressve and even more intolerant than
the North, was the first to goped to force, with the result that
the North, while defending the Congtitution, won more than it
had ever claimed.

Externally as well as internaly, the South, and the adminis-
trations which represented its interests, was imperious and in-
different to the rights of others. Jackson in his dedings with the
Spaniards st an example which wes followed, on a larger scde,
in the Mexican war. Sesking for dave territory to annex, President
Pierce thought that Cuba afforded a suitable opportunity. He
endeavoured to buy the idand from Spain, but Spain had the
effrontery to refuse to sdl it. Thereupon, in 1854, the U.S.
Ministers to London, Paris, and Madrid met and drew up what
was known as the Ogend Manifesto, which declared that if
Spain would not sdl Cuba it should be annexed by force
Buchanan, the first dgnatory of this interesting document,
succesded Ferce as President. In that office he continued to seek
an opportunity for the annexation of Cuba, and in this the whole
Democratic Party supported him. When nominated, he said:
“1f1 can be instrumenta in settling the davery question upon
the terms | have mentioned, and then add Cuba to the Union,
| shdll, if Presdent, be willing to give up the ghodt, and let
Breckenridge take the government.” The Democratic platform
demended "that every proper effort be made to insure our
avendacy in the Gulf of Mexico," and applauded eforts to
"regenerae’ Central America

When the South decided to ssoede it did not abandon the
plan of extensve conquests in Latin America. The dave-holders,
sad a pamphlet published in i860, would carry out the designs
of Providence and edtablish "a vest, opulent, happy and glorious
dave-holding Republic, throughout tropical America—future
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generations will arise and call us blessed!" "This picture of a
slaveempire or republic," says Channing, "extending from M ount
Vernon on the Potomac to the Talaces of the Montezumas' within
sight of the mighty Popocatepetl comes again and again before
one's eyes in Southern books."*

The outlook of Southern politicians was that to which, in
England, we are accustomed in upper-class imperialists and the
financiers who inspire them. Democracy fades into the back-
ground, and a predatory oligarchy increasingly dominates the
scene. What is characteristic of America in world history is not
to be found in the South of 1850 to 1860.

In personal relations, aswell asin their larger political dealings,
prominent Southerners were arrogant and brutal. In 1856, Senator
Sumner of Massachusetts, a distinguished man, made the following
speech, attacking Senator Butler of South Carolina:

With regret | come again upon the Senator from South Carolina,
who, omnipresent in this debate, overflowed with rage at the simple
suggestion that Kansas had applied for admission as a State; and
with incoherent phrases discharged the loose expectoration of his
speech, now upon her representative and then upon her people. There
was no extravagance of the ancient parliamentary debate which he
did not repeat; nor was there any possible deviation from truth which
he did not make, with so much of passion, | am glad to add, as to
save him from the suspicion of intentional aberration. But the Senator
touches nothing which he does not disfigure—with error, sometimes
of principle, sometimes of fact. He shows an incapacity of accuracy,
whether in stating the Constitution or in stating the law, whether
in details of statistics or the diversions of scholarship. He cannot open
his mouth but out there flies a blunder.

Two days later, a young Southern Senator named Brooks,
a nephew of Butler, deliberately attacked Sumner while he was
sitting at his desk, hitting him on the head repeatedly with a
guttapercha cane. Sumner, for some time, could not get up
because the desk was in his way. Brooks continued to beat him
until he became unconscious and sank upon the floor; by this

* Charming, op. cit., V |, p. 260.
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time the cane was shivered to pieces. Another South Carolina
Senator kept would-be rescuers at bay. The Senate refused to
censure Brooks in any way. In the House of Representatives,
which had a Northern majority, he was censured; he resigned,
and was immediately re-elected. Sumner, as a result of the attack,
had an injury to the spine, from which it took him years to
recover, during which he was incapacitated from work. This was
only one example of Southern violence, which made Washington
unsafe for Northerners.

The leading spirits in the South aimed at a revival of the dave
trade. A certain amount of it went on surreptitioudy in the last
years before the Civil War, but naturally the facts are difficult
to ascertain. Senator Douglas stated in i860 that more daves had
been imported in 1859 than in any previous year, even while the
dave trade was legal. In 1858, the Wanderer, a yacht with a cargo
of daves from Africa, arrived in the Savannah River. She had
pretended to be a pleasure yacht, and her owner had hobnobbed
with the officers of the British warship Medusa which was on
the look out for davers After these mutual courtesies, her owner
took her to the Congo, packed several hundreds of negroes into
her, landed them in South Carolina, and distributed them over
the South. The Captain and some of the crew were arrested, but
acquitted; the yacht was confiscated, but bought back by the
owner's partner, a man named Lamar. He "told those present
that the vessd was his, that she had been wrongfully seized, and
asked them not to bid. None save the keeper of the jail did, and
for doing so he was assaulted by Lamar at the dose of the sale” *
The owner did not, however, escape unpunished: he was expelled
from the New York Yacht Club.

Another dightly earlier venture had ended less fortunately for
the dave traders. The Echo, "with some three hundred naked
Congo negroes on board," was seized by the Dolphin of the
U.S. Navy and brought into Charleston. What should be done?
Thequestion was argued in the Richmond Enquirer of September 1,
1858:

* McMaster, op. ct, VIII, p. 35L
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The law required that the ship be confiscated, the owners fined
double the value of the ship and cargo, that the captain be hanged,
and that the neyoes be sent back to Africa. Who knew from what
part they came? Caging them loose on the coas was of doubtful
humanity. Liberating them in South Carolina wasimpossble Nothing
remained, then, but the sdection of good magers who could turn
thee udess barbarians into ussful laborers. A ditizen of Charleton
asked, why send them back? They were wanted by the planters, by
the mechanics, by the railroads They had reached the threshold of
civilization. Why return to barbarisn? They had come within the
influence of Chrigtianity. Why return them to heathenisn? There was
no reason save that ancther section of the country looked with disgust
on the ingtitutions of the South and called on her to make this sacrifice
of interest to humanity.*

The President decided that the negroes must be returned to
Africa, and meanwhile handed them over for a year to the care
of the Colonization Society. But | find no record that the captain
was hanged.

South Carolina’'s mouth watered at the sight of the booty of
which she had been deprived. There were resolutions in the
legidature mamtaining that interference with the dave trade was
unconstitutional. The legidature of Arkansas rejected a resolution
againg the dave trade. But the Governor of Florida, while repu-
diating "sickly sentimentality on the subject,” rerninded the
American dave-breeding industry that foreign competition was
opposed to its interests.

South Carolina, as always, was the leading spirit. A Grand
Jury in that State spoke of the law againg the dave trade as a
"public grievance” The Governor pointed out the necessty of
reviving the dave trade if free labour wasto be avoided, and urged
that only by dave labour could conflicts between labour and
capital be prevented:

If, he said, the demand for dave labor could not be supplied, then
the South must expect to recaive a kind it did not want, a kind
antagonidic to her inditutions. That her drays should be driven by
daves he factories worked by daves her hotds sarved by daves

* McMagter, op. cit, VIII, p. 349.
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her locomatives manned by daves, was far better than to be exposd
toan inroad from any quarter of a population alien by birth, training,
and education; a population which in time would lead to that conflict
between capital and labor which made it so difficult to maintain free
ingitutions in countries where davery did not exig. In all dave
holding States the superior race should direct, the inferior race per-
form, all manual service.

The standpoint of the South was stated with admirable lucidity
by W. B. Gaulden of Georgia, at the Charleston Demaocratic
National Convention in M ay, i860:

| tell you, fdlow-Democrats, that the American davetrader is the
true Union man [chears and laughter]. | tell you that the dave-trading
of Virginiais more immoral, more unchrigtian in every possble point
of view, than that African dave-trade which goes to Africa and brings
a heathen and worthless man here, chridianizes him, and snds him
and his pogderity down the sream of time to enjoy the blesings of
civilization.... It has been my fortune to go into that noble old Sate
to buy a few darkies and | have had to pay from $1000 to $2000 a
head, when | could go to Africa and buy better negroes for $50
apiece ... | advocate the reped of the laws prohibiting the African
davetrade because | bdieve it to be the true Union movement. |
do not bdieve that sttions whose interests are 0 different as the
Southern and Northern Sates can ever gand the shodks of fanaticiam
unless they be equally balanced. | bdieve that by reopening this trade,
and giving us negroes to populate the Territories, the equilibrium
of the two stions will be maintained.

It must not, however, be supposed that the South was actuated
by ignoble matives in defending davery; on the contrary, it was
carrying out the wishes of the Creator. As the Confederate Vice-
Presdent Stephens said at the beginning of the struggle:

The pievailing idess entertained by him [Jeferson] and mogt of
the leading satesmen at the time of the formation of the old Con-
ditution, were that the endavement of the African was in violation
of thelaws of nature; that it waswrong in principle, socialy, morally,
and poalitically. . . . Our new government is founded upon exactly
the opposte ideg; its foundations are laid, its corner-gone rests upon
the great truth, that the negro is not equal to the white man; that
davery—subordination to the superior race—is his natural and normal
condition. This, our new government, is the first, in the history of
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the world, basad upon this great physical, philosophical, and moral
truth.... Thesubgtratum of our society is made of the material fitted
by nature for it, and by experience we know that it is best, not only
for the superior, but for the inferior race that it should be 0. It is,
indeed, in conformity with the ordinance of the Creator. It is not
for us to inquire into the wisdom of his ordinances or to quesion
them. For his own purposss he has made one race to differ from
ancther, ashe hasmade " one gar to differ from ancther sar in glory.”
The great objects of humanity are best attained when there is con-
formity to his laws and decress in the formation of governments as
well asin all things ds2 Our Confederacy is founded upon principles
in gtrict conformity with these laws.

The conflict between North and South was a dash between
two radically different conceptions of the social organism. The
North bdieved in political eguality, the South believed in the
esential subordination of the manual labourer, who should be
of an "inferior" race. The Northern conception was modern,
seeking prosperity for all through mechanical inventions; the
Southern conception was antique, seeking prosperity for the few
through the labour of daves To the Northern mind, davery
and democracy were incompatible, but an ancient Greek or
Roman democrat would have agreed with the South. The South
belonged to the pagt, the North to the future.

Economic interests determined the outlook of the different
sdtions of the United States. The important sections, in the
decade from 1850 to 1860, were four: the cotton South, the
tobacco South, theold North, and the North-west. The Far West,
except in the matter of gold production, had not yet any great
importance.

The cotton South was the moving spirit in Southern politics
in the years before the Civil War. The demand for cotton,
especially in England, grew with amazing rapidity, and was
promoted by England's adoption of free trade* The economic
relations of the cotton belt were mainly with England by sea
British manufactures wereimported in exchange for cotton. There

* The cotton crop was valued at seventy-eight million dollars in 1850,
and two hundred and thirty-six millionin 1860. Charming, V | , p. 207.
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was, consequently, a strong desire for free trade. In 1861, as in
1832, the tariff was assigned by South Carolina as a reason for
leaving the Union. On the large cotton plantations, rich planters
lived an isolated life, which did not promote the culture charac-
teristic of Virginia in an earlier day. The poor whites followed
the lead of the great landowners, and supported slavery both
because they believed that the South would be ruined by its
abolition, and because it was a pleasure to have inferiors to ook
down upon. South Carolina, though it produced cotton, was less
successful than the Gulf States, and was rendered rather hysterical
by the feeling of gradual failure.

Of the Northerly group of dave States, Virginia had lost her
former importance, largely owing to the exhaustion of tobacco-
growing soils. Both Virginiaand North Carolinahad been drained
of population by the westward emigration, and had not had their
numbers replenished by immigrants from Europe. Kentucky was
in much closer touch with free Ohio than with other dave States;
Eastern Tennessee also was more bound to the North than to
the South. Missouri, on the border, was pretty evenly divided
in its interests. But there was one reason which made all the
northerly dave States anxious to preserve slavery, and that was
that they were the breeding-grounds for daves. As the demands
of the cotton belt increased, the price of daves was enhanced.
The cotton South was unhealthy, and could not produce all the
daves that it needed. As Channing says:

The premium on the production of negro children in the northern
tier of the Save Sates was great, for each one born was worth in
a very short time about two hundred dollars to its magter. It is hardly
necessary to go farther. One hes only to think for another moment
to arouse in his mind many unpleasant surmises as to the results of
such a condition of affairs, however we may minimize it, upon both
meder and dave. Moreover, the traffic, great or small, established
an economic bond between the northern region of "tolerated slavery,"
if one may use such a phrase, and the cotton South and thereby
strengthened the political and social forces that bound the two sections
of the Save Sates together.

In the old North, New England prospered by manufactures,



Slavery and Disunion 325

and continually advocated a high tariff. Agriculture was becoming
unimportant, owing to the growth of the West. New York City
lived by commerce, partly with the South, and was therefore
more friendly to the South than was the res of the North. All
the big cities of the East contained large numbers of recent immi-
grants, the Irish preponderated, but the Germans were aso
numerous, though a larger proportion of them setded in the West.

The North-west, by its history and economic interests, was
more bound to national unity than either the South or the Eadt.
Its part in the struggle, which proved decisive, is bound up with
the career of Lincoln.



CHAPTER XXV

Lincoln and National Unity

T H E North-west, the mogt rapidly growing region in the United
States, and in some ways the most vigorous, had very definite
economic interests, which were largely not identical with those of
other parts of the Union. The export of wheat to Europe began
tobeimportant just beforethe Civil War . At thistime, the disposal
of the public lands, homestead acts, and railways, were matters
as to which the West depended upon the Federal Government or
Eastern capital. The desreto find a field for white labour on new
lands caused oppostion to the extenson of davery into Kansas
and other Territoriesthat bordered on the North-west.

History, as well as present circumstances, produced a very
different feeling in the West from that which existed either in the
old North or in the old South: there was less loyalty to on€s
own State, and more to the Union. While the older States ante-
dated the Federal Government, the Western States had been
created by it. The immigrants by whom they were peopled came
some from the North, some from the South; a great many were
recent arrivals from Europe, seeking freedom and prosperity in
aland of promise, but not interested in itslocal divisons. M oreover
the West, instead of looking directly upon the sea, and thence to
Europe, was sparated from the sea by many hundreds of miles of
American roads or rivers. It looked to the Federal Government to
encourage the building of roads and to help in keeping them free
from Indians, as well as to keep open the navigation of the water
routes. The North-west, more especially, was dependent upon
national unity. The roads, and subsequently the railways, as well
as the water system of the Great Lakes and the Erie Canal, ran
East and West, while the Mississippi and itstributariesran North
and South. Apart from means of transport, the West wasreminded
of the need of a strong government by the Spaniardsin the South,
the English in the North, and the Indians wherever they were
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leat wanted. In these circumgances, it is not surprisng that
patriotism towards the United States acquired in the West far
more force than it had in the East while the old loyalty to one's
own State still survived.

Abraham Lincoln, through whom the North-west* first found
effective political expresson, was subject in youth to the external
influences that operated upon most of the citizens of Illinois. As
we have sen already, he was born in Kentucky in great poverty,
but when he was seven years old the family moved to Indiana.
"The social condition of Kentucky," say Nicolay and Hay, "had
changed consderably from the early pioneer days Life had
assumed a more settled and orderly course. The old barbarous
equality of the earlier time was gone; a difference of dassss began
to be sen. Those who held daves assumed a distinct social
superiority over those who did not. Thomas Lincoln, concluding
that Kentucky was no country for a poor man, determined to
sk his fortune in Indiana." But no fortune awaited him there,
and in 1830, the year in which Abraham came of age, his father
decided to move westward once more, this timeto lllinois.

Lincoln's early years formed his character. In childhood, "he
lived a sdlitary life in the woods, returning from his lonesome
little games to his cheerless home. He never talked of these days
to his mogt intimate friends. ... Ofall those advantages for the
cultivation of a young mind and spirit which every home now
offers to its children, the books, toys, ingenious games, and daily
devotion of parental love, he knew absolutdly nothing." Hard
work, traditions of Indians, solitude, and the slence of the forest
made up his environment; he loved human beings, partly, perhaps,
because in the forest they were rare.

In Illinois, Lincoln gradually won his way, not by an obvious
brilliancy, but by hard work, and by a character and disposition
which made him popular. In 1831 he became a clerk and shop
assgant, and took a cargo down the river to New Orleans. In
1832 hetook part in the Black Hawk War. This gave him occason

* The North-wes of Lincan's time was the eagern portion of what
isnow caled the Middle West.
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at a later date (1848) to make fun of military glory as a political
asst, when General Cass was being extolled for his somewhat
obscure servicesin thewar of 1812:

"Did you know, Mr. Spesker," he said, "l am amilitary hero? In
the days of the Black Hawk war | fought, bled, and came away. | was
not a Stillman's defeat, but | was about as near it as Generad Cass
was to Hull's surrender; and, like him, | saw the place very soon
afterwards. It is quite certain | did not bresk my sword, for | had
none to bresk, but | bent my musket pretty badly on one occasion.
If General Cass went in advance of me picking whortleberries, | guess
| surpassed him in charges on the wild onions. If he sav any live
fighting Indians, it was more than | did, but | had a good many
bloody struggles with the mosquitoes; and athough | never fainted
from loss of blood, | can truly say | was often very hungry. If ever
| should conclude to doff whatever our Democratic friends may
suppose there is of black-cockade Federdism about me, and thereupon
they shall take me up as their candidate for the Presidency, | protest
that they shall not make fun of me, as they have of Generd Cass, by
attempting to write meinto amilitary hero."

At the time of these military exploits, Lincoln was a candidate
for the State Legislature of I1linois. He stood asaWhig, asupporter
of Henry Clay. "I am," he said, "in favour of a national bank; I
am in favour of the internal improvement system, and of a high
protective tariff. These are my sentiments and political principles.”
At no period did Lincoln attempt to win votes by ambiguity as
to his opinions. The State of Illinoiswas for Jackson, Lincoln was
against him, and on this occasion he was defeated.

Having failed as a politician, he thought of becoming a black-
smith, but, more or less by chance, acquired a share in a grocery
store. This came to grief, leaving him loaded with debt. For a
while he was a postmaster, and then an official surveyor. We
are told that he was popular wherever he went, sometimes for
reasons we should not expect, such as that "he was the best judge
at a horse-race the county afforded,” and that "he could raise a
barrel of whisky from the ground and drink from the bung."
Whether for these or for other merits, he was at the head of the
poll in the election to the Legislature in the year 1834.
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Hispolitical actionsat thistimewer ecorrect but not remarkable,
except on one occasion, that of the "Lincoln-Stone Protest” in
1837. This was his first individual public expresson of opinion
on davery, which, after a period of semi-toleration, had been
definitively excluded from lllinois by a popular vote in 1832. In
spite of this vote, there was fierce hatred of abalitionists, which
extended itself to all New Englanders. It was dangerous to avow
onesdf an opponent of davery, and fierce laws prevented theentry
of free negroes into Illinois. We have already ssen how, at Alton
in lllinois, the Rev. Elijah P. L ovejoy was mur dered by amob for
hisabalitionism in thevery year, 1837, in which Lincoln and Stone
made their protest. Their protest was againg resolutions passed
by the State Legidature, unanimoudy in the Senate, and with
only five dissentients in the House, in support of the Southern
view as to davery. Their protest dated their belief "that the
institution of davery is founded on both injustice and bad policy,
but that the promulgation of abalition doctrines tends rather
to increase than abate its evils." They go on to say that Congress
has no power, under the Constitution, to interferewith davery in
the States. It shows how rapidly opinion changed that, in 1837,
even s0 mild a protest should have been an act of high courage.
Lincoln shows already at this time the combination, which he
aways maintained, of didike of davery with regpect for the
Consgtitution.

In 1841 he began the practice of the L aw, which he had been
studying for yearsin his odd moments. As a lawyer he was success
ful and popular, though hisincome was never large. " The largest
fee he ever got was one of five thousand dollars from the Illinois
Central Railway, and he had to bring suit to compd them to pay
it."* He was dected to Congress in 1846, the only successful
Whigin lllinois. He thought the Mexican War unjustifiable, but
nevertheless consdered that, once begun, it ought to be supported
and brought to a successful conclusion. In a gpeech in Congress
hesaid: " | f to say 'the war was unnecessarily and unconstitution-
ally commenced by the President’ be opposing the war, then the

* Nicolay and Hay, op. cit., |, p. 308.
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Whigs have very generally opposed it. . . . But if when the war
had begun, and had become the cause of the country, the giving
of our money and our blood, in common with yours, was support
of thewar, thenitisnot truethat we have always opposed thewar ."
His position was aways that a private citizen should not s
himself in opposition, except argumentatively, to a democratically
elected government. He was one of the few thoroughly consgstent
believersin democracy that have ever lived. He believed not only,
like Jefferson, in government by the people, but in government by
the people; he never logt sight of the need of authority and
submission to the law.

Hisinterest in politicswas not increased by histerm in Congress,
and in 1849 he returned to lllinois and his practice at the Bar.
" From 1849 to 1854, both inclusive, | practised law more assidu-
oudy than ever before" he says "I was losing interest in poalitics,
when the repeal of the Missouri Compromise aroused me again.”
It is notable that during the years of his retirement he studied
logic and learnt by heart the first sx books of Euclid. The effect
of this may be perceived in some of his gpesches, for instance:
"One would gtate with great confidence that he could convince
any sane child that the smpler propostions of Euclid are true;
but nevertheess he would fail, utterly, with one who should deny
the definitions and axioms. The principles of Jefferson are the
definitions and axioms of free society." No doubt Jefferson
himself took this view, and was influenced by Euclid, directly or
indirectly, in his political thinking. The substitution of the
inductive for the deductive method has been a dow and gradual
process, in which intellectual advance has sometimes involved
political retrogresson. Perhaps we may regoice that Lincoln, in
spite of his dose contact with human experience, still thought
deductively on some points, snce by doing so he gained in
certainty and persuasive force.

Lincoln's hatred of davery, deeply controlled as it was, and
subordinated to his respect for the Constitution, brought him
back into palitics when it appeared that there was danger of an
extenson of davery. The man who, by the Nebraska bill, had
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repealed the Missouri Compromise, was Senator Douglas of
Illinois. In October 1854, at the State Agricultural Fair in Spring-
field, Douglas and Lincoln for thefirst time met in public debate
of the issues which Douglass action had made acute. Douglas,
defending his doctrine of popular sovereignty, said, as was his
wont, that he was indifferent as to whether the new Territories
voted for or againg davery; he was content to leave the issue to
the wishes of the sdttlers. Lincoln, in a four hours speech, st
forth the doctrines which guided all his subsequent actions:

This dedared indifference but, as | mus think, covet zed for
the sporead of davery, | cannot but hate. | hate it because of the
mongrous injugtice of davery itsdf. | hate it because it deprives our
republican example of its jus influence in the world; enables the
enemies of free inditutions with plaugbility to taunt us as hypo-
crites; causss the real friends of freedom to doubt our sincerity;
and epedally because it forces 0 many redlly good men among
oursdves into an open war with the very fundamental principles of
civil liberty, criticizing the Declaration of Independence and inggting
that thereis no right principle of action but sdf-interet.

The doctrine of sdf-government is right,—absolutely and eternally
right—but it has no just application as here attempted. Or perhaps
| should rather say that whether it has such just application, depends
upon whether a negroisnot, or is, a man. If heisnot a man, in that
cax hewho isa man may as a matter of sdf-government do just what
he plesses with him. But if the negro is a man, is it not to that extent
a total destruction of sdf-government to say that he too shal not
govern himsdf? When the white man governs himsdf, that is sdf-
government; but when he governs himsdf and aso governs ancther
man, that is more than sdf-government—that is despatiam.

One passage is specially suggestive of Lincoln's later speeches

Little by little, but geadily as man's march to the grave, we have
been giving up the old for the new faith. Near eghty years ago we
began by dedaring that all men are created equal; but now from that
beginning we have run down to the other dedaration that for some
men to endave others is a "sacred right of sdf-government.” These
principles cannat stand together. They are as oppodte as God and
mammon.
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Lincoln's criticisms of Douglas made a great impresson in
Ilinois, and many Democrats joined the " anti-Nebraska" section
in opposng any extension of davery. Douglas, senstive to the
drift of public opinion, began to cool somewhat in his ardour for
his Southern friends. When, in 1858, heand Lincoln stood against
each other for the Senate, Lincoln drove him to make further
concessons which lost him the support of the Save States in
1860, and thusled to the split in the Democr atic Party which gave
the victory to Lincoln in the presidential election. The South
had ruled by the help of Northern votes; it was Lincoln's cate-
chizing of Douglas that made a continuation of this process
impossible.

The inevitability of violent conflict on the davery question
was evident to Lincoln sooner than to other public men. He did
not desre the conflict; he was willing to leave the South in
undisturbed possesson of its daves, but he felt that no peaceful
issue would be acceptable to both ddes. In 1855 he wrote to a
friend: "Experience has demonstrated, | think, that there is no
peaceful extinction of davery in prospect for us" He continues:
"So far as peaceful, voluntary emancipation is concerned, the
condition of the negro dave in America, scarcdy less terrible to
the contemplation of a free mind, is now as fixed and hopdess of
change for the better asthat of the lost souls of the finally impeni-
tent. The Autocrat of all the Russias will resign his crown and
proclaim his subjects free republicans, sooner than will our
American mastersvoluntarily giveup their daves.

" Our palitical problem now is, 'Can we as a nation continue
together permanmtly—forever—half dave, and half free? The
problem istoo mighty for me. May God in his mercy superintend
the solution." *

This was the first statement of the doctrine which he st forth
publicly in 1858, in his senatorial contest with Douglas. Speaking
of the Nebraska policy, he said, on accepting nomination:

We are now far into the fifth year snce a policy was initiated,

* Nicolay and Hay, op, cit., |, pp. 391-2.
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with the avowed object and confident promise of putting an end to
davery agitation. Under the operation of that policy, that agitation
has not only not ceasad, but has congtantly augmented. In my opinion
it will not ceee until a crigs shall have been reached and passd.
" A house divided againg itself cannot sland.” | beieve this Govern-
ment cannot endure permanently, half dave and half free. | do not
expect the Union to be dissolved—! do not expect the house to fall—
but | do expect it will ceaseto be divided. It will become all onething
or all thecther. Either the opponents of davery will arrest the further
spread of it, and place it where the public mind shall rest in the belief
that it is in course of ultimate extinction; or its advocates will push
it forward till it shall become alike lawful in all the States, old as well
as new, North aswell as South.

Thisdoctrineseemed, at that time, astonishing and unwarranted.
In the debates between Lincoln and Douglas which made the most
interesting part of the campaign, Douglas found his most effective
arguments in attacking Lincoln on this point. He assumed that
Lincoln was not merely, out of his curiousy impersonal sagacity,
perceiving what the future inevitably had in store, but wasurging
a violent clash as something desirable. He accused Lincoln of
gtirring up Civil War, a war of North againg South, a war of
extermination, tobecarried ontill oneor other should be subdued.
The general view was that Douglas had the best of it, and even
Republicans, in the East, regretted that he was being opposad.
He had belatedly changed ddes, to some extent, as to the affairs
of Kansas, and on this ground, it was thought, he deserved
support.

Douglas, though a clever debater, wasin avery difficult position.
If he satisfied the South, he would lose Illinois; and if he failed
to satify the South, he could not hope to become President in
1861. Lincoln, in a debate at Freeport, compedled Douglas to
make a definite pronouncement on a matter on which he
wished to hedge. Among other questions, Lincoln asked:
" Can the people of a United States Territory, againg the wish
of any citizen of the United States, exclude davery from itslimits,
prior to the formation of a State congtitution?* Douglas replied
that they could do o, in spite of the Dred Scott decision; they
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could do so by "unfriendly legidation,” sSnce "davery cannot
exis a day or an hour anywhere, unless it is supported by local
police regulations. This doctrine satisfied Illinois, and Douglas
won his eection to the Senate; but it offended the South, and
split the Democratic Party.

When Lincoln was nominated by the Republican Party in i860,
there were a number of issues not directly connected with davery.
There were river and harbour improvements. There was the
tariff; Lincoln had always favoured a high tariff, and still did so.
Another issue, which governed many votes, was the question of
free homedeads. Parades of Lincoln's supporters demanded:
"Homesteads for all actual settlers™ "Lincoln and free home
deads” "Pass the homestead bill and that will settle the davery
question,” " That 160 acres we must have," " The United Statesis
rich enough to give us all a farm."* Emancipation was no part of
Lincoln's programme in 1860. He knew the fedings of the West
and of the Ohio Valley; he knew that the men of |llinois, Indiana,
Ohio, and even Kentucky and Eastern Tennessee, would fight
to preserve the Union, but would not fight to put down davery.t
Even o late as 1864, it is estimated that "not one man in ten
in the North cared whether the negro was a dave or a free
man." ¥

Opposition to the extenson of davery must not be confused
with oppostion to davery where it had aways existed. In the
North-west, and wherever the climate seemed suitable for white
labour, there was, very naturally, an opposition on the part of
labour to negro competition, whether dave or free. And on the
part of small farmers there was no wish to be eclipsed by rich
planters with hundreds of daves, who would absorb land otherwise
available for homesteads If there had been no moral sentiment
againg davery, perhaps the country could have continued peace-
ably on thelines of the Missouri Compromise. But fear of abolition-
ism, and resentment at being thought wicked, drove the South
into aggresson, and this, in turn, drove the North into defence of

* McMaster, op. dt, VIII, p. 460.
t Cf. Channing, op. cit., V1, p. 388. ¥ Ibid., p. 586.
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what it regarded as free territory. Even after Lincoln's eection
to the Preddency, compromise might have been possble if the
South had been willing to return to the condition of affairs before
1850. But the South had the arrogance bred of a long tenure of
power, it was maddened by the abalitionists, and it mistakenly
regarded Lincoln as one of them. It seceded, it fired the first
shot at Fort Sumter, and Lincoln, as Presdent, undertook the
defence of the Union. Slavery had caused the conflict, but davery
was not the question at issue; the question at isuewastheright of
scesson.

As a private citizen, Lincoln didiked davery, but as a public
man he stood always and consistently for the Constitution. During
his debates with Douglas in 1858, he dated that, under the
Constitution, the South had a right to a fugitive-dave law, and he
repeated this view in his first inaugural address, in which he aso
said: "I have no purpose, directly or indirectly, to interfere
with the ingtitution of davery in the States where it exigts"

To conduct a great war, through years of difficulty and ill
uccess, resolutely, to a victorious concluson, and to remain
throughout conciliatory and calm and large-minded, is a feat
which was accomplished by Lincoln, but, so far as | know, by
no other higtorical character. In spite of secesson, he would not
have attacked the South if the South had not attacked him.

" The power confided to me" he said, " will be usad to hold, occupy,
and possss the property and places belonging to the Government,
and to cdllect the duties and impods but beyond what may be
necsssry for thee objects there will be no invason, no usng of
force againg or among the people anywhere Where hogtility to the
United States, in any interior locality, shall be so great and universal
as to prevent competent resdent ditizens from holding the Federal
doffices there will be no attempt to force obnoxious strangers among
the people for that object.”

He goes on to say that he has no objection to a Constitutional
Amendment providing that the Federal Government shall not
interfere with the domedtic ingtitutions of the States. The only
thing refused to the South was an extenson of dave territory, a
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thing which the South could scarcdy secure by seceding. Looking
back, sscesson seems to have been illogical, unless viewed as
a dep towards foreign conquest in Latin America. Lincoln's
pacific words, however, had no effect, and Civil War was forced
upon him.

Although he was making the Union, not davery, the issue in
thewar, the momentum of military events brought about abolition.
He believed that " gradual, not sudden, emancipation is better for
all," * and would have preferred a measure involving compensation
to owners, and provisons closdy similar to those of Jefferson's
proposals for extinguishing davery by degrees. He proposed such
measures, first for Delaware, then for all the Save States that
had remained loyal; he pointed out that compensation for the
davesin Delaware would cog less than half a day of the war, while
for all the border States it would cost no more than eighty-seven
days of the war. The border Sates, however, spurned his offer,
preferring davery to cash. In the District of Columbia, where the
Federal Government was unhampered, the daves were emanci-
pated with compensation early in 1862.

As everyone knows, Lincoln issued a Proclamation on Sep-
tember 22, 1862, declaring that all daves in States which should
be in rebellion on January 1, 1863, should be thenceforth and
for ever free; he offered compensation to loyal States which should
agree to emancipation, and, after the war, to loyal citizens even
in rebel States. He issued this Proclamation for military reasons,
as Commander-in-Chief of the army. He had just told Greeley,
in his famous letter, that he would deal with davery in whatever
way might begt further the preservation of the Union, and that
"'my paramount object in this struggle is to save the Union, and
not either to save or to destroy davery." It was only as a military
measure, and as directed againg the enemies of the Federal
Government, that the Emancipation Proclamation could be
justified under the Constitution. There can be no doubt that
Lincoln wished the daves to be free, and was prepared to take
any jugtifiable measure to that end; but he was in no circumstances

* Nicolay and Hay, op. cit., V, p. 209.
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willing to infringe the Congtitution, or to allow the davery issue
to override that of preserving the Union. When he first proposed
the Emancipation Proclamation to his Cabinet, Seward suggested
the wisdom of waiting for a victory, and Lincoln acquiesced.
After the battle of Antietam, he told his Cabinet that the moment
had come. He had decided that " if God gave us the victory in
the approaching battle, he would condder it an indication of
the Divine will, and that it was his duty to move forward in the
cause of emancipation. . . . God had decided the question in
favour of the daves"*

During the war, anti-davery feding was greatly strengthened,
and even the Border States became, by a majority, favourable
to abolition. When, in January 1865, the thirteenth Amendment
(abolishing davery) was, for the second time, before the House
of Representatives, it was supported by one Member from
Delaware, four from Maryland, three from West Virginia, four
from Kentucky, and seven from Missouri.t The ratification of
the Amendment, requiring the affirmative vote of twenty-seven
States, was completed on December 18, 1865, eight months
after Lincoln's assassination.

With Lincoln and the extinction of davery, the political institu-
tions of the United States reached their full growth; snce that
time, the most important developments have been economic, not
political. Democracy, as embodied in the Declaration of Inde-
pendence, was his guiding principle, and proved, in the end,
aufficiently powerful to bring about the liberation of the negro.
But, although Lincoln seemed unconscious of any divergence
between his principles and Jefferson’'s, there was, in fact, a very
important change which had come about by imper ceptible degress.
The power of the Federal Government as againg the several
Sates had become much greater than it was supposed to be at
the time when the Congtitution was adopted. This was due
partly to practical exigencies; Jefferson himsdf, though an ardent

* Nicolay and Hay, op. cit., VI, p. 160. Lincoln never admitted the
right of Congress to legidate as to davery in the States. Compare his
action on the Wade-Davis Bill, ibid., | X, p. 120. 1 lbid, X, p. 84.
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supporter of States rights, had to sretch the Constitution at
the time of the Louisana purchase Partly, also, the Federalist
Marshall, safdy entrenched in the Supreme Court, was able to
give effect to the views of his Party long after the ordinary voter
had forgotten its exigence. But in the main it was the westward
expanson of America that strengthened the central government.
Local patriotism could not grow up overnight in a new State, and
with the spread of railways free mobility made men more conscious
of the country as a whole. Jefferson might, perhaps, have regarded
the Southern claim to the right of secesson as on a level with the
claim of the United States to secede from the British Empire.
Lincoln could not take this view; to him, and to most of his
countrymen, America was one country, for the unity of which
they were prepared to fight.

Abraham Lincoln was an embodiment of Western sentiments,
Western interests, and Western hopes. In his public capacity, he
was almost as impersonal as a natural force, and it was from this
quality that he derived his extraordinary power. As a private
individual, he hated davery, but in his public actions he opposed
it only in so far as he perceived it to be a cause of disunion. Even
after he had come to the concluson that the Union could not
perdg half dave and half free, he favoured gentle and gradual
methods of emancipation, with compensation and with time for
readjustment. But againg disunion he was uncompromising.
When the South seceded, a powerful section of Northern opinion
favoured peaceful acquiescence, but Lincoln never hedtated as to
the necessity of asserting Federal authority. Like Mazzini and like
Bismarck, he sood for national unity, and like mog nationalists
he found his judtification in the association of his nation with a
moral idea. But unlike mogt others, he was judtified in making
this association. America had been "dedicated to the proposition
that all men are created equal." Savery had made this ssem a
mockery; in the Civil War it became again a creative belief,
moulding faas more nearly into conformity with an ideal, and
restoring to America its sdf-repect and the respea of other
nations.
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CHAPTER XXVI

Competitive Capitalism

WHILE idealists were killing each other in the Civil War, practical
men, from the highest to the lowest, were devoting themsdves
to money-making. The Homestead Act, vetoed as subversive by
President Buchanan in 1860, was passed in a more dragtic form in
1862. By this measure, any American, or any foreigner expressng
his intention of becoming naturalized, could obtain 160 acres of
public land for nothing. In order to increase the amount of
attractive public land available, the Federal Administration, in
the middle of the Civil War, sarted a war againg the Indians, to
deprive them of the lands west of the Mississippi which had been
assigned to them by Jackson. Therewas a great exodus to the new
homesteads, not only from easern farms, but as from cities
and factories. To compensate for the loss of American labour, an
Act was passd enabling employers to import indentured labour
from Europe. Meanwhile the war was financed partly by loans,
partly by a protective tariff, which rose from an average of 19 per
cent to an average of 47 per cent during the war years*

The firg trans-continental railway, the Union Pacific from
Omaha westward and Central Pacific from California eastward,
was authorized in 1862 by Congress, which gave to the two
railway companies about twenty-two million acres of land and
government bonds amounting to over twenty-seven million
dollars.f Various other railways received large grants of land or
bonds.

The great fortunes of subsequent times owed their origin to
the conditions which existed during the Civil War, which afforded
exceptional opportunities for corruption. Pierpont Morgan, for
example, then a young man of twenty-four, bought, in combina-
tion with two other men, five thousand carbines, condemned as

* Beard, Rise of American Civilization) | | , p. 108.
T Bogart, Economic History of the American People, p. 634.
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old and dangerous, from the government in the East for three
and a half dollars each, and sold them to the troops on the Missis-
sippi for twenty-two dollars each. The matter was investigated by
a Congressional Committee and (for the Secretary of War) by a
commission of two, one of whom was Robert Owen's son, Robert
Dale Owen. Although the facts were established, Morgan and his
friends got their money.*

The success of the Republican Party in i860 brought about,
not only the extinction of slavery, but dso the victory of plutoc-
racy. Until that time, the West had been allied with the Southin
favour of agriculture and free trade. But Southern desire for the
extension of slavery and opposition to free homesteads caused the
North-west to ally itself with the East, and to acquiesce in a
Hamiltonian policy as regards tariff and banking in return for a
liberal policy inthe matter of Western land. And the war, as was
to be expected, brought great profit to the farmers: all agricultural
prices rose, and wheat, at one time, was worth two and a half
dollars abushel. In spite of these high prices, the export of wheat,
especiadly to England, increased with extraordinary rapidity,
from seventeen million bushels in i860 to fifty-eight million in
1863. No wonder the farmers forgot their Jacksonian allegiance,
the more so as the new policy was bringing freedom to the
oppressed negro. Never were virtue and self-interest so nicely
united.

It was not only in agriculture that new natural sources of wealth
were made available during the Civil War. The firstflowingoil-
well was discovered in Pennsylvania in 1861, and in the three
years 1862-5 three hundred million gallons of oil were produced.
Any man who had land in the Oil Regions, or could induce an
ignorant farmer to part with land, might hope to become a
millionaire overnight, if he happened to have luck. Just before the
beginning of thewar, goldinlarge quantitieswasfound in Colorado
and Nevada. The Lake Superior iron ores, the most profitable
in the world, began to be worked at this period. Most of the
immense mineral wealth of the West became known in the sixties.

* Myers, History of the Great American Fortunes, | | | , pp. 170-5.
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The suocess of the systlem of national economy inaugurated by
the Republican Party in 1861 depended upon an inlet and an
outlet: chegp European labour coming in a the Eagt, and virgin
land waiting for development in the West. Immigrant labour
without Western land would have compelled the American wage-
eaner to lower his standard of comfort to that of the Old World,;
Western land without immigrant labour would have compelled
Eastern employers to raise weages enormoudy, and would have
made the rapid growth of American industridism impossible.
The sysem was thus not self-contained, but could endure only so
long as the supply of surplus labour and surplus land continued.
The surplus land came to an end firgt, and with its ending an
agitation gathered strength which, in no long time, led to a
stringent restriction for immigration. Without chegp labour and
chesp land, the causss of the old prosperity were gone; this is the
larger caue of the depresson that began in 1929. An economic
sysgem which is sdf-contained cannot afford such lack of regulation
as had accompanied the increase of wedth in America; but the
mental habits generated during a hundred and fifty years of
progress mede it difficult to asimilate the idess required by an
epoch in which pioneering was at an end.

The gospd of America, as of industrial England, was competi-
tion. But wheress England, through the adoption of free trade,
had proclaimed the doctrine in an international form, America,
whose industries were still in their infancy, confined capitdigtic
competition, to a continually increasing extent, within national
limits by means of the tariff. Chegp labour from Europe was
admitted, but chegp goods from Europe, after the dliance of
West and Eadt in the Republican Party, were taxed to an extent
which gradudly became prohibitive. It might have been thought
that American labour would have objected to this one-sided form
of competition, but American labour was intent on acquiring a
homedtead, and was content to leave wage-earning to foreigners.
In the scramble for wealth that took place anong those who were
not fighting, the prizes were such as no one had ever won before,
and even for those who stood outside the scramble, there were
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consolation prizes which were not to be despised: 160 acres of
rich land in a region where the railways advanced at the rate of a
mile a day, where towns grew up in a month, and where wheat
could be grown with incredibly little labour for the continually
expanding markets of Europeand America.

What was happening did not present itself to contemporaries as
a scramble for wealth. The resources of the country were felt to be
crying out for development, and a certain haste in responding to
the cry was thought to be a proper homage to the great god
Competition. A competitive spirit was inculcated in schoadl,
wher e boys were taught to recite:

Oh wherés thetown, go far and near,
That does not find arival here,

Oh wherés the bay but three fest high
Who's made improvement morethan | ?
These thoughts inspire my youthful mind
To be the greates of mankind,;

Great, not like Caesar, stained with blood;
But, like Washington, great in good.

Washington (according to Charles A. Beard) died the richest
man in his country. Several of those who, during the Civil War,
avoided becoming " stained with blood," succeeded, in this respect,
in becoming " great like Washington."

The greatest fortunes in America, from the time of the Civil
War onwards, arose out of railways, oil, and sted, which ulti-
mately mingled in one great ocean of finance. Railways, oil, and
sed all passd from an era of intense competition to one of more
or less complete consolidation. During the Civil War, and for
some time afterwards, railways were the most important of the
three; and in the railway world, the greates name was that of
CommodoreVanderbilt.

Commodore Vanderbilt was already an old man of 69 when
the war led him to take an interest in railways; until then, his
triumphs had been on the water. When he died, in 1877, he
was worth a 105,000,000 dollars. He had begun in the days of
sailing ships, building and owning schooners for the coasting
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trade. When seamers came, he sold his schooners and became
captain of a seamer. By the year 1829, he had managed to save
$30,000, which he invested in seamboats built by himsdf. As a
competitor, he was ruthless; sometimes he ruined his rivals by
cutting rates, sometimes he extorted large sums as the price of
abstention from competition. For example: two nominally com-
peting geamship lines (the public demanded the appearance of
competition) wer epaid, between them, $900,000 a year for carrying
the mails from New York to California, but out of this sum
Vanderbilt extorted first $480,000, and then $612,000, on con-
dition of not running his ships to California. Seeing that running
ships was profitable, and not running them was even more 9, it
is no wonder that his fortune increased.

The war made geamships unprofitable, unless they could be
sold to the government. For this, however, an opportunity soon
presented itsdf. In 1862, it was decided to send a military expedi-
tion by ssa to New Orleans, and Vander bilt was commissioned to
purchase the ships. His agent exacted a commisson before he
would buy, but when he had his commisson he would agree to
exorbitant prices, sometimes for vesds built for the lakes and
unsuitable for the open s Thus the sdle of ships afforded a
sound profit to Vanderbilt, and his farewell to the ssa was not
entirely melancholy.

Thefirst of his railway operations, which was typical of many
others, was concerned with a small suburban line, the New York
and Harlem Railroad. In 1862, when the stock was sdlling at $9 a
share, he began buying. After he had acquired control, the price
suddenly roseto $50 a share. Thereason was that he had obtained
from the New York City Common Council, by corrupt means,
permission torun a street railway from the terminus of hisline all
through the heart of the city. But he had a competitor, a man
named L aw, with whom he had formerly had battles concerning
seamships. While Vanderbilt owned the City Common Council,
L aw owned theNew York State L egidature, and the City Common
Council discovered that this body alone had the legal right to grant
the permisson which Vanderbilt was thought to have obtained.
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L aw thought that Vander bilt was defeated, and the City Councillors
thought so likewise. They saw no reason for being involved in
his misfortune, and they foresaw that the stock of the railway
would fall when the truth came out. The City Fathers therefore
contracted to "sdl short,” that is to say, they undertook, at a
specified future date, to sdl Harlem stock to certain purchasers
at the price of $50 or s0, which was its price at the moment. They
reckoned that, when the time came, Vanderbilt's defeat would
have become known, and they would be able to buy the sock very
cheap for the purpose of sdling it dear. When the time came,
however, it was found that Vanderbilt had discovered the plot,
and owned so much that not enough could be obtained to enable
the alderman to fulfil their contracts. They therefore had to buy
from him at whatever price he chose to ask; in fact, he sold at
$179 ashare. In aweek, so his biographer states, hemadeamillion
dollars out of the Common Council, and other millions from
others.

It cannot be denied that this was competition, but it was not
quite what Cobden had in mind, or what American schoolboys
were supposed to be taught to admire. It was not, however, the
lagt time that Vanderbilt was engaged in competition for the
purchase of legidatures, judges, and other commodities of that
description. Indeed, so well had his sthemes worked in the case
of the New York and Harlem Railroad that he repeated them
almogt exactly with the New York and Hudson River Railroad.
This time, however, the victims were not the City Common
Council but the State Legidators at Albany. "We busted the
whole Legislature,” he boasted, "and scores of the honourable
members had to go home without paying their board bills."

It would be unjust to the Commodore to treat him as merely a
bold buccaneer. The New York Central, to which he next turned
his attention, became a permanent possssson of himself and his
heirs, and a much more efficient railway than it had been before
his day. In the process he made, of course, many millions by the
usual tricks of finance, but incidentally he served public interests
aswell ashisown.
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Vanderbilt's next campaign is the classic modd of competition
between great capitalists. The battle-ground was the Erie Railroad,
and his opponents were three men as astute as himself: Drew,
Fisk, and Gould. In his contests with these three, for the first
time, he failed of complete success.

The Erie batde occurred in 1868, when the Tweed ring were in
control of politics both in the City and in the State of New Y ork.
Corruption had been prevalent in New York ever since the days
of Hamilton, but was never so shameless as it was under Tweed.
The city was full of immigrants, ignorant of America, not infre-
quently ignorant of the English language. Tammany had perfected
the art of appealing to these men, who were not accustomed to
democracy and by no means proof against demagogy. The well-
to-do throughout the country were so busy getting rich that they
had no time for combating professional politicians. When | first
visited Americain 1896,1 asked a prosperous Philadel phia Quaker
why he did nothing to purify the government of his native city. He
replied that, at one period, he had taken an interest in reform
movements, but he now found that, in the time, he could make
more money in business than he could save in taxes, so "of
course" he had given up bothering about reform. This attitude,
still fairly common in 1896, was typical in 1868. Immensely
valuable rights were in the gift of the City and State governments,
and professional politicians specialized in the art of inducing the
voters to part with these rights for nothing What was paid for the
rights went to the politicians, not to the public. State judges, being
elected, were creatures of the boss, while he lasted, therefore,
he was above the law, and so were those whom he favoured.
This system reached its highest pitch of perfection just after the
Civil War, and had much to do with the swaying fortunes of the
Erie battle.

Drew, Fisk, and Gould are an interesting trio. Drew was an
old man, a contemporary of Vanderbilt, with whom he had had
many previous dealings when they were both steamboat captains,
a position to which, by dubious means, he had risen after being
first a cattle-drover, then, for a while, an employee in a circus,



348 Freedom and Organization, 1814-1914

and then an innkeeper. He was not, like Vanderbilt, bold and
masterful, but timid and sneaking. Whenever one of his schemes
went wrong, he would take to his bed and pretend to beill. He
was a man of great piety, and spent a large sum out of hisill-gotten
gains in founding a theological seminary, apparently in the hope
of taking the Lord into partnership. Gould was a young man,
born in 1836. He concealed the lower part of his face behind a
bushy beard. He was quiet and secret, capable, at a criss, of
snatching victory from defeat by skilful treachery to his con-
federates. Fisk, who was Gould's contemporary, was a gay fellow,
a plausble talker, and a great ladies man; he had begun as a
pedlar, but had subsequently risen, like Drew, to a pod in an
itinerant circus. Both Gould and Fisk had been poor, and owed
their first great sucoessss to Drew. In the end, Fisk was killed by
a rival for the favours of one of his many ladies, while Gould
succeeded in bankrupting Drew; but in their first sruggles with
Vanderbilt all three worked together in harmony.

The Erie railroad had been in Drew's hands since 1857. He
did nothing to keep up the permanent way or the rolling stock;
in fact, when ordered to supply new sed rails, he merely turned
over the old iron rails, with the result that accidents were frequent
and sious. He treated the property soldy as a means of stock-
exchange manipulation. He would st going rumours which would
make the sock rise or fall as suited his interests, and by these
means, in the course of nine years, he accumulated a very large
fortune.

Vanderbilt's connection with the Erie Railroad begins in 1866,
in which year, by the usual methods, he acquired control and
prepared to put in directors of his own in place of Drew and his
puppets. But for once he appears to have yielded to sentiment.
Drew went to him and appedled to their old companionship
during the early days of struggle, and reminded him that he
(Drew) had called one of his sons after him: he was, he said, an
old man, to whom failure now would be final; moreover, he was
quite willing to carry out Vanderbilt's policies loyally and whole-
heartedly. Such was his skill in pathos that the Commodore
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agreed to leave him as a director of the railroad. He agreed aso
when Drew recommended two young men who, he said, could be
depended upon to obey Vanderbilt's orders; the two young men
were Gould and Fisk. For a time, all three gave satisfaction to
their employer, and he believed himself secure.

It was not long, however, before he was violently disillusioned.
He st to work to corner Erie stock, and for that purpose bought
all that came into the market. Drew, Fisk, and Gould, knowing
his intentions, issued to themsdves a mass of Erie bonds, which
they had perhaps a legal right to do. They then bought a printing
press, and proceeded, quite illegally, to convert the bonds into
shares. These sharesthey sold to Vander bilt's brokers, who bought
them unsuspectingly as fast as they were issued. Naturally, the
trick they had played was soon discovered, and Vanderbilt, filled
with fury, s#t to work to wreak vengeance on the traitors. There
was in New York a Judge named Barnard, who was in the habit
of taking ordersfrom him, and from thisworthy man he obtained
an injunction prohibiting the issue of any more shares The trio
had a great number on hand which they were intending to isue,
but they bowed to the majesty of the law. Drew and Gould put
the unissued shares in a bag, and gave them to the office-boy to
take away and lock up in a safe. To the boy's horror, as he was
leaving the office he was s upon by a big man whom he did not
know, and who robbed him of the precious bag; but Drew merely
told him mildly to be more careful next time, for in fact the big
man was Fisk. There were 100,000 new shares in the bag; they
were sold immediately, the money was converted into cash, and
with dx or seven million dollars in currency the three men fled
across the river to Jersey City, where they were no longer within
the jurisdiction of Judge Barnard.* They were only just in time;
two other directors were caught and imprisoned.

Vanderbilt had lost many millions, and felt the double rage of a

* The whole story of the Erie battle is admirably told by Charles
Francis Adams, grandson and great-grandson of Presidents, in his " A
Chapter of Erie," published in the North American Review of July 1869,
and reprinted by the Yale University Press in 1929, in a volume called
High Financein the Sixties.
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clever man outwitted and a masterful man disobeyed. But, given
time, the legal position of the trio was by no means desperate.
True, they had disobeyed Judge Barnard's injunction; but he
was not the only judge in New York State. Judge Gilbert had
issued a contrary injunction, "restraining all the parties to all the
other suits from further proceedings, and from doing any acts
"in furtherance of said conspiracy;—in one paragraph ordering
the Erie directors ... to continue in the discharge of their
duties, in direct defiance of the injunction of one judge, and in the
next, with an equal disregard of another judge—(for Barnard was
not Vanderbilt's only judicial friend)—forbidding the directors
to desist from converting bonds into stock."* The directors were
thus able to plead that they were in the unfortunate position of
being compelled to disobey the law, since one judge forbade what
another commanded. Moreover, for men with six or seven
millions in cash, the legislature at Albany might prove tractable.
They therefore set about to obtain a law regularizing their con-
versions of bonds into shares. There was a slight difficulty,
because they were liable to arrest in New York State, but they
decided to run the risk, and Gould went to Albany with $500,000
in cash. He was arrested but was released on bail, and set to work
to purchase the Legislature. Vanderbilt tried to outbid him, but
in vain: one representative of the Sovereign People, for example,
after accepting $75,000 from Vanderbilt, obtained $100,000 from
Gould, and voted for him. The outcomewasthat thebill legalizing
the issue of stock was duly passed.

Inthis, asinall similar contests, each side tried to enlist public
sympathy, either by blackening the character of the other side,
or by alleging that it was endeavouring to secure a monopoly
and deprive the public of the blessings of competition. Charles
Francis Adams describes the tactics of the absconding directors
in winning public opinion:

The moment they felt themsdves settled at Jersey City they had
gone to work to excite a popular sympathy in their own behaf. The

* High Finance in the Sixties, pp. 47-8.
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cry of monopdly was a sure card in their hands They cared no more
for the actual wdfare of commerce involved in railroad competition
than they did for the real interests of the Erie Railway; but they
judged truly that there was no limit to the extent to which the public
might be imposad upon. An active competition with the Vanderbilt
roads, by land and water, was inaugurated; fares and freights on the
Eriewerereduced on an average by one-third; sounding prodamations
were issued; "interviewers' from the press returned reoicing from
Taylor'sHotel to New York City, and the Jersey shore quaked under
the datter of this Chinexe battle. The influence of these tactics made
itsdlf felt at once By themiddle of M arch memorials agains monopoly
began toflow in at Albany.*

There was, of course, an investigation into the charges of
bribery at Albany, at which Gould himself was obliged to give
evidence, but nothing came of it.

If the offidal reports of investigating committees are to be bdieved,
Mr. Gould at about this time underwent a curious psychological
metamorphoss, and suddenly became the veries Smpleton in money
mattersthat ever fell into the hands of happy sharpers Cunning lobby
members had but to pretend to an influence over legidative minds,
which everyone knew they did not possess to draw unlimited amounts
from this verdant habituet of Wall Stret. It seamed drange that he
could have lived 0 long and learnt o little. He dedlt in large ams
He gave to one man, in whom he said "he did not take much stock,"
the sum of $5,000, "jus to, snooth him over." This man had just
before received $5000 of Erie money from ancther agent of
the company. It would, therefore, be interesting to know what
aums Mr. Gould paid to those individuals in whom he did "take
much gtock." Ancther individual is reported to have received $100,000
from one dde, "to influence legidation," and to have subssquently
recaved $70,000 from the other Sde to dissppear with the money;
which he accordingly did, and thereafter became a gentleman of
degant lesure. One snator was openly charged in the cdumns of
the press with receiving a bribe of $20,000 from one sde, and a
soond bribe of $15,000 from the other; but Mr. Gould's foggy
mental condition only enabled him to be "perfectly asounded" at
the action of this senator, though he knew nothing of any such tran-
sctions Other enators were blessad with a sudden accessation of
wealth, but in no case was there any jot or tittle of proof of bribery.

* High Financein the Sixties, p. 67.
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Mr. Gould's rooms at the Delavan House overflowed with a joyous
company, and his chedkswer e numerousand heavy; but why he Sgned
them, or what became of them, he ssemed to know less than any
man in Albany. This grange and expendve hallucination lagted until
about the middle of April, when M r. Gould was happily retored to
his normal condition of a shrewd, acute, energetic man of busness
nor isit known that he has snce experienced any rdapse into financial

idiocy *

The situation was still, however, in some ways uncomfortable
for the fugitives in Jersey City. They were liable to arrest if they
returned to New York, except on Sundays, when Sabbatarianism
forbade the making of arrests. Gangs of roughs, whom Drew
believed to be in Vanderbilt's employ, asssmbled round his hotel,
and made him afraid of being kidnapped. But New Jersey felt itself
honoured by the presence of three such great men, with such
consderable gores of cash; accordingly the State militia were
placed at their service, and artillery was mounted at the ferries.
Drew, neverthdess still felt nervous, and perceived that Gould
and Fisk distrusted him; in fact, they spied upon his corre-
goondence, and saw his teegrams before he did. He therefore
opened negotiations with Vanderbilt, and the others followed
suit. At last a treaty of peace was arranged, by which Vander bilt
recovered some, but not all, of his losses Drew obtained cash,
while Fisk and Gould obtained undisputed control of the Erie
Railroad. They secured the services of Boss Tweed as a fellow
director, and continued to enrich themsdves, but no longer by
pitched battleswith Vander bilt. Presently, astheresult of areform
agitation, Boss Tweed was sent to prison. But Gould marched on
from victory to victory, and when he died in 1892 the plutocracy,
from Pierpont Morgan downwards, attended his impressve
funeral.

As for the Commodore, he prospered more than Gould; the
lagt years of his life were the most successful. His wife died when
he was seventy-four, but he married again the next year. His
final illness began when he was eighty-two, and outlasted two

* High Financein the Sixties, p. 72.
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doctors, who died during its eight months duration. But even his
immense strength failed at last,
nor did he 'sape

By all his engines, but was headlong st
With hisindugtrious crew to build in Hell.

In the sixties and early seventies, the popular demand for rail-
ways in the West was clamorous. Farmers, towns, and cities
would take shares in a projected line; States and the Federal
Government would give it huge grants of land, and vast saums of
public money would be voted to facilitate congtruction. The
financiers who controlled a railway had various devices for
transferring the money of the small shareholders into their own
pockets. One of the favourite schemes was to form a construction
company for the actual work. The shares of the congruction
company would all be held by the directors of therailway and their
friends. As directors of the railway company, they would make
extravagant contracts with the congruction company, which
would grow rich as the railway approached bankruptcy. Then
they would come to the Federal Government or the States govern-
ments, and explain that the work had proved more cogly than was
expected; the eager populations, which thirsted for the railway as
men thirst for water in the desert, would vote fresh subsdies,
which the congruction companies would again absorb. By the
time the line was finished, it would be on the verge of bankruptcy.
A financial crigs would give the excuse, and it would be put into
the hands of a receiver, thus finally transferring all the savings of
the small men into the pocket of some magnate. Most American
railwayshave been bankrupt at sometimeor ancther, but thisisnot
a proof of incompetent management—quite the contrary, in fact.

The best example of this process was in connection with the
firgt trans-continental railway, authorized, as we saw, in 1862.
Construction westward from Omaha and eastward from Cali-
fornia was pushed on rapidly, and in 1869 the line was completed.
The eagtern portion of the work had been done by a congtruction
company called the Credit Mobilier Company of America. There
were allegations of bribery, and the matter was investigated by

M
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Congressional Committees, which decided that the line had cost
fifty million dollars to congtruct, and that the Credit Mobilier
had charged $93,546,287.28. The difference, forty-three and a
half million dollars, represented the plunder of the railway and
ultimately of the public. In the cae of the Central Pacific, the
" profit" was even more exorbitant: for work cogting fifty-eight
million dollars, a construction company was paid a hundred and
twenty million. In the attendant bribery many prominent poli-
ticians were involved, including one who subsequently became
President and another who became Republican candidate for the
Presidency.

From the wage-earners point of view, the sysem established
by the plutocrats was far from pleasant. In spite of democracy,
in spite of protection, in spite of the rapidly increasing wealth
of the country, hours were long, and wages, though better than
in Europe, were infinitesmal as compared with the rewards of
financial magnates. In 1872, when Commodore Vanderbilt was
rapidly approaching his hundredth million, he lowered the wages
of drivers and conductors on the surface line on Fourth Avenue
from $2.25 a day to $2, and that for afifteen-hour day. In sted,
until well into the present century, the men who attended to the
blast furnaces had to work twelve hours a day, and once a fort-
night, when they changed from day to night work, they had towork
for twenty-four hours on end. Trade unions were more difficult
to edablish than in England, because of the mixture of races;
among the unskilled, they were almost non-existent before 1900.
Employers were able to refuse to treat with unions, and in some
casss—for ingance, Carnegie after the strike of 1892—they
refused altogether to employ union men. In cotton mills, epecially
in the South, child labour was very prevalent, and attempts to
prevent it were, until lately, declared uncongtitutional by the
Supreme Court. Child labour in the South, says Bogart, " brought
up economic problems which were becoming burning questions
in New England in the middle of the nineteenth century and in
old England at the beginning.""*

* Bogart, op. cit., p. 581.
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Nevertheless, wage-earners preferred America to Europe.
Though hours were long, wages compared favourably with what
the same men had earned before they emigrated. Demaocracy, with
all itslimitations, gave them a fedling of salf-respect; they had not
the snse of belonging to an inferior cage. And there was always
hope. Many millionaires had begun as wage-earners. By saving
a little, making a lucky investment of a few dollars, attracting the
favourable notice of the employer, a man might make the first
step towards gigantic wealth. Many men in sed preferred the
seven-day week and the twelve-hour day to the six-day week
and the eight-hour day at lower wages, not because the lower
wages would have meant actual hardship, but because they
would have meant less opportunity to save and so to rise. The
creed of competition and sdf-help existed throughout all dassss,
not only among those who profited by it. Trade unionism was
weak, socialisn was practically non-existent. Some lived well on
success, others lived meagrely on hope, but none wished to curtail
theopportunity for spectacular success

As the heroic age of railway construction came to an end, the
railway magnates became less like buccaners and more like
arigocratic landowners; in about twenty years they passed from
the stage of the Norman barons of 1066 to that of the House of
Lords of the present day. Their power was immense. They owned
much of the land, and except by their help no one could get his
produce to market. The tyranny of the railways over the farmer
is well portrayed in Norris's story, The Octopus. Naturally the
farmerstried to hit back by political means. T he JefFersonian and
Jacksonian tradition of agricultural radicalism revived, but
memories of the Civil War made co-operation with the South
difficult. Moreover, the old individualist democracy was powerless
againg a giant organization like a modern railway. The only
remedy, according to the old order of ideas, was competition.
But where there was (as at firg in the West) scarcdy enough
trafficfor onerailway, it would beridiculouswasteto built another;
and where there were two apparently competing railways, they
usually had agreements, since otherwise both would have been
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ruined. The agrarians were furious whenever they discovered
evidence of railway pools. The States made innumerable laws to
restrict the powers of railway companies, and the Federal Legis
lature made some. The object was to compe them to compete;
but when two cocks won't fight, thereis nothing to be done.

The Radical who believes in competition is doomed to defeat
in any contest with modern corporations. Their power is analogous
to that of armies, and to leave them in private hands is just as
disagtrous as it is to leave armies in private hands. The large-
scale economic organizations of modern times are an inevitable
outcome of modern technique, and technique tends increasingly
to make competition wasteful. The solution, for those who do
not wish to be oppressed, lies in public ownership of the organiza-
tions that give economic power. For so long as this power is in
private hands, the apparent equality conferred by political
democracy is little better than a sham.



CHAPTER XXVII

The Approach to Monopoly

A. OIL

AMERICANS in 1870 attributed a great part of their prosperity
to free competition. But technical forces were at work which,
againg the will of aimost all the inhabitants of the United States,
transformed the economic sysem from one in which many small
firms competed to one in which, in a number of important indus-
tries, one or two vas corporations were in almost complete
control. The very men who were instrumental in bringing about
this change accepted the prevalent competitive philosophy, and
achieved their success by following its maxims. To the dismay of
those who were not successful, the prevailing philosophy turned
out to be sdf-defeating: the competitors competed until only one
survived, and that one could then no longer use competition as its
watchword. This happened in many industries, but | shall con-
centrate attention upon the most important, oil and sted. And of
these two oil comes first in point of time.

Two men have been supreme in creating the modern world:
Rockefeller and Bismarck. One in economics, the other in palitics,
refuted theliberal dream of univer sal happinessthrough individual
competition, substituting monopoly and the corporate state, or at
least movements towards them. Rockefdler is important, not
through his ideas, which were those of his contemporaries, but
through his purely practical gragp of the type of organization
that would enable him to grow rich. Technique, working through
him, produced a social revolution; but it cannot be said that he
intended the social consequences of his actions.

Rockefdler was born on afarm in 1839, of a shiftless father and
a pious mother.* His father kept his occupation secret: he was, in
fact, an itinerant pill-doctor. He would arrive in some village or

* On Rockefdle's parents ss2John T. Flynn, God'sGold,
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small town, and put up asign: "Dr. William A. Rockefeller, the
Celebrated Cancer Specialist, Here for One Day Only. All cases
of Cancer Cured unless too far gone and then they can be greatly
benefited.” During his long absences, his wife had to live on
credit at the village shop, but whenever he returned he brought
enough money to pay debts and to give each of his children a
five-dollar piece. He was a big, jolly, vigorous man, who lived at
least to the age of 96. (The date of his death is uncertain.) He was
often in trouble with the police, and on one occasion the farm
was sold for debt; owing to his escapades, the family had to make
frequent moves. He was very proud of his shrewdness, and would
boast of hisskill in outwitting people. "Hetrained mein practical
ways," said his son John. "He was engaged in different enterprises
and he used to tell me about these things and he taught me the
principles and methods of business." The father's own description
of his teaching the "principles" of business is simpler: "I cheat
my boys every chance | get. | want to make 'em sharp. | trade
with the boys and skin '‘em and | just beat ‘'em every time | can. |
want to make 'em sharp.”

John's mother was, in most ways, the opposite of his father.
Her husband was vagrant, unreliable, unfaithful, viewed with
disfavour by the neighbours; during his long absences, she had
to do the work herself, in spite of a growing family; she had to
struggle to make ends meet, and to preserve respectability in spite
of all her husband did or was thought to do. Before marriage she
had been full of merriment, but she became sad and turned
increasingly to piety. She disapproved strongly of alcohol, and
came to abhor all merry-making.

John, a careful, serious, shy boy, loved his mother and imbibed
her virtues. He became deeply religious, ateetotaller, and a non-
smoker; he never used profane language, however great the
provocation. He is described as being, throughout hislife, "l ow-
voiced, soft-footed, humble." It may be doubted whether, in all
his ninety-five years, he has ever done anything that would have
been disapproved of in his Sunday School. When, in later life, he
taught a Bible class, he would say: "Don't be a good fellow. |
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love my fellow-man and | take a great interest in him. But don't
be convivial. Be moderate. Be very moderate. Don't let good
fellowship get the least hold on you. Ifyou do, you are lost, not
only you but your progeny, your family for generations to come.
Now | can't be a good felow. | haven't taken my first drink
yet."
Poverty, frequent moves, his mother's unhappiness, and the
neighbours hostility must have made a degp impression upon him
as a child. Although he could be bold in business, he always feared
the crowd, and sought secrecy instinctively, even when it served
no purpose. The timid man who wants power is a very definite
type. Louis X 1, Charles V, and Philip |l are instances. pious,
cunning, unscrupulous, industrious, and retiring. But power, for
Rockefeller, could only be obtained through money.

Two facts will illustrate his love of money in early youth.
When a group photograph of all the boys in his school was taken,
he and his brother remained outside, because their clothes were
so shabby. Nevertheless, a year or so before this, at a time when
he was only ten years old, he heard that a neighbouring farmer
wanted fifty dollars, for which he was prepared to pay 7 per cent
interest. John had the money saved, and lent it, after inquiring
what "interest" meant. " From that time onward,” he said later,
" | determined to make money work for me."

In spite of this acquisitive passon, he began giving to charitable
objects as soon as he began earning. He got his first job in 1855,
when he was sixteen; his salary was three and a half dollars a
week. Out of this meagre sum, he gave away 10 per cent. And in
proportion as he grew richer, his gifts grew larger.

There can be no doubt that he genuindy bdieves himself to be
a virtuous man. The actions for which he has been criticized are
not such as he was warned againg in his youth, nor have they
made him unpopular with Baptist ministers. He has not disobeyed
the teaching of those whose moral authority he respects, and
therefore his conscience is at rest. Speaking to his Bible dass, he
said:

" I'tiswrong to assume that men of immense wealth are always
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happy. If a man lives his life to himself and has no regard for
humanity he will be the most miserable man on earth. All the
money he can get will not help him to forget his discontent. . . .
The kind of man | like is one that lives for his felows—the one
that lives in the open, contented with his lot and trying to bestow
all the good he can on humanity."

He showed Christian forbearance under criticism. " Sometimes
things are said of me that are cruel and they hurt, but | am never
a pesimid. | believe in man and the brotherhood of men and |
am confident that everything will come out for the good of all in
theend." On another occason he said: " They will know me better
when |'m dead. There has been nothing in my life that will not
bear the utmost scrutiny. . . . What advantages had | that every
other poor boy did not poses?' And of Theodore Roosevelt,
who was trying to use the "big sick" againg him, he said: "A
man so busy cannot always be right. We are all bound to make
mistakes at times. | think he does not always grasp every sde of
a question. Sometimes | wish that he might be more fair. | do not
mean that he is conscioudy unjust. He is often misinformed.”

What he said, what hethought, and what he felt, came from his
mother, but what he did came from his father, with the addition
of a great caution generated by early unpleasantnessss. And it is
what he did that makes him important.

Up to the end of the year 1871, Rockefeller's career was in no
way different from that of other sdf-made men who have risen
by industry and shrewdness. Throughout the Civil War heworked
hard as a Produce and Commisson Merchant, and at the end
found himself moderately rich. He first invested in oil in 1862,
and after the war he concentrated on refining oil, taking as a
partner, in 1867, Flagler, who remained prominent in Standard
Oil all hislife. In 1870 they incorporated the Standard Oil Com-
pany, with a capital of one million dollars, of which Rockefeller
held $266,700. They did well, but both thought they could do
even better. Whether by their initiative or by that of other men,
they entered into a combination with certain refiners in Phila-
delphia, Pittsburg, and New York to form a company called the
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" South Improvement Company.” The methods of this company
first showed the distinctive abilities of Rockefeller and Flagler.

The mogt important problem for refiners was the problem of
transport. Pipe lines, in those days, only conveyed oil to the
nearest railway; long-distance pipes had not yet been constructed.
The railways therefore controlled transport. The firms which
could get their oil carried most cheaply on the railways had thus
agreat advantage. The South Improvement Company, in January
1872, obtained contracts from the New York Central, the Erie
Railroad, the Pennsylvania Railroad, and two other railroads,
by which their oil was carried at a lower rate than that of outside
firms. Not only s, but the extra that was paid by the outside firms
was to go, not to the railways, but to the South Improvement
Company. And incidentally, in obtaining this payment, the South
Improvement Company was to know exactly how much ail its
various rivals shipped to and from all points on any of these five
railways.

Togiveanillustration: the open rate on crude oil from the Oil
Regions to New York was $2.56, but the South Improvement
Company paid only $1.06. The lowering of the price to it was a
"rebate." But the extra $1.50 which competitors paid, and which
it received, was a "drawback." It had thus a double advantage
over all other refiners.

Five railroad presdents made contracts of this nature with
the South Improvement Company: William H. Vanderbilt (son
of the Commodore) for the New York Central; Jay Gould for
the Erie; Tom Scott for the Pennsylvania; General G. B. M c-
Clellan for the Lake Shore and Michigan Southern. It was
verbally agreed that all refiners should beinvited to comeinto the
combine; until they had this promise the railways held off. But
the promise was not embodied in the contracts* and littleattempt
was madeto carry it out.

The utmost screcy was observed, and before entering into
negotiations with anyone the person concerned was made to

* The contract with the Pennsylvania Railroad is printed in full in
Ida Tarbell's History of the Standard Oil Company, Vol. I, p. 281 ff.
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sgn a pledge that he would reveal nothing, whether or not he
cameto terms.

As o0n as he had the contracts with the railways, Rockefeller
st to work on the other refiners in Cleveland, offering to buy
them at his own valuation. Some, who had hitherto been sucoess-
ful, were at first indignant at what seemed to them effrontery.
But Rockefeller, very gently, very kindly, and as if deeply con-
cerned for their welfare, would strongly advise them to sdl.
" Take Standard Oil gock and your family will never know want,"
he would say; and if that argument failed, he would add, mysteri-
oudy: "I have ways of making money you know nothing about."
One by one they yidded, in a kind of fascinated terror: "We felt
a pressure brought to bear on our minds," as one of them expressed
it. Another, named Hanna, who had been doing well, told Rocke-
feller that he had decided to refuse. "Rockefdler raised his
eyebrows and shrugged his shoulders as if all were up with
Hanna's firm."* " You will gand alone" he said, "your firm can
never make any more money in Cleveland. No use trying to do
busness in competition with the Standard Oil Company. If you
doit will end in your beingwiped out." Hanna sold.

Rockefeller's young brother Frank, the bad boy of the family,
who continued through life to oppose John D., was treated more
brusquely. He was told point blank that Standard Oil was going
to buy all the réfineries in Cleveland, while those who stood out
would find their property valudess and be ruined. Frank was so
angry that he wanted to fight, but his partners overruled him.

Within a month, the firm of Rockefdler and Flagler had
acquired very nearly a monopoly of refining in Cleveland.

All was going merrily when, through the mistake of a railway
clerk, the South Improvement Company's rebates and drawbacks
came to be known to their competitors. Instantly there was a
hullabaloo, especialy in the Qil Regions, where indignation
meetings were held. The railways began to be frightened and to
consder backing out. Two telegrams were read to a mass meeting
inthe Oil Regions T

* John T. Flynn, God's Gold, p. 159. t Tarbell, op. dt, I, p. 89.



The Approach to Monopoly 363

Neither the Atlantic and Great Western, nor any of its officers,
are intereted in the South Improvement Company. Of course the
policy of theroad isto accommodate the petroleum interest.

G. B. McCldlan.

L oud cheers. But the next telegram read to the meeting said:

Contract with South Improvement Company sgned by George
B. McClédlan, presdent for the Atlantic and Great Wesern Railroad.
| only Sgned after it was sgned by all other parties.

Jay Gould.

Even the old Commodore was alarmed. "1 told Billy [his son]
not to have anything to do with that scheme" he said to a com-
mittee of the Producer's Union, a body formed to combat the
combine. This body decided that no oil should be sold to the
combine so long as its contracts with the railways remained in
force. The producers were so united, and public opinion was so
incensed, that the railways and the combine had to give way. In
March 1872, only two months after the signing of the contracts,
they were cancelled; and shortly afterwards the South Improve-
ment Company's charter was annulled.

It seemed a great victory for freedom. But Rockefeller retained
his acquistions in Cleveland, and the knowledge of a method
which could be revived when the storm should have died down—
perhaps with more caution, and with mor e effective safeguards for
secrecy, but with all the more certainty of success

On April 6, therailroad presidents asserted that they no longer
had any special contracts with Rockefeler or his group, and on
April 8, Rockefeller confirmed this. But at alater date hispartner,
Flagler, swore that their firm had a rebate from April 1 to the
middle of November 1872* As a matter of fact, Rockefeller
never ceasad to profit by rebates, and at times by drawbacks
also.

From the standpoint of the railways, it was reasonable to give
cheaper rates to their largest cusomers, and to desre the con-
centration of refiningin afew largefirms. Rockefeler and Flagler,

* Tarbell, op. cit., I, pp. 96, 100.
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in 1872, could send enough oil from Geveland to New York to
make up one whole train of sixty cars every day. The railways
explained that, if a car made the through journey without having
to pick up freight on the way, it could be returned to Cleveland
in ten days, whereas if it travelled by the ordinary freight trains
it would not be returned for thirty days. Consequently Rocke-
feller's requirement of sixty cars a day could be met by 600 cars
atogether, whereas the same amount of business distributed
among smaller firms would have required 1,800 cars. As each car
cost $500, this meant that Rockefeller's business cost the railway
$600,000 less in cars than an equal amount of business distributed
among many firms.* In this way, technical reasons worked on the
side of concentration, which represented economies in production
and distribution—economies which, of course, it was the object
of the Standard Oil Company to retain in its hands as profits,
and not to pass on to the consumer in the form of lower prices.
Rockefeller's enemies could be divided into three groups: the
producers, the independent refiners, and the general body of
consumers. The producers desired co-operation among themselves
and competition among the refiners, who were their customers.
The genera public desired competition everywhere, both on
principle, and in order to keep down the price of oil. The inde-
pendent refiners were either men who were waiting for better
terms to throw in their lot with Rockefeller, or men who objected
to monopoly on principle and had a persona pride in their
own business. Each of these groups had its separate weskness.
The producers endeavoured to combine to limit output—a purpose
which, oddly enough, writers hostile to Standard Oil regard as
laudable in this instance. But their efforts constantly failed.
Many of them had lesses from the farmers who had been in the
region before the rise of the oil industry; these leases were on a
royalty basis, and the farmers could not be got to agree to the
wells not being worked. The producers aso formed associations
for the specific purpose of resisting Rockefeller's group. But
after their initial victory against the South | mprovement Company,
* Tarbell, op. cit.,1, p. 278.
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they repeatedly suffered defeat through the treachery of indi-
viduals, through Rockefeller's friends acquiring shares, or through
bogus independents to whom they sold not knowing them to be
acting for Standard Oil. By these various causes the producers
methods wer e always rendered ineffective.

The weskness of the refiners position was that their economic
interest was not necessarily opposed to that of Standard Oil.
To the ablest of them, Rockefeller offered good terms if they
would come in, and gradually they came in, with few exceptions.
The men to whom he did not make attractive offers were those
whom hethought inefficient, and theseheruined. Thereremained
only a small group, actuated by an unusual degree of principle or
obstinacy. Againgt these, Standard Oil adopted every conceivable
competitive device. Wherever their oil went, spies reported the
fact, and Standard oil went to the same place at a lower price.
Grocers who dealt in independent oil were threatened with com-
petition, not only in oil, but in everything; if necessary, rival
shops were ettablished where all goods were so cheap that the
disobedient grocers were ruined. When independents tried to
exape the tyranny of the railways, which continued to favour
the combine, by building a pipe line to the sea, they had to cros
the Erie Railroad at a place called Hancock. They wished to cross
by ariver under a bridge, but the law was doubtful. Neither sde
appealed to the law:

The lagt Saturday night in November, 1892, the quiet of Hanocock
wes digurbed by the arrival of one hundred armed men, railroad
employes, by spedia train. They unlimbered a cannon, established
a day and mght patrol, built a beacon to be fired as an appedl for
reinforcements, put up barracks and left twenty men to go into
winter quarters Dynamite was part of their armament, and they were
equipped with grappling-irons, cant-hooks and other tods to pull
the pipe up if laid. Cannon are a part of the regular equipment
of the combination, as they are usad to perforate tanks in which the
oil takes fire To let the "independents' know what they were to
expea the cannon was fired at ten odock at night, with a report
that shook the people and the windows for miles about. These
opponents of competition were willing and ready to kill though their
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rights were dubious, and there could be no pretence that full satis
faction could nat be got through the courts if any wrong was done*

In this case the independent pipe line found a way round, and
ga_s 1o_ompleted. But in the end Standard Oil obtained control

It.

The general public, as represented by lawyers and the State
legidatur es, made many ondaughts on monopoly, and endeavoured
by various means to keep competition alive. As early as 1874,
the Windom committee of Congress, which investigated abusss
onrailways, went sofar asto advocatea certain number of national
or Staterailways, not, as might be supposed, to securethe advan-
tages of monopoly to the general public, but, on the contrary,
to make sure of the existence of competitors which would not
agree to pools, rebates, drawbacks, etc.

"Theonly means" they reported, " of securing and maintaining
reliable and effective competition between railways is through
national or State owner ship, or control of oneor morelineswhich,
being unableto enter into combinations, will serve as a regulation
of other lines"

But this recommendation was never acted upon.

The Interstate Commerce Act of 1887 and the Sherman
Anti-Trust Act of 1890 were attempts to prevent the evils of
monopoly in railways and other corporations. These laws were
useful to lawyers, since they involved rich men in complicated
and expensive litigation; otherwise, they served little purpose
The Supreme Court decided that the Anti-Trust Act was not

evalid againg the great corporations, but could be invoked against
tradeunionsand used to put their leadersin prison. Regisvoluntas
supremalex.

True, in 1892 the Standard Oil Trust was dissolved, nominally,
as the reault of an adverse judgment of the Supreme Court of
Ohio. But six years later the dissolution had still not been carried
out, and the Attorney General of Ohio brought a charge of

* H.D. Lloyd, Wealth against Commonwealth, p. 161-2.
t Flynn, op. cit, p. 324.
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contempt against the Trust. The Court decided evenly—three
to three—in its verdict, and the Trust escaped condemnation.
But the Attorney General failed to be re-elected, and his successor
was friendly to Standard Oil. It had had plenty of practice in
managing the- politics of Ohio. For example, it had made Payne,
the father of its treasurer, one of the Senators from that State.
The other Senator and the State Legislature charged that his
election was corrupt, and demanded an investigation by the
Senate. Payne showed no wish to have the charges investigated,
and the Senate made no move in the matter.

Nevertheless, the Standard Oil Trust was at last dissolved, and
replaced by the Standard Oil Company of New Jersey, which
did the same business for the same men. This in turn wes dis-
solved by order of the Supreme Court in 1910, as an illegal
organization in restraint of trade. Since then, Standard Oil has
consisted of nominally separate companies in the several States,
but the change is scarcely noticeable.

The attacks of the public on the plutocracy, conducted from
the standpoint of old-fashioned Hberahsm, were certainly not a
brilliant success. The net result of forty years of continued
agitation against the rich was the imprisonment of one Socialist
leader, Eugene V. Debs. Meanwhile the Standard Oil magnates
could commit perjury with impunity; Rockefeller, for example,
swore on two occasions only a few months apart that he had been,
and that he had not been connected with the South Improvement
Company.*

More difficult than the fights with producers and public was
the fight with rival refiners. In this, at first, the railways were the
chief alies of the Standard and the causes of its victories. When
new firmswere brought i n, they continued to operate as apparently
independent concerns, and every possible care was taken to
concea the fact that they had been acquired by the combine.
For example, when, in 1876, Rockefeller got control of the firm
of Scofield, Shurmer and Teagle,

* Tarbell, op. cit., | |, pp. 132, 138. Seedso pp. 70-1, and |, p. 230.
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The making of this contract and its execution were attended by
all the scret rites peculiar to Mr. Rodkefdler's busness ventures
Acocording to the tesimony of one of the firm given a few years later
on the witness ¢and in Clevdand the contract was Sgned at night
at Mr. Rockefdler's house on Euclid Avenue in Clevdland, where he
told the gentlemen that they mugt not tell even their wives about the
new arrangement, that if they made money they must concedl it—
they were not to drive fag horses " put on style" or do anything to
let people supett there were unusual prdfits in oil refining. That
would invite competition. They were told that all acoounts were to
be kept secret. Fictitious names were to be usad in corregponding,
and a gpeda box at the pog-office was employed for these fictitious
characters In fact, amuggers and housebreskers never surrounded
their operationswith more mysery.*

Once, and only once, Standard Oil did battle with a railway,
the Pennsylvania. This was in 1877, when pipe lines had become
important and Rockefdler was trying to control them all. There
was one system, however, the Empire Transportation Company,
which beonged to the Pennsylvania Railroad. It seemed that it
was in danger of becoming worthless through the acquisition of
all therefineries by Rockefeller, who employed his own pipe lines
and therailwaysthat remained friendly to him. Scott, the president
of the Pennsylvania, therefore decided to build refineries in New
York tousetheoil carried by hislines. When this becameknown,
Rockefdler argued with Scott; so did the Erie and the New Y ork
Central. But Scott decided to fight, and a rate war began, in
which, at onetime, oil was carried from the Oil Regions to New
York for eight cents less than nothing. Everybody concerned
logt millions, but the issue was still in doubt when a strike—one
of the most desperate in American history—began on the Balti-
more and Ohio and spread to the Pennsylvania. There were
pitched battles between grikers and soldiers, involving many
deathsand much destruction of railroad property. Thisconvenient
strike gave the victory to Rockefdler. The Pennsylvania, which
for thefirst time paid no dividend, could not face further losses
it sold the refineries and the Empire Transportation Company's
pipelinesto Standard Oil. From that moment, the railway never

* Tarbell, op. cit., |, p. 166.
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listened to any suggestion hogtile to Rockefdler, but always
replied that he was the only man who could keep peace between
the different lines. Not even the ablet and the richest men
considered it possibleto win in a contest with Standard Oil after
Scott had been defeated. W. H. Vanderbilt, giving evidence
before a committee of the New Y ork Assembly in 1879, expressd
this view:

Q. Can you attribute, or do you attribute, in your own mind, the
fact of there being one refiner instead of fifty, now, to any other cause
except the larger capital of the Standard Oil Company?

A. There are agreat many causes; itis not from their capital done
that they have built up this business; there is no question about it
but that these men—and if you come in contact with them | guess
you will come to the same conclusion | have long ago—I think they
are smarter fellows than | am, agood deal; they are very enterprising
and smart men; never came in contact with any dass of men as smart
and able as they are in their business, and | think a great ded is to
be attributed to that.

Q. Would that dlone monopolize a busness of that sort?

A. It would go agreat way toward building it up; they never could
have got in the position they arein now without agreat dedl of ability,
and one man would hardly have been ableto doit; itisacombination
of men.

Q. Wasn't it a combination that embraced the smart men in the
railways, as well as the smart men in the Standard Company?

A. | think these gentlemen from their shrewdness have been able
to take advantage of the competition that existed between the railroads,
for their business, as it grew, and that they have avaled themseves
of that thereis not a question of doubt.

Q. Don't you think they have dso been dbleto maketheir affiliations
with railroad companies and railroad officers?

A. | have not heard it charged that any railway officia has any
interest in any of their companies, only what | used to se in the
papers some years ago, that | had an interestin it.

Q. Your interestinyour railway is so large a one that nobody could
conceive, as a matter of persona interest, that you would have an
interest antagonistic to your road?

A. When they came to do business with us in any magnitude; that
is the reason | digposed of my interest.

Q. And that is the only way you can account for the enormous
monopoly that has thus grown up?
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A. Yes they are very shrevd men; | don't bdieve that by any
legidative enactment or anything ds through any of the dates or
al of the dates you can kegp such men as them down; you can't
doit; they will be on top all thetime; you seif they are not.

Q. You think they get on top of the railways ?

A. Yes, and on top of everybody that comes in contact with them;

too smart for me*

Rockefdler says that God gave him his money. If God works
through economic forces, perhaps the old man is right. At any
rate, after his retirement he made four times as much money as
he made while he was working, and in half the time. At first, oil
was wanted for lighting; as this use decayed, motor cars came in.
Nothing can sop the torrent of wealth. He has given away so
much that mog of the intellectuals of America and China, and a
great part of those of other countries, are profiting by his bene-
factions, yet he grows richer. In spite of all his efforts, the dis-
covery of ail in other parts of the world has revived competition,
bringing with it, not the blesings which his enemies expected
from it, but warsand rumoursof wars;, yet he growsricher.

"1 don't believe that by any legidative enactment you can keep
such men as them down; you can't do it; they will be on top all
the time." This was William Vanderbilt's opinion; and within
the framework of the capitalis sysem it would seam that it is 0.

B. STEEL.

"The manufacture of iron and sed,” says the economic
historian, "is the nation's key industry, by which the progress of
other branches is determined."! At the time of the Civil War,
Great Britain was much ahead of all other countries in iron and
sted; but in the year 1890 America caught up, and by 1900
produced more than twice as much sed as was produced in
England and Scotland. In 1860, the production of crude iron and
ded in America was half a million tons; in 1900 twenty-nine
millions, in 1910 seventy-five, and in 1920 a hundred and fourteen
millions. During the period from 1860 to 1920, while the quantity

* Tarbel, op. cit., | |, p. 388. T Bogart, p. 593.
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of iron and sed had increased two-hundred-and-thirty-fold, the
value had increased almost exactly a hundred-fold. Moreover in
1860 America produced hardly any sted, whereas the production
of 1920 was almost entirely sted. We may reckon, therefore, that
aton of ged in 1920 cog about half as much as a ton of iron in
i860. This gives some measure of the technical progress in those
sixty years, but an inadequate one, snce the general leve of prices
in 1920 was much higher than in 1860.

The mogt important figure in the development of the sed
industry is Andrew Carnegie, a man whose life was a meseting-
point of all the phass of industrialism, from the earliest to the
latest. His family, for generations, had been handloom-weavers in
Scotland, and in 1835, when he was born, they were falling into
poverty through the competition of the machines. Most of his
male relations were fiery Chartists, with a bitter hatred of king,
lords, and clergy. His mother was a Swedenborgian, but he
himself was a freethinker—at first in the revolutionary manner of
working-class radicalism in the forties, and afterwards in a more
mellow style which led to admiration of Herbert Spencer and
friendship with John Morley. The family emigrated to America,
and in that country he passed through all the phass of the
competitive era, finally sdling his business to form the nucleus of
the most cdossl of all combinations, the United States Sted
Corporation. After his retirement in 1901, he devoted himsdlf to
giving away his fortune, and had got rid of ninetenths of it when
he died in 1919 at the age of eighty-three. He lived long enough
to congratulate Wilson on the Treaty of Versailles, but not long
enough to know that no congratulations were due.

Carneggi€'s uncle Lauder, whom the boy much admired, was,
like mogt Chartists, enthusastic about America, and took as his
heroes Washington, Jefferson, and Franklin. Consequently when
the boy arrived in America at the age of twelve he was favourably
digposed to the new country. In along letter to his uncle, written
in 1852, he explains that heis a free-soil Democret, that he hopes
davery will soon be done away with, that, most regrettably, both
presidential candidates are military men, that the greatest reform
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of the age is the Homestead Bill, and that Maine, to his joy,
has adopted prohibition—"a dep in advance of you at any
rate” He became a patriotic American; nevertheess, as soon
as he could afford it, he spent amogt all his spare time in
Scotland.

Arrived in Pittsburg, hisfamily at first had a struggle to make a
living, and he had to go to work in a cotton factory when he was
thirteen, earning only $1.20 aweek. He hated the work as much as
if he had been a weakling. Although hetried to fortify himself by
invoking the memory of Scottish heroes, the smdls caused him
to be dck, and he would wake in the night with nightmares that
he had done the wrong thing with the engine which he had to
run. "1 never succeeded,” he says " in overcoming the nausea
produced by the smdl of oil. Even Wallace and Bruce proved
impotent here In later life he concluded that all boys ought to
go through what he had endured. "As a rule," he said, "there
is more genuine satisfaction, a truer life, and more obtained from
life in the humble cottages of the poor than in the palaces of the
rich." However that may be, he got out of the cottage and into
the palace as quickly as he could.

Carnegie soon began to prosper. After nearly a year in the
factory, he became a telegraph boy—the second in Pittsburg,
though the number was quickly increased. The life-long apostle of
competition immediately st to work to gifle competition among
telegraph boys On messages to be deivered outside the city
limits there was a ten-cent tip; he arranged that the tips should
be pooled, and shared out equally at the end of each week. " The
plan was adopted, competition was gifled, and the mesengers
lived amicably ever after," says his biographer .*

By 1851 he had risen to be an operator, at four dollars a week,
and in the following year he was raised to twenty-five dallars a
month. Early in 1853, when he was still only seventeen, he had
the good fortune to attract the notice of Scott of the Pennsylvania
Railroad, then himself a rising young man, and he entered the
service of the railway at thirty-five dollars a month, remaining

* Burton J. Hendrick, The Life of Andrew Carnegie, p. 51.
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withit, in variouscapacities, for twelveyears, that isto say, until the
end of the Civil War.

It did not take him long to discover that work is not the only
way to get money. One day Scott offered him ten shares in the
Adams Express Company for $500; he raised the money by
inducing his parents to mortgage their house. On another occasion
Woodruff, the inventor of deeping-cars, which were till in the
experimental stage, offered him an interest in the venture. " But
how | was to make my payments rather troubled me—my first
monthly payment was to be two hundred and seventeen dollars
and a half. | had not the money and | did not se any way of
getting it But | finally decided to visit the local banker and ask
him for a loan, pledging myself to pay back at the rate of fifteen
dallars per month. He promptly granted it." Thisisthe secret of
growing rich: be such that when you ask a banker for money, you
get it. In the year 1863, his dividend on the shares he obtained
was $5,050. His total income in this year was $47,860.67, of which
only $2,400 was salary; the remainder resulted from prudent
investments. His first investment, in Adams Express Company,
had risen from $120 a year when hebought it to $1,440 a year. Out
of savings he and some friends had bought a farm in the Oil
Regions, and it was now worth $5,000,000. But he was already
beginningtoturn hisattention toiron.

After the Civil War, Carnegie left the employment of the
railway and became a manufacturer of iron bridges, in which,
from the first, he was very succesful. His attention was
turned from iron to ded by the Bessemer process invented
in 1856, which completely revolutionized the manufacture of
sted. The adoption of the process was retarded, however,
by the fact that it could only be used with ores containing less
than four-tenths per cent of phosphorus, while most English
ores, and mos American ores in use at that time, contained a
consderably larger percentage. But the Lake Superior ores,
which had been shown to white men in 1845 by a super gtitioudy
timorous Indian named Majigijig, with thewords" Iron mountain,
Indian not go near, white man go," proved to be suitable for the
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Bessemer process, and thus acquired a new importance. The
ores and the process, together, caused American supremacy in
British dream of eternal industrial supremacy.

It was in 1872, as the result of meeting Bessemer and seeing
his converter in action, that Carnegie entered upon the manu-
facture of steel rails. Bessemer first made steel rails for English
railways in 1862; but in 1872, in America iron rails were still
almost universally employed.

Carnegie established his works on the site of the battle-field
where General Braddock had suffered disaster in 1755, and from
the first he prospered. The crisis of 1873 caused prolonged depres-
sion in the steel industry, but his works steadily expanded. He
made it a principle throughout his career to increase his producing
capacity during bad times, so as to be ready for good times when
they came. "The man who has money during a panic," he said
at alater date, "is the wise and valuable citizen." He aways was
that man. Panics have played an important part in the concentra-
tion of capital, since they enable the strong firms to buy up the
weaker ones or drive them out of business. Carnegie never
speculated, and was never short of cash. As soon as he became his
own master, he developed a strong hatred of finance, and would
have nothing to do with the methods of the stock markets. He
made it an absolute rule that none of his partners should speculate
if he could prevent it, and with even his most trusted employees
he was adamant on this point. He was a pure industriahst: he made
his money by manufacturing and selling steel and steel products,
not by financia manipulations.

Carnegie was a republican in politics but a monarchist in
business. He was an autocrat in his own works, and would not
enter into pools or agreements of any kind with rival firms. He
enjoyed competition, and was completely ruthless in battle.
Inside the firm, he kept his eye on all who showed promise, and
made them compete for his favour; the most meritorious became
partners. " M r. Morgan buys his partners; | growmy own,"he said.

The prosperity of his business depended upon its technical
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excdlence. Sted rails, at the time when he began making them,
sold for a hundred and sixty dallars a ton, whereas in 1898 their
price was seventeen dollars a ton. In 1900, the lagt year that he
was in business, his works produced four million tons of sted,
nearly as much as Great Britain, and nearly half the total output
of the United States. The prdfits of the busnes were forty
millions of dollars, of which his share was just under twenty-five
millions. Fifty thousand dollars invested in the business by a
partner in 1883 brought eight millionsin 1898. And the srangest
thingisthat all this was achieved without hard work on Carnegi€'s
part. From 1865 onward, he always spent half the year in Europe,
mostly in Scodand; yet the command never dipped out of his
hands. " We are a happy family, all unanimous," he boasted once
to a visitor who was being shown the works. " God help the man
who is not unanimous,” murmured one of the partners.

There was one person, and only one, of whom Carnegie sood
in awe, and that was his mother. She was certainly a formidable
old lady. When Matthew Arnold, under Carnegie's auspices, gave
his first lecture in America, it was a dismal failure. Afterwards,
every one began telling him so with varying degress of tact. At
lagt he turned to his hog's mother, hoping that she would say
something soothing, but all she said was. "Too meenigterial,
Mr. Arnold, too meenisterial." Carnegie used to drive a four-in-
hand through Scodand with a party of friends, and his mother
would gt next to him to keep away designing young ladies. She
died in 1886, when he was fifty-one; until she was dead, he would
not marry, though he was engaged. After her death, for many
years, he would not speak of her; he removed pictures of her
which had been on his dek and on the wall. Finally his wife
restored his mother's miniature to his dexk, and after that he
gpoke freely of her.

In the summer of 1892, during one of Carnegi€s seasonal
absences, there was a terrible strike at his works, the Homestead.
Frick, who was in charge, engaged Pinkerton men to protect
blacklegs, there was a battle in which the Pinkerton men were
oused by the strikers, Frick was wounded severely, but not
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fatally, by the anarchis Berkman; eight thousand soldiers, with
artillery, overawed the strikers and occupied the works, and
from that moment no union men were employed by Carnegie.
The strike had occurred as a protest againg a reduction of wages
amounting to between fifteen and eighteen per cent. By this time,
Carnegie had begun to forget his Chartist uncles; his radicalism
had reduced itself to chaffing the Prince of Wales and the Kaiser
about the relative merits of monarchies and republics, and to
writing essays on the delights of poverty.

Carnegie, from thefirst, had made bridges and rails, but in the
main his busness had conssed of making sted. Towards the
end of his busness career however, a new watchword came into
the ged industry: "integration.” This meant that all the raw
materials and all the processes of manufacture, down to the final
product, should be united under one management. For this there
were technical reasons, for ingtance, it was found best never to let
the metal get cold, from the first moment of dealing with the ore
down to the lagt stage This new movement compelled Carnegie
to comeinto contact with two men as power ful as himself: Rocke-
feller and Pierpont Morgan.

Carnegie had secured his supply of coke by the alliance and
subsequent partnership with Frick, who controlled all the coke
in the neighbourhood. Theiron ore, which came from the M esabi
region on Lake Superior, was more difficult to control. Rocke-
feller had acquired vas areas during the panic of 1893, when
smaller men had to sdl. For a time, it ssemed that Rockefeller
was going to challenge Carnegi€'s supremacy in sted. However,
he decided to content himself with oil: he leased his ore lands to
Carnegie and made contracts as to the trangportation of the ore
by his railway and his twelve lake seamers. Carnegie undertook
to buy Mesabi ore only from Rockefdler so long as it could be
obtained from him, and it was understood that Rockefeller would
not produce sted himsdf.

At the other end, Carnegie was more vulnerable. He was sure
of his raw material, and could manufacture sted cheaply enough
to defeat any competitor. But those who, hitherto, had bought
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his sted for various manufacturing purposes began to think that
it would pay them to make their own steel.

The changed situation became acutely manifest in June and July
1900. M. John W. Gates, head of American Sted and Wire, informed
Air. Schwab that in future he could produce his own steel, and that
the contract with the Carnegie Company wes therefore cancelled. The
Moore brothers, controllers of Sted Hoop and Shet Stedl, sent
identical notifications. Contracts with the Carnegie works were at an
end and a customer for 20,000 tons a month vanished into limbo.
A far greater concern, the National Tube Company, an assimilation
of about nineteen previously contending factories, all for years steady
purchasers from Carnegie, had recently been created by J. P. Morgan
and Co. In future this organization, too, could manage without the
ministrations of the Carnegie works. A pageant of blast furnaces and
converting plants, rising in McKeesport and other places, even more
haughtily emphasized this declaration of independence. Another Morgan
achievement, the American Bridge Company, had been little morethan
an assembling plant; structural stedl had been purchased from Carnegie,
riveted together, and in full panoply sent forth into the world. And
now this ambitious infant was similarly displaying a cold shoulder
to Pittsburgh sdesmen. The time weas approachingwhen M r. Morgan's
all enveloping creation could fabricate its own stedl.*

Carnegie was tired of money-making, and wished to retire to
his castle in Scotland, where he could enjoy the conversation of
philosophers, and devote as much energy to getting rid of his
wealth as he had to acquiring it. But his self-respect required
that he should go out of business in a blaze of glory, not as a man
afraid of formidable competitors. He possessed at Conneaut on
Lake Erie an entire harbour, at the terminus of the "Bessemer
Railroad," which he had built to keep the Pennsylvania Railroad
in order. At this place,

. . Carnegi€'s agents had purchased five thousand acres stretching a
mile along the Lake front, and here the tube mill was to be built,
at a cost of $12,000,000. This venture was only the beginning. Land
in plenty had been acquired for other "Finishing" works—tin plate,
barbed wire, nails, and the like. In other words, the Carnegie Company
was preparing to manufacture those articles for which it had formerly

* Hendrick, Life of Andrew Carnegie, p. 477.
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turned out crude sted, and thus regain the market which was dipp
away. A great ged city, not unlike that which afterward roe at Ga
Indiana, was in process of incubation.*

By these preparations, Carnegie inspired respect in those w
might think of fighting him. Morgan wished to organize
steel industry, and for this purpose he must buy out Carneg
Carnegie wished to sdl, but on terms which would make 1
strength of his position evident. The two men, through int
mediaries, made cautious approaches to each other. Carnegi
young partner, Schwab, at last, at the end of 1900, obtainec
statement from Morgan: " | f Andy wantsto sell, 1'l1 buy. Goa
find his price" Schwab went to Carnegie, who, after a f
minutes conversation, took out a piece of paper and wrote on
$400,000,000. " That'swhat 1'll sl for," he said. The paper v
taken to Morgan, who at once accepted the price. After this,
thefirst time, they met.

One day, several wes after the negotiations were ended, Carneg]
telephone rang. Would he not come down to Wall and Broad Stre
for a little talk? As Carnegie was older than Morgan this invitat
seamed unbecoming. " Mr. Morgan," he replied, "it is just about
far from Wall Stregt to Fifty-first as it is from Fifty-first to Wi
| shall be delighted to s you here any time." In a brief peri
Morgan appeared at Carnegi€s home. The ensuing conversation v
pleasant and satifactory. Mr. James Bertram, Carnegi€s screta
timed the interview, taking out his watch. Morgan emerged af
precisdy fifteen minutes had dapsed. So little time did two great m
require to discuss a matter involving $400,000,000!

The parting was good-natured. At the door Morgan gragped C
negi€s hand.

"Mr. Carnegie" hesaid, " | want to congratulate you on being t
riches man in theworld " t

Carnegi€'s business, alongwith many others, went into M or gar
gigantic "United States Steel Corporation,” formed in 1901.
was popularly known as the Billion-Dollar Corporation, but
fact its capital was even larger: $1,300,000,000. It did not pose
a monopoly in steel, and was careful to conciliate public opini

* Hendrick, Life of Andrew Carnegie, p. 481. T lbid, p. 496
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by stating that it had no wish for a monopoly. At the time of its
fonnation it controlled 50.1 per cent, of thetotal production.* It
was Morgan's affair; he chose the directors, and he made Judge
Gary chairman. In Canegi€es day, finance had played no part in
his busness, but in the United Sales Sted Corporation finance
made all the difference between success and failure. Thetechnical
procesess of manufacture were no longer the centre of attention;
it happened that sed was being made, but it might just as well
have been anything dse. A more abdract dage had been reeched
in the organization of economic activities. Finance was essentialy
similar, whether applied to one busness or to another; and by a
natural evolution, this al-pervading financial agpect had come
increasingly to the fore. Through finance it became possble to
unify not merely one busness, such as oil or sted, but all large
and developed industries. This was the next dage in capitadist
development.

c. FINANCE

The power of financeis no new thing, but it hes incressed with
every development of capitdist technique. As we have s, it
played only a minor part in the success of such leading men as
Rockefdler and Carnegie; but with the retirement of Carnegie a
new erabegins, inwhich the dominant figureis J. Pierpont Morgan
the elder. His father, J S. Morgan, was prominent in England,
and acted as intermediary between American business and British
investors. Pierpont Morgan, through his father, had more con-
nection with Europe than had any of his predecessors in American
big busness Until the Great War, Europe, and epecidly Great
Britain, invested very largely in American railways, but obtained,
asarule, avery poor return. All through the batles for the Erie
Railroad between Drew and Gould and Vanderbilt, the British
shareholders make periodic gopearances, but ae hdpless to
prevent what is being done to make their invesments worthless.
And what was true of them was true dso of small investors in

* |da Tarbell, Life of Elbert H. Gary, p. 131.
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the United States: they could do nothing but look on while their
savings were dissipated in the battles of giants.

Pierpont Morgan, who first utilized the power and defended
the interests of the gmaller investors, was a very different kind
of man from the Commodore or Rockefeller or Carnegie. Unlike
them, he was born in the purple, he was an episcopalian and a
new Englander of old family, and he had been familiar from early
youth with governmental and financial Europe. He was a patron
of the arts, and had something of the pomp of a Roman Emperor.
He collected pictures, palaces, and women, employing (at least
as regards the first of these) expert advice obtained at less than
cod price. Even in his busest moments, he could attend Church
Conferences. He employed his spare time by going into empty
churches and singing hymns in solitude. He despised Carnegie
as a vulgar fellow, and winced when he was told that that im-
pertinent upstart spoke of him as " Pierpont." He hated Rocke-
feller as a prig and a Baptist. While the Sted Trust was being
formed, Gary said to him: "We ought to have the Rockefeller
ores” "How are we going to get them?" asked Morgan. " You
aretotalk toMr. Rockefdler." " | would not think of it." "Why?"
"1 don't like him." However, he went next morning, and ulti-
mately bought the ores for five million dollars more than the
outdde price that Gary thought he ought to have given.*

Morgan's earlier career was almost entirely concerned with
raillways, not in attempts to wrest control from other powerful
men, but rather in avoidance of cut-throat competition. He first
made a reputation in 1869, by or ganizing the defence of the Albany
and Sugquehanna Railroad againg Gould and Fisk, who were
attempting to seize it on behalf of the Erie Railroad. This gory
is full of the picturesque incidents which those two gentlemen
were apt to introduce into the dusty annals of finance. They
attempted to invade a shareholders meeting with a gang of
roughs from the dums of New York, each armed with a proxy;
but Morgan and Ramsey, the president of the railroad, were
ready for them with a band of train-men. Ramsey threw Fisk

* Tarbell, Life of Elbert H. Gary, pp. 118-19.
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downgtairs, and at the bottom a " policeman” placed him under
"arrest" and then disappeared. At alater gage, an Erietrain and
an Albany and Susquehanna train, each full of vigorous fighters,
collided end-on at the mouth of a tunnel because neither would
concede the other's right of way. The men leaped out and fought
until the State militia arrived and imposed peace. Meanwhile
there were the customary army of judges imposing contrary
injunctions on all parties. In the end, Gould and Fisk were de-
feated. Morgan had proved himself a useful man on the sde of
regpectable finance.

After Commodore Vanderbilt's death in 1877, his son, having
to face a State legidature less compliant than in Tweed's day,
decided that it would be wise to dispose of a great part of his
holdings in the New York Central, which amounted to 87 per
cent of the whole. He consulted Morgan as to methods of doing
this without loss. Morgan undertook to take the shares at the
current price, and to digpose of them in England, on two con-
ditions: that he should be a director, and that 8 per cent dividend
should be guaranteed for the next five years. Vanderbilt accepted
these terms, the shares were succesfully sold in England, and
the English shareholders gave proxies to Morgan. In this way,
without any large personal investment, he gained influence on
the railway as the champion of genuine investors—not, of course,
as an act of pure benevolence, since his personal profit was three
million dollars.

Competition between railway magnates, as M organ perceived,
was wasteful and ruinous. In 1885, the New York Central and
the Pennsylvania Railroads—or rather, William H. Vanderbilt
and George H. Roberts of the Pennsylvania—were about to
wage war on each other. The South Pennsylvania Railroad, in
Vanderbilt's interests, was working againg Roberts, while the
West Shore Railroad, with Roberts's blessing, was damaging the
New York Central. Morgan took both men for a cruise on his
yacht, and talked to them until they agreed: Roberts was to have
the South Pennsylvania and Vanderbilt the West Shore, so that
each would be freed from competition. Roberts had been hard
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to persuade, but two years later, Morgan did him an importan
service: he used hisfinancial power to prevent the Baltimore and
Ohio Railroad from enteringNew York.

In 1889, M organ formed the " I nter state Railway Association,’
composed of eighteen railway presdents and representatives o
the principal banks concerned in placing new issues. Here, again
the object was to prevent competition and to protect the genuine
investor, whose interests were of importance to Morgan because
of his European connection. After giving all these magnates a
excellent dinner, he introduced business by a very short speech:

The purpoxe of this meeting is to cause those present no longe
to take the law into their own hands when they susppect they havi
been wronged, as has been too much the practice heretofore. T hi
is not dsswhere cugomary in civilized communities, and no guo<
reason exigs why such a practice should continue among railroads*

It was the power of financethat enabled him to take this ton
with a st of masterful men by no means inclined to submit t<
dictation. One of them, McL eod, protested: " You can't dictati
tome. |'d rather run a peanut stand than take orders from any
banker." In a short time, he was reduced to poverty, but it is no
known whether he kept a peanut stand.

Morgan's power depended upon a device called the "votin
trust." When arailroad was in a bad way, it would cometo hin
for help in reorganization, and he would consent on conditio]
of holding the proxies of a sufficient number of shareholders. H
would succead in obtaining these because experience showed tha
he could make even the most unpromising railways pay. Th
panic of 1893 enlarged his opportunities, and in 1898 he controller
a sixth of all the railways in the United States, with a capital 0
$1,500,000,000. His power was not that of actual money in hi
own possession; it was more analogous to political power, sine
he was the chosn representative of the scattered votes O
innumer able shareholders.

He now began to launch out into wider spheres. In 1895 h

* John Kennedy Winkler, The Life of J. Pierpont Morgan, pp. 126-7
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"saved the country” by an agreement with President Cleveland
at a time When the Treasury was destitute of funds owing to a
drain of gold. He undertook to provide sixty-five million dollars
in gold, half of it to be procured in Europe, and to use all his
financial power to keep it in the United States " Saving the
country" became a habit with him; he did it again in 1907. But
by dying in 1913 he missed the opportunity to "save' the whole
world, which cameto his son during the Great War.

The United Sates Sted Corporation, formed at the beginning
of 1901, was, financially, Morgan's biggest operation. His oppos-
tion to competition had long been fomenting public hogtility,
and his promotion of the most enormous of all Trusts increased
the alarm among the enemies of Big Busness. Jugt at this time,
the Conservative M cKinley was assassnated, and Roosevelt, with
aRadical policy, became President. With the enthusiastic approval
of ordinary citizens, he began actions againg various corporations
under the Sherman Anti-Trust Act. His first victim was the
Northern Securities Company, formed by Morgan and Hill to
control the railways of the north-west. Morgan was furious, he
went down to Washington and gave the President a piece of his
mind. He was formidable in anger: when his eyes blazed, men
quailed before him. But Roosevelt was his equal in force of
personality, and they parted in mutual fury." Theman'salunatic,
he is worse than a Sociadist," said Morgan. "Mr. Morgan,"
said Roosevelt, "could not help regarding me as a big rival
operator, who either intended to ruin all his interests or dse
could be induced to come to an agreement to ruin none" " 1'd
even vote the Democratic ticket to get that man out of the White
House" retorted Morgan.

The Supreme Court had previoudly, in the Knight case, given
a decison which, if accepted as a precedent, would have protected
the Northern Securities Company. But the Supreme Court is
not above yielding to pressure, and pressure was applied. " |t
was necessary,” says Roosevelt, "to reverse the Knight case in
the interest of the people againg monopoly and privilege just as
it had been necessary to reverse the Dred Scott caein theinterest
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of the people against davery and privilege." The Supreme Com
by a majority of five to four, decreed the dissolution of tl
Northern Securities Company. It isinteresting to notethat Justi
Holmes, the most Radical of all the Supreme Court judges, vote
against the government.

The Sted Trust escaped legal condemnation. Very wisd
Morgan had chosen as its chairman Elbert H. Gary, a pioi
methodistical lawyer, who was shocked by the doings of tl
great men with whom he came in contact. Gary, much again
the wishes of his fellow-directors, made friends with Rooseve
and frequently went to Washington to praise his public spir
When the Trust wished to buy up the Tennessee Coal, Ito
and Railroad Company, he aobtained the President's consent
advance. He gave out that the Stedl Trust was not as other Trusl
so that Mark Twain, on meeting him, said: " Oh, | know wil
you are. You arethegood Corporation." Morgan had his rewar
and Roosevelt left the Steel Trust alone. But after Taft had be
President long enough to quarrel with his predecessor, he decid
to show his independence by a reversal of the governmenl
policy. Although in general far more friendly to big busine
than Roosevelt, he brought suit againg the United States Se
Federation in October 1911. In April 1915, the United Stat
Circuit Court of Appeals decided againg the government, whi
took the caseto the Supreme Court. In March 1917, the Suprec
Court was evenly divided, and the case was ordered to be reargue
But America's entry into the War, in which the Sted Trust hi
agreat part to play, caused a postponement. In 1919, the Supren
Court finally gave a verdict of acquittal, and Gary's virtue w
vindicated.

T he ramifications of Morgan's power wereendless. He controls
Armour's of Ghicago, through whom he held power of life an
death over the cattle of the Argentine. His shipping Combii
contained most of the Atlantic liners. Edward V I |, the Kaise
and the Pope, entertained him as if he were a visiting monarc
Life published a revised catechism: "Who made the worl
Charles? Answer: God made the world in 4004 B.C., but it w
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reorganized in 1901 by James J. Hill, J. Pierpont Morgan, and
John D. Rockefdler."

In spite of his immense power, he was by no means the richest
man of his time; he died worth sixty-eight million dollars. It
was not so much through his own money that he ruled the world
of finance, as through his capacity for inspiring confidence in
others. In him credit was personified. He first undertook the
organization of the money power of America and of great sections
of Europe, so as to promote harmonious working in the general
interests of capital. Roosevelt and the reformers, following the
Jefferson-Jackson tradition, endeavoured, by the machinery of
the law, to keep alive the old anarchy, but whether they won or
logt in their colossal law-suits, begun in one era and finished in
another, mattered little to the magters of wealth. And in fighting
againg the old anarchy these men were doing a useful and neces-
sary work: they were dimimshing waste, and by their vast fortunes
they were giving spectacular evidence of the productivity of
modern labour. In all that concerned the problem of production,
they were in the right as againg the devotees of competition.
The problem of distribution they could not solve, but this
problem was equally baffling to their opponents They as
could not secure any approach to equality: Carnegie had made
his four hundred millions by free competition.

The United States began in an uneasy compromise between
Jefferson and Hamilton. Gradually the Jeffersonian eements
were pushed westward, while the Hamiltonians ruled the East.
So long as the West worked in harmony with the South, it had
consderableinfluence, but after the Civil War Grangers, Populists,
and Bryanites were ineffective in spite of vigour and enthusiasm.
In the end America became, in its economic life, an organized
whole, ruled, for their own profit, by a handful of unprecedentedly
rich men. The organization, as organization, was valuable; the
defect was in its purpose, which was soldy to make rich men
richer. The plutocrats were right in wishing to eliminate com-
petition, and their opponents were right in demanding consdera-
tion for the interests of ordinary citizens. The solution lay, neither

N
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in a more absolute plutocracy, nor in a return to economic
anarchy, but in public ownership and control of the machine that
the magters of finance had created.

To achieve this requires a new popular philosophy, a new
civil service, and a new kind of democratic intelligence. An
attempt is being made to create these in America at this moment.



PART IV
NATIONALISM AND IMPERIALISM

. . . thou knowst the magistrates
And princes of my country came in person.
Solicited, commanded, threatened, urged,
Adjured by all the bonds of civil duty
And of religion; pressed how just it was,
How honourable, how glorious to entrap
A common enemy, who had destroyed
Such numbers of our nation: and the priest
Was not behind.

There stood a hill not far, whose grisly top
Belched fire and rolling smoke; the rest entire
Shone with a glossy scurf, undoubted sign
That in his womb was hid metallic ore.
Thework of sulphur. Thither, winged with speed,
A numerous brigade hastened: as when bands
Of pioneers with spade and pickaxe ar med
Forerun theroyal camp, totrench a field,
Or cast arampart. Mammon led them on,
Mammon, the least erected spirit that fell
From Heaven, for even in Heaven his looks and thoughts
W er e always downward bent, admiring more
The richest of Heaven's pavement, trodden gold,
Than aught divine or holy dse enjoyed
I'n vision beatific.
MILTON






CHAPTER XXVIII

The Principle of Nationality

I. CONTINENTAL LIBERALISM

THERE were, in the years between 1815 and 1848, three different
types of progressves in the world. There were the American
agrarian democrats, there were the Philosophical Radicals, and
there were the Liberals. On the Continent, the réeations of the
two latter groups were somewhat complicate: snce both were
progressive, they felt that they ought to co-operate, but they dif-
fered so profoundly in their outlook that co-operation was difficult
from thefirst, and in the end impossible.

T he Philosophical Radicals, whose opinions werelargely derived
from eighteenth-century France, believed men to be congenitally ¢
all alike, and attributed the differences between adults entirely to
education and environment. As to religion, they were sceptics;
in ethics, they regarded happiness as the sole ultimate good. They
held sdf-interest to be the mainspring of action, reason to be the
means of discerning sdf-interest, and government to be the art
of harmonizing the interests of different individuals. They were
cosmopalitan, they were rationalistic, and they were rather demo-
cratic. Prosperity and enlightenment were, in their view, the proper
aims of government; and in practical affairs their chief emphass
was on economics.

The Philosophical Radicals, through Cobden, dominated
England, and through England they had, for atime, great influence
on the Continent.

From thetime of Owen onwar ds, however, their theory had two
forms, one for the employer and ancther for the wage-earner.
Almost all their characterigtic doctrines survive in Marxism: the
belief in the innate similarity of all men, the belief in reason, the
cosmopalitanism, the appeal to sdf-interest, and the emphass
upon material prosperity. International Socialism, just as much as
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international capitalism, has resulted from their teaching; and the
Socialistic form of Philosophical Radicalism has proved the more
durable. Cobden's day is past; Lenin's is not.

The Liberals of the period following the fall of Napoleon were
very different from the Benthamites. They also, it is true, had
affiliations with the French eighteenth century, but to Rousseau,
not to the Encyclopidistes and Physiocrats. They were men of
fedling rather than of reason: they looked to sensibility to redress
the sufferings of the weak and downtrodden. They were dominated
by certain rhetorical words from antiquity, such as tyrants, slaves,
freedom. They ssem to have never heard such words without feel-
ing the appropriate emation. It is true that one could not always
be surewho was a tyrant and who was not. In England, the epithet
applied to Napoleon: "there came a tyrant, and with holy glee
thou foughtst againg him," as Wordsworth informs Liberty. But
in Italy Napoleon was revered as a liberator, as appears in
Manzoni's well-known ode on his death. In Germany, Liberal
opinion was divided. Heine wrote "Das Buch Le Grand" to
glorify him, while the patriots of 1813 abhorred him; Goethe, as
became a sage, preserved an Olympian neutrality.

In Catholic countries, Liberals were anti-clerical. They were
everywhere in favour of religious toleration, which still did not
exig in large portions of the Continent. Many thought that God
reveals Himself directly to the heart, epecially when it is the heart
of an illiterate peasant, but that theology is a folly created by
priests to endave the human spirit; this led them to a vague and
undogmatic religion like that of Rousseau. Others were panthelsts,
especially those connected with freemasonry, which had begun its
carexr of Liberalism before the French Revolution.

The typical Continental Liberal was a republican, if only
because Athens and Rome in their great days were republics.
But many Liberals were prepared to put up with kings, provided
they would grant constitutions, emancipate serfs, and allow freedom
of religion and the press. Some were opposed to aristocracy, but
many wer e not, holding, with Tacitus, that Rome enjoyed freedom
under the oligarchy of the Senate, but not under the personal rule
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of the Emperors. All, under the influence of Rousseau, held that
riches have a corrupting effect, and believed in the simple virtues
of the poor.

From the standpoint of practical politics, the outlook of the
Liberals can best be defined by their loves and hatreds. They
hated the Holy Alliance, and regarded Metternich as the quintes-
sential archetype of evil. They loved France because of its Revo-
lution and because of the free thought of its philosophes. They
hated the Bourbons in France, Spain, and Naples, as the symbols
of the victory of reaction. They hated the Turks as the oppressors
of Greece, and therefore did not greatly hate the Tsar until 1848.
They cursed Castlereagh and the memory of Pitt, but admired
Canning more, perhaps, than he deserves.

Aboveall, they worshipped Byron.

The admiration of Byron on the Continent has adways been
something of a mystery to his compatriots; English Radicals
preferred Shelley, whose revolutionary poems were recited at
Chartist meetings and read by Owenite working men. But abroad
Byron was considered the greatest poet of the age, with the possible
exception of Goethe. Everything about him suited the romantic
temperament: he was a Lord and yet an outcast, a man of
wealth and yet a champion of the oppressed, outwardly a cynic
but concealing (very ineffectually) a bleeding heart. Greece was
the most romantic cause of the age, and Byron died for Greece. He
praised the Prisoner of Chillon, who suffered for republicanism
in the sixteenth century. Of Washington, the successful enemy of
England, he wrote:

Where may the wearied eye repose
When gazing on the Grest,

Where neither guilty glory glows,

Nor despicable state?

Yes—one—the first—the las—the bes—
The Cincinnatus of the West,

Whom envy dared not hate,

Bequesthed the name of Washington,
To meke man blush there was but one.

It was the fashion of the age to be world-weary and to be gnawed
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by a secret sorrow, to despise the world and seek freedom in soli-
tude. His Corsairs and Giaours appealed to the mood of aristocratic
rebellion; he supplied the formula for those who loved M an but
hated men. Mazzini could not forgive the English for their neglect
of him, and refused to believe that he had treated his wife badly.
Bismarck, in his youth, was aways reading him: " Sometimes he
would go duck-shooting in a punt, his bottle of wine always ready
to his hand; between whiles he would read Byron."* When he
became engaged to be married, he sent copies of Byron's poems
to his fiancee, but marked them " all nonsense’ —probably for fear
of shocking her pietism. He even contemplated a world tour in
the style of Childe Har old.

Byron's poems did much to popularize the principle of nation-
ality. When he wrote about "the ides of Greece, where burning
Sappho lived and sung,” he suggested, and perhaps believed, that
if the Turks were turned out a new Sappho would live and sing.
While M etter nich was persuading Alexander to prolong the davery
of Greece, Byron was writing:

Spirit of Freedom! when on Phyles brow

Thou satg with Thrasybulus and histrain,

Couldg thou forbode the dismal hour which now

Dims the green beauties of thine Attic plain?

Not thirty tyrants now enforce the chain,

But every carle can lord it o'er thy land;

Nor rise thy sons but idly rail in vain,

Trembling beneath the soourge of Turkish hand,

From birth till desth endaved; in word, in deed, unmanned.

In all save form alone, how changed! and who

That marks thefire till sparklingin each eye,

Who would but deem their bosoms burn'd anew

With thy unquenched beam, logt Liberty!

And many dream withal the hour isnigh

That gives them back their father's heritage:

For foreign arms and aid they fondly sgh,

Nor soldly dare encounter hogtile rage,

Or tear their name defiled from Savery's mournful page

* Ludwig, Bismarck, p. 51.
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Hereditary bondsmen! Know yenot
Who would be free themsdves mugt grike the blow?
By their right arms the conquest mugt be wrought?
Will Gaul or Muscovite redressye? No!
True, they may lay your proud degpalers low,
But not for you will Fresdom's dltarsflame.
Shades of the Helots! Triumph de your foe:

J iGreece! Change thy lords, thy gateis ill the same;
Thy dlorious day iso'er, but not thy years of shame

Freedom, as it appeared in Byron's verse and in the aspirations
of Liberals, was a very different thing from what it was to the
Philosophical Radicals. Bentham and his followers, being utili-
tarians, did not beieve in any absolute "rights of man," though
in practice they thought it usually better, within limits, to let
men do as they liked. They valued liberty of opinion, because
they thought that, where every man was free to sate his case, the
man with the best casswould conquer public opinion. They valued
liberty of commercial exchange because it increased the total
produce of labour. They had a general bias againg governments,
because they were composed of arisocrats who could quote
Horace but knew nothing about trade. Thekind of freedom they
wanted was the freedom of individuals to engage in economic
activities of a modern kind about which Homer and Vergil were
silent.

As conceived by L iber als, freedom was something mor e romantic
than the right to exchange Manchester cotton goods for Polish
corn, or to makethe dales hideous with mines and smoky chimneys.
Freedom was, for the Liberal, a right due to human dignity: he
held, with the Protestants, that there should be no intermediary
between the soul and God, and that no external authority could
instruct aman asto hisduty. If an Italian felt that he owed devo-
tion to his country, not to the adventitious ruler of some small
part of it, he should act asa patriot, even though it might involve
regection of the divine right of the King of Naples or of the
theologically sacred claims of the Pope. Thus nations, like indi-
viduals, had a right to be "free" i.e. to be not governed by
foreigners, priests, or absolute monarchs. The belief that nations
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should be free was, in practice, the most important item in the
Liberal creed. It developed into the principle of nationality, or of
sef-determination, which largely dominated the affairs of Europe
from 1848 to 1919.

The principle of nationality is difficult to date precisdy.
Approximately, it asserts that any geographical group which wishes
to be a governmental unit has a right to be a gngle independent
iState. In practice, however, there are limitations. When, in 1917,
a gngle house in Petrograd, appealing to the principle, declared
itself to be a nation rightly struggling to be free, it was felt to be
going too far, and even President Wilson gave it no countenance.
Ireland had a right to invoke the principle againsg England, and
North-east Ulster had a right to invoke it againg the rest of
Ireland, but the counties of Fermanagh and Tyrone were not
allowed to invoke it againg the rest of North-east Ulster. Thus
one limitation of the principle was that the area concerned must
not be very small. Another was that the area must not bein Asaor
Africa; thiswas dear to all right-thinking people until the Japanee
defeated the Russans Yet another limitation was that the area
concerned must not be one of exceptional international im-
portance, such as Suez or Panama.

To the Liberals up to 1871, these limitations were not obvious,
because a nation to them was something mystical, possessed of a
soul almog as definite as that of a sngle human being. To force
people to live under a government not that of their own nation
was felt to be like forcing a woman to marry a man whom she
hates. Love of home and love of family both have an instinctive
bads and together they form the foundation of love of country
condgdered as a sentiment. It was the existence of this sentiment
that contributed what was valid to the principle of nationality.

A nation, unlike a dass, has a definition which is not economic.
It is, we may say, a geographical group possessd of a sentiment
of solidarity. Psychologically, it is analogous to a school of por-
poises, a flock of crows, or a herd of cattle. The sentiment of
solidarity may be due to a common language, a supposed common
descent, a common culture, or common interests and common
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dangers Asaruleall these play apart in producing national senti-

ment, but the sentiment, however produced, is the only essentid

to the exigtence of a nation. The devotess of nationalism tend to

think of anation asaracein the biological s, to amuch grester
degree than the facts warrant. Shekespeare goeeks of the English

as "this happy breed of men," and subsequent naiondigts have
followed suit. Since nations were conceived asraces, the differences
between them were thought to be, at leest in part, congenita;

thus Liberds, unlike the Philosophica Radicds, were led to
emphasze differences in men and races, and to attribute these to
causss other than education and environment. This outlook wes
much encouraged by Darwinism, when it came—nat, of course,
by its scientific form, but by the form in which it wes found useful

by paliticians.

Nationalism in its modern form begen in England in the time of j
the Tudors, being invoked by Henry VII1 in religion and by
Elizabeth in commerce. It was mede holy by Protestantism,
glorious by the defeat of the Armada, and profitable by overseed
trade and the loot of Spanish gdleons. These three dements of a
vigorous nationa sentiment, temporarily dissociated during the
druggle with the Stuarts, were re-united after 1688, and brought
victory under Marlborough, the eder Pitt, and Nelson. After
Waterloo, the English settled down to a comfortable belief that
they were superior to all other nations in virtue, intelligence,
martial prowess and commercid acumen. Aboveall, they felt that,
asMilton says (gpesking nominaly of the Jews), they understood
"the solid rules of civil government.” Thefirst inroad upon their
sf-complacency was mede by the growth of American and
German industry in the late nineteenth century, to which they
reected with the somewha hysterical imperidism of Rudyard
Kipling and Cecil Rhodes

English nationdism was liberal until the French Revolution,
gnce it sood for the defence of parliamentary government againgt
the absolute monarchies of Spain and France. From 1793 till the
death of Cadlereagh, opposition to revolutionary idess mede
England reactionary; but from the time of Canning until Glad-



396 Freedom and Organization, 1814-1914

gonés fel in 1886, foreign policy was liberal except during a few
short periods.

French nationalism begins with the defence of the Revolution
againg the alliance of kings; its sentiment is expressed in the
Marseillaise. France led Continental Liberalism in 1789, in 1830,
and in 1848; even in 1870, after thefall of Napoleon| | | , men like
Garibaldi and Bakunin felt it worth while to volunteer for the
defence of France. The patriotism of France always appeared,
even to those who were not Frenchmen, to be something not
merely national, but a crusade for the universal victory of the ideas
of the Revolution. The mog liberal dements in France were the
most patriotic, while the kings of the Restoration were the most
willing to submit to foreign dictation.

German nationalisn was created by Napoleon. It began after
the batde of Jena, and found vigorous expresson in the War of
Liberation in 1813. Like all nationalism, it had its idealism: it
aimed at freeing theworld from French "immorality" and restor-
ing the simple ideals of duty of a more wholesome age The
Italians, oppressad and divided by priests, Bourbons, and Haps-
burgs, hoped, if they could achieve freedom, to lead the world
again in humanism and the spiritual life, as they had done from
St. Francisto Michelangelo. The Savs, whose variousnationalisms
first came to the fore in 1848, claimed for themsdves a mystic
consioumness of God, imbibed from the depths of their dark
forests, and giving them a wisdom surpassing that of more explicit
races.

The true and perfect Liberal believed in all these various
national excdlences, and held that the nations, free themsdves,
and respecting the freedom of others, should develop each its own
gpecial virtue, producing together a fine orchestral harmony.

In practice, unfortunately, things worked out rather differently.

I'l. ITALIAN NATIONALISM

Italians, whose national life had been violently extinguished in the
sixteenth century, welcomed Napoleon as a compatriot and a
liberator. The whole of the Italian mainland came under his
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influence; Sicily alone, under the influence of Nelson and L ady
Hamilton, remained loyal to reaction and barbarism. The French
regime in ltaly was accompanied by liberal reforms, and Mur at
encouraged afeding for Italian unity, though this remained some-
what vague.

The Congress of Vienna put an end to governmental liberalism
in Italy. The powers of the Church and the arisocracy were
restored; but where, as in Venice and Genoa, republics had
exised for a thousand years before the revolutionary era, the
status quo antewas not revived. We have seen in an earlier chapter
what Talleyrand thought of the claims of the Genoese. The more
they wished to preserve their ancient independence, the more
important it became, in the eyes of the Congress, to show by
their example how little the wishes of the populations concerned
should influence the distribution of territory. In spite of the
explicit promisss of Lord William Bentinck, the Genoese were
handed over to the absolute rule of the House of Savoy.

From Genoa, very appropriately, came the man who did most
to generate Italian patriotism and desire for unity—Giuseppe
M azzini, bornin 1805. Hisfather had welcomed therepublicanism
of the French, and kept hidden behind his books certain old
Girondin newspapers, which, if found, would have got him into
trouble with the police. The study of Roman history at school
stimulated at once patriotism and republicanism: Mazzini learnt
to admire the younger Cato and the eder and younger Brutus—
too much, indeed, snce they encouraged in him a life-long taste
for conspiracies The French revolution of 1830 had echoes in
Italy; Mazzini, who wasinvolved, became an exile, and spent most
of the rest of his life in England; nevertheless, he remained the
leader and inspirer of revolutionary ltaly.

" M azzini wasaman of genius, but too much under theinfluence
of two abgract ideas, God and the principle of nationality." So
said the Rev. Benjamin Jowett, to whom both these " abstract
ideas" one must suppose, appeared unimportant. To Mazzini,
they were closdly connected: his principle of nationality was not
exclusively Italian, and his God was not a merely tribal Deity.
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"Nationality," he says, "is sacred to me, because | sein it the
influence of labour for the good and progress of all men."
"Humanity isagreat army, marching to the conquest of unknown
lands, against enemies both strong and cunning. The peoples are
its corps, each with its special operation to carry out, and the
common victory depends on the exactness with which they execute
the different operations." " God haswritten oneline of histhought
on the cradle of each people ... special interests, specia aptitudes,
and before all specia functions, a speciad mission to fulfil, a
special work to be done in the cause of the advancement of
humanity, seem to me the true, infalUible characteristics of
nationalities." He proceeded to tell each nation what its function
was. England's business was industry and colonies, Russias was
to civilize Asia, Poland's was to be the champion of the Slavs;
Germany was to think, France was to act, and Italy was to unite
thought withaction."Whilethe Germanwalksearthwith hissight
lost in the depths of heaven, and the Frenchman's eye rarely
looks aloft but scours the earth's surface with its resdess penetrat-
ing glance, the Genius that guards the destinies of Italy has ever
been wont to pass swiftly from the ideal to the real, seeking from
of old how earth and heaven may be joined together."

It is not quite clear what Mazzini would have done with a
Frenchman who wanted to think or with a German who wanted to
act; nor does it seem very probable that a non-Italian would
acquiesce in the pre-eminent role which he assigned to Italy.
He rejected the claims of the Irish to be considered a nation,
because they did not "plead for any distinct principle of life or
system of legislation, derived from native peculiarities, and con-
trasting radically with English wants and wishes." So, at least, he
said. But it is to be observed that, as the enemy of the Pope, he
was always opposed by the I rish; perhapsif they had been friendly
to him they would have had a national mission.

He considered the Slav movement, next to the ltalian, the
most important in Europe, and rightly observed that it must
prove fatal to Austria and Turkey. He aimed ultimately at a
United States of Europe, governed by a League whose head-
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guarters should be in Rome, and whose crestion should be the
result of Italy'sleadership. His principle of nationality, apparently,
did not apply outside Europe. Asa was to be a mere appendage
to Europe, and in the international orchestra no instrument was
assgned to the United States Nations existed, for Mazzini,
through their poets and philosophers; those of Poland were known
to him, but not those of China.

Mazzini undoubtedly meant to be fair as between different
nations, but his predilection for his own continualy broke out.
He goke of Italy as "radiant, purified by suffering, moving as
an angd of light among the nations that thought her dead."
"Thedediniesof Italy," hesaid, "are the dedtinies of theworld."
We have dready sem the predominant part assgned to Italy in
cregting and administering from Rome the United Saes of
Europe. It was "the land destined by God to the great mission
of giving moral unity to Europe, and through Europe to humanity."
A nation wes, to him, not a mere aggregate of individuals, but a
mystic entity with asoul of itsown. He blamed Carlylefor undue
emphads upon the individual hero, as opposed to the collective
life. The life of a nation, he sad, "is not her own, but a force
and a function in the universd providentia scheme" God
"divided Humanity into distinct groups or nuclei upon the face
of the earth, thus creating the germ of Nationalities. Evil govern-
ments have disfigured the Divine sign. Neverthdessyou may still
traceit, distinctly marked out—at leest S0 far as Europe is con-
cemed—by the course of the greet rivers, the direction of the
higher mountains, and other geographicd conditions." It is
unfortunate that he omitted to tell us what was God's design as
regards the Danube, for knowledge on this point might have
prevented the Grest War.

Not only the nation, but dso the family, had for Mazzini the
sredness of a natural group which is more than the sum of its
individuas. "The Family," he sad, "is the Heart's Fatherland.
Thereisin the Family an Angel, posssssd of amysteriousinflu-
ence of grace, sweetness and love; an Angel who renders our
duties less arid, and our sorrows less hitter . . . this Angel of the
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Family isWoman." Mazzini was abachelor. It waswith an exile's
idealization that he viewed both family and country. " The con-
ception of the family is not human, but divine, and no human
power can extinguish it. Like the country—even more than the
country—the family is an dement of exisence"

T he Philosophical Radicals viewed men as individuals, and took
an interest in such groupings only as arose from identity of eco-
nomic interest. Mazzini was interested in groupings that have
biological, sentimental, or geographical sources The socia
entities that result in this way—the family, the nation, and
humanity as a whole—appeared to him supremely important, and
the source of most of the excdlences to be found in individuals.
This made him profoundly hostile both to Cobden and to M ar x.

Apart from more general grounds, he objected to Cobden for
his principle of non-intervention in Continental politics. He held
neutrality to be base when a moral issue was involved. Italian
unity was brought about by the armed support of France in
1859 and of Prussa in 1866 and 1870, as well as by the diplomatic
sympathy of England in i860; Cobden's palicy of pacifism, he
felt, would haveleft Italy for ever endaved. Although, like Cobden,
he disapproved of the Crimean War, he still said "the peace-men
have no principle" We ought, it seems to have fought againgt
both Russa and Turkey at once since both were oppressors
It never occurred to him that a habit of crusading all over the
wor ld would soon develop into imperialism.

T he philosophy of utilitarianism was wholly repugnant to him:
men should live for duty, not for happiness, He praised Carlyle
for opposing "the strong materialism that for a century and a half
has maintained a progressive usurpation, one while in the writings
of Locke, Bolingbroke, or Pope, at another in those of Smith
and Bentham, and has tended, by its doctrines of sdf-interest
and material well-being, to the enthronement of sfishness in
men's hearts. All the movement of industrial civilization, which
has overflooded intellectual and moral civilization, has not deafened
him [Carlyle]." Those who accept the principle of utility, he
thought, "are led away by degress to neglect the development
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of what is highest, holiest, and most imperishable in man, and
to devote themsdalves to the pursuit of what they call the useful.
Thereis nothing useful but the good, and that which it produces;
usefulness is a consaquence to be foreseen, not a principle to be
invoked." " Our concernment here below is not to be happy, but
to become better; there is no other object in human life than to
discover, by collective effort, and to execute, every one for him-
«f, the law of God, without regarding individual results” He
deduced that, in universities, there should be no professors of
philosophy except such as agreed with his doctrines; speaking of
the Hegelians, whom he didiked, he said: " One fine day we will
swvegp out all that stuff." He deduced further that "there is no
sovereignty in the individual or society, except in so far as either
conforms itself to the divine plan and law . . . the smple vote
of a majority does not congtitute sovereignty, if it evidently con-
tradicts the supreme moral precepts . . . the will of the people
is sacred, when it interprets and applies the moral law; null and
impotent, when it disodates itself from the law, and only repre-
sents caprice” These doctrines have been accepted and carried
out by Mussolini.

"To execute, every one for himsdf, the law of God" is, no
doubt, an admirable principle. For a Catholic, who bdieves that
the Church knows the law of God, it may even be made into a
rule of government. The results, as seen in the Papal Sates,
may not have been quitewhat most modernswould think desirable;
for example, the Inquisition still practised persecution, and issued
edicts so0 late as 1841 " commanding all people to inform against
heretics, Jaws, and sorcerers, those who have impeded the Holy
Office, or made satires againgt the Pope and clergy”;* while in
1851 a railway across the Romagna was prohibited on the ground
that " railways produce commerce, and commerce produces sin." f
But although such principles may seem curious, they are at least
not anarchic, so long as it is admitted that the law of God is
revealed to the Church. Mazzini, however, did not accept the

* Bolton King, A History of Italian Unity , I, p. 79.
f Simpson, Louis Napoleon and the Recovery of France, p. 48 n.
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authority of the Pope; for him, as for a Protestant, the law of
God was revedled directly to each individual conscience Un-
fortunately, there were conflicting revelations. Mazzini's con-
stience told him that England ought to intervene on the Continent
by force of arms to secure freedom for oppressed nations;
Cobden's conscience told him the exact opposite. Both were
earnes and highly moral men. Two men who both accepted the
principle of utility could argue about their practical differences,
gnce they had a common standard; but two men who both
followed the "law of God" and found that they differed could
only accuse each other of wickedness and fight it out. Thus
Mazzini's ethic, which sounds so much nobler that Bentham's
happiness principle, becomes in its application to practical
affairs, nothing better than the rule of the big battalions. Men
who beieve themsdves the recipients of divine revelation are
apt to be inconvenient, and Mazzini's doctrines could only end
in perpetual war or an iron tyranny.

His objections to Socialism were such as might be expected
from the nature of his objections to Bentham. He hated Marx's
materialism, and he believed in preaching duty rather than dass
war. He had some dedlings with the International at first, but
only until he became convinced that he could not turn it from
Socialism to the defence of oppressed nations. He regarded
religion, not economics, as fundamental in the interpretation of
history; so far from regarding men asthe product of their environ-
ment, he held, on the contrary, that the social and industrial
environment is "the manifetation of the moral and intellectual
condition of humanity at a given period, and above all of its
faith." Although he favoured a good deal of semi-socialigic
legidation, his philosophical outlook was the very antithesis of
that of Marx. In all things, he emphasized will; he objected to the
fatalism of Hegel, and therefore all the more to that of Marx,
which had the added vice of being materialigtic.

Throughout a long life of agitation, Mazzini had only a brief
moment of precarious power, in the Roman Republic of 1849,
which was snuffed out, after a few months, by Louis Napoleon,
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as a first step to the acquisition of a halo of respectability. The
later and more successful pursuit of Italian unity was guided by
theskilful policy of Cavour, and new territory, asit was conquer ed,
was added to the dominions of the House of Savoy. Mazzini
remained all hislifearepublican, and derived no satisfaction from
the creation of the Kingdom of Italy. But it was his propaganda
that had generated the enthusiasm which Garibaldi led and Cavour
utilized. What Italy hasbecome, M azzini'sdoctrineshave madeit.

['11. GERMAN NATIONALISM

German Liberalism, during the sixty years between the batde
of Jena and the Austro-Prussan War of 1866, was a somewhat
confused mixture of three different dements. In the West, there
was a pro-French eement, which liked the reforms introduced
by the revolutionary governments, considered Germany a back-
ward country, regarded demaocratic republicanism as the goal,
and held revolution to be the indispensable method. Among
merchants and indugtrialists, and also among Prussan officials,
ther e was a movement influenced by English ideas of laisser faire,
called in early days Smithianismusand afterwardsManchesterismus;
this movement was drongest in the early sixties, when Cobden
was at the height of his fame. The third eement in German
Liberalism was the desire for national unity; this purely patriotic
feeling was compelled to take a Liberal form owing to the fact
that unity could, seemingly, only be won in oppostion to the
Princes, and to Austria. The German unity movement was anti-
French, and therefore had difficulty in co-operating with pro-
French Liberalism, which died out when Bismarck found a Con-
servative way of achieving unity and German patriotism ceasd
to beliberal. In the seventies, industry turned againg free trade,
and Cobdenite Liberalism had no further influencein Germany.
What survived of Philosophical Radicalism was only what had
been embodied, through M ar x, in Social Democracy.

While the French and English forms of Liberalism thus failed
to make any very deep or lasting impression upon Germany, the
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nationalistic form gradually conquered the whole country with
the exception of the Socialigts. Itsfirst literary expresson was in
Fichte's Addresses to the German Nation, which were ddlivered
as lectures in Berlin during the winter of 1807-8. The battle of
Jena and the Peace of Tilsit had humiliated Prussa, while
Napoleon, having won the friendship of Alexander, seemed
unshakable. Fichte was an earnest and unworldly philosopher,
the heir of Kant, the recognized leader of the transcendental
metaphysicians. He had been accused of atheism for identifying
God with the moral order of the universe, and had been com-
pelled to resign his professorship at Jena. But the Prussan Govern-
ment befriended him, he cameto Berlin, and ultimately (in 1811)
became Rector of the University. His philosophy, which was
what is called "idealigtic," emphasized the importance of the
Ego, and his behaviour was sometimes in accordance with his
beliefs, so that Goethe and Schiller, who didiked him, nicknamed
him " The Absolute Ego." His beliefs and his character combined
to ingpire the doctrines which made him the founder of German
nationalism.

Fichte begins his Addresses by saying that he is speaking to
the whole German nation, " setting asde completely and r e ecting
all the dissociating digtinctions which for centuries unhappy
events have causad in this sngle nation." From foreign sources,
Germany has been infected by sdf-seeking; it must be built up
again on a loftier moral plane, and for this purpose the first
requisite is a new sysem of education. "By means of the new
education we want to mould the Germans into a corporate body,
which shall be gtimulated and animated in all its individual
members by the same interest.” Will, he says, "is the very root
of man," and he immediately goes on: "the new education must
consst essentially in this, that it completely destroys freedom of
will in the soil which it undertakes to cultivate, and produces on
the contrary drict necessty in the dedisons of the will, the
opposite being impossible. Such a will can henceforth be relied
on with confidence and certainty.” We must make the pupils
indifferent to their material welfare, and " mould men who are
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inwardly and fundamentally good, since it is through such men
aone that the German nation can still continue to exist." This,
apparently, is the sole reason for preferring good men to bad ones.

During education, there must be no contact whatever with the
world outside the school. "From the very beginning the pupil
should be continuously and completely under the influence of this
education, and should be separated atogether from the com-
munity, and kept from all contact with it. He must not even
hear that our vital impulses and actions can be directed towards
our maintenance and welfare." This means, | suppose, that boys
are to eat, not because they are hungry, but because food is
necessary if they are to help in preserving the German nation.

The education of Germans is important for the world, and
not only for their own country, for "itis first of all the Germans
who are called upon to begin the new era as pioneers and models
for the rest of mankind." This is proved by considerations of
language. The French, Spaniards, and Italians are regarded by
Fichte as of more or less Teutonic descent, and the Germans
in Germany are admitted to have much Slav intermixture; it is
not therefore racially, but linguistically, that the Germans, in-
cluding the Scandinavians, are purer than the nations speaking
languages derived from the Latin: these have become worn down
and degraded through owing their origin to the attempts of
immigrantstotalk low Latin. L atinand Greek were pure languages,
and so is German; but the Romance languages are impure.

From this it follows that the German is more earnest and
more profound than the foreigner; it follows aso that there is
less difference between educated and uneducated in Germany
thanin Latin countries, because in the latter only those who know
Latin can understand the original meaning of words in common
use* Hence it comes that the conception of "culture" is un-
German, and that the German who wishes to be thought cultured
imitates foreign ways. But this love of foreign ways has proved
disastrous: "all the evils which have now brought us to ruin

* There is much truth in this. Compare, eg., the word "armistice"
with the word " Waffenstillstand,” literally "weapon-still-stand.”
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are of foreign origin. Of course it was only when united with
German earnesness and influence on life that such evils were
bound to bring destruction in their train." The researches of
foreigners, or of Germans who have fallen under their influence,
are merely historical, whereas those of the unspoilt German are
truly philosophical. The foreign genius may be compared to a
bee, which gathers honey and "deposts it with charming tidi-
ness in cdls of regular congtruction. But the German spirit is
an eagle, whose mighty body thrusts itself on high and soars on
srong and well-practised wing into the empyrean, that it may
rise nearer to the sun whereon it delights to gaze."

Fichte speaks of Germany as the mother-country, and regards
the rest of the world as somewhat faithless colonies* whose sole
function is to transmit to Germany the culture of antiquity,
which they themsdves are too superficial to understand. If
Germany were destroyed by the foreigners, "the hitherto con-
tinuous stream of the development of our race would be in fact
at an end; barbarism would be bound to begin again and to go
on without hope of ddiverance, until we were all living in caves
again like wild beasts and, like them, devouring one another.
That thisisreally so and must inevitably follow, only the German
can see, of course."

As the lectures proceed, the superlative merits of Germany
become increasingly evident. " The German nation,” we learn,
"is the only one among the neo-European nations that has shown
in practice, by the example of its burgher dass for centuries,
that it is capable of enduring a republican constitution." " Belief
in death, as contrasted with an original living people, we have
called the foreign spirit. When once this foreign spirit is present

* This view is scarcdy intelligible except to those who know how
history is taught in Germany. The German schoolboy learns that there
was a corrupt and effete Roman Empire, but that the countries which
it had drained of vitality wererejuvenated by an influx of noble Germans:
Ostrogoths in Italy, Visigoths in Spain, Franks in Gaul. The royal
families and arigtocracies of these Latin countries were of Germanic
origin, and it was held that German blood had given them whatever
merit they posessad in later centuries.
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among the Germans . . . it will reveal itself as the confession
... of abelief in the universal and equal sinfulness of all. This
belief | have sufficiently described in another place—see the
Guide to the Blessed Life, Lecture | L " At last it appears that the
word German is only accidentally a geographical or racial term;
to Teutonic profundity it has another and more spiritual
significance:

S0, let there gppear before you at last in complete dearness what
we have meant by Germans, as we have so far described them. The
true criterionis this: do you believe in something absolutely primary
and origina in man himsef, in freedom, in endess improvement,
in the eternal progress of our race, or do you not believe in al this,
but rather imagine that you clearly perceive and comprehend that
the opposite of all this tekes place? All who either are themsdves
alive and cregtive and productive of new things, or who, should this
not have falen to their lot, at any rate definitely abandon the things
of naught and stand on the watch for the stream of original life to
lay hold of them somewhere, or who, should they not even be so fan
advanced as this, at least have an inkling of freedom and do not hate
it or takefright atit, but on the contrary loveit—all these are original
men; they are, when considered as a people, an original people, the
people simply, Germans. All who resign themsalves to being some-
thing secondary and derivative, and who distinctly know and com-
prehend that they are such, are so in fact, and become ever more so
because of this belief of theirs; they are an appendix to the life which
bestirred itself of its own accord before them or besde them; they
are an echo resounding from the rock, an echo of a voice dready
silent; they are conddered as a people, outside the original people,
and to the latter they are strangers and foreigners.

Mazzini allowed every European nation (except the Irish) to
have its own legitimate patriotism, and its own contribution to
the symphony of human progress. Fichte is more thorough-
going: "only the German—the original man, who has not become
dead in an arbitrary organization—really has a people and is
entitled to count on one, and he aone is capable of real and
rational love of his nation." In fact, "to have character and to
be German undoubtedly mean the same."

Descending from these metaphysical heights to the mundane
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affairs of practical politics, we learn that Germany should not
trade with the outer world, but should be a dosed commercial
State—a subject upon which Fichte wrote a book in 1800. The
German will never want the freedom of the seas because "the
abundant supplies of hisown land, together with hisown diligence,
afford him all that is needed in the life of a civilized man." It
must not, however, be supposed that the German State will be
pacifigtic: peace is the ideal of those who love material comfort.
The State has " a higher object than the usual one of maintaining
internal peace, property, personal freedom, and thelife and well-
being of all. For thishigher object alone, and with no other inten-
tion, does the State assemble an armed force. . . . What spirit
has an undisputed right to summon and to order everyone con-
cerned, whether he himself be willing or not, and to compel any
one who resgs to risk everything including his life? Not the
spirit of the peaceful citizen's love for the constitution and the
laws, but thedevouring flame of higher patriotism, which embraces
thenation asthevestureof theeternal, for which thenoble-minded
man joyfully sacrifices himsdlf, and the ignoble man, who only
exigs for the sske of the other, mugt likewise sacrifice himself."

"The ignoble man exigs only for the ske of the other."
This principle contains the denial both of the Rights of Man
and of Benthamism, for Bentham held all men's happiness to be
of equal importance. Fichte condders that the ignoble man
should be sacrificed. Who is to decide which is the ignoble man?
Clearly the government. Hence every tyranny is justifiable, and
the extirpation of political opponents can be carried out in the
name of national nobility.

The Addresses to the German Nation became the Bible of
German patriots, and even 0 late as 1919 the Social Democr at
Ebert, first Presdent of the German Republic, after announcing
his policy, said: " Thus shall we realize that which Fichte has
given to the German nation as its task." Nor was it only in
Germany that he was admired. Carlyle extolled him, and T. H.
Green taught a whole generation at Oxford to regard him as the
perfection of ethical purity. Yet thereisin the modern world no
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governmental cruelty, injustice, or abomination which thisvirtuous
professor's principles fail to justify.

The monarchs, and "that base and bloody tool of tyranny,
Wm. Pitt," tried to destroy the French Revolution, and instead
produced Napoleon. Napoleon tried to desroy Prussa, but
produced Fichte, who led to Bismarck. Bismarck, by trying to
destroy France, made the revanche inevitable; and the revanche
led to Hitler. Perhaps a lofty morality, backed by bayonets, is
not the best way of advancing human happiness.

If German patriotism, as inaugurated by Fichte, appears
somewhat more fierce and domineering than that of Mazzini,
thereason is obvious. Italy could not hopeto achieve unity without
foreign help, and must, therefore, make its propaganda such as
would appeal to liberal minds in other countries. Prussia, on
the contrary, still remembered the glories of Frederick the Great's
resgance to a world in arms, while forgetting England's part as
his ally, and the sudden volte-face of Russa by which he was
saved at the end. A united Germany, it was felt, would be strong
enough to stand alone. Nationalist convictions are never more
conciliatory to foreigners than is necessitated by diplomatic and
military consderations. If Fichte daims more for Germany than
Mazzini claims for Italy, that is soldy because Germany was
potentially a more powerful country.

When the Germans rose againg the French in 1813, they
were inspired partly by patriotism such as Fichte preached, and
partly by a desre for Parliamentary conditutions in the English
style. Stein, who represnted the union of patriotism and
Liberalism in Prussa, carried out important reforms, including
the abolition of serfdom; the King of Prussia and mogs of the
other German rulers promised to grant congitutions after the
overthrow of Napoleon. Austria, however, opposed constitu-
tionalism, and a the desre for German unity, which was
especially strong in Prusia. Under Metternich's influence, all
nationalism was frowned upon, and Ficht€s Addresses became
illegal.

For atime, the revolutions of 1848 brought a change. The men
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who came to the fore were congtitutional Liberals and patriotic
advocates of German unity. In the Frankfort Assembly they
endeavoured to draft a congtitution for Germany, but they could
not solve the difficulty of Austria. Austria proper was German,
and should, they felt, be included in the new Germanic Federa-
tion; but the bulk of the inhabitants of the Austro-Hungarian
Empire were Magyars or Slavs, whom patriotic Germans had no
wish to include. The Frankfort Assembly, after defeating a
republican minority, offered the crown of united Germany to
the King of Prussa, but herefused it. Austria recovered, humili-
ated Prussa, and st to work to destroy afresh all hopes both of
unity and of democratic government.

It is remarkable how many Germans who became vigorous
supporters of the Prussan Government after the removal of
Austrian influence were exiles in the years following the failure
of the movements of 1848. Not only Radicals such as Heine,
Marx, and Liebknecht were compelled to live abroad, but such
men as Mommsen and Richard Wagner, and the two men who
were afterwards Bismarck's secretaries and dosest confidants,
Lothar Bucher and Moritz Busch. It was only through Bismarck
that German patriotism became regectable and Conservative,
with the result that many men who had been Liberal because
they were patriots became Conservative for the same reason.

What may be called the myth of German nationalism was
perfected, in the time of Bismarck, by a number of professors,
among whom the most important, perhaps, was the historian
Treitschke. In his History of Germany in the Nineteenth Century,
he presented events in the way mog calculated to stimulate
national pride, without any narrow-minded preudice in favour
of accuracy. His point of view was an important dement in
forming the oudook of Germans in the time of William 1 | ; a
few quotations will make it clear.

Of literaturein 1813, hewrites. " The poets of the great struggle
of the nations sang of war, the only form of political activity
directly suitable for artistic expresson. Their patriotic enthusasm
awakened the eternal and characterigtically human fedings of joy
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in battle and wrath in the fray, of hope for victory and delight
invictory. They pursued a definite end, one readily comprehensible
to smple folk, the liberation of the fatherland from the yoke of
foreign oppressors.”

He recognized with regret that in the forties a mania for rail-
ways and factories, and a tendency to prefer stience to Greek
and Latin, seized upon many Germans, egecialy such as had
lived in England or America:

Amid the busy activities of the new political economy, there had
rapidly cometo the front a race of persons who were fanaticsfor utility
and for universal progress a breed which had bean quite unknown
to the quiet Germany of earlier days types ridiculed by the Munich
artigs in their masked processons and comic papers under the nick-
name of "Migter Vorwarts" These pasons had all paid a vist to
England or America; they were interested in every new railway com-
pany or factory enterprise (which were often mere swindles); they
prized nothing but what could be counted, weighed, and measured.
From thee drdes firg came the ary which was eagerly reschoed by
ignorant journalids, that training in natural sience must become the
bads of general culture, and that linguistic and historical education,
upon which for thousands of years all civilized nations had been
nourished, must be sraightway dethroned from its high edate

Fortunately, Jakob Grimm made clear the error in this scientific
outlook. "He showed that the spiritual sdences must necessarily
be the foundation of general culture because they alone com-
prehend the whole of human life, including the world of the
imagination and of the heart." And the greates of the men of
stience, such as Mayer and Helmhotz, took the same line: "in
all thexe pioneering inteligences of the new natural science,
the old and splendid German idealism still remained active.
... A lapse into the fodlishness of materialism was left to the
lesser men who succeeded them.”

Treitschke traces to its origins the sruggle between protection
and free trade, which, on the theoretical sde, was inaugurated
in 1841 by List's The National System of Poalitical Economy:

The Scottish sensualig philosophy had never secured much vogue
in our country, and it had been effectivey refuted by Kant. Yet in
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the fidd of economic stience there continued to prevail in Germany
the doctrine of Adam Smith, which gands or falls with sensualism.
By Ricardo and Say this doctrine had been recondituted with one-
sded rigidity, and had been popularised by the vigorous writings of
Bagtiat. When the nead of the hour had been the overthrow of the
feudal order of sodiety, this doctrine had proved a liberating force,
but it now lingered in German universities as nothing better than
a gerile tradition. Following this petrified method of the teache's of
the old law of nature, a method which every eficient jurist had long
since abandoned, the political economigs were accusomed to deduce
their propostions as logical inferences from the abdraction of the
economic man who buys in the chegpest and =dlis in the dearest
market. The harmony of all interests, the just and rational ordering
of society, were to issue from the druggle between the conflicting
egaisms of such individual economic men, were to be the outcome
of the free interplay of sodial forces the animal impulse of sdfishnes
wes to work a miracle, was to lift men above the gatus of the beads
Persns of refined sensbilities, able to redlise that this doctrine was
ungerman, were none the less willing to ascribe such a miraculous
power to enlightened sdfishness for they failed to redlise that sdfish-
ness cannat possibly be enlightened, cannat from the low leves upon
which it peforce exigs gain an extensve outlook aoross the wide
vidas of national life. Thetheory rested upon an unhistorical optimism
which completdy ignored the two great foroes of universal history,
the force of stupidity and the force of sin.

There is truth in this criticism. The Benthamites took too
little notice of "the force of stupidity and the force of sin,” both
of which had their revenge in the production of such men as
Treitschke and in the growth of the nationalis movement
throughout the world. But when he goes on to say that it was a
mistake to suppose that "increasing understanding of self-interest
would auffice to put an end to crime,” it may well be doubted
whether there is any other force likely to have this effect. In
palitics, there are powerful forces other than sdf-interest, but
in the main they are worse: they are forces of envy, pugnacity,
cruelty, and love of domination. All these may be called " stupidity
and sin." But in fact they are the very forces to which "idealigts"
give noble names such as patriotism, national spirit, contempt
for merely material ends, and so forth. Undoubtedly there are
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large crimes of enlightened sdfishness such as King Leopold's
administration of the Congo; but their possbility depends upon
absnce of enlightenment in their victims. Undoubtedly, also,
there are better motives than sdf-interest, but these are ssdom
sufficiently wide-spread to be politically powerful.

Treitschke appears to hold that, while Germans should never
consider anything but the interest of Germany, men of other
countries are wicked if they pursue national aims. He pesks of
a Franco-Russian alliance as an "unwholesome political design,”
and of Sav nationalisms as "fantagic dreams" But what he
hates most is a rationalistic utilitarian outlook. He complains
that in England the landed gentry, when free trade lessened the
value of their land, took to commerce instead of starving in a
gentee manner:

Now that landed property ceesad to furnish auffident return, the
landowners began to interes themsdves in railways, banks and
indudtrial enterprises of all kinds. Ere long a son of the duke of
Argyll could run a lucrative wine busness without suffering sodal
odradan. While the German gentry remained poor but knightly, in
England old oonceptions of honour and prgudices of cage were
undermined by the potency of money. A mercantile breeze irred
the entire life of the nation. The duel, the indigpensable and ultimate
resource againg the degradation of sodety, passd into disuse and
00N became altogether unknown.

Cobden, he says,

regarded the date as an asurance sodety founded by the arbitrary
will of individuals. The sde function of this corporation was he
conddered, to protect budness and labour againg violent disturbances,
and to make its premiums to the assured as low as possble For him,
economic interest made up the entire content of human life, while
quick journeys for commercia travelers and the cheap production
of cotton were the supreme ams of civilisation. He was perfectly
serious when he dedared that Stephenson and Watt had enormoudy
more dgnificance in higory than Caesar or Napoleon.

Not that Cobden was wholly bad: he " had more under standing
of foreign nations than had most of his fellow-countrymen; he
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admired Prussia" Neverthdess his influence on Germany was
to be deplored.

Treitschke is even more anti-French than anti-English. He
dexcribes the French literature read in Germany as "a compost
of filth and blood,” which has an apparent worldly wisdom
derived from turning the old ideas topsy-turvy, and saying " God
is sin, marriage is unchagtity, property is theft." Some French
writers, we are told, even go so far as to suggest that there may
be virtuous prostitutes.

Heis not much better about the Jews. He tells how the Elector
of Hese, because of his intimacy with Amsche Rothschild,
granted equality of rights to the Jews in 1833, before any other
ruler had done so.

"The reallts of this experiment were mog unsatifactory. It wes
made plain that the dns of usury and cheating were not merdy the
oconsguences of lack of freedom, but were deeply inracinated national
failings of the Jews vices whose extirpation would be far from easy.
In Hese, where the Jewns could now adopt any professon they chosg
they showed themsdves to be crud bloodsudkers upon the poor
countryfolk, with the result that the cradle of Jewish emandipation
in Germany became the focus of an utterly fanatical hatred of the
Jews"

Who could guess, from such a passage, that the ancient Prussan
nobility, whom Treitschke admires above all mankind, obtained
every penny of their incomes by being " crud bloodsuckers upon
the poor countryfolk,” and only began to emancipate safs as a
result of defeat at the hands of the French? In 1807-8, after
Jena, the gradual emancipation of serfs was decreed; in 1816, after
Waterloo, this measure was limited to those peasants who had
plough oxen and a share in the village fidds. And so the law
remained until 1850.

In judging Germany, it is difficult to remember that the Ger-
mans, who have led the world in sdience, who are ultra-modern
in art and in industrial technique, began their political develop-
ment later than France and much later than England. Frederick
the Great was more absolute than Henry V11, and the status of
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the peasantry was less free at his death than it had been in
England since the Black Death in 1349. Parliamentary institu-
tions, which were established gradually during the nineteenth
century, had in 1914 about as much power as in Elizabethan
England. Prussia, the mogt important of German States, was als
the most militaristic, and had in its Eastern Provinces a feudal
nobility of Squire Westerns, who had come originally as alien
conquerors of the native Savs. Moreover, in England, Squire
Western, as a Jacobite, had no influence upon the government,
which was divided between high finance and the great Whig
families, both liberal influences, whereas in Prussa Sguire
Bismarck and his neighbours were the main support of the
throne.

Another reason for the weskness of Liberal ideas in Germany
as compared with England was the comparative unimportance
of commerce. The Hanse Towns, which lived by commerce
retained throughout the nineteenth century a Cobdenite outlook;
in 1871, Hamburg and Bremen remained outside the Zollverein
because they clung to free trade. Liberalism is essentialy and
oflfgoring of commerce; it existed in the commercial cities of
ancient Greece and mediaeval Italy, and in the commercia
States of Holland and England. Fichte, as we have seen, wished
Germany to have no foreign commerce, and his modern followers
retain this view as far as the times permit. What ssms to us
belated in the German outlook is connected with this depreciation
of commerce.

The characterigic doctrines of German nationalism are all
to be found in Carlyle: belief in the importance of will rather
than knowledge, faith rather than reason, and duty rather than
happiness, worship of the State and admiration of vigorous
despotism; emphads on race and on heroic individuals; didike
of indugtrialism disguised as pity for the industrial proletariat.
Much of this is @ to be found in Disraeli. And in Brtish
imperialism as practised in Asa and Africa, all the impulses that
seem repulsive in German nationalism have found vent. The
Empire has been a cesspool for British moral refuse; Germany
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had no such outlet, and had to endure its despots at home. " |
wanted to take service in India under the Enghsh flag," said
Bismarck in his youth; "then | thought, after all, what harm
have the Indians done me?" The sdf-righteous Englishman will
do well to ponder this reflection.



CHAPTER XXIX

Bismarck and German Unity

LIBERALISM and the principle of nationality suffered joint defeat
in 1848, but soon revived. In Italy, in 1859 and 1860, they won,
in alliance, a spectacular victory in the unification of almost the
whole country, with parliamentary government under the con-
stitutional rule of Victor Emmanuel. (Venetia was won in 1866,
and Rome in 1870.)

A gmilar liberal-nationalistic development was to be expected
in Germany, where the victory of reaction after 1848 did not
seem likely to be permanent. But the course of events in Germany
was not according to the preconceived pattern. The principle of
legitimacy, a hampering legacy of the Congress of Vienna, was
thrown over by the Conservative Government of Prussa, which
found satisfaction for German nationalism with only a few con-
cessons to Liberalism. The separation of nationalism from
liberalism, and of conservatian from the principle of legitimacy,
was an important achievement, which profoundly affected Euro-
pean development. It was mainly due to the personal influence
of Bismarck, who, on this account, must be reckoned one of the
mogt influential men of the nineteenth century.

Bigmarck was a country gentleman, and remained all his life
somewhat bucolic. His ancetors were aristocratic landowners
in Brandenburg, where they had lived for five hundred years or
more—much longer than the Hohenzollern, as he remarked on
one occason. They had been proud and unbending; his grand-
father, a disciple of Rousseau, had incurred the serious displeasure
of Frederick the Great. His father, who was good-tempered and
lacking in ambition, was in youth an officer in the army, as was
almos inevitable; but he retired to his etates as soon as he could,
and took no part in the campaigns of 1806 or 1813. The many
generations of his ancestors, vigorous and sturdy, had eaten
voracioudy and drunk liberally, cultivated their fields and shot

o
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their game, begotten children and grown old and died, with an
unchanging rhythm like that of the ssasons These centuries of
gable exigtence among obedient sxfs formed the unconscious
background of Bismarck's thoughts and fedlings, giving to con-
servatism a hold over him which nothing could shake "I love
great trees, they are ancetors” he said. When a visitor was about
to drive through the forest in a top-hat, he exclaimed: " Spare
my trees the sight of that object!" He did not like the thought
of being buried in a coffin underground; pointing to two huge
pines, he said: " There, between those trees, up in the free air
of the foret, is where | should like to have my lagt resting-place,
where the sunlight and the fresh breeze can get at me."

It was from his mother, not from his father, that he derived
his intelligence and his restlesness His mother's family, the
Menckens, were not aristocratic; they were professors and civil
servants. Her father was a minister under Frederick the Great,
was dismissed by his successr as a Jacobin, and was recalled
by Frederick William 111 as an ally of Stein. She hersdf was
intellectual, urban, ambitious, and fashionable. She found her
husband unsatisfactory because of his indifference to success
They lived in Berlin in the winters, and in the summers, when
he would have preferred his estates, she would develop ailments
and insst upon a fashionable watering-place, a cusom which
deprived her sons of their summer holidays in the country.
Discontented, clever, and worldly, she made everybody uncom-
fortable, and could not put up with the manner of life that had
satisfied the Bismarcks for five centuries.

The boy Otto, born in 1815, loved his father and the country,
and hated Berlin and his mother. In his early childhood, he was
happy at his father's estate at Kniephof in Pomerania, making
friends with cowherds and gamekeepers, horses and dogs And
when his father took him down to the village, he would explain
that it all beonged to them. However, the time came for him
to go to school, and his mother, who was up-to-date, sdected
an egtablishment which boasted that it was conducted according
to the principles of Pestalozzi. Here he suffered from the bad
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food and the harsh discipline, of which he continued to complain
all his life, saying that he used to be waked in the morning with
a rapier thrust. In adolescence, his school reports accused him
of " pretentious arrogance' and of having "no thought of proper
respect for his teachers" Respect was never his strong point.

At the age of seventeen, full of Byronic romance, believing
himself to be a republican and an atheist, he became a student
at the University of Gottingen, where he soon won the respect
of his fdlow-students by his extreme readiness to fight dues and
his victories when his challenges were accepted. He made friends
with Motley the historian, also at that time a student at Gotting-
gen, who said that he never spoke snse except when they were
alone together. For therest, he spent most of histimein drinking
and brawling. " There is the subgance of a hero running to seed
here" said Motley at the time. As might be expected, he ran
up debts, and there were, he wrote to his brother, " very disagree-
able sones between myself and the old man [his father], who

refuses to pay my debts. . . . Not that it matters very much, for
| have plenty of credit, so that | can live a thoroughly dissolute
life. The result is that | look pale and ill, and my old man,

when | come home at Chrismas, will naturally ascribe this to
lack of victuals. Then | shall take a strong line, saying that |
would rather be a Mohammedan than go on suffering hunger,
and then | shall get my way." " The Kniephof court,” he told
his brother, "is more accessble to diplomatic cunning and to
lies than to swashbuckling."

At the age of twenty-one, he obtained a diplomatic position
in Aix-la-Chappelle, but the duties did not ssem to him worth
performing, and he went posting over Europe in pursuit of an
English girl whom he wished to marry. Naturally, when he
returned, it became necessary to resign. He was given another
chance, but could not settle down to the routine of official life.
For financial reasons—including his debts—his family decided
that he should live at Kniephof and manage the estate. He himself
felt no objection to this course, for reasons which he explained
in a letter to a cousin:
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Affairs and offidal service are utterly uncongenia to me; | should
not think mysdf fortunate to become an officda or even a miniger
of State; | deam it quite as regectable to grow corn as to write
deypatches and in certain droumdances as more ussful; | have more
inclination to command than to obey. These are fads for which |
can give no reason beyond my own tastes ... A Prusdan dfficia
is like a player in an orchetra. No matter whether he be the first
vialin or the triangle, ... he has to play his instrument as the nesds
of the concerted piece dictate. . . . But for my part, | want to play
music auch as | regard as good—or dse not play at all.

For a few renowned datesmen, epecialy in countries with an
absolute condtitution, patrictism has been the mative driving them
into the public service much more often, the mainspring has bemn
ambition, the wish to command, to be admired, to be famous | must
admit that | mysdf am not free from this passon. Many digtinctions,
auch as those which acorue to a soldier in wartime, or to a satesman
under a free condtitution, to such men as Ped, O'Connéll, Mirabeau,
et.c—men who had ther part to play in energetic political movements
—would exert on me an attractive force which would override every
congderation, would lure me as a flame allures a moth.

| am less attracted by sucoesses which | might sscure along trodden
roads by examinations influence, the study of documents seniaiity,
the favour of my superiors Still, there are moments when | cannot
think without regret of all the gratifications to vanity which awaited
me in the public service the satisaction of having my value officially
recognised by swift promotion; ... the pleasng snsation of being
regarded as a capable and ussful person; the glamour which would
surround me and my family—all these condderations dazzle me when
| have drunk a bottle of wine. | nead careful and sober reflection to
convince me that they are but cobwebs spun by foolish vanity, and
are on the same footing as a dandy’s pride in the cut of his coat and
a banke's ddight in his money; that it is unwise and usdess for us
to sk our happiness in the opinions of others, and that a reasonable
man musgt live his own life in acoordance with what he himsdlf recog-
nisss to be right and true, and must not be guided by the impresson
he makes on athers or by the thought of what people will say about
him before and after his death.

In aword, | am not free from ambition, though | regard it as just
as bad as any of the other passons and even more foolish, because
ambition, if | give mysdf up to it, demands the sacrifice of all my
energy and independence without guaranteeing me, even in the mogt
fortunate event, any permanent satifaction. ... An income sufficent
for my neads and enabling me to st up house in town would not
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be mine, even if | were eminently sucoessful, until 1 was about forty
years old and had bemn raised to a presdency. By that time | should
have become a dryasdug, should have grown hypochondriacal, should
have had my health undermined by a ssdentary life, and should only
ned awifeas a sck nurse

These moderate advantages, the tickling of my vanity by hearing
mysf addresed as "Herr Presdent" the consdouses of rardy
helping the country as much as | cod it, and of occasonally working
it hindrance and doing it harm—do not alure me | have therefore
made up my mind to preserve my independence, and not to sacrifice
my vital eneges as long as there ill remain thousands of persons
(some of them highly digtinguished), to whose taste such prizes ssm
precious, 0 that they are ddighted to fill the place that | leave vacant
for them.

From 1839 to 1847, Bismarck lived the life of a young country
squire. He hunted, he drank (a mixture of champagne and porter,
usually), he had innumerable love affairs, and he acquired a
reputation for recklesness, so that mothers kept their daughters
away from him. But he studied agriculture serioudy, both theo-
retically and practically, and read poetry and history widely,
French and English as well as German. When he was twenty-
sven he made a journey to England, which he liked because
people were polite, because peers returned from the House of
Lords on horseback, because Hussars remounts had rations of
a bushd of cats and twelve pounds of hay, and because in res
taurants he was allowed to carve the joint and take as much as
he wanted.

When he returned from his travels, country life no longer
seemed  satisfying.

In the mornings | am out of humour, but after dinner | am accesshle
tokindlier fedings My asodates are dogs horses and country squires
Among the latter | enjoy a certain prestige, because | can read easlly,
always dress like a human being, can carve game with the accuracy
of a butcher, ride easly and boldly, smoke very strong cigars, and
am able to drink all my guests under the table—for, unfortunatdy,
| can no longer get drunk, athough my memory tels me that this
condition used to be an extremey happy one | therefore vegetate,
very like a dock, without any speda wishes or fears an edtremdy
harmonious and very tedious condition.
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In this mood, he came in contact with a young and (banning
pietist lady, Marie von Thadden, who was engaged to his friend
Moritz von Blanckenburg. She st to work to convert hisfinance's
friend: she and Blanckenburg told him of a consumptive girl who
was dying and who loved him, but must know of his conversion
if she was to die happy. When she died, they told him that she
had " recelved inner assurance that your soul will not belost. . . .
Oh if you only knew how the deceased had prayed for you!"
He was moved to tears, but still not converted. However, after
Marie and Blanckenburg were married, he met at their house a
friend of hers, Johanna von Puttkamer, who pursued the work
of reclaiming him with more success he saw thelight and married
the lady. He was a model husband, affectionate, tender, and
master ful, with an almost feminine attention to detail, passonatey
fond of his children and serioudy troubled by their dightest
ailments.

His conversion was perhaps not so complete as he allowed his
fiancee to suppose He wrote to his brother:

In matters of faith we differ somewhat, more to her digress than
to mine. Still, the difference is not so great as you might imagine,
for many external and internal happenings have wrought changes in
meof late, 30 that now (a new thingin me, asyou know) | fed justified
in numbering mysaf among those who bdievein the Chrigtian reigion.
Although in regpect of some of the doctrines, perhaps those which
Chrigians as a rule condder the mog important, | an—so far as
| am dear concerning my own viens—by no means fully reconciled
with the Chrigtian outlook, neverthdess, tacitly as it were, a sort of
Treaty of Pasau has been dgned beween mysdf and Johanna
Besdes | like pietism in women, and detes members of the female
£x who make a parade of enlightenment.

He was at all times supergtitious, but hardly religious. He made
ue of religion, almost unconscioudy, when it was politically
convenient." | f wewithdraw therdigiousfoundation of the State,"
he said on one occasion, "then the State remains nothing more
than a chance aggregate of rights, a sort of bulwark againg the
war of all againg all. ... It is not clear to me how, in such a
State, the ideals of the communists, for instance, concerning the
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immorality of property could be disputed.” This sort of argument
mede him fed religion useful. But his own persond religion, in
20 far as he had one, was a vague pantheism connected with big
trees and the country.

His engagement and marriage were in 1847. At thistime, both
for public and private reasons, his ambition revived. He became
a member of the Landtag, and throughout the revolutionary
period upheld the extreme Conservative views gppropriate to
aparticularist Prussan Junker, even going o far as to deny that
in 1813 patriotic Prussians had had any thought for Germany
asawhole.

The years from 1851 to 1862 were spent in acquiring officid
experience. From 1851 to 1858, he was Prussian envoy to the
Federd diet a Frankfort; from 1859 to 1862 he was ambassador
a S Petersburg; in 1862, for a few months, ambessdor in
Paris, and then, in the same year, Minister-President of Prussia
From that date until 1890, Prussds policy was Bismarck's.

The situation in 1862 wes one of acute conflict between King
and Parliament. By the Constitution of 1851, which lasted until
the Great War, the bdance of power in the Prussan Landtag
wes held by the middle dass The eectorate was divided into
three sections, rich, medium, and poor, each section contributing
an equd amount to the revenue. The sections, eech separatdy,
eected equa numbers of dectors, and the dectors, al together,
dected the Landtag. Thus the middle dass and the poor could
overpower the rich, while the middle dass and the rich could
overpower the poor. In the early sixties, Anglophil liberalism
dominated the middle dass, while neither Lassdle nor Marx had
yet incited the working dass to Socidism. In these circumstances,
the Diet was overwhelmingly Liberal. It possessd the power
of the purse, but the Ministry was only responsible to the King.
Liberal leaders having studied English congtitutional history,
believed that, through the power of the purse, they could acquire
control over the executive. Bismarck's task wes to defeat them
in this attempt.

The conflict had aisen over the army. The army, it was
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admitted, was the King's affair, but it was the affair of the
Landtag to vote the money for it. King William wanted a larger
army; the Landtag was willing that he should have part, but
not the whole, of the increase that he demanded, but in return
the Liberals wished all the taxes to be voted by an annual Budget,
and they hoped, by this means, to force the King to choose a
Ministry agreeable to the majority in Parliament. After a disso-
lution, the Liberals had come back stronger than ever; the King
was frightened, and much inclined to yield. If he had yielded,
Prussa would have become a Parliamentary democracy, and the
history of the world would have been quite different from what
it has been. But the Conservatives persuaded him to try one more
expedient before yielding: perhaps Bismarck, who was known
as a bold and resolute reactionary, who had counsdled stern
measures in 1848, would be able to find some way of defeating
the Liberals. He was summoned from Avignon, and had a
momentous interview with King William. When he advised
resgance to Parliament, William expressad fears that he would
have his head cut off, like Charles |. Bismarck replied that he,
for his part, was willing to share the fate of Strafford, and appealed
to Prussian pluck. The King, only half persuaded, gave Bismarck
a tentative permision to s what he could do. Events proved
that there was no Cromwell among the Liberals of the Landtag,
and that the King's fears were groundless.

Bismarck began by telling the Diet that he was going to prolong
the former taxes by decree trusting to the future for an Act
of indemnity. In his first speech in the Landtag, he produced
an olive-branch which he had gathered at Avignon, but observed
that the time was not yet ripe for presenting it to the Opposition.
He went on to say:

Germany has its eyes not on Prussas Liberalism, but on its might.
. . . Prussa mug resrve its srength for the favourable moment,
which has aready more than once been missed. The great quegions

of the day will not be decided by spethes and resolutions of majorities
—that was the blunder of 1848 and 1849—but by blood and iron.

This was a kind of language to which Parliament was un-
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accugomed. In reply there were "gesthes and resolutions of
majorities,” but the Prussans continued to pay the taxes that
were being illegally collected, the King introduced his army
reforms, and Parliament was shown to be impotent. M eanwhile
Bignarck decided to give the country something dse to think
about.

Most opportunely, the question of Schleswig and Holstein
came up just at this time. These two duchies had belonged to
the King of Denmark snce 1460, but were not part of the kingdom
of Denmark, and were subject to a different law of successon.
Holstein had been part of the Holy Roman Empire, and was
German in sentiment; Schleswig, at any rate in its northern
portion, was predominantly Danish in feeling. Owing to the
different law of successon, the legitimate heir to the Duchies
was not the King of Denmark, but the Duke of Augustenburg;
his father had renounced his rights in return for a money pay-
ment, but perhaps they could be revived. There were endless
complications: Palmerston said that only three people had ever
understood the question—the Prince Consort, who was dead;
a German professor, now in a lunatic asylum; and himsaf—but
he had forgotten about it. One thing was quite clear, in site
of the tangle, and that was that Prussa had no right to Schleswig
and Holstein. But Bismarck decided that Prussa should have
them, and by means of two wars Prussa acquired them. In 1863,
when Bismarck firs suggeted annexation, the King said " But
I have no rights in the Duchies." Bismarck replied: "Had the
Great Elector, had King Frederick any more rights in Prusia
and Slesa? All the Hohenzollern have been enlargers of the
State" The King was shocked, as often by Bismarck; but the
Minister had his way in the end.

The first step was an alliance with Austria, by which the two
Powers, Austria and Prussa, ogtensbly in the interests of the
Duke of Augustenburg, agreed to sdtle the question jointly.
Then, in 1864, a short war with Denmark gave them possesson
of the Duchies, of which, provisonally, Austria took Holstein
and Prussia took Schleswig, both now recognizing that the Duke
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ofjAugustenburg's claim was invalid. The other Powers, especially
England, were furious but impotent.

The next sep was to deal with Austria, and here Bismarck
had to overcome the pan-German fedling which regarded war
with Austriaas " fratricidal." Thereweretwo parties among those
who sought German unity, those who desred the " Great Ger-
many" which included Austria, and those who desired the " L esser
Germany" which excluded it. But unity including Austria was
an impracticable policy, because of the non-German Hapsburg
dominions. Ever dnce 1815, Austria had been the main obstacle
to unity, and to drive Austria out of the Germanic Federation
was a necessary preliminary. Bismarck saw this, but many German
patriots did not. Thereforein bringing about the war with Austria
in 1866, he had to make sure of whatever support was available.

On April 8, 1866, Bismarck concluded an alliance with Italy,
by which Italy undertook, at any time within the next three
months, to go to war with Audtria if Prussa did so; they were
to make peace jointly, Italy was to have Venetia, and Prussa
was to have some equivalent at Austria's expense. Next day,
Bismarck had a resolution brought forward in the Federal Diet,
according to which a Parliament dected by manhood suffrage
from all Germany (implicitly excluding Austria) was to frame
a German congtitution in consultation with the Princes. Austria,
of course, rejected this proposal, the purpose of which was only
to conciliate the sentiment for unity on a democratic bads
Prussan troops were ordered into Holstein, from which the
Austrians retired without fighting. As this step had not provoked
war, Bismarck brought before the Federal Diet a proposal for
a new organization explicitly excluding Austria. Austria declared
that Prussa had violated the Federal Constitution, and demanded
a mobilization againg Prussa of all the other members of the
Germanic Confederation. Prussa replied by an ultimatum, and
the war began.

The King, as usual, had had to be managed. For his benéfit,
Bismarck kept a certain style of pious language which he found
effective. At the crisis, he wrote:
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Your Majesty will res asured that it is opposed to my sentiments,
| can even sy to my faith, to attempt, in any urgent way, to influence
your exalted and soverdgn dedsons in matters of war and peace
| am content to leave it to Almighty God to guide Your Majesy's
heart for the wedfare of the fatherland, and | am more inclined to
pray than to advise But | cannat hide my conviction that if we keegp
the peace now, the danger of war will recur, perhapsin a few months,
and under less favourable conditions. Peace can only belasting when
both parties want it. . . . One who, like Your Majesty's mog faithful
servant, has for dxteen years been intimately acquainted with Augtrian
policy, cannat doubt that in Vienna hogility to Prusia has become
the chief, 1 might amog sy the only motive of Sate policy. This
motive will become activdy operative as soon as the cabinet of Vienna
finds that the drcumgances are more favourable than at the present
moment. Audria's firs endeavour will be to mould drcumgances in
Italy and France, 0 that they will become more favourable

The Crown Princess (afterwards the Empress Frederick) wrote
to her mother Queen Victoria calling Bismarck "the wicked man,"
and expressng the general sentiment of German Liberals. But
Bismarck realized that victory would cause him to be forgiven,
and he was assured by Moltke, the Chief of Staff, that victory
was certain. Moreover, when he consulted the Bible in search
of an orade—s0 he wrote to his wife—he came upon the text:
"When mine enemies are turned back, they shall fall and perish
at thy presence For thou hag maintained my right and my
cause thou satg in the throne judging right." However, even
this left room for doubt: " We have good confidence" he wrote,
"but we must not forget that Almighty God is very capricious."

The war was brief, and Prussa was completely victorious.
Bismarck, who knew that he would need a benevolent Austria
later on, indsted on peace at the first moment at which his pur-
posss became realizable. The King and the Generals desired a
triumphal entry into Vienna, but Bismarck pleaded and wept
and in the end had his way. Italy obtained Venetia, Prussa
obtained Schleswig-Holstein, Hanover, Nassau, Frankfort, Hesse-
Cassl, and the northern portion of Hesse-Darmstadt. The old
German Confederation, in which Austria had been pre
dominant, was dissolved; in its place, a North German Con-
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federation was formed, in which there was to be a Reichstag
dected by manhood suffrage, and the King of Prussa was to
be Presdent. From this to the completion of German unity was
only one more step. Fiscally, Germany had already been united
in the Zollverein, except for the Hanse Towns, but the renewal
of the Cugoms Union after the war, in which mogt of South
Germany had sided with Austria, needed a new treaty, to which
Bismarck would only consent if it were coupled with a military
aliance in which Prussa had the upper hand. South Germany
accepted his terms, though with some reluctance, and the Zoll-
verein was renewed by a " Cusoms Parliament” which represented
the whole country.

During the war of 1866 a new Landtag was dected in Prussa.
By the time it met, Prussa had won, and Bismarck had become
a national hero. Now was the time for the olive branch that he
had brought from Avignon: the new Landtag indemnified the
Government for having collected taxes unconstitutionally snce
1862, and still more readily for having created the army that was
bringing such ddicious victories. The Liberals split into two
factions, of which the larger, calling itself the National Liberal
Party, became Bismarck's most loyal support. He had more
difficulty, oddly enough, with the Conservatives, who were out-
raged by his alliance with the Italians againg the Germans of
Austria. His differences with them on foreign policy began during
the Crimean War, when hefavoured friendship with Russia rather
than with Austria. From the time when he had gone to Frankfort
in 1851, he had felt the necesdty of Prussian sdf-assertion as
againg the traditional arrogance of Austria. In the meetings of
ddegates at Frankfort, it was a custom that only Austria smoked,
but Bismarck boldly lit his cigar. When the Austrian envoy once
received him in shirt-deeves, Bismarck remarked "vyes it is hot,"
and took off his own coat. These acts were prophetic.

Bismarck had no respect for the principle of legitimacy. He
stood simply for Prussian interests, and was quite willing to make
friends with Napoleon | 11, "the man of sin" as Conservatives
called him, if that would help him to make Prussia great. Writing
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to his arch-Conservative friend and former patron Gerlach, in
1857, he says

How many entities are there left in the palitical world to-day that
have not their rootsin revolutionary oil? Take Spain, Portugal, Brazil,
all the American Republics, Belgium, Holland, Switzerland, Greece,
Sweden, and England, the latter with her foot even to-day consdioudy
planted on the glorious revolution of 1688. Even for that territory
which the German princes of to-day have won partly from Emperor
and Empire, partly from their pears the barons and pardy from the
edates of their own country, no perfectly legitimate tide of possesson
can be shown, and in our own political life we cannat avoid the use
of revolutionary supports

At an earlier date, in 1848, he had exclaimed: " What the devil
do | care about the petty States? My only concern is to safeguard
and increase the power of Prussa" This was, in fact, his outlook
through his whole career; he took up German unity only when
he found a way of combining it with the increase of Prussan
power. Unlikethe upholders of legitimacy, he had no international
principle. How the French chose to be governed was no concern
of his; whether they had a Bourbon, a Bonaparte, or a Republic,
whether they were well governed or badly governed, whether
they were happy or unhappy, were, in his view, not questions
that concerned a patriotic Prussan, except in so far as they
affected France's power for mischief. In this he differed from
Conservatives and Liberals alike, but he taught the world to
adopt his principles. Following his precepts, the Tsar, at a later
date, was not afraid to ally himself with the atheistical republican
government of France.

There remained one more tak to be accomplished before
German unity could be completed, and that was to combine
North and South in a war againg France, which must appear
as forced upon Germany by French arrogance. Nothing ese
Bismarck was convinced, would produce the sate of fedling
necessary for union under Prussan hegemony. For war with
France, the ground had to be carefully prepared. The military
preparation could be safdy left to Moltke; for although the two
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men often wrangled, Bismarck took care that his diplomacy should
only produce wars that Moltke felt confident of winning. With
the help of the military alliances with South German States, and
after the experience of two wars, Moltke was ready to promise
victory if he was allowed two or three years of preparation. The
other problems were diplomatic. It was necessary to insure the
neutrality of the other Great Powers. Russia was secured by the
promise to support revison of the Treaty of 1856 as regards the
closng of the Straits. England might have sympathized with her
ally of the Crimean War, but Napoleon was tricked by Bismarck
into an expression, in writing, of his desre to annex Belgium,
which, published at the crucial moment, effectively prevented
English asastance to France. Austria and Italy remained doubtful
to the end, and were only converted to the German cause by
Napoleon's military misfortunes. Italy would have sded with
France if the Emperor had consented to Victor Emmanud's
occupation of Rome, but he refused, under the influence of
Eugeni€'s ultramontane fanaticism. Thus it was left to Luther's
countrymen, at Sedan, to end the temporal sovereignty of the
Pope.

The final dages leading up to the rupture with France were
managed by Bismarck with consummate skill. Both he and
Napoleon were rogues, but one was as cever as the other was
silly, and the clever rogue made the other's roguery apparent
to all Europe, while successfully concealing his own. At the last
moment, he was aimost defeated by the smple honesty of King
William, but by his "editing" of the Ems teegram he just
succeeded in getting his war at the very moment when all was
ready for it.

The war, as every one knows, resulted, for Germany, in the
annexation of Alsace-Lorraine and the formation of the Empire;
for France, in the payment of a huge indemnity, the establish-
ment of the Third Republic, and the Paris Commune—extir-
pated with inconceivable barbarity by the new government of
Liberty, Equality, and Frater nity.

The Empire, which embraced all Germany except German
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Austria, had a federal constitution very similar to that of the
North German Federation established in 1867. The King of
Prussia was German Emperor, the Prime Minister of Prussia
was Imperial Chancellor; he and the other Ministers were respon-
sible to the Emperor alone, not to Parliament. There was a Federal
Diet (Bundesrat), consisting of delegations appointed by the
several States; and there was a Parliament (Reichstag) directly
elected by manhood suffrage. The Reichstag had control of
finance, and laws required its assent, but the initiative in legis-
lation belonged to the Bundesrat. Bismarck was Chancellor until
1890, and in practice the constitution scarcely limited his omni-
potence. The middle classes had been tamed, and he never again
encountered difficulties like those of 1862. The sullen hostility
of France suited his purposes, since it gave an obvious reason
for keeping German militarism alive. But he had no occasion
for further wars; the world had come to the conclusion that it
was not a good plan to fight Bismarck.

His achievement in the years 1862 to 1871 is perhaps the most
remarkable feat of skill in the history of statesmanship. He had
to manage the King, whose wife and son and daughter-in-law
were all bitterly hostile. He had to convert the nation, which at
first hated him and his policies. He had to make nationalism
Conservative instead of Liberal, militaristic instead of humani-
tarian, monarchical instead of democratic. He had to secure the
victory of Prussia against the Danes, the Austrians, and the
French, in spite of the fact that none of the other Powers wished
him to succeed. He could not allow the King to understand his
policy, because it was not such as an honest old soldier could
approve. He could not let the world understand it, because the
world would have defeated it if it had understood it. At every
moment he was liable to grave disaster. Fortunately for him,
there was not in any country another statesman who understood
the diplomatic game as he did. Even Disraeli, as subsequently
appeared, was a child in his hands. Throughout the crucial years,
Austria, France, England, and Russia danced to his tune. Every-
where he roused passionate resentments, but they died down
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except in France. And in the end Germany was so strong that
resentment came to seem futile.

Bismarck's work bears the impress of his character, which was
Titanic, complex, and divided. He wrote to his wife during their
courtship in reference to a poem he had quoted to her: " Most
congenial to me is the wish to become, in such a night, a sharer
in the delight, a portion of the tempest of night; mounted on
a runaway horse, to gallop down the rocks into the thunder of
the Rhinefall." In hisyouth he preferred Byron to all other poets,
and although he professsd to have discarded Byron after his
marriage, his letters to his wife show that that dde of his nature
still survived. " That which is imposing here on earth,” he tells
her, "is aways akin to the fallen angel; who is beautiful, but
lacks peace; is great in his plans and efforts, but never succeeds,
is proud, and melancholy." He was a mixture of brutality and
tenderness. tenderness to those who in no way thwarted his will,
wife, children, horses and dogs, brutality to all who opposed
him. During the war with France, he showed unbeievable
calousness in his dealings with the French. "Every village in
which an act of treachery has been committed should be burnt
to the ground, and all the male inhabitants hanged.” At Com-
mercy, a French woman came to intercede for her husband, who
had been arrested. " The minister [Bismarck] listened to her very
amiably, and when she had done he replied in the kindliest
manner possble, "Well, my good woman, you can be quite sure
that your hushand (drawing a line round his neck with his finger)
will be presently hanged.' "* When it was rumoured that Gari-
baldi and 13,000 volunteers had been made prisoners, he said,
"Why have they not been shot?' On another occadon he said
that, if Garibaldi were caught, " We will exhibit him for money,
and hang a placard round his neck bearing the word 'Ingrati-
tude.! " He maintained that no black prisoners should be made.
He had no feding for the French in their misfortune, but jeered
at them all; when Favre looked ill, he suggested that he was
made up with a view to exciting sympathy. But he felt the most

* Busch, Bismarck, p. 305.
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acute anxiety as to the fate of his own sons Riding among the
corpsss after the battle of Koniggratz, he said: " It makes me
fed dck at heart to think that Herbert may be lying like this
some day." His fedings were primitive, and divided mankind
rigidly into friends and others; the others aroused no sympathy,
whatever might happen to them.

The world that he created was of a piece with his emotions.
It was divided into Germany, which was to be cherished, and
the rest of the globe, which was to be either used or subdued.
He was himsdf harsh, resdess, and heroic, and he sought to
re-mould the world in his own image. Unfortunately, he was
largely successful.



CHAPTER XXX

The Economic Development of the German Empire

T H E growth of industry in Germany during theforty-threeyears
from theinauguration of the Empireto the outbreak of the Great
War was extraordinarily rapid, and presented certain features
which were new. In England and America, industrialism was a
haphazard affair, created by individual enterprise. In England
until 1846, and in America until 1861, the government was more
favourable to agriculture than to industry. The principle of laisser
faire led to an absence of central direction as regards economic
life: it was thought that the mogt profitable enterprises were the
most socially beneficial, and that enlightened sdfishness was a
better guide than governmental interference.

In the Germany of 1871, which had abandoned the Liberal
philosophy, these maxims no longer inspired policy. It was held
that economic activity should be such as to promote national
well-being, and that, where natural forces failed to secure this
result, the government should intervene. The consequence was
a devdopment which was to a consderable extent, centrally
planned, which was nationalistic, skilful, and intelligent, and in
which the State felt itself a partner in all approved enterprises.

Various old motives were thus put to new uss Loyalty to
the State, co-operation with compatriots, desre for national
greatness, were all used in economic life as they had not been
by Cobden and his followers, who, as Treitschke pointed out,
"ignored the two great forces of universal history, the force of
stupidity and the force of sin." Cobden thought of nationalism
as an arigocratic vice, from which manufacturers ought to be
exempt; he thought that they should ask little of the State, and
give little in return. Nor did the merits of combination appeal
to him: the cotton spinners of Manchester had no wish to own
plantations in the Southern States, or ships for the transport of
their raw material. It was only in the later sages of industrial
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development that it was found useful to combine what had been
quite distinct kinds of industry, as happened, for example, in
the formation of the Steel Trust in America. Germany, starting
later, was able to profit by the previous experience of others.
By means of nationalism, the competitive motive was directed
outwards, against the foreigners, while internally the advantages
of co-operation were facilitated by loyalty to the State. Loyalty
is an old-fashioned sentiment, directed, in the first place, to the
person of the sovereign. In Prussia, loyalty easily attached itself
to the State, because the State was still the sovereign; but in
England and America revolution and republicanism had made
this impossible. This motive was especially important in facili-
tating the creation of an able and honest bureaucracy, without
which German economic development could not have been what
it was.

Economic nationalism was not a new doctrine. It had been
taken for granted in the seventeenth century and in the first
three-quarters of the eighteenth. Adam Smith, who first effectively
challenged it, showed its influence by calling his book The Wealth
of Nations. But his doctrines, followed by those of the Philo-
sophical Radicals, produced an economic cosmopolitanism which
reached its height in the sixties. The free-trade anti-national
outlook, it is true, was never universal. Alexander Hamilton, in
the age of Adam Smith, remained true to the older view, and
by his "Report on Manufactures' caused the industrial part of
America to adhere to a nationalistic form of economics. Friedrich
List, who lived in America from 1825 to 1832, imbibed the
Hamiltonian doctrine,* and taught it to the Germans in his
National System of Political Economy’, which was published in
1841. At the time, the Cobdenite current was too strong. Even
List only advocated protection for "infant industries,” while

* |In his Outlines of American Political Economy List says " found
the component parts of political economy to be (1) individual economy;
(2) national economy; (3) economy of mankind. Adam Smith treats of
individual economy and economy of mankind. . . . He has entirely

forgotten what the tide of his book, Wealth of Nations, promised to
treat."
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believing in ultimate free trade. But when Bismarck had defeated
Liberalism and made nationalism triumphant, List was remem-
bered, and was found to have supplied a theoretical argument
in favour of what Germans of the seventies wished to do. What
made him important was that he viewed economics from a
national standpoint.

It is curious to note that, at aimogt the same time, Japan
embarked upon a very smilar development, combining mili-
tarism, industrialism, and loyalty to the State with skilful modern
technique, and producing an even more rapid change in the
habits and ways of thought of the people.

The difference between Prussa and the Western democracies
is illustrated by the contragt in railway policy. State ownership
of railways, which, in England and France, isa measure advocated
by Socialists, was adopted and carried out by Bismarck as part
of a Conservative policy. He wished the railways to belong to
the Empire, but particularism prevented this except in Alsace-
Lorraine, where the railways became imperial property by the
Peace Treaty. In Prussa, however, he was able to buy the lines
for the Prussan State; by the time he left office, in 1890, there
were only a few private lines surviving in Prussa. The policy
of public ownership, not only in Prussa, was continued after
his fall; in 1909, there were 60,000 kilometres of railways in
Germany, of which, apart from a few narrow-gauge lines, only
3,600 were privately owned. The management was admirable,
and the profits very consderably lightened the taxes. Railway
tariffs were so arranged as to stimulate exports. The State,
naturally, was alive to military considerations, and was able to
congtruct whatever railways were srategically desirable without
having to discuss the matter with bodies of unofficial capitalists*

Bismarck's bureaucratic Socialism was, in part, desgned as a
safeguard againg the proletarian Socialism of the Marxists. In
the caze of the railways, the policy was thoroughly successtul.
As Clapham says

The rigid military discipline enforced on the railway personnd
should be noted. "Pog and railway,” a German wrote, were "only
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the civil sattions of the army.” Their directors, at any rate in Prussa,
were not infrequently Generals And there were few fadts more Sg-
nificant than that in theee two srvices were placed "threequarters
of a million men who stood tiff at attention when their superior sooke
to them." These fads explained in part the excdlent method and
punctuality of the service They were reponsble adso for the complete
absnce of any railway labour movement, comparable with those which
were developing in France and England during the early years of the
twentieth century. A four years war, that wes log, and a palitical
revolution were necsssry before the Prussan railwayman sruck *

In tariff policy, as in the matter of railways, Bignarck aban-
doned thetheory of laisser faire. Prussawastraditionally in favour
of virtual free trade, and the Zollverein, before 1866, had kept
duties low in order to exdude Austria, which consdered a high
tariff indispensable. Germany was predominantly agricultural,
and as an exporter of food-stuffs was naturally againg protection.
Bismarck, until some years after the establishment of the Empire,
paid no attention to economic matters, but left them to Delbriick,
who was a free trader on principle.

For the first two years, all went well. But the world-wide crisis
of 1873 was everywhere attributed to local causss as crisss aways
are; in Germany many people considered that free trade was to
blame. Delbriick had, in that very year, abolished the duties on
iron, and decread that the duties on manufactures of iron should
ceese at the beginning of 1877. Throughout the intervening period
complaints increased, and in 1876 Bismarck decided that Del-
briick's health was no longer equal to the onerous duties of his
office.

It was not only the indusrialiss who wanted protection.
Russan competition was beginning to injure the grain-growers
of the north-east, the Junkers, Bismarck's own dass and the
firmest support of the Prussan monarchy; to them the govern-
ment was willing to show special consideration. The result was
that, in 1879, a tariff was enacted giving moderate protection
both to agriculture and to manufactures. Duties were further
raised by Bismarck later, then dightly lowered by Caprivi; but

* Clapham, The Economic Development of France and Germany, p. 349.
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in 1902 they were again consderably increased except upon raw
materials. Even then, Germany remained less protectionist than
any other great country except the United Kingdom.

It was calculated in 1904 that the average ad valorem equivalent
of theimport dutieslevied by Germany, on the principal manufactures
exported from the United Kingdom, was 25 per cent.The corresponding
figure for Italy was 27; for France 34; for Audria 35; for the United
Sates 73; and for Russa 131. Thefiguresarerough; but they illustrate
tolerably well the reative intensty of protective tarifls*

Whether because of the tariffs or not, German industry grew
rapidly and continuoudy from 1879 to 1914. To begin with the
most important: iron and sed. This industry depended chiefly
upon the ore of Lorraine and the coal of Westphalia. Before the
war of 1870, the ore belonged to France, which, in the sixties,
still surpassed Germany in the production of iron. By 1875,
Germany produced two million tons of pig iron and France a
little less than one and a half million. Then came a depression,
partly duetotheworld-widedump, partly tothefact that German
ores were not suitable for the Bessamer process This trouble
was remedied by the invention and adoption of the Thomas-
Gilchrist process which synchronized with the new tariff of 1879.
From that moment, the German production of sted about doubled
every ten years; from one and a half million tons in 1880, it
roe to thirteen millions in 1910, passng that of the United
Kingdom in the year 1900. German exports of iron and sted
and manufactures ther eof were over £100,000,000 in 1913. Only
the United States surpassed Germany in iron and sted production
at the outbreak of thewar.

In Germany, asin America, the industry approached monopoly
as it developed. There were not, in Germany, the picturesque
incidents of competition between individual magnates which
enliven the economic history of the United States; in the absence
of a belief in free competition, monopoly was brought about by
decorous agreements not frowned upon by the government as
their analogues were by Theodore Roosevet. The Sted Union

* Clapham, op. cit., p. 322.
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(Stahlwerksverband), formed in 1904, came to embrace practically
the whole industry, Krupps, for ingance, being merely one of
the congtituent companies. Meanwhile, the Rhenish-Westphalian
Coal Syndicate had acquired control of half the coal production
of Germany. Clearly the power of these two giant organizations,
when they co-operated, was practically irresistible. In other
industries, a looser form of combination, called a Cartel, was
commoner than a Trust after the American model. A Cartel was
often no more than an agreement as to sdling-prices.

Union in a Trust or Cartel had certain advantages in addition
to the ordinary economies of large-scale production. Taking
advantage of the tariff, producers raised home prices as much
as was compatible with defeating foreign competition, while they
sold abroad at a lower price. This is what, in England, came
to be called "dumping." It was an avowed part of the regular
policy of all Cartelsthat had an export trade.

Another advantage was in relation to political action. For
example, the sted industry of the world profited by war scares,
and Liebknecht in 1913 scandalized the Reichstag by reveations
of the corrupt machinations of the great trustsin stirring up rival
nations to arm againg each other. Huge combines could do this
work much more effectively than a number of smaller firms.

The manufacture of dyesuffs and chemicals is an industry
in which Germany led the way, chiefly owing to a higher standard
of education than that of other countries, though natural advan-
tages contributed something. The latter are exemplified by what
Clapham calls "Germany's peculiar treasure, crude potassum
slts” of which, in 1861, only two thousand tons were produced,
whilein 1911 the production had risen to nine and a half millions.
Of sulphuric acid, which is useful chiefly for chemical fertilizers,
Germany produced in 1878 a little over a hundred thousand
tons, but in 1907, more than twelve times as much. The export
of dyewares, which depended upon the chemical industry,
increased rapidly, and amounted in 1913 to about ten million
pounds sterling.

The dectrical industry "was the greates sngle industrial
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achievement of modern Germany. The world had before it a
new group of scientific and economic problems. In the handling
of those problems Germany, now a fully equipped industrial
nation, took the lead. She led too in all the specialized appli-
cations of dectricity during the early years of the current century;
electrical furnaces for gedwork and other branches of metallurgy;
dectrification of railways, eectrical driving of agricultural
machinery, including even ploughs, and the eectrical method
of producing nitrogen from theair." *

This industry afforded an example of concentration; after a
period of competition, agreements were effected during the first
years of the present century, and in the end there were only
two groups, Semens and the Allgemeine Elektrizitats-Gesdllschaft
(A.E.G.), which no longer competed againg each other.

In Germany, developments which in England were spread over
a century and in America over forty years took place in a decade
or 0. We saw how, in America, power passed ultimately from
indudgrialists to bankers; in Germany the banks had power almost
from the beginning of modern industry. M en like Carnegie and
Rockefeller had been able to pay off whatever they had borrowed,
because their profits were so colossal; in Germany, where indus-
trialists wer e content with a smaller reward, they usually remained
indebted to the banks. The power of the Deutsche Bank, in
particular, was very great, not only in Germany, but wherever
German finance had penetrated. It had branches in most coun-
triesfrom Chinato Peru. It financed the Norther n Pacific Railway
inthe United Statesuntil 1893. It controlled the Turkish railways,
and was interested in promoting the Berlin-Bagdad scheme As
time went on, the Deutsche Bank came to have more and more
influence on German policy. But the influence was reciprocal:
if the Bank invested money in Turkey, that was partly because
Turkey was important for German diplomacy. Patriotisn and
finance werein harmony, and the interests of the plutocracy could
be furthered without any didoyalty to the State.

With the devedopment of Cartels and the growing power of

* Clapham, op. dt., p. 308.
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the big banks, economic direction became more and more con-
centrated. The Austrian Consul in Berlin, reporting officially in
1906, said:

Never before was economic Germany so entirely under the absolute
rule of a group of men, barely fifty in number; in no former period
of industrial expansion wasthe old formulaof "the free-play of forces"
abandoned to such a degree as in 1906, when the momentous decisions
as to the extent of production, sdes abroad, prices, the granting of
credit, the raising of new capital, and the fixing of wages and rates
of interest lay in the hands of a few persons found at the head of the
large banks, mammoth industrial undertakings, and grest cartells. The
lion's share of the industrial boom has fallen to these great combina-
tions of interests, whose gains have been the larger the more their
industries were ruled by syndicates."*

At the time when this report was written, the process of con-
centration had not gone so far as it had in 1914; and since the
war it has gone further still. Unless checked by political action,
there is no reason why it should stop until all economic power
in Germany is concentrated in the hands of a single man; it is
even saidf that that stage has now been reached, that the man
is Thyssen, the head of the Steel Trust, and that Hitler is merely
his megaphone.

The ultra-modern development of large-scae industry in
Germany during the present century contrasts strangely with
the survivals of mediaevalism which still existed when Bismarck
came into power. Guilds still survived in 1848, when the revolu-
tionary movement, for the moment, tried to sweep them away;
but in the very next year the reaction restored them. A Prussian
law of 1849 enacted, among other things, that goods such as were
produced by skilled handicraftsmen could be sold only in shops
belonging to qualified masters of the craft in question. In Meck-
lenburg, until 1869, "the old soke-mill retained the exclusive
right of corn-grinding. The towns of the duchy could require
rural dehouse-keepers to buy their beer within a radius of two
miles, and to buy the beer used at baptisms, marriages, and

* Quoted in Dawson, The Evolution of Modern Germany, p. 170.
t Hitler Over Europe? by Ernst Henri. Dent, 1934.
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burials at the nearest towns, while private brewing in the country
might be prohibited by the towns."*

The most backward part of Germany was Prussa eas of the
Elbe, where the Junkers had their big etates, and the Junkers
were palitically the most influential dass Although serfdom
was abolished, its abolition was accompanied, in 1810, by the
"Servants Ordinance," which applied not only to servants in the
ordinary sns, but to all labourers permanently employed and
living on the employer's estate. By this ordinance, "labourers
are bound to render obedience to a degree which differs little
from unrestricted compulsion; the right to cancd a contract of
srvice is limited to such an extent that it can hardly be said
to exist at all; in addition they are expresdy forbidden by law
of April 24, 1854, to srike collectively under any circumstances
whatever on pain of imprisonment; so that, in effect, though the
name of serfage is no longer used, this condition exigts in spirit
and amog in fact." | This ordinance remained in force in the
East down to the Great War.

By a law of 1854, which also remained in force, " Servants
(Gesinde) who are guilty of obgtinate disobedience or contumacy
againg the orders of their employers or persons having oversight
of them, or who without legal ground refuse or leave service are,
on the application of the employers, yet without prgudice to
their right to dismiss or retain them, liable to a fine not exceeding
5 thalers (15s.) or imprisonment up to three days" J And it must
be realized that the magidrates who tried such cases were the
employers themsdves or their friends.

In these circumstances it is not surprising that the agricultural
East became depopulated. M en at the end of their military service
refused to return to such semi-servile conditions, and sought
employment in industry. The labour shortage grew increasingly
serious, and was only met by a large seasonal immigration of
Russan and Austrian Poles, who worked under contract, receiving
is. 6d. for a twelve-hour day.

* Dawson, Bismarck and State Socialism, p. 88.
t Dawson, Evolution of Modern Germany, p. 281. I Ibid.
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From 1849 to 1910, the rural population of Germany remained
amost sationary, while the urban population was quadrupled.
In 1871, just over one-third of the inhabitants of the German
Empire lived in towns of 2,000 and upwards, while in 1910 the
proportion had increased to threefifths. Not only had the towns
grown, but the big towns had grown mogt, and in the big towns
there had been a more rapid change than dsewhere towards a
modern way of living. This may be illustrated by the changes
inthe birth-rate. In 1876, the birth-rate in the country as a whole
was 41, while in Berlin it was higher, being 45*4. But in 1905
it had fallen, for all Germany, to 33, while in Berlin it was only
24*6, as againg 27" 1 in London.* Ever dnce 1904, the birth-rate
throughout Germany has been falling fagt.

The industrialization of Germany brought with it an increase
of Socialism and trade unionism. Thefirst movement that appealed
definitely to the working dass was that led by Lassalle during
the last two years of his life (1862-4). He aimed at the elimination
of the capitalist by co-operative production, and he conddered
that the first step towards such a programme must be manhood
auffrage. He advocated this measure in interviews with Bismarck,
who saw in him an instrument againg his enemies the Liberals,
and spoke of him as "one of the cleverest and most agreeable
men | ever met." Bismarck and Lassalle had a certain tempera-
mental affinity, and the Chancdlor, as he proved in 1867, had
no objection in principle to manhood suffrage, and was not
without sympathy for Lassalles rather aristocratic Socialism.
But after Lassalle's death the working-class movement came more
under the influence of Marx, with the result that the German
Social Democratic Party was founded in 1869, under the leader-
ship of Bebel and the elder Liebknecht. This Party did not share
the patriotic enthusiasm of the period, and its two representatives
in the Reichstag of 1871 voted againg the annexation of Alsace-
Lorraine. The Party had in its first twenty-five years a whole-
hearted Marxist character, which caused it to be bitterly attacked
as being againg God and Fatherland. Nevertheless it grew.

* Dawson, Evolution of Modern Germany, p. 309.
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In 1878 Bismarck, taking advantage of two attempts to assas
sinate the Emperor (with which the Sodialigs had no connection
whatever), passad a law making Socialism liable to various penal-
ties. Thislaw remained in force until 1890, and in the meantime
the Chancdlor tried to reconcile wage-earners by his measures
of insurance againg sickness accident, and old age, which were
the modes upon which Lloyd George's Insurance Act was based.
A number of professors invented a doctrine which they called
State Socialism, and which itsenemies called Katheder sozicdismus
(professorial Socialism); this theory was to extract what was good
in Socialisn and regect what was bad; it was supposed to repre-
sent the principles upon which Bismarck was working. What was
bad in Socialism was its atheism, its republicanism, its inter-
nationalism, its desre to deprive the rich of their well-gotten
gains, and its wish to transfer power to the proletariat. What
was good in it was that State action could do much to promote
national efficiency; also that, in general, one ought to be kind
to the poor wage-earner; also that many people on the Stock
Exchange, especially Jews, speculated in an unscrupulous manner
which it would be well to sop. This last point was taken up,
with more emphass, by the Christian Socialists, who tried to
turn anti-capitalism into anti-Semitism. All these doctrines have
dnce borne fruit, but remained, at the time, somewhat sterile.

Neither Bismarck's blandishments nor his threats interfered
with the growth of Social Democracy. It must be said that, by
post-war standards, the persecution of Socialism was rather mild.
The Party was still allowed to eect members to the Reichstag,
and in 1880 it was allowed to hold a Congress, at which it voted
for the establishment of communism "by all means'—nat, as
hitherto, "by all legal means" In 1890, just before the Excep-
tional Law expired, 1427,000 votes were given to the Social
Democratsin the Reichstag elections. William | | , who was posing
as the inaugurator of a new era, allowed the law to lapse; but
mildness proved as ineffectual as severity as a method of dis-
couraging Socialism. The Reichgtag of 1912, which was in being
at the outbreak of the war, contained 112 Social Democrats out
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of a total of 397. In the eection, four and a quarter million
votes, more than a third of the total, went to the Social Demo-
crats;, and the increase of the Socialist vote since the previous
election in 1907 was nearly a million. This was one of the facts
that terrified the government into thinking that something catas-
trophic must be done.

The rapid development characterigtic of the last period before
the War was very markedly illustrated by the growth of trade
unionism. The trade unions in Germany were, from the firg,
connected with politics: there were Social Democratic trade
unions, Liberal trade unions, and Christian trade unions. In
effect, only the Social Democr atic trade unions could be reckoned
as part of a genuine working-class movement. Until the new
century, union organization was weak. In 1895, there were only
269,000 unionigts of all kinds; but in 1902 the number had reached
amillion, in 1906 two million, and in 1909 three million, of which
about five-sixths were in the Socialist unions.

The growth of trade unionism synchronized with a change in
the character of the Social Democratic Party. It had been rigidly
Marxist, looking forward to a revolutionary overthrow of the
capitalit system, and inclined to frown upon such amédiorative
efforts as occupied the British trade unions. But the amazing
prosperity of Germany had penetrated, to some extent, to the
working dass, wages had risen; revolution seemed remote; and
after all, it was difficult not to rgoice in on€'s country's successes
The more uncompromising features of the Party programme were
smoothed over by those who were called "revisionists," the first
of whom, Berngtein, had lived in England and become impressed
by the mildness of British labour. In spite of the oppostion of
Bebd and the older men, revisonism won the day, and the Social
Democrats became, for all practical purposss, little more than
aparty of Liberal reform. Nevertheless, from old habit the Kaiser
and the Junkers continued to fed terror at the thought of the
Socialigts in power.

The growth of Socialisn was only one of the problems brought
about by the growth of industry; ancther was the question of
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food supply. In 1871, Germany still had a surplus of food for
export, but with the growth of population the stuation was
reversed about 1874, though it did not begin to be srious until
after the fall of Bismarck. Caprivi, his successor, lowered the
duties on grain, which had been greatly increased since 1879
(e.g. those on wheat and rye had been raised from 10s aton to
30s. in 1885, and in 1887 to 50s.): agricultural protection was
not only didiked by the industrialists, but was bound, by in-
creasng the price of food, to promote the spread of Social
Democracy.

Caprivi's palicy, however, was reversed by Bulow's tariff of
1902, which restored, and even augmented, the earlier duties.
By the joint operation of the tariff and of a highly scientific
agriculture, Germany became, in the last years before the War,
more nearly sef-supporting than in 1900. In 1911-12, about a
third of the wheat consumed was imported, but of rye (which
is more important than wheat in Germany) there was actually
a small export balance. The main purpose of the tariff on food-
guffs, apart from favouring the politically influential Junkers,
was to keep Germany able to feed itself in time of war. When
the tex came it was found that the dependence on foreign
sources of supply was greater than had been thought, particularly
as regards fats. The problem was not easly soluble. High pro-
tection would manufacture Socialists; a foreign food supply made
it necessary to challenge the British navy if succesful war were
to be possble. The compromise which was adopted combined
some of the evils of both courses

T he economic development of Germany in the years from 1871
to 1914 showed collective energy and skill such as no nation had
ever previoudy displayed. The Germans were better educated
than the French or the English or the Americans; they had a
larger number of technical experts of all kinds; and they had
the organization that made expert skill quickly available where
it was most wanted. But, admirable as were the merits which
caused their advance, there were factors that made it unstable.
The sudden change in habits of life—from East Prussan agri-
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cultural subjection to the comparative emancipation of modern
industry in the case of large numbers of wage-earners, from
traditional regpectable poverty to sudden precarious luxury among
busness men, from Lutheran God-fearing piety to the freedoms
of plutocratic Berlin in countless hitherto smple families—all
this came about too quickly, too overwhelmingly, to be adequately
assmilated. The result was, not infrequently, a kind of hysterical
intoxication, a belief in boundless possibilities of power such as
led Napoleon to his downfall. And before the holders of power
there were two opposing spectres Socialism, and the need of
foreign food. The system, successful as it was, could not con-
tinue to succeed much longer: an exploson of some kind was
accessary.



CHAPTER XXXI

Imperialism

I. THE PARTITION OF AFRICA

THE new type of economic organization which, during the
Napoleonic wars, existed only in the North of England and on
the Clyde, spread, as we have seen, throughout Western Europe
and North America, and reached in two countries—Germany
and the United Sates—a dage of devdlopment more advanced
than that achieved in Greet Britain. Its expandve force, more-
over, was not limited to the parts of theworld inhabited by white
men, but extended rapidly over the whole of Asa and Africa
Contact with less devdloped communities somewhat atered its
character. On the one hand, there was need of governmentd
asagance where conquest was a necessty  preliminary  to
capitalism. On the other hand, coloured races, egpecidly those
of Africa, could be subjected to a more ruthless explditation than
the worst that wes politically possible in countries with homo-
geneous white populations. Modern economic technique gave a
new character to imperialism, and imperialism, in turn, gave a
new political complexion to industrialism.

Imperialism had dready a long history when the industrial
epoch began. Ignoring antiquity, its origin in modern times was
due to Christopher Columbus and Vesco da Gama, who guided
the energies of Spain and Portugal respectively to the West and
Ead Indies. Love of adventure and thirst for gold drew explorers
and ruffians to the redm of the Incas and the Court of the Great
Mogul. But the monopoly of new lands granted by the Pope to
Spain and Portuga was not repected by the English, the Dutch,
and the French, all of whom acquired wide empires. As a result
of many wars, the English gained supremacy in the Eadt, while
the American continent ceased, after 1824, to be a fidd for
imperialism. From that time until about 1880, the British were
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the only nation possessed of a large digant empire. But under
the influence of free-trade doctrine they became indifferent to
the acquistion of colonies. Bentham, as we have seen, considered
them a usdess expense, and his view became, in time, that of
the Government. In 1850, when the Orange River was annexed,
the Privy Council urged that there should be no further " additions
whether permanent or provisional, however small, to the exigt-
ing dominions of Your Majesty in the African Continent." The
general policy of the British Government was opposed to exten-
sons of the Empire until 1886, but Cabinets were repeatedly
overborne by the force of circumstances

The first dgns of a change occurred during Disradli's Govern-
ment of 1874 to 1880. Disraeli loved the Eagt, and enjoyed the
pomp and splendour of our Indian Empire; Queen Victoria,
with much relish, accepted from him the title of Empress of
India. The Near East (egpecially the neighbourhood of Palegting)
always fascinated him: he bolstered up the Turk at the Congress
of Berlin in 1878, and was glad to get a sy in the affairs of Egypt.
He showed consderable skill in dovetailing finance and politics.
Turkey being unable to pay the interest due to British share-
holders, he leased Cyprus from the Porte for an annual tribute,
but paid the tribute, on behalf of the Sultan, direct to that
potentat€'s British creditors. When the Khedive, owing to his
extravagance, was obliged to sl his Suez Canal shares Disraeli
bought them on behalf of the British Government. Gladstone,
with intense moral fervour, thundered againg him for his support
of the "unspeakable Turk," whose atrocities shocked that genera-
tion more than they would shock ours, which has " supped full
of horrors." Nevertheless, when Gladstone became Prime Minister
in 1880, he found himself compelled to carry on and develop some
of his predecessor's palicies, particularly as regards Egypt.

There were two motives which led Gladsones Government
to occupy Egypt in 1882: the Suez Canal and the bondholders.
Both were threatened in that year by a nationalis mutiny, which
the British suppressed in the interests of the Khedive. These
interests—so they thought—obliged them to stay in the country

p
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and tell him how to governit; and no one can deny that the gover n-
ment was better under British influence than it had been before.
The same may be said for the French occupation of Algeria (1830)
and Tunis (1881). In these cases imperialism is seen at its best:
its effect has been good on the whole, in spite of the questionable
motives by which it was inspired.

From 1884 onwards, the Western Powers entered upon what
was Known asthe Scramble for Africa. It came to be a recognized
principle of the diplomatic game that, whenever two countries
wererivals, any territorial gain to the one should be balanced by
an equal gain to the other, with theresult that, by 1912, thewhole
of Africa was partitioned among the Western Powers, except
the negro State of Liberia and the Christian kingdom of Abyssinia
—the former because it was small and of interest to the United
States, the latter because it had inflicted a sanguinary defeat on
the Italians. The partition of Africa was effected by diplomatic
methods, but not without engendering bitternesses that did much
tobringon the Great War.

I'l . THE CONGO

The Save Trade having been abolished, and daves having been
emancipated, the eases way to exploit black labour was to occupy
the countries in which the black men live, and it conveniently
happened that these countries contained various valuable raw
materials. Greed was only one, though the most important, of
the motives to African imperialism, but there was one case, that
of the Congo "Free" State, in which it appears to have been
the sole motive. Some of the Philosophical Radicals thought
that pecuniary sdf-interest, rightly understood, should be an
adequate motive for useful activity. The example of the Congo
will enable us to test this theory.

The Congo is a vad river, draining an area about as large as
Europe without Russia, flowing through dark forests, and passng
through territory almost entirely inhabited by savages Although
the mouth had long been known, the upper reaches were first
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discovered in 1871 by the virtuous Dr. Livingstone, who com-
bined in equal measure a love of exploration and a desire to con-
vert Africans to the Chrigtian faith. Stanley, who discovered
him at Ujiji on Lake Tanganyika, was less interested in the
Gospe than in some other agpects of Christian civilization. His
first journey was undertaken on behalf of the New York Herald,
his subsequent journeys (which egtablished the whole course of
the Congo and of several tributaries) were made at the expense
and in the interests of Leopold, King of the Begians, of whom
Stanley spoke always in terms of e highest praise.

King Leopold was the son of Queen Victoria's Uncle Leopold,
whose advice she valued in the early years of her reign. He was
moreover, as Sir H. H. Johngton puts it, "grandson of Louis
Philippe, husbhand of an Austrian Archduchess, a devoted up-
holder of the Roman Church, and a very rich man." He was a
promoter of scientific research, particularly in Africa, and a
patron of missonary efforts The Berlin Conference of 1884,
convened for the partition of Africa, decided that this high-
minded monarch should be entrusted personally with the govern-
ment of a territory which extended over about one million square
miles, and contained the greater part of the Congo basin. He
was respected by diplomats, extolled by travellers, and generally
believed to beamodéd of philanthropy in hisattitudetothenegroes.
In 1906, when he offered £12,000 for scientific research as to
the prevention of deeping sckness, he declared in a manifesto:

If God gves me that stifaction (victory over desping scknesy
| shall be able to present mysdf before His judgement-seat with the

credit of having performed one of the finest ads of the century, and
a legion of rescued bangs will call down upon me His grace*

When King Leopold took over the Congo, he announced that
his purpose was purely philanthropic. Stanley, who conducted
propaganda for him in England, explained how much he loved
the black man, and feared that English people could not " appre-
ciate rightly, because there are no dividends attached to it, this

* Quoted by E. D. Morel, Red Rubber, p. 151.
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resless, ardent, vivifying, and expansive sentiment which seks
to extend civilizing influence among the dark places of sad-
browed Africa." ThePrince of Wales (Edward V I 1), whose help
was invoked by King Leopold as early as 1876 in calling a con-
ference to discuss "the setdement by Europeans of unexplored
Africa and the encouragement of exploration with a view to
spreading civilization," became dubious when asaured that the
sole motive was philanthropy. He wroteto Sir Bartle Frere:

The quegtion is whether the public who represent money will take
the same interest that he does Philanthropy is all very well, but unless
it is practical and gives a practical result it will not find that favour
in the eyes of the English public that it dessrves*

However, Leopold's emphass on philanthropy served his
purpose. The other Powers showed little enthusiasm for an enter-*
prise that was represented as involving expenditure without hope
of pecuniary recompense, and when he offered to bear all the
expense himsdlf, they allowed him to assume the burden (as they
supposad it) on condition of his preserving freedom of religion,
freedom of trade, freedom of the Press, and so on.

After winning the approval of the world by suppressng Arab
daveraiders, the royal philanthropist s¢ to work to introduce
orderly government into his dominions. Being thoroughly up-to-
date, he established a sysem of State Socialism, the most thor ough-
going that has ever existed; and in agreement with much modern
opinion, he sams to have held that Socialism should involve no
nonsnse about democracy. He issued decress by which all the
land, all the rubber, and all the ivory was to be the property of
the State—which was himsdf. It was made illegal for natives to
sl rubber or ivory to Europeans, and for Europeans to buy
ether from natives. He next sent a secret circular to his officials,
explaining that they "must neglect no means of exploiting the
produce of the forests" and that they would receive a bonus
on all rubber and ivory, which would be great when the cost of
collection was small, and small when it was great. For example,

* Sidney Lee, King Edward VII, I, p. 629.
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if the cog of collection was thirty centimes or less per kilo, the
officid recelved fifteen centimes per kilo; while if the cogt wes
over svetty centimes per kilo, the officid received only four
centimes. The financid results were al that could have been
hoped. Parts of the Congo were worked directly for the King,
parts for companies in which he was a large shareholder. Take,
for example, the Anversoise Trust, which exploited a region to
the north of the river. The paid-up capitd, of which the Sate
had haf, was £10,000, and the net profits in Sx years were
£370,000. Another company, in four years, mede a profit of
£731,680 on a paid-up capital of £40,200. The origina vaue of
the shares—af which the King held hdf—was 250 francs, but
in 1906 their vaue had risen to 16,000 francs. It is more difficult
to discover what were the profits of the vast aess which were
resxved as the King's private domain, but it is edimated by
Professor Caettier that they amounted to £300,000 a year.*

The methods by which these vast profits were accumulated
were very simple. Each village wes ordered by the authorities
to collect and bring in a certain amount of rubber—as much as
the men could collect and bring in by neglecting all work for
their own maintenance. If they failed to bring the required
amount, their women were teken avay and kept as hogages in
compounds or in the harems of government employess If this
method failed, native troops, many of them cannibds, were
sent into the village to spreed terror, if necessaty by killing some
of the men; but in order to prevent a waste of cartridges, they
were ordered to bring one right hand for every cartridge used.
If they missed, or used cartridges on big game, they cut off the
hands of living people to make up the necessty number. The
result was, according to the esimae of Sir H. H. Johnston,
which is confirmed from all other impartial sources, that in
fifteen years the native population was reduced from about
twenty million to scarcdy nine million.t It istrue that the degp-

* Morel, op. cit,, p. 145.
t Sir H. H. Johnston, The Colonization of Africa (Cambridge His-
torical Series), p. 352.
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ing dckness contributed something to this reduction, but the
spread of this disease was greatly accderated by King Leopold's
practice of moving hostages from one end of his dominions to
the other.

Enormous pains were taken to keep secret the large-scale
sydematic murder by which the royal capitalist obtained his
profits. The officials and law-courts were both in his pay and
at his mercy, private traders were excluded, and Catholic mis-
sonaries silenced by his piety. Belgium was systematically cor-
rupted, and the Belgian Government was to a considerable
extent his accomplice. Men who threatened disclosures were
bought off, or, if that proved impossible, disappeared mysterioudly.
The only men in the Congo who could not be slenced were the
Protestant missionaries, mogt of whom, not unnaturally, supposed
that the King was ignorant of the deeds done in his nhame. To
take one ingance out of many, Jossph Clark, of the American
Baptist Missionary Union, wrote on Mar ch 25,1896:

This rubber traffic is segped in blood, and if the natives were to
rise and swvep every white person on the Upper Congo into eternity
there would still be left a fearful balance to ther credit. Is it not
possble for some American of influence to se the King of the Bdgians
and let him know what isbeing donein hisname? TheL akeisreserved
for the King—no traders alowed—and to collect rubber for him
hundreds of men, women, and children have been shot.*

But it was easy to suppose that the missonaries exaggerated,
or that thexe were merely isolated instances of officials who had
been turned to crudty by fever and solitude. 1t ssemed incredible
that the whole sysem was deliberately promoted by the King
for the sake of pecuniary gain. Thetruth might haveremained long
unrecognized but for one man—E. D. Morel. Sir H. H. Johnston,
an empire-builder untainted with eccentricity, thoroughly familiar
with Africa, and originally a believer in King Leopold, after
describing his influence in stifling criticism throughout the
civilized world, says

* Morel, op. cit, p. 54.
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Few goriesareat oncemoreromantic—and will ssam moreincredible
to pogerity—than that which rdates how this Goliath was overcome
by a David in the person of a poor shipping derk in the dffice of a
Liverpool shipping firm which was amongs the partners of King
Leopold.

This shipping clerk—E. D. Mord—was snt over to Antwerp, and
Begium generally, because he could ek French, and could therefore
arrange all the minutiae of seamer fares and passnger accommodation,
and the scales of freights for goods and produce, with the Congo State
dffidals In the course of his work he became acquainted with some
of the gridy facts of Congo maladministration. He drew his employers
attention to thexe dories and ther verification. The result wes his
dismissal.

Almost penniless he st to work with pen and paper to enlighten
the world through the British press and British publishers on the
date of affairs on the Congo*

From that day to the moment of his death, Mor el was engaged
in ceadess battle—first againg inhumanity in the Congo, then
againg scret diplomacy in Morocco, then againg a one-sded
view of the origin of the War, and last againg the injustice of
the Treaty of Versadilles. Hisfirst fight, after incredible difficulties,
was successful, and won him general respect; his second and
greater fight, for justice to Germany, brought him obloquy,
prison, ill health, and death, with no success except in the en-
couragement of those who loved him for his passonate dis-
interesedness. No other man known to me has had the same
heroic simplicity in pursuing and proclaiming political truth.

Morel's difficulties in the Congo Reform agitation were such
as most men would have found overwhelming. The French,
impressed by the magnitude of Leopold's profits, had established
avery smilar sygem in the French Congo, where it was producing
the same results; they were, therefore, by no means anxious that
the world should know the inevitable consequences of his eco-
nomic methods. The British Foreign Office, needing the friend-
ship of France and Belgium for reasons of high palitics, was very
loath to be persuaded, and at first suppressed consular reports
tending to confirm the accusations of Morel and the missonaries.

* Op. cit., p. 35.
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TheRoman Cathalic Church—acting, accordingto M or el, under
orders from the Vatican—represented that the whole movement
for reform was a diguised attack upon Roman Catholicism
emanating from the Protestant missonaries; but later, when the
evidence proved irresistible, this defence was abandoned. King
Leopold and his agents, of course, stuck at nothing in the way of
vilification and imputation of discreditable motives.

Nevertheless, Morel and the Congo Reform Association suc-
ceeded in rousing public opinion, first in England, and then
throughout the civilized world. The British Government was
forced to admit that the accusations had been confirmed by our
Consuls, especially Casement (who was hanged during the War).
TheKing, to kesp up the pretence that the atrocities had occurred
againg his wishes, was compelled to appoint a commisson of
three impartial jurigts to investigate the charges, and, although
he published only a fragment of their report, what was allowed to
appear made it evident that the charges were well founded. At
lagt, in 1908, Europe, using the authority conferred by the Berlin
Congress, deprived him of the Congo and handed it over to
Belgium, on the understanding that the King's sysem of ex-
ploitation should cease By this time King Leopold had come
be to avoided by his brother monarchs, on account both of his
cruelty to negroes and of his kindness to ballet-girls.

Againg King Leopold, it was possble for the constience of
mankind to be victorious, for he was, after all, a minor potentate.
Againg France, agitation has proved powerless. Except in the
coadal regions, from which travellers are not eadsly excluded,
large-scale atrocities occurred, and probably still occur; but "an
impenetrable migt still lies upon the fores of the middle and
upper Congo, shutting them out from the observation of men." *

I'1'l. GERMAN SOUTH-WEST AFRICA

Germany's governmental participation in the scramble for Africa
was tardy and reluctant. Bismarck's interests were European, and

* Morel, The Black Man's Burden (1920), p. 147.
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he did not wish to embark upon adventures in distant regions,
believing with Frederick the Great that " All disant posessons
are a burden to the State. A village on the frontier is worth more
than a principality two hundred and fifty miles away." His
conservatisn made him dow to realize the importance of new
movements or undergand their necessty. Beginning his offical
life with the narrow outiook of a particulangt Prussan Junker,
he was forced by degrees to include in his care for Prussa, firdg,
the ret of Germany, then indudrialism, then coonies His
political life was dominated by two dedres one that Prussa
should be great; the other that it should condg of Junkers,
peasants, fidds, and trees. Step by gep he was forced to sacrifice
the second of these dedres to the firg.

There had been a vigorous colonial party in Germany snce
the forties, when Greville was surprised to hear Germans talking
of the nead for colonies and a navy. Supported by traders and
missonaries, by List, and later, Treitschke, this party kept up
a congant propaganda. But Bismarck was pre-occupied with
the consolidation and extenson of Germany in Europe. His
uocosss in this sdf-appointed tak did much to drive the other
Powers further afidd in search of territory and prestige, but this
did not trouble him. The Colonial adventures of other nations
pleasad him, snce they left him a freer hand in Europe and were
al a source of useful international friction. Gradually, however,
he realized that the game of Power Politics could be played on
awider fied than Europe and that in an industrial age the maxim
of Frederick was no longer valid.

In 1879 a travdler, Ernst von Weber, had published an article
urging Germany to obtain Delagoa Bay from Portugal, fill the
Transvaal with Germans, and gradually acquire a German-
African empire extending to the Zambes. In spite of govern-
mental aoofness such shames were receiving consderable
support, and in the previous year Treitschke had written:

" I'n the South of Africa drcumgances are decidedly favourable
to us. English colonial policy, which has been successful every-
where dsg, has not succeeded at the Cape. The civilization which



458 Freedom and Organization, 1814-1914

exids there is Teutonic, is Dutch. If our Empire has the courage
to follow an independent colonial policy with determination,
a collison between our interet and those of England is
unavoidable." *

These large projects did not bear fruit, as Bismarck was not
willing to antagonize the British. But difl&culties arose as to
German missonaries and traders settled in Damaraland and
Namaqualand. They found themsdves in conflict with the
natives and asked for British protection; in 1881 the missonaries
made a request for a British gun-boat, which was refused. The
British had annexed Walfish Bay, the only good harbour in the
region, but refused to accept responsibility for any further territory.
At last, in 1883, Luderitz, a Bremen trader, asked the German
Government whether he would be supported if he hoisted the
German flag at Angra Pequena (subsequently Luderitzbucht).
Bismarck palitely inquired of the British whether they had claimed
sovereignty or a protectorate over this region, and sgnified his
intention of claiming it for Germany if they had not. The British
Foreign Office professed that it was necessary to consult the Cape
Government before giving areply. The Cape Government refused,
on grounds of expense, to take any responsbility. Lord Granville
then told Bismarck, who had waited nine months for an answer
to a purely formal inquiry, that though his government did not
claim sovereignty over Angra Pequena, it would regard such a
claim by any other Power as an infringement of its legitimate
rights. Bismarck asked for proofs of the existence of these " legiti-
mate rights," received none, waited four more months, and then,
on April 24, 1884, proclaimed a protectorate over the whole
coast between the Orange River and Angra Peguena. At this,
toolate, the British becameannoyed, and in M ay the Cape Gover n-
ment announced its intention of taking over the whole coast
from the Orange River to Walfish Bay, including the area now
claimed by Germany. In June, however, the British Government
gave in, and, in common with the other Powers, recognized the

* Quoted by Dawson, The German Empirg Vol. | |, p. 178.
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annexation, which developed into the consderable colony of
German South-West Africa.

Financially, the new colony was not a success The Hereros,
a vigorous and warlike race, were deprived of lands and cattle
with impolitic suddenness. Finding themsdves faced with the
alternative of starvation or semi-servile labour, they rebelled.
A long and difficult war ensued, conducted on both sdes with
much ferocity. Writing in 1913, Sir H. H. Johnston condudes
his account of the war, in which the Germans were ultimately
successful, with the reflection:

There are said to be only about 20,000 Herero people now living
in Damaraland. It would be a great pity if thisintelligent srong race
of Bantu neyoes dissppeared. . . . The long war in these desrts and
bare, rocky mountains had cogt the Germans the lives of over five
thousand soldiers and sdtlers, and an expenditure of 15 millions
serling! So that it would have been cheaper at the commencement
of this colony's history to have contented the natives and till have
left more than half the area of South-West Africa at the digposal of
the white men.

During the War it became customary to instance the Herero
campaign as a proof of the crudty of German colonial palicy.
The general policy of the Germans, however, was, as we shall
se, exactly the same as that of the British in Matabeleland.
General von Trotha, it is true, was unduly fierce, but he was not
supported by the Home Government and was obliged to resign.
Before the War, competent authorities thought well of German
colonizing effortsin Africa. " They are" says Sir H. H. Johngton
in 1913, "quick to realize their own defects, and equally quick
to amend them. Asin commerce, S0 in government, they observe,
learn and mager the best principles. The poalitician would be
very short-sighted who underrated the greatness of the German
character, or reckoned on the evanescence of German dominion
in grange lands."

As a result of the War, Germany lost the whole of her possss
sons in Africa, amounting to over a million square miles.
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1V. THE GROWTH OF BRITISH IMPERIALISM

The British Empire had grown up almogt entirely without the
help of deliberate governmental policy or the assgance of im-
perialistic doctrine. Gladstone, as a disciple of Cobden, didiked
the acquisition of new territory, but with the victory of the
Conservatives in 1886 a new epoch began. From that year until
the end of the century the passon for empire continually grew,
taking forms which were sometimes criminal, often ridiculous,
and always disgusting. For this change of oudook there were
many reasons The growth of industrialism abroad, especially
in America and Germany, made it no longer possble to fed a
Cgbdenite pride in being the workshop of the world; the need
of boagtfulness therefore demanded a different philosophy, which
would enable us to reoice in having the largest of all empires.
Overssas posesons came to be more highly valued by the
British when they found that other nations had come to desire
them. Gladstone had tamely accepted defeat at the hands of the
Boers and the M ahdi, but the average Englishman felt humiliated
by Majuba and the death of Gordon. Home Rule for Ireland,
which was the logical outcome of Gladstone's poalitics, was dis-
liked by a majority, and resgance to it bred a tage for dominion.
Queen Victoria's two Jubilees, in 1887 and 1897, were made
the occason for digplays designed to increase this sentiment.

In addition to these political reasons for imperialism, there
were others, some economic, some of a more idedligic kind.
Missonaries were urged to condder that the conquest of the
heathen by a Christian Power was calculated to further the diffu-
son of true religion. At the annual meeting of the Society for
the Propagation of the Gospel in 1900, Lord Hugh Cecil, son
of the Prime Minister and one of the most devout men of our
time, st forth this argument:

A great many people were mogt anxious to go with their whole
hearts into what might be called the imperial movement of the day,
but had, as it were, a certain uneasness of consdence whether, after
all, this movement was quite as unpolluted by earthly consderations
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as they would desre it to be. He thought that by making prominent
to our own minds the importance of missonary work we should to
ome extent sanctify the spirit of Imperialism.

Sedey's Expansion of England, an appeal to what in America
is called "manifes degtiny," had a great effet on the more
educated dases Ruskin, a Socialist, a moral leader, and the idol
of progressive youth, in his inaugural lecture at Oxford, s forth
the creed of imperialistic nationalism in its most extreme form:

There is a degtiny now possble to us the highest ever st before
a nation to be acogted or refused. We are till undegenerate in race
a race mingled of the best northern blood. We are not yet disolute
in temper, but still have the firmnessto govern and the grace to dbey.
... Will you youths of England make your country again a royal
throne of kings a soeptred ide, for all the world a source of light,
acentre of peace midress of learning and of the Arts, faithful guardian
of time-tried principles, under temptation from fond experiments and
licentious desres and amidgt the crud and damorous jealouses of
the nations, worshipped in her drange valour, of goodwill towards
men? This is what England mug ether do, or perish: she mugt
found cdonies as fag and as far as she is able, formed of her mogt
energetic and worthiet men; sazing every piece of fruitful waste
ground she can & her foot on, and there teaching thee her cdlonists
that ther chief virtue isto be fiddity to their country, and that their
firg aim is to be to advance the power of England by land and s=;
and that, though they live on a digant plot of ground, they are no
more to condde themsdves therefore didranchised from ther native
land than the sailors of her fleets do, because they float on digant
sEs ... I we can get men, for little pay, to cast themsdves againg
cannon-mouths for love of England, we may find men as who will
plough and sow for her, who will behave kindly and righteoudy for
her, and who will bring up their children to love her, and who will
dadden themsdves in the brightness of her glory, more than in all
the fight of tropical sies

This lecture, in particular, had importance as an inspiration
to Cecil Rhodes, who came up to Oxford shortly after its delivery,
and regarded it as expressng the guiding principles of his life.

The chief literary influence on the sde of imperialism through-
out the nineties was Rudyard Kipling. Beginning with dories
of the lives of Anglo-Indians, he st forth the view that English-
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men went to I ndia soldy for the good of the Indians, and endured
untold sufferings from mer e devotion to duty. But he soon became
interested in other parts of the Empire, more particularly in
South Africa. He had an unshakable belief in the superior virtue
and virility of the Anglo-Saxon race, and represented England
as saying to the cities of Greater Britain, including such centres
of British racial purity as Calcuttaand Hong-K ong:

Truly ye come of The Blood. ... Solong as The Blood endures,

| shall know that your good is mine: ye shall fed that my srength
isyours:

In the day of Armageddon, at the last great fight of all,

That Our House gand together and the pillars do not fall.

He thought of the Christian God as primarily a British tribal

deity and was
... wdl asured that on our Sde

The abiding oosns fight.
He exclaimed, in A Song of the English:

Fair is our lot—O goodly is our heritage!
(Humbleye, my people, and befearful in your mirth!)
For the Lord our God Most High
He hath madethe degp as dry.
He hath amate for us a pathway to the ends of all the Earth!
The imperial sentiment of the Jubilee of 1897 found its most
complete expresson in Kipling's Recessional:

God of our fathers, known of old,
Lord of our far-flung battle-line,
Beneath whose awful hand we hold
Dominion over palm and pine—
Lord God of Hogs, bewith usyet,
Lest we forge—lest we forget!

I f, drunk with sight of power, we loose
Wild tongues that have not Theein awe,
Such boagtings as the Gentiles usg,

Or lessyr breads without the Lawv—
Lord God of Hogs bewith us yet,

Lest we forget—lest we forget!
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This lofty mood, however, was only for a great occason.
Though it involved some genuine idealism, in daily life im-
perialism was usually a more mundane affair, with straightforward
economic matives. These were somewhat different in those who
emigrated and in those who merely invested money. Various
reesons caused the upper and professonal dases to favour
extensons of the Empire. Y oung men of no great ability, brought
up in habits of social superiority, and finding society at home
becoming democratic, were glad of the chance of earning a living
and exercising command in regions inhabited by "inferior" races.
Overcrowding, industrialism, and legality made England ssem
dull to adventurous dispostions, and hateful to those who loved
solitude and beautiful surroundings. A considerable number of
men went to the colonies only to excape from the ugliness and
cramped conditions of modern English life, and found themsdves
unintentional empire-builders. The contrast between their desres
and their achievements has been described by Kipling in one of
his better poems, The Voortrekker:

Thegull shall whigtlein hiswake, the blind wave break in fire.

He shall fulfil God's utmost will, unknowing his desre.

And he shall s old planets change and alien dars arise,

And give the gae his ssaworn sail in shadow of new skies

Strong lugt of gear shall drive him forth and hunger arm hishand,
Towin hisfood from the desert rude, his pittance from the sand.
His neighbours amoke shall vex his eyes their voicss bregk his res.
He shall go forth till south is north sullen and dispossessed.

He shall dedre londiness and his desire shall bring,

Hard on his heds a thousand wheds, a People and a King.

He shall come badk on his own track, and by his scarce-codled camp
Thereshall hemest theroaring stredt, thederrick and the samp:
Therehe shall blaze a nation's ways with hatchet and with brand,
Till on his last-won wilderness an Empir€'s outpods stand!

The "thousand whedls" however, were impelled by different
motives. The commercial dasses impressed by the growth of
tariffs everywhere except in the United Kingdom, were anxious
to secure markets from which foreign governments could not
exclude them. Industrialists welcomed acquisitions in the tropics
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as affording sources of valuable raw materials and food-stuffs.
But what was moreimportant than either markets or raw materials
was the opening for investment* The making of roads and
railways, the development of plantations and mines, the building
of dams, and all the multifarious work of developing regions
hitherto untouched by civilization, afforded a welcome oudet to
capital which could no longer be invested in home industries
with the same profit as in the days when factories were new or
when railways were being introduced in England. Moreover,
old capital as well as new capital led to imperialistic ventures.
We have already seen how the British holders of Turkish and
Egyptian bonds secured their interest. This shows the advantage
of armies and navies where they are available: English investors
in the Erie railroad had no redress when Mr. Drew swindled
them, while those who lent money to the Khedive could employ
the armed forces of the Crown (at no expense to themsdves)
to collect their debts, and could even win admiration as patriots
for desiring the British occupation of Egypt.

In the cax of South Africa, to which we must now turn our
attention, there was added a force which has done more than
any other to promote foreign conquest ever snce the dawn of
history: the lure of gold and precious stones

V. BRITISH SOUTH AFRICA

The Cape of Good Hope, from which the British Empire in
Africa has extended gradually northward until it has joined the
extension southward from Egypt, was discovered by the Portuguese
in 1488, but was not by them made the site of a settlement. It
was the Dutch in 1652 who founded Cape Town. They colonized
the surrounding country, and gave asylum, after the repeal of
the Edict of Nantes, to large numbers of French Huguenots.
Cape Colony was annexed by the English during the Napoleonic
wars, to punish the Dutch for having been compelled to sde
with France; it was restored to them in 1802, but reconquered

* See J. A. Hobson, Imperialism: A Study, p. 60.
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by the British and retained by them in 1815. Many of the Dutch
didiked British rule so much that in 1836 they trekked northward
into the wilderness, establishing first the Orange Free State and
then the Transvaal. The gatus of these two republics was some-
what indeterminate: we claimed suzerainty, but they were un-
willing to acknowledge it. In 1877, Sir Bartle Frere proclaimed
the annexation of the Transvaal, but after three years of friction
it rebelled, and Gladstone, who had meantime succesded
Disraeli, let it have its independence, while leaving the question
of suzerainty once more somewhat vague.

For the next twenty years, the history of South Africa is the
history of Cecil Rhodes.

Cecil Rhodes was born in 1853, and was the son of a country
parson. He was the third son, and though his edest brother had
been sent to Winchester and his second to Eton, the money gave
out by thetimeit came to his turn, and he was sent to a local day-
school. The father hoped, with each son in turn, that he would
take orders, but all refused: four became soldiers, and two became
empire-builders. Cecil was threatened with consumption, and
was therefore sent, when he was just seventeen, to join his oldest
brother as a farmer in Natal. They had some measure of success
in cotton-planting, but at the end of a year or so both were
attracted to the new diamond fields. Cecil started from his farm
in October 1871, with "a few digger's tools, some volumes of
the dasscs, and a Greek lexicon," and reached the diamond fields
in about a month.

It was at that time only four years dnce the discovery of the
first sone in what turned out to be the region most prolific in
diamonds of all that are known to history. A Dutch farmer named
Schelk van Niekerk went to call on a friend in the year 1867,
and observed the friend's children playing marbles with gones
they had picked up. One of the sones seemed to glitter, so he
asked if he might show it to experts. The result was that it was
sold to the Governor for £500. For two years after this, no big
diamond was found. Then a native witch-doctor, who had a
stone that he used for magic (probably the use for which diamonds
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were originally sought), showed it to van Niekerk, who bought it
for 500 sheep, 10 oxen, and 1 horse. A trader, in turn, bought
it from van Niekerk for £11,000, and sold it to Lord Dudley
for £25,000. It was awarded the distinction, reserved for great
gems, of a name, "the Star of South Africa."

The place where the diamonds had been found was just north
of the Orange River, and in the territory of the Orange Free
State, but taking advantage of some obscurities of title, the British
successfully claimed it. To satiffy their consdence they paid an
indemnity of £90,000, and secured a diamond field worth many
hundreds of millions.

When Rhodes arrived at the place which afterwards became
Kimberley, it was in the confused and disorderly condition typical
of a new mining settlement. He quickly began to make money,
and bought up daims as fas as his means permitted. It is curious
that, in 1873, after less than two years of success he abandoned
South Africa for Oxford. The climate made him ill again, and
he was obliged to interrupt his undergraduate career repeatedly
to return to South Africa. Academically he was undistinguished,
but during his enforced rustications he became a millionaire and
a successful palitician. In his last term, when he was twenty-eight,
he must have been a rather odd undergraduate. On the whole,
however, his time at Oxford served its purpose, snce it helped
him to enlist the support of the British governing dass on various
crucial occasons.

It must not be supposed that Rhodes was a mere money-
grubber; on the contrary, he meditated much on profound
problems of human destiny. He decided, after some hesitation,
that the existence and non-exisence of God are equally probable;
anticipating William Jamess Will to Believe, he felt that hesitant
indecison on such an issue would not do, and determined to
adopt, in action, the hypothess that there is a God. The next
sep was to determine God's purpose in creating the universe.
As to this, Rhodes found less difficulty. " God was obvioudy
trying to produce a type of humanity mog fitted to bring peace,
liberty, and justicetothewor|d and to makethat type predominant.
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Only onerace, so it ssemed to him, approached God's ideal type,
his own Anglo-Saxon race; God's purpose then was to make the
Anglo-Saxon race predominant, and the best way to help on
God'swork and fulfil His purpose in the world was to contribute
to the predominance of the Anglo-Saxon race and so bring nearer
the reign of judtice, liberty, and peace" *

Rhodes proceeded to help on God's purpose of bringing
"peace, liberty, and justice’ by the Matabele wars, the Jameson
Raid, the Boer War, the subjection, first of the northern negroes
and then of the Boers, to British domination, and the creation
of a vagt sysem of political corruption both in England and in
South Africa. Throughout, quite sincerely, he regarded himself
as the agent of God.

The bads of Rhodes's success, throughout his career, was his
control of the Kimberley diamonds. After 1888, the De Beers
Consolidated Mines, in which he was the leading partner, owned
all the South African diamond fieldsknown at that time, amount-
ing to 90 per cent of the world's total supply. In Transvaal
gold mining he was important, but not a monopolist. His com-
pany, the Consolidated Gold Fieldsof South Africa, paid dividends
which rose rapidly from 10 per cent in 1892 to 50 per cent in
1894-5, and brought him an annual income of three or four
hundred thousand pounds. Nevertheless his interess in gold
were never asimportant asin diamonds.

Meanwhile Rhodes determined, on imperialist rather than
personal grounds, that the British Empire must be extended
northwards into the region which was subsequently christened
Rhodesia. The southern part of this country, conssting of grassy
uplands, inhabited by the warlike and pastoral Matabele, was
ruled over by a remarkable potentate named Lobengula. He
was tall and very stout, erect and majegtic, " completely naked
save for a very long piece of dark blue cloth, rolled very small
and wound round his body, which it in no wise concealed." He
exercised a restraining influence on public opinion in his tribe,
which was bellicose; within the limits of his experience, he was

* Basil Williams, Life of Cecil Rhodes, p. 50.
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wiseand palitic, but avigorousfighter when war seemed necessary.
As William Plomer says in his admirable little life of Rhodes, he
was "every ounce a king."

Unfortunately for himself and his subjects, he could not read,
but he could drink champagne He did not like concesson
hunters, who "come like wolves without my permisson and
make roads into my country." But provided they sought his per-
mission in a suitable manner, he was affable and amenable. As
it became known that his country contained much gold, Rhodes,
in 1888, sent three of his friends, one of them a Fellow of All
Souls, to secure his favour. They were completely successful,
obtaining all the mining rights in his dominions in exchange for
£100 a month, 1,000 rifles, 100,000 rounds of ammunition, and
an armed geamer on the Zambes. This agreement was known
as the Rudd concesson.*

Rhodess next step was to form a Chartered Company, with
powers analogous to those of the old East India Company. This
required action by the British Government, which was secured
by means of support in high quarters. Among those who applied
for and obtained the Charter werethe Duke of Fife (Edward V11's
son-in-law), the Duke of Abercorn, Albert Grey (afterwards
Earl Grey and Governor-General of Canada), and other eminent
persons. The Duke of Fife was particularly useful, snce through
him the Royal Family became implicated in Rhodess doings.
The Charter, which was granted in 1889, insured the protection
of native rights, freedom of religion, and freedom of trade, and
among the grounds on which it was given was that "the condition
of the natives inhabiting the said territories will be materially
improved and their civilization advanced." Incidentally, the
Rudd concesson was recognized, and the Company became the
government of a vast area unbounded on the North except by
the possessons of other European Powers.

Meanwhile Lobengula had discovered that the document to
which he had s his mark was more far-reaching in its effects

* The best account of Rhodess dealings with Lobengula is in Morel's
The Black Man's Burden, Chap. | V.
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than he had supposed. He dictated a letter to Queen Victoria,
saying, among other things:

Some time ago a party of men came into my country, the principal
one appearing to be a man caled Rudd. They aked me for a place
to dig for gold, and said they would give me certain things for the
right to do so. | told them to bring what they would give and | would
show them what | would give. A document was written and presented
to me for signature. | asked what it contained, and was told that in
it were my words and the words of those men. | put my hand to it.
About three months afterwards, | heard from other sources that |
had given by that document the right to all the minerals of my country.
| called a meeting of my Indunas and adso of the white men and
demanded a copy of the document. It was proved to me that | had
signed away the mineral rights of my whole country to Rudd and his
friends. | have since had a meeting of my Indunas and they will not
recoghize the paper, as it contains neither my words nor the words
of those who got it. ... | write to you that you may know the truth
about this thing.

And afew months later he sent another letter, in which he com-
plained that "the white people are troubling me much about
gold. If the Queen hears that | have given away the whole country
itisnot so."

The Queen, through her Colonial Secretary, replied to her
brother monarch that it was impossible for him to exclude white
men, and that, having made inquiries as to the persons concerned,
she was satisfied that they "may be trusted to carry out the work-
ing for gold in the chief's country without molesting his people,
or in any way interfering with their kraals, gardens, or cattle."
There were occasional troubles connected with cattle-lifting, but
for some years nothing was done. The Chartered Company was
concerned with developments further South, and with financial
operations in England. Its capital was £1,000,000 in one-pound
shares, which made it possible to enlist as shareholders people
who were far from rich, so that Rhodess supporters were to
be found even among wage-earners. De Beers took 200,000 shares,
the promoters took 90,000, and Rhodes personally took a large
number; moreover the United Concessions Company, of which
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he was an important part, was to have half of any future profits.
While the world was getting used to these arrangements, it was
desirable to give no handle to criticism.

In July 1893 Dr. Jameson, who was the Chartered Company's
manager, decided that the time had come to deal with the
Matabele, and called for volunteers to help him in the " smashing
of Lobengula" He offered every trooper who volunteered
3,000 morgen (nearly nine square miles) and twenty gold claims;
he provided further that "the loot shall be divided, one-half to
the B.S.A. Company, and the remainder to officers and men in
equal shares" It is estimated that these various items together
amounted to at least £10,000 per trooper. At this rate, it was not
difficult to find men willing to help God in bringing about " peace,
liberty, and justice." By October, the preparations were completed.
Lobengula, still hoping for peace, snt three envoys to negotiate.
The British gave a pledge of safe conduct, but on the day on
which the envoys arrived at the camp, two of the three were
"accidentally" killed. This was the beginning of the war, which
lasted three months and realized all the hopes of the white men.
Lobengula disappeared, his men fled or were killed, 900 farms
and 10,000 gold daimsweregranted in what had been hiskingdom,
and about 100,000 cattle were looted, thus leaving the native
aurvivors without means of livelihood.

In the "civilizing" of black Africa, it is always necessary to
deprive the population of land and cattle, and other traditional
sources of food, in order that they may be compelled to work for
the white man. In Matabeleland, however, these methods were
too dow, and forced labour was introduced. In 1896, after
Jameson had been captured by the Boers, the Matabele made a
desperate attempt to regain their freedom by rebellion, but they
were, of course, defeated, and since then they have given no
trouble. A tax of £2 a year was imposed on every native, who
had to earn it by working for wages Thus the two problems of
revenue and wages wer e solved together. The Matabele, however,
according to a well-known missonary, Mr. Carnegie, are not
grateful, but say:
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Our country is gone, our cattle are gone, our people are scattered,
we have nothing to live for, our women are deserting us; the white
man does as he likes with them; we are the daves of the white man,
we are nobody and have no rights or laws of any kind.

It is comforting to think that all this suffering achieved a great
and beneficent purpose: the transfer of bits of yellow metal from
certain underground places to certain others, namely the vaults
of the great Banks.

Jameson, the hero of the Matabele war, was Rhodess lieutenant
and hismogt intimatefriend. Hisnext enter prisewasless success-
ful, but moreimportant.

The Transvaal outdde the goldfidds was still inhabited by the
descendants of those among the Cape Dutch who had found
British rule intolerable. On their isolated farms they preserved
the smple piety of the seventeenth century and regarded the
modern capitalistic world with horror. When gold was discovered
on the Rand, they realized that it brought sudden wealth to the
farmers on whose land it had been found, but beyond receiving
rent and exacting revenue they refused to have anything to do
with the horde of international adventurers who swarmed into
their hitherto quiet country. Although the Uitlanders (as the
foreigners were called) came to outnumber them by five to one,
the Boers refused to allow them to vote, and for along time pre-
vented the construction of railways connecting their country with
the Cape. Moreover they st up a high cusoms tariff, which made
everything dear that the Uitlanders had to import, and amost
destroyed trade with Cape Colony. The Uitlanders felt themsdves
the mogt important people in the country: many of them were
very rich, and their district produced most of the world's supply
of gold. This made them indignant at their excuson from
political power.

It was hoped by Rhodes, and aso by the British Government,
that the Uitlanders would rebel againg President Kruger on the
old cry of "no taxation without representation” which (this
time) sounded good in English ears During 1895, the military
authorities took to bringing troops to and from India by way of
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the Cape ingtead of by the Suez Canal, so that they might be on
hand if trouble occurred. Rhodes was, at this time, not only in
control of the Chartered Company, but as the Prime Minister
of Cape Colony. Using both these sources of authority, he brought
Jameson, with an armed force, to the borders of the Transvaal
at the point nearest to Johannesburg, nominally to protect a
railway which was being construaed. He endeavoured to concert
arising on the Rand with a supporting movement by Jameson's
troops. At thelast moment hefailed to agree with the " Reformers,”
many of whom wanted independence, whereas he inssted on
annexation to the British Empire. At this point, he would have
given up the enterprise, at least for a time. But Jameson, more
hot-headed, st off on December 29, 1895; on January 2nd he
and all his troop were ignominioudy captured by Kruger's
burghers.

The consaquences of this event were surprisingly far-reaching.
Rhode's Dutch friends, naturally, turned againsg him, and he
had to retire from Cape politics, though not from the control
of Rhodesia. The British Government, or at any rate Josgph
Chamberlain, the Colonial Secretary, was supposed to have been
implicated, and, although this was probably not the casg there
had indubitably been very culpable negligence. The German
Emperor telegraphed his congratulations to President Kruger,
which caused such indignation in England that most people
forgot to blame the raiders. Jameson and his men were handed
over to the English for punishment, and when they arrived in
London all Society feted them. Jameson was sentenced to a short
term of imprisonment, but released almogt at once "on grounds
of health." Reations between England and Germany never again
became cordial. The British Government took up the cause of the
Uitlanders, and pressed it ruthlesdy to its outcome in the Boer
War. From the moment of the Raid, South African affairs exerted
a disagtrous influence upon the history of the world.

In Cape Colony, Rhodess influence was at an end, but he
retained his importance dsewhere. He wished to construct a
telegraph line from the Cape to Cairo; Rhodesa touched Lake



I mperialism 473

Tanganyika, but from that point to Uganda it was necessary to
pass either through the Congo State or through German East
Africa. In 1899, he visited the two monarchs concerned, to se
which would grant him the best terms for permisson to con-
struct his line across their territory. He loathed King L eopold:
"as he came out of the room he caught hold of our military attache,
who happened to be passng, and hissed in his ear: 'Satan, | tell
you that man is Satan.' "* With the Kaiser, on the contrary, he
got on admirably. He began by some arch remarks about the
Kruger telegram: "You seg | was a naughty boy, and you tried
to whip me. Now my people were quite ready to whip me for
being a naughty boy, but directly you did it, they said, 'No, if
this is anybody's busness, it is ourd' The result was that Your
Majesty got yoursdlf very much didiked by the English, and |
never got whipped at all."

The Kaiser was amused, and granted Rhodes's request.

From 1896 onwards, Rhodess place in dealing with the
Transvaal was taken by Jossph Chamberlain, who after Radical
beginnings, had become as imperialistic as Rhodes himsdf, and
had chosn the Colonial Office in order to give soope for his
policies. "The Providence that shapes our ends intended us
(he said) to be a great governing power—conquering, yes, con-
quering, but conquering only in order to civilize, to administer,
and to develop vast races on the world's surface, primarily for
their advantage, but no doubt for our advantage aswell." During
1898, imperial sentiment in England had been greatly strengthened
by Kitchener's conquest of the Sudan and the humiliation of the
French in forcing them to abandon Fashoda. In 1899 it ssemed
to Chamberlain that the time had come to take up the other end
of the Cape-to-Cairo empire, and deal with the Boers once for
all. It was, of course, a "war for democracy." "We sk no gold-
fields, we sk no territory,” said Lord Salisbury; but cynical
foreigners noted that we neverthdess got both goldfidds and
territory.

The Boer War was doubly disgraceful to England, in that our

* Williams, Life of Cecil Rhodes, p. 310.
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caue was unjust and our ams were a firg unsuccessul. Con-
tinental feeling wes bitterly anti-English, and our defeets et the
hands of the Boers caused us to be thought decadent. There
was talk of a Franco-Russo-German combination to force England
to make peece with the Transvaal. The English redlized, for the
first time gnce thefall of Napoleon, that it might be advantageous
to them to have dlies on the Continent; Chamberlain offered an
dliance to the Germans, but his offer was reected. A considerable
section of British opinion was opposed to the war throughout its
whole course. L1oyd George, in Chamberlain's Birmingham, had
to escgpe from the mob disguised as a policeman, but in Wales
he never logt his popularity. Campbell-Bannerman, the Liberal
leader, sooke of "methods of barbarism™ in connection with the
burning of fams and the concentration camps for women and
children. As soon as the war was over, the country turned againgt
the party that had mede it and the whole imperialist philosophy
that had inspired it.

Two things helped to cause this reaction. The first wes that
Chamberlain embarked on a campaign for taxing food as the only
way of cementing the Empire, but memories of the hungry
forties mede wageeaners think that an imperid Zollverein
could be too dearly bought. The sscond was more directly con-
nected with the South African War. The mine-owners, on whose
behaf the war had been fought, wanted chegp labour. British
working men had been told, throughout the fighting, that at the
end there would be a grest opening for them on the Rand, but
their wages were too high for the Johannesburg megnates. The
supply of black labour was conddered inadequate, and it wes
decided to import Chinese coolies under semi-servile conditions.
Trade union feding and anti-davery sentiment were dike out-
raged. The Rector of Johannesburg pointed out what a kindness
it was to bring these poor hegthen to a Chrigtian land, but this
argument, somehow, fell flat. Anti-governmental mordists pointed
out that there were ethical dangersin keeping 10,000 men without
any women; the Government announced that it had imported a
certain number of the coolies wives, and the Archbishop of
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Canterbury said that the interests of morals were now safeguar ded.
But still sceptics shook their heads when they learnt that there
were only two women.

In the end the nation gave a record majority to Campbell-
Bannerman, in spite of his talk about "methods of barbarism."
Simple folk imagined that imperialism and war had been voted
down, and that the new Government would pursue the paths of
peace. Unfortunately a small minority of the Liberal Party had
favoured imperialism throughout, and in this minority was
Sr Edward Grey, who became Foreign Secretary. While the
nation was voting enthusagtically for peace, he, without the
knowledge even of the Cabinet, sanctioned the military conversa-
tions with France which, if they did not make the Great War
inevitable, at least made it certain that England would take part
initifit came

And s, though Rhodes died just before the end of the war,
and Chamberlain two years later, though Parliament repented
of the evil it had done in their day, a fev men, by dark and
scret ways, kept England's policy tied to the old bad courses
and led their country blindfold along the road to universal disager.

VI.ASA

European imperialism in Ada has been less successful than in
Africa, and has pursued a very different course Asatic Russa
must be regarded as a colony, not a conquered empire; the
indigenous population was sparse, and offered less opposition
to Russan immigration than the aborigines offered to the white
men in the United States The British postion in India was
already well established in 1815, and underwent no important
change during our period. Gradually, however, contact with
Western political ideas, in India as well as in other parts of Asia,
generated a nationaliss movement, which began to impress
Anglo-Indians shortly before the outbreak of the Great War.
The regions open to imperialist competition were the Turkish
Empire, Persa, and the Far East. The decay of Turkey had
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stimulated the lusts of the Great Powers ever since Napoleon
and Alexander bargained about Congtantinople, Syria, Moldavia,
and Wallachia, but mutual jealouses had prevented a partition
such as was successfully accomplished in Africa. The Russans,
the French, and the English all had interests in the Near Eadt,
but gradually Germany took the place of England as the Sultan's
friend. AsaMinor cameto beafield for German capital, and the
scheme for a Berlin-Bagdad railway excited German imperialists
in the same sort of way as the Cape-to-Cairo excited those of
England. (It would seem that imperialists in all countries are
stirred by alliteration.) Both England and Russia objected to the
plan of through railway communication between Berlin and the
Persian Gulf, but a compromise favourable to Germany had just
been reached when the War broke out.

Pergia, the mog intellectual and the mogt artistic of Moham-
medan countries, after many centuries of misgovernment adopted
Liberal ideas and ingituted a Parliament. This did not suit
ether England or Russa. In virtue of the Entente of 1907,
England sdzed a region in the South, containing oil fidds of
great valueto the Admiralty, which had just decided to substitute
oil for coal in the navy, while Russa seized a much larger region
in the North, and suppressed the conditutionalists with the
cusomary barbarity of the Tsarist regime. Nor mal independence
was |eft to aterritory in the centre, embracing less than a quarter
of the country.*

More important than these events in the Near East were the
repercussons of the white man's intruson upon China and
Japan. In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the Portuguese
from Macao and the Spaniards from Manila had sent missonaries
and firearms to both countries. The Japaness, after they had learnt
to make firearms, exterminated the Christian converts and closed
their country to Europeans, except for one annual Dutch ship.
The Chinese, though they took a Voltairean view of Christianity,

~ * | have dedlt more fully with the Anglo-Russian partition of Perda
in my essy " The Entente Policy, 1904-1915," induded in Justice in
War-Time, pp. 171-92.
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had to admit that the Jesuits surpassad them in the power of pre-
dicting eclipses, and on this ground continued to tolerate them.
Neither supposad that the white men could defest them in war.

On this point, China and Jgpan, respectively, were enlightened
by England and America. The English went to war with China
in 1840, because the Chinese authorities objected to the importa
tion of opium. The resulting Treaty laid the foundation of the
sysem which continued in China until after the War, and in
many respectsis still in force. Chinese cusoms were administered
by a staff respongible only to its head, who was to be an English-
man as long as England had the largest share of Chinds foreign
trade; and import duties were not to be above 5 per cent ad
valorem even on such things as adcohol and (for a long time)
opium. A gradudly increesing number of "Treaty Ports," many
of them hundreds of miles from the s, were claimed by the
foreign Powers collectively, and ceased to be, except formaly,
under Chinese sovereignty. Foreigners in China were subject to
their own law, and could only be judged by their own nationds.
But still the Chinese, who had been supreme throughout their
world sncethethird century B.C., retained their imperia pride,
and regarded the foreigners as a nuisance rather than as a menace

In Japan the course of events had been very different. Com-
modore Perry's squadron, which, in 1853, demanded the opening
up of trade relations with the United States, mede them aware
that armaments had progressed snce their last contact with
Chrigtian civilization in the early seventeenth century. For the
moment they gave way to him, and to the British, who soon
followed. Commercid agreements were concluded, Treaty Ports
opened to trade; no Westerner doubted that the whole process
would procead according to plan. So it did—but the plan wes
that of the Jgpanesg, not of the white men. They rapidly acquired
whatever parts of European civilization contribute to military
and nava efficiency; the Treaty Ports were resumed, foreigners
submitted to Jgpenee laws and law-courts, and trade, though
it continued, came to be conducted as between eguds, not for
the exclusive benefit of the white men.
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When, in 1894, the Japanexe and Chinex quarrdled over the
suzerainty of Korea, which both claimed, the world was astonished
by the rapidity and compleeness of Chinas defest. The result
Was ascramble for China. The French claimed asphere of influence
in the South, the British clamed one in the Yangtse. The Rus-
sans seized Manchuria, and rejoiced to think that, at Port Arthur,
they at last had free aocess to the warm water. The Germans,
in 1897, had the good fortune to have two missonaries murdered
in Shantung; they extorted, as indemnity, the harbour of
Kiaouchau with vauablerailway rightsin the hinterland. Finally
ignorant Chinese reactionaries, the Boxers, encouraged by the
Empress Doweger, attacked the "foreign devils' wherever they
were to be found, espedidly in missons and in the legaions at
Peking. An international expedition was sent in 1900 to punish
the country; Peking wes sacked, a heavy indemnity was imposed,
and the legation quarter henceforth had the right to garrison
itself with foreign troops, while the Chinese were forbidden to
build housss in the neighbourhood of its walls. China was cowed
—for the benefit of Europe, it was supposed at the time.

The Russo-Jgpanee war, four years later, changed everything.
Since the war with China, the Jgoanee had consdered their
rights in Korea edablished. But Rusian Grand Dukes had
timber concessons in that country, which, moreover, ssamed
necessaty in order to round off the new acquisitionsin Manchuria.
The newly congtructed Siberian Railway mede awar in the Far
East san feesble to the Russan military authorities. The
Jppanes, however, proved the stronger. At s, they destroyed
the Russan navy; on land, they conquered Port Arthur and
South Manchuria up to Mukden. It was the first time snce the
great days of the Turks that Europesns had been defegted by
non-Europeans. In China, from that time onwards, the only
important imperialism has been that of Japan, while Europeans,
espedidly since the Great War, have survived only on sufferance®

The dfect of the Ruso-Jganee war wes as important in

* | have dealt more fully with imperialism in China and Japan in
my book The Problem of China.
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Russaasin China. It led first to the Revolution of 1905 involving
a constitution with the beginnings of Parliamentary governmen.
It next caused a complete change in Russds foreign policy. Far
Eadtern adventure was no longer possble The Anglo-Japanese
dliance mede it impossible for the French to come to the help
of the Russans For the same reason, as well as the Anglo-
French entente in 1904, the year when the war with Jgpan begen,
the French could not be expected to help Rusda againg England.
This made a forward policy in Ada impossble, and removed
the reasons for enmity between England and Russa which had
ubgged ever snce the Russan advance in Central Asa made
us nervous concerning our Indian Empire. The result wes that
Russan ambitions were directed to the Bakans and the Near
Ead, where they came into conflict with Turkey, Austria-
Hungary, and therefore Germany. This policy nowhere conflicted
with British interests, but, on the contrary, made British friend-
ship both possible and desrable. Hence arose the Anglo-Russian
entente of 1907, which completed the grouping of the Greeat
Powers that perssted until the Great War.

Jpan's rise to supremecy in the Far Eadt put an end to the
ambitions of European Powers in China, and thus removed from
the sphere of their mutua bargaining the lagt important region
that they had left unappropriated. Henceforth, the planet was
mapped out, and a gain to one Sae could only be secured at
the expense of some other. This intengified rivaries, and mede
adjugments more difficult; the expangve forces which had found
their outlet in imperialism were compelled to operate, no longer
in distant undeveloped regions, but nearer home, and in direct
competition with neighbouring nations. Though Satesmen foresaw
the result, they lacked thewill and theintelligence to prevent it;
impotendy, though not blindly, they drifted to catastrophe.



CHAPTER XXXII

The Arbiters of Europe

IT was in the year 1907 that the division of the Great Powers of
Europe into two camps received the final form which perssted
until the Great War. The world had changed since the Congress
of Vienna more than in any previous century: freedom and
organization had both increased, and had increased in about
equal measure. Asto freedom: serfdom had disappeared; parlia-
mentary ingtitutions had been introduced where none existed
before, and had been made more democratic where they came
from an earlier time; trade unions had been legalized, and had
given wage-ear ner s some approach to equality of bar gaining power
in dealingswith employers; emigration was everywhere per mitted
by governments, and was beginning to have a great effect upon
southern and eastern Europe; religious toleration had been
established everywhere except in the Rusian Empire; the
criminal law had become less ferocious, Press censorship
had been abolished or mitigated, and in politics there
was a nearer approach to free gpeech than at any previous
period.

The change as regards organization was quite as remarkable.
Large-scale economic organizations were made necessary by the
invention of railways, and possble by thelaws of limited liability.
Both in Europe and America, aggregations of capital continually
increasad in size, and thus concentrated economic power in the
hands of a few great men. Governments, which had had com-
paratively few functions in 1815, had come to be active in many
new directions. The most important of these was education: the
exigence of a literate democracy in Western countries made
possible a new intensity of national co-operation, such as had only
previoudy exised in small city States. Railways, telegraphs, and
telephones enabled men at the centre to give rapid instructions
to men at a distance, and thus augmented the effective powers of
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governments. Outside Europe, where Red Indians had hunted,
and where African chiefs had led their braves to battle, modern
cities and modern machinery now brought men within the orbit
of the Stock Exchange.

In spite of the fact that the world had been transformed since
1814, there was one respect in which there had been no change of
importance, and such change as had occurred was of the nature of
a retrogression. The external relations of the Great Powers were
still, asat thetime of the Congress of Vienna, in the hands of single
individuals, whose power might be subject to theoretical limita-
tions, but was in practice amost despotic. In spite of the estab-
lishment of Parliaments in the three Eastern Empires, their foreign
relations were still as completely controlled by their Emperors
as in the time of Alexander | and Metternich. In England, the
tradition of continuity inforeign policy removed external relations
from the effective control of Parliament; whichever Party had the
government, the Foreign Office was in the hands of members of
the same Whig families that had come into office in 1830. In
France, the Minister for Foreign Affairs was less absolute than
elsawhere in Europe; but an alliance between permanent officials
and certain business interests led to results very similar to those
produced elsewhere by autocracy.

While the relations between States remained thus completely
unmodernized, their power of injuring each other had been
immeasurably increased. Science and industrialism had trans-
formed the art of war, and had made it possible to devote to fighting
and the production of munitions a far larger proportion of the
population than had been available for destruction in the cam-
paigns of Napoleon. More rapid mobility and transmission of
orders made it possible to invade an enemy country far more
quickly than at any previous time. Hence nations feared each
other morethan formerly, and this fear bred more intense national -
ism, which, in turn, created still more fear, and therefore still
more nationalism, on the other side of the frontier. Nationalism
and fear, in disastrous interaction, continually increased each
other, and promoted national organization for war, especialy

Q
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for sudden war, snce the Power that mobilized most quickly
could insure that the armies should meet on enemy territory.
Army, navy, and diplomacy had to work in dose co-operation, and
always in the gtate of mind of men waiting for the last sgnal to
begin a race.

Thelack of organization in international relations was connected
with a lack of organization in one aspect of economic life, namely
the investment of new capital. We have ssen the immense profits
which Rhodes and King Leopold derived from the investsment of
capital in Africa; and smilar profits were sought by imperialistic
ventures in many parts of the world. Sometimes these profits were
obtained by conquest, sometimes by diplomacy. In the leading
industrial countries, the iron and sed industry was bound up
with the armament industry, and was perpetually endeavouring
to sal armaments to more backward States. When the Tsar's ships
had been sunk by the Japanese the Kaiser repeatedly urged him
to place orders for new ships with German firms, but the Tsar
preferred to trust his allies the French. When Sir Basl Zahar off
wished to make a fortune out of submarines, he failed, at firgt,
with all the Great Powers. But at last he got his compatriots the
Greeks to take oneg; this led to the Turks taking two, another
Power three, yet another four, and so on to the loss of the Lusitania
—a progresson wholly agreeable to shipbuilders, from first to last.
In such ways the investment of new capital came to be bound up
with the diplomatic game, and its profits often depended upon the
danger of war.

Foreign affairs were treated everywhere as a mystery, which it
would be againg the national interest to lay bare before the eyes
of the profane. Fortunately for the historian, the revolutions in
the three Eastern Empires have caused State documents to be
published at a much earlier date than would have been per mitted
if the old governments had remained in control. We can now judge,
as accurately as if they had lived a hundred years ago, the super-
men who wielded the immense forces of their Sates in the last
years beforethe Great War.

Among the mogt important of these men were, as in 1814, the
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Tsar, the Austrian Emperor, and the King of Prussa, who had
become the German Emperor. But as between these three Eastern
Powers there had been great changes of relative importance.
Germany now gtood first, Austria last; and Russia, though still
very prominent, had lost to Germany the supremacy that had
belonged to Alexander |. England, still powerful through the
Navy and the Empire, felt itself threatened by Germany. The
external power of England, from the end of 1905, was in the
hands of Sir Edwar d Grey, aimost as absolutely asthat of Germany
was in the hands of the Kaiser. In France, there were alternations
of policy; but the decisve men in the finally victorious policy were
Ddcasse and Poincare. All these men were not mere embodiments
of impersonal forces, but influenced events through their personal
idiosyncrasies.

In the diplomatic map of Europe, some dements were fixed
throughout the whole period from 1871 to 1914, while others
varied. The mog important fixed ement was French hostility to
Germany. Bismarck accepted this as inevitable, and dealt with
it, on the one hand, by cultivating good relations with Russa,
and on the other hand, by encouraging England, France, and
Italy in imperialistic ventures which brought them into conflict
with each other. After Bismarck's fall, the French, bit by bit,
improved their diplomatic situation, first by the Franco-Russian
alliance, then by the Entente with England, and finally by the
weakening of Germany's and Audtria's position in the Balkans as
aresult of the Balkan wars. Moreover, the financial and industrial
resources of the United States, it was understood, would be more
availableto France and England than to Germany in the event of a
war; the firm of Morgan, especially, could ailmost beregarded as a
partner in the Entente. As the postion of France improved, the
hope of recovering the lost provinces—especially the iron ore of
Lorraine—revived in the minds of French statesmen and indus-
trialists. The hopes of other Powers might have been realized in
minor wars, but the recovery of Alsace-Lorraine was only possible
in a general European war. The interest and policy of France,
therefore, more than of any other Great Power, pointed towards a
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first-class conflict, as soon as the support of England had been
assured by the Entente of 1904.

The mog important man in Europe, judged by his influence
on events, was the Emperor William 11 . His youth had been
passed under the shadow of his grandfather William | and his
grandmother Queen Victoria. His mother, Queen Victoria's
eldest daughter, was the wife of the Crown Prince Frederick, who,
after waiting for the throne until he was fifty-seven, ascended it
as a dying man, incapable, during his few months reign, of taking
any part in government. William | | , born with a withered arm,
was never loved by his mother; she told an Austrian (who, of
course, repeated the words) how much she admired the Austrian
Crown Prince as compared with her own "uncouth, lumpish
son." She was an ambitious, masterful woman, longing for the
successon, hating Bismarck, hating Germany, never troubling to
concedl the fact that she felt hersdf English. The old Emperor
lived on and on—he was ninety when he died—and gradually
her hopes faded. She foresaw that her reign (her husband was
under her thumb) would be short, and this added envy to her
previous didike of her son, with whom she quardled irrevocably
during her hushand's lag hours. William's hatred of his mother
was the source of his hatred of England.

England, however, was to him not merely an object of hate,
but also, and equally, of admiration. There was, in those days, a
Royal International, much more influential than the Red Inter-
national or the Black International. There was, in Northern
Europe, only one Royal Family, of which different members
governed different countries, and of this August House Queen
Victoria was the recognized head. Not only was the Kaiser her
grandson, but the Tsar had married her granddaughter—"1 am
to call her Granny," Nicholas records proudly in his diary at the
time of his engagement. Since Versailles had come into the
keeping of republicans, no royal palace was 0 grand as Windsor.
Whenever William |1 was invited to day there during the life-
time of "Grandmama,” he felt a snobbish satisfaction, and
boasted of its splendours on his return. He could not resist trying
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to ingratiate himself with the English, though his efforts were so
clumsy that his Ministers had to kegp on warning him against
excessve effudveness His admiration for the English was bound
up with Queen Victoria, just as his hatred was bound up with his
mother.

At Kiel, in 1904, in the presence of King Edward, the Kaiser
offered a defence of his big-navy policy which was psychologically
true, though not perhaps politically wise: " When, as a little boy,
I was allowed to visit Plymouth and Portsmouth, hand in hand
with kind aunts and friendly admirals, | admired the proud
English ships in those two superb harbours. Then there awoke
in me the wish to build ships of my own like these some day, and
when | was grown up to posess as fine a navy as the English.”
Biilow, his Chancellor, tried to prevent publication of this speech,
saying that if the fleet was described " sentimentally, as the
outcome of your own personal inclinations and juvenile memories,”
the Reichsag might refuse to pay for it. But the Kaiser was
irrepressble. He had indsted on showing "Uncle Bertie" his
whole Navy, although he had been warned that the morethe King
was impressed the worse would be the political effect. All the
time, he was wishing to feel asgrand as " Grandmama.”

The Kaiser'swithered arm had as bad an effect on his character
as his mother and grandmother. His uneasy vanity made it
necessary for him to shine, and his position as head of the Hohen-
zollerns made it inevitable that he should be a soldier. But it was
only with great difficulty and by heroic efforts that he learned to
ride a horse, and his horses always had to be quiet. On crucial
occasions, for instance when he landed at Tangier to please
Bulow and vex France and England, he was agitated if his mount
was too spirited. A long time after his visit to Tangier he wrote
a complaining letter to Bulow: "1 landed because you wanted me
to, in the interests of the Fatherland, mounted a strange horse in
spite of the impediment that my crippled left arm caused to my
riding, and the horse was within an inch of costing me my life,
which was your stake in the game!" Bulow comments on this:
" Among the many lovable human qualities of the Kaiser, scarcdy
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one was more appealing than the truly stoical manner in which he
bore and overcame the paralyss of his left arm. Without in any
way concealing this physical defect, he had by iron determination
developed into a bold rider, a brilliant shot and a skilful tennis-
player." This is very just, but the effort caused his vanity to
develop in unfortunate ways.

His apparent bellicosity, his readiness to challenge combat,
his swashbuckling boagfulness, were a cloak for nerves, for the
fear of being thought not quite manly. If he had been born a
rich man in a private station, he would have been perfectly happy
as a patron of the arts: he would have surrounded himself with
painters and musicians, who would have been expected to praise
his pictures and his tunes. His need for applause would have been
satidfied at the cogt of a little ingncere admiration of amateurish
artistic productions, instead of compelling him to adopt a course
which was one of the factors leading to the ruin of Europe. His
natural dispostion is shown by the friends he chose voluntarily, of
whom Count Philip Eulenburg was the mog intimate. Eulenburg
was effeminate, sentimental and subtle, a homosexual like mogt of
the Emperor'sinner camarilla. Even in military circles, a reaction
againg the manly virtues of Old Prussa had &t in. The Chief of
of the Military Cabinet, Count Hiilsen-Haeseler, on several
occasons dressed as a ballet-dancer; on thelast of these occasons
he danced before the Kaiser, and at the end fell down dead—to
the scandal of His Majesty's subjects.

William 11's magerfulness was not, like Bismarck's, that of a
man of inflexible will, but rather that of an actor who is afraid of
not having the best part. This did not make it any the eader for
him to get on with the old Chancellor, who for twenty-six years
had been the absolute master of Prussia. The old man had in his
favour the fact that the Empress Frederick hated him, and he
remained in office for the first two years of the new reign. But in
1890 the inevitable breach came, and Bismarck was dismissed.

It happened that, at this very moment, a matter of vital impor-
tance to Germany had to be decided, namely, the question of the
renewal of the Re-insurance Treaty with Rusia. The Austro-
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German aliance, concluded in 1879, involved a danger of alliance
between France and Russia; to obviate this, Bismarck, in 1887,
concluded for three years a secret treaty with Russia, by which
the two Powers mutually agreed not to join any third Power in an
attack upon the other. Austria and Russia had conflicting interests
in the Balkans, but Bismarck was determined to be friends with
both. Except for a few weeks in 1866, the three Eastern Powers
had been friends since 1813; their friendship both preserved the
peace of Europe and prevented France from finding allies. By
means of the Re-insurance Treaty (which, however, had to be
concealed from Austria), Germany did what was possible to
preserve harmony between the three Emperors.

This policy had been Bismarck's, and he was in disfavour;
therefore the policy must be a bad one. In the confusion of the
interregnum, there was only one man who understood the intri-
cacies of German diplomacy, and that was the permanent head of
the Foreign Office, Baron Holstein. He advised against renewal
of the Treaty, because the Russian Government hesitated to
renew it with any one but Bismarck, and he did not wish Bismarck
to return to power. It was allowed to lapse, and Russia turned to
France, concluding an Entente in 1891 and an Alliancein 1894.

Holstein, who in this matter first acquired important influence
on German foreign policy, was a most singular character. When
he was a child, a barn full of sheep belonging to his father had
caught fire, and his father had been trampled to death by the
sheep while he was trying to save them. This made such an
impression on the boy that, throughout his life, the sight of sheep
produced nervous prostration. However, he showed little eccen-
tricity until, under Bismarck's orders, while he was Secretary of
the Embassy in Paris, he procured evidence against his Chief,
Count Arnim, whom Bismarck had decided to ruin, and against
whom Holstein was compelled to appear as a witness in open
court. Arnim was popular in Berlin Society, and Holstein was
ostracized for having played the part of a spy under the guise of
friendship. From that moment he lived the life of a recluse; even
the Kaiser only succeeded in meeting him once, after repeated
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invitations, generally refused by Holstein on the ground that he
possessd no court dress.

The Kaiser, after his fall, said that the dismissal of Bismarck
was like rolling away a granite block and revealing the vermin
underneath. Perhaps he was thinking of Holstein, though at the
time of Holgtein's power he gpoke of him as "a down-right good
fellow." This "good fellow" consoled himself for social shipwreck
by the joys of secret power. He made friends with Eulenburg,
and at the same time collected evidence by which he could send
his "friend" to prison whenever he chose It is said that one
night, taking refuge from the rain in a somewhat disreputable
beer-house used as a rendezvous by homosexuals, he saw (himself
unseen) two men, dressed as sailors and obvioudy disguised,
who spoke to each other as " Krause" and " Hoffman." He recog-
nized "Krause' as Eulenburg. Years afterwards, on meeting
Bulow for the first time, he recognized the voices Bulow was
"Hoffman." The knowledge which he undoubtedly possessed,
and of which this incident was said to be the beginning, enabled
him to control both these eminent men, and made him, therefore,
favourable to their advancement. But however high they rose,
they had to adopt the policies that he recommended, and make
the appointments that he favoured. From 1890, when Bismarck
fell, till 1906, Germany's foreign policy was Holstein's. He
advised the regection of Chamberlain's offers of alliance; he
inspired the Morocco policy which Bulow forced upon the
unwilling Kaiser. He did not recommend the Kruger telegram,
which was the Kaiser's own doing, but he took care to be out of
the way while it was being discused, as he foresaw that the
responsibility would fall upon the Foreign Secretary, Marschall,
whom he wished out of the way in order to make room for Bulow.
Almost everybody feared him, because of his knowledge of shady
sores and his kill in intrigue. When he fell, it was owing to a
totally unpredictable accident. I n 1906, Bulow fainted in the Reich-
gag, and all his papers were temporarily put in charge of his
subordinate Tschirsky. Among them was Holstein's resignation,
intended, like ten earlier ones, merely as a means of bringing
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pressure to bear. But Tschirsky, unlike many others, had no
guilty secrets, and at once obtained the Kaiser's sgnature to the
resignation. Holstein supposed Eulenburg to blame, and brought
about his ruin, as well as that of other eminent men, by giving
information as to the Kaiser's intimates to the Radical journalist
Harden, who printed it in his newspaper. He died in 1909, old
and poor and nearly blind, in the small apartment in an unfashion-
able part of Berlin in which he had lived throughout his years of
power. The Daily Mail obituary spoke of him as "the prototype
of the Prussan official of the old school." He was learned, he was
indefatigablein work, in assnsshewaspatriotic. But hissuspicious
nature made him, on all crucial occasons, give the wrong advice,
and his twisted hatreds did much to bring about the atmosphere
of war.

The Kaiser's dealings with Eulenburg and his friends show one
sde of his character, but a quite different sde is shown in his
letters to " Dearest Nicky," the Emperor of Russa. Nicholas | |,
who ascended the throne in 1894, was younger than his cousn
William, less intelligent, and less forceful. |t seemed, therefore,
that it should be possble to establish a personal ascendancy over
him, and so make Russan policy such as would suit Germany.
Even whentheTripleAllianceand the TripleEntente had become
well-defined mutually hostile groups, the Kaiser could not
abandon this hope. Nor did he ever learn that what he said to his
dear cousin againg the French or the English was liable to be
repeated to them. When the Russo-French Alliance was just
concluded, he told " Nicky" to "keep those damned rascas [the
French] in order and makethem st still." Hewas pained that an
Autocrat could treat republicans with respect. The hobnobbing of
Grand Dukeswith the head of the Republic " makes Republicains
[sic]* believe that they are quite honest excellent people, with
whom Princes can consort and fed at home" Beddes, "don't
forget that Jaures—not his personal fault—sits on the throne of
the King and Queen of France. . . . Nicky take my word on it
the curse of God has sricken that People forever!"

* The correspondence of the two Emperors was in English.
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This line of argument failed to open the Tsar's eyes to the
wickedness of France. William had more success—or at least
50 it seemed to him—when he wrote about the Yellow Peril, and
incited the Tsar to go crusading for the Cross againg Buddha.
He was delighted by the outbreak of the Ruso-Japanee War,
and full of asurances of his moral support—provided that
Russa would agree to a Commercial Treaty such as Germany
needed. But when the Tsar refused to make a poalitical agree-
ment without the knowledge of France, he wrote to Bulow
that "we must now cultivate Japan and 'give Paris one in
the eye' "

Hatred of the English appears on every mention of them. The
Kaiser gpoke of them as "a certain meddlesome Power." Never-
theless, when Chamberlain suggeted an Alliance, he wrote at
once to "dearest Nicky" exaggerating the offer, apparently asking
advice, and really hinting that he could not refuse unless the
Tsar would make a better bid for his friendship. He continued,
down to 1906, the hope that the Tsar would induce France to
join in a Continental block againg England, and felt that he and
Nicholas, personally, could control the world. In September
1902, he wrote: "As the rulers of the two leading Powers of the
two great Continental Combinations we are able to exchange our
views on any general question touching their interests, and as
soon as we have settled how to tackle it, we are able to bring our
Allies to adopt the same views, so that the two Alliances—i.e.
5 Powers—having decided that Peace is to be kept, the World
mugt remain at peace and will be able to enjoy its blessngs”
That is to say, he wished to revive the Holy Alliance palicy, by
means of which Europe had had an international government, of a
reactionary sort, from 1815 to 1830. It was a policy by which peace
had been preserved in the padt, but in 1902 it had become impos-
sble. France, after the fall of Napoleon, was reactionary and not
dismembered; after 1871, France was Liberal and not reconciled
to the loss of Alsace-Lorraine. Russa and Austria were estranged
by their divergent interests in the Balkans and Constantinople,
which were exacerbated by the growth of Sav nationalism.
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The German Navy made England hostile, and anxious to fan
the flames of French resentment againg Germany. The Kaiser's
policy, ther efore—unfortunately, perhaps—wasno longer possible,
owing to the aggressve imperialism and nationalism of the epoch,
both in Germany and dsewhere.

The best hope of winning Nicholas—so it seemed to the
Kaiser—was through his fear of Liberalism and Revolution.
M etter nich had used thisargument successfully to tur n Alexander |
againg the Greeks; Nicholas | didiked the French after 1830,
and fought againg them in the Crimean War; Nicholas |Ps
grandfather had been assassnated by revolutionaries, whose
pernicious doctrines might be consdered to come from France.
From the standpoint of an Autocrat, England was little better.
For a moment, in 1905, these arguments prevailed. The Tsar
had suffered defeat in the Far East, and was faced with revolution
at home. He was furious with England for resenting the Dogger
Bank incident, in which his Baltic Fleet, on the way home from
Japan, had fired upon English fishing smacks under theimpresson
that they were Japanese torpedo boats He telegraphed to the
Kaiser: " | havenowordsto expressmy indignation with England's
conduct." William took advantage of the favourable moment, met
the Tsar yachting at Bjorko on the Baltic, and, without the
presence of Ministers, surprised Nicholas into dgning a treaty.
The day of its signature, he said to the Tsar, "is a cornersone in
European politics and turns over a new leaf in the history of the
world." He sent equally triumphant paeans to Billow: "The
morning of July, 1905, at Bjorko is a turning point in the history
of Europe, and a great relief for my beloved Fatherland, which
will at last be emancipated from the Gallic-Russo strangle-grip.”

Alas, Bulow declared the Treaty worthless, because his draft
had had two words added by the Kaiser; and the Russian Foreign
Minister, Lamsdorf, refused to ratify it on the ground that it
was incompatible with Russa's obligations to France. Bulow
threatened to resign, but William sent him a long telegram of
protest, ending: " The day after | receive your resignation, the
Emperor will nolonger exist! Think of my poor wifeand children!"
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This thought (or some other) caused the Chancellor to consent to
remain in office, but the Treaty was dead.

Nevertheless, Willy continued to write to Nicky as if their
personal decison had made it a valid document. He maintained
that the Anglo-French Entente, then new, had a Liberal purpose:
"The French and English Liberal Press quite openly and in con-
junction denounce all monarchical and energetic actionsin Russa—
the'Zardom' as they call it— and openly epouse the cause of the
Revolutionaries for the expansion and maintenance of liberalism
and 'enlightenment’ againg the '‘Zardom' and 'Imperialism' and
‘certain’ backward countries. That is yours and mine. The phrase
which the French are always retaught by England is 'to uphold
in common the interests of Liberalism in the world and to propa-
gate it in other countries’ That means to foser and help revo-
lutions all over Europe especially in countries which are happily
not yet under the absolute domination of those infernal parlia-
ments."

In the same letter, forgetting the wickedness of the French, he
urged a coalition againg England: " The 'Continental Combine
flanked by America is the sole and only manner to effectively
block the way to the whole world becoming John Bull's personal
property, which he exploits at his heart's content after having, by
lies and intrigues without end, s&t the rest of the civilized nations
by each cother's ears for his own personal benefit. We s this
pernicious principle at work now in the Marocco [dc] question,
in which John Bull is equally doing his best to st the French
dead againg us."

But nothing came of it; the Tsar composed his differences with
England, and became gradually less friendly to William. In the
interest of Emperors as a dass, it would seem that Willy was more
in the right than Nicky, and perhaps with more tact he might
have proved more persuasive.

The German Navy, which determined British policy from 1902
onward, was the Kaiser's personal creation. We have ssen how he
aserted that his desire for battleships was inspired by the sghts
kind aunts showed him at Portsmouth and Plymouth when he
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was aboy. There were, however, more serious motives. He envied
England's power in distant places there was trouble at Koweit,
and British ships were on the spot; there wes a dispute about
Samog, and the King's Navy took a hand; owing to English
Admirals, the bombardment of Crete was less ferocious than he
could have wished. When he went cruising in the Mediterranean,
he could not prevent himself from admiring Gibrdtar, or from
letting Nicky know of hisenthusasm: "Gibraltar issimply over-
whelming! It is the grandest thing | ever saw. Words are utterly
inadeguete to give the dightest idea of what it is. Grand in its
nature and by the military Power, that is stored on and around
this mighty Rock." He felt that, with an adequaie Navy, he too
might come to possess "mighty Rocks." It is quite congstent with
his admiration of England that afew months later he was writing
to the Tsar: "An excellent expedition to cool British insolence
and overbearing would be to meke some military demondrations
on the Perso-Afghan frontier,” dnce "l am avare and | am
informed that thisis the only thing they are afraid of and that the
fear of your entry into Indiafrom Turkestan and into Afghanigtan
from Perdawas the red and only cause that the guns of Gibratar
and of the British Fleet remained silent 3 wesks ago!" [After the
Dogger Bank incident.] This advice, as d<0 the suggegtion that
the Tsar's Black Sea Fleet should suddenly force the Straits and
& out to join his Batic Fleet in the voyage to the Far Eagt, must
be regarded as proceeding from admiring envy of England. But
such counsds, under the pretence of friendship, show perfidy
to the Tsar, whose troubles from Jgpan and revolution could
hardly be lightened by a war with England.

The Emperor William, in his building of the Navy, weas sup-
ported, agang his other Ministers, by an honest technicd
enthusag, Tirpitz, who never understood anything of diplomecy.
First Bulow, and then Bethmann-Hollweg, were darmed by the
isolation of Germany that resulted from England's hostility, and
redized that, if Germany were ever involved in a serious war,
England was sure to intervene on the other Sde. They wished for
anava agreement, which the British Government was congtantly
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suggesting. At first, the Kaiser replied furioudy that any such
proposal, made by England officially, would mean war; and in
this he was supported by Tirpitz, not on the ground that Germany
was ready to fight, but because both thought that a firm tone
would frighten the English. Admiral Fisher, a man very similar to
Tirpitz, whom he greatly admired,* advised that the German
Navy should be "Copenhagened,” i.e, sunk without previous
warning, as the Danish Fleet had been sunk by us a century
earlier. And the Civil Lord of the Admiralty, Arthur Lee (after-
wards Lord Lee of Fareham), in a speech, told his audience that
if there were war, the German Navy would be sunk before the
Germans knew that war had been declared. These amiable
proposals did not make subsequent negotiations any easer.
Although both Tirpitz and William ||, in 1912, ceased to
oppose a naval agreement wholly and in principle, they remained
% reuctant that they imposed impossble conditions, more
especially a promise of neutrality in any war in which the other
Power might be engaged, which would have been incompatible
with England's obligations to France and Belgium. And so the
hogtility and the naval competition continued, although German
gatesmen saw that it would inevitably lead to a war which must
be dangerous and might well prove disagrous. For naval policy,
the Kaiser alone was responsble, snce he supported Tirpitz
againg all his other advisers. The doctrine was that, after a few
years, which were described as the danger-zone, the German
Navy would be so srong that the English would not dare to
attack it. When the English announced their Two-Power policy,
according to which they would aways build enough to prevent
Germany from reaching even approximate equality, Tirpitz
assured William that fear of taxation would soon make them stop.
Neither understood that naval supremacy was a fixed point of
British policy, for which no financial sacrifices would be deemed
excessve L et us have peace for a few years more, they said, and
we shall be able to sand up to the British Navy. As might have

* |n 1916, Fisher wrote a letter to Tirpitz beginning "Good old
Tirps," and ending "Yours till Hell freezes."
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been expected, the War broke out before Tirpitz's "few years'
had cometo an end.

William's naval policy was unrealistic. He could not hope to
catch up the British, snce battleships cannot be built secretly. He
causad England to join France and Russia, thereby encouraging
Germany's enemies everywhere, awaking in France renewed
hope of the revanche, in Russa an intendfied craving for
Constantinople, and in the Balkans a new readines to flout
Austria. All the diplomatic upheavals from 1904 to 1914 derived
their seriousness from British anxiety asto the German Navy. And
in the end, when thetime came for using his ships, William treated
them as precious toys, to be kept safely in harbour. In war, asin
peace, he loved his Navy too much.

The Russian Empire, even more completely than the German,
was an autocracy. Nicholas | | , who came to the throne in 1894,
was compelled, it is true, to grant a sort of congitution in the
following year; but England and France, whose Liberalism the
Kaiser held up before the Tsar as a bugbear, helped their Ally to
reduce the Duma to impotence, by lending him money when he
wished to dissolve it. They did this in spite of the fact that the
recently enacted Congtitution forbade loans not sanctioned by
the Duma. From 1907 to 1914, the government of Russa was a
ruthless despotian tempered only by assassnation.

Nicholas married very soon after his accesson, and fell com-
pletely under the influence of his wife. His politics, which were
hers, were directed by certain fixed purposes He wanted to plant
the Cross on Saint Sophia in Congantinople; he wanted to
preserve autocracy; he wanted to prevent any approach to religious
toleration. When Stolypin (who was not exactly a Radical)
suggested removing some of the disabilities of the Jews, the Tsar
replied:

Up to now my consdence has never led me agray, or been mistaken.
On that acoount, | am going, once more, to obey its dictates | know
that you, as wel as mysdf, bdieve that the heart of the Tsar is in
the hands of God. Let it therefore remain 0. | am bearing in the
sght of the Almighty a terrible responshbility in regard to the power
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which | posess and wield, but | gand aways ready to render Him
an account. | only regret that you and your Coleagues have wased
9 much time over a matter which | absolutdy refuse to approve
or to sanction.

He was equally adamant about the Old Bdievers, but they, it
must be admitted, were desperate characters: they disagreed with
the Government about the spdlling of the name of Jesus and at a
certain point of the liturgy they said Alleluia twice ingead of
three times.

When aboy fired at an Admiral and wounded him dightly, the
Admiral interceded for the would-be assassn on the ground of
his youth, and ventured to sugges that the death sentence might
be commuted. The Tsar refused, saying:

| am neither crud or vindictive. What | am writing to you is my
belief and my desp-rooted conviction. Sad and hard as it is to have
to sy o, it is absolutdy true, albeit to our sorrow and shame, that
only through the execution of a fev misguided people can we prevent
the spilling of torrents of blood. | wish you health and complete peace
of the soul; and | thank you for everything that you have done for
Russa, as well asfor me.

In 1895, when there was a movement for some participation
of the zemsvos [bodies analogous to County Councilg] in the
government, a movement not at that time in any degree revolu-
tionary, he made, againg hisMinisters advice, afiercely autocratic
goeech:

It has come to my knowledge that during the last months there
have bemn heard in some assamblies of the zemgvos the voices of
those who have indulged in a snsdess dream that the zemdvos could
be called upon to participate in the government of the country. |
want everyone to know that | will devate all my strength to maintain,

for the good of the whole nation, the principle of absolute autocracy,
asfirmly and strongly as did my lamented father.

Nicholas continued to ek in the same tone down to the
moment of his depogtion.

It isnot in such matters, however, that the Tsar's true character
appears. Palitics bored him; he loved his wife and children, he
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liked bicycling up and down the garden paths, and he had a passion
for dominoes. When his dear Alix had a pain in her feet he was
perturbed, but when he lost an Empire he hardly noticed it. On
February 23, 1917, while he was at G.H.Q. in a lag attempt to
excape from the Revolution, he was worried by learning that
his children had meades He telegraphed to the Tsarina: " What
a nuisance! | was hoping they would exape meades Sincerest
greetings to all. Seep well. Nicky." On the same day he wrote:
"| greatly miss my half-hourly game of patience every evening. |
shall take up dominoes again in my spare time!" The day after
his abdication, he telegraphed: "Hearty thanks for telegram.
Mother arrived, for two days; it is so cosy and nice; we are dining
together in her train. Another snowstorm. In thought and prayer
I am with you. Nicky." Whatever happened, he never failed to
note the weather.

Nicholas was an affectionate husband and a kind father. The
res of his character, what little there was of it, was a compound
of cruelty, perfidy, and feeble arrogance.

What the Tsar lacked in firmness was fully supplied by the
Tsarina, a woman who closdly resembled Lady Macbeth, and
in her letters to her husband repeated almost that vigorous
woman's very phrases. " | do fear thy nature; it is too full of the
milk of human kindness" says Lady Macbeth; "Forgive me,
precious One," says the Tsarina, "but you know you are too
kind and gentle" She goes on: " Do, my love, be more decided
and sure of yoursdf. You know perfectly well what is right, so
when there is any disagreement bring your opinion to the front
and let it weigh againg therest." The particular question at issue
when this was written was whether the plan of campaign in
Galicia in 1915 should be decided by the military authorities or
by the Man of God, Rasputin, who received inspiration on the
subject from On High. The Empress, imperious to everyone dse,
was humble before " Our Friend," whom she believed to poses
miraculous powers of preserving her son's health. Next month
the Russan forces in Galicia suffered a series of appalling disasters
in the middle of which the Tsar telegraphed from Headquarters:
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"Have just arrived safely. Lovely weather. The woods are now
quite green and smell delightfully. | am just off to church. Thanks
for telegram. | embrace you tenderly. Nicky."

The Empress, whose masterful will had come up against
obstacles that seemed incapable of being overcome by human
means—the German armies, the desire of all cases in Russia
for revolution or reform, and the Tsarevich's haemophilia—
turned more and more to supernatural sources of assistance, and
believed, with increasing fervour, that she had found them in
"the Saint." Late in 1916 she wrote to the Tsar: "All my trust
liesin our Friend, who thinks only of you, Baby and Russia. And
guided by HI1 M , we shall get through this heavy time. It will be
hard fighting, but a Man of God is near to steer your boat safely
through the reefs." A few days later, when there was a question
of changing some of the Ministers who owed their appointment to
Rasputin, she adopted a tone of gentle affectionate pleading:
"Oh, Lovey, you can trust me. | may not be clever enough—Dbut
| have a strong feeling and that often helps more than the
brain. . . . Keep the papers and names back, Lovey, dear, for
Wifey's sake."

Rasputin, who, meanwhile, was rioting, drinking, and feathering
his nest, was only the last and worst of a series of impostors—
pretended mystics and spiritualists—who had influenced the
Imperial policy for many years. The power of charlatans was a
natural result of the unreality of the Tsar's position, which, in
the modern world, could only bejustified by a habit of believing
in absurdities. Having rejected all reform, the august couple
could only excape self-condemnation by living in a world of
illusion.

WiUiam Il and Nicholas |1 were the two most powerful indi-
viduals in the world during the twenty years preceding the Great
War. It is a mistake to suppose that their policy was not their
own, but that of their Ministers. Both chose men who would do
their bidding, though on occasion they could be persuaded into
some course that they would not have adopted if |eft to themselves.
For example, Germany's Morocco policy in 1905 and 1906 was
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Bulow's, and never gready pleased the Kaiser. But broadly
speaking, Germany and Russia, the two most powerful nations
of the Continent, allowed their diplomacy and their armies and
naviestobedirected by thesetwo men.

Two other monarchs played a part of some importance, namely
the Austrian Emperor FrancisJoseph, and KingEdwardV | | .

Francis Joseph, who had come to the throne during the troubles
of 1848, was a very old man, and had lived through so many
sorrows, both public and private, that he had come to accept
misfortune as his natural lot. Publicly: he had been defeated by
Prussa, he had logt his Italian provinces, he had been compelled
to grant complete equality of status to Hungary, and he had been
totally unable to check the dangerous growth of Slav disaffection
in important parts of his dominions. Privately: his brother, the
unfortunate Emperor Maxmilian of Mexico, had been executed
by his rebdlious subjects; his wife had been assassnated by an
Italian anarchist; his son had come to a violent end, which was
probably suicide; his nephew and heir, whose murder was a
dgnal for the war, had made a morganatic marriage, the children
of which could not inherit. The old man lived long enough to
know the inefficiency of his armies, but not long enough to suffer
the disappearance of the Hapsburgs and the dissolution of his
Empire. In the lagt years before 1914, he left matters mainly in
the hands of his nephew the Archduke Francis Ferdinand, who
made the army hustle and robbed the Emperor of his former
pleasure in stately manoeuvres. At the end of a day's marching the
men would be too tired even to salute, which caused the poor
gentleman to deplore the hurry of modern life. His nephew,
meanwhile, had schemes for giving autonomy to the Savs, and
transforming the Dual into a Triple Monarchy. It was partly the
fear les this policy should reconcile the South Savs to the
Hapsburg dominion that led Serbian nationalists to plot his
assassnation.

Theimportance of Edward V | | was exaggerated on the Conti-
nent, but unduly minimized in England. He hated his nephew
William I | , and loved the French both " gaiment et serieusement,”
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as Gambetta said. The French reciprocated his sentiments. He
had consderable tact, and was well known in all European Courts.
While always strictly constitutional, there can be no doubt that
he did moreto further his Government's policy after it had begun
to be friendly with France than before. He had three reasons for
being anti-German, connected, respectively, with his mother, his
wife, and his sser. Queen Victoria passonately favoured both
Prussa and Austria; she was furious with Palmerston and Lord
John Russl for favouring Italian unity at the expense of Austria,
while in 1870 she wished that we were allied with Prussa, which
(0 she said) represented " civilization, liberty, order, and unity,”
as opposed to France, which sood for "despotism, corruption,
immorality, and aggresson."* The Prince, asisthe nature of hers
to thrones, tended to disagree with his parent, and acquired,
by reaction, a biasin favour of France. The Prusso-Austrian attack
on Denmark, the year after his marriage to a Danish Princess, was
amoative for didiking Prussa which was intensified by the annexa-
tion of Schleswig-Holstein. From this time onwards he had the
worst possble opinion of Bismarck, which was shared by his
sger the Crown Princess (afterwards the Empress Frederick),
who even called him "the wicked man" in a letter to her mother.
Edward had a grong affection for his sger, and took her sde
when she quarrelled with her son. Queen Victoria, when the
Kaiser annoyed her, treated him like a naughty boy in the nursery.
When he complained of Lord Salisbury, she replied: "1 doubt
whether any Sovereign ever wrote in such terms to another
Sovereign, and that Sovereign his own Grand Mother, about her
Prime Minister. | should never do such a thing, and | never
personally attacked or complained of Prince Bismarck, though |
knew well what a bitter enemy he wasto England, and all theharm
hedid."

Even an Emperor cannot resent this tone from his " Grand
Mother," but "Uncle Bertie," though his fedings might be the
same, had to express them differendy. He was not so irrepressible
as his nephew, but had an attitude of calm superiority which the

* Sr Sdney Lee, King Edward VII, 1, p. 303
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Emperor found exasperating. "1 know," Edward VI | wrote to
Lord Knollys, "the German Emperor hates me, and never loses
an opportunity of saying so (behind my back), whilst | have
always been kind and nice to him." Although he had been so
"kind and nice," the Kaiser, when the war broke out, exclaimed
"The dead Edward is stronger than the living | ! " There was a
larger element of truthin thisview than Englishmen, complacently
confident in their Parliamentary constitution, have been inclined
to believe.

Although the King liked the Entente policy, and helped by
his diplomacy to make it successful, it was the Government that
decided upon its adoption. The British, during the Boer War,
had had reason to fear a Continental coalition against them, which
could best be prevented by joining one or other of the two groups,
the Triple Alliance and the Dual Alliance. There had been
frictionwith Francein Africaand with Russiain Asig; it therefore
seemed, at first, more feasible to make friends with Germany.
Efforts in this direction were made by Joseph Chamberlain in
1898 and 1900, but Germany held aloof. Holstein advised that
delay would be advantageous, since England would find an
Entente with France and Russia impossible, and would then be
obliged to accept whatever terms the Germans chose to exact in
return for their aliance. Moreover William Il was just beginning
to build his Navy, which he would have to keep small if he was
to have England's friendship. Evasive answers were given by
Biilow, who discovered, too | ate, that the formation of the Entente
was not so impossible as Holstein believed.

The Entente with France (1904) was the work of Lord Lans-
downe; that with Russia (1907) was the work of Sir Edward
Grey. But both were really dictated by the permanent officials of
the Foreign Office, about whom, since there has been no revolution
in England, we know less than we do about Holstein. Their
secret power, especialy in the time of Grey, was amost unbounded.
Grey was a high-minded man, a sincere patriot, a perfectly
honourable gentleman in his dealings with those whom he regarded
as equals, and an enthusiast for fly-fishing. On these grounds
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Englishmen entrusted their lives and fortunes to his keeping,
although he knew no foreign language, had hardly ever been out
of England, and had too little industry to verify what his officials
told him. Moreover his belief in honourable dealing did not
extend to the House of Commons, snce he held the aristocratic
opinion that ordinary mortals could not understand foreign
palitics. He allowed the Generals to prepare a joint plan of
campaign with the French, and the Admirals to undertake the
defence of the North Sea while the French Navy was concentrated
in the Mediterranean. He told the House of Commons nothing of
all this, and repeatedly asserted that we were not committed to
Francein the event of war. At lagt, on August 3,1914, he blurted
out the truth. By then the nation was excited, and applauded his
foresight; but it would not, in the eight years during which he
had held office, have sanctioned in advance the policy which had
created such dangerous obligations. There was, in fact, in te
years from 1906 to 1914, no more popular control over
foreign policy in England than in Germany or Russa. British
foreign policy was what Sir Edward Grey decided that it should
be, and what he decided was what the permanent officials secretly
advised. Not that their advice was unwelcome: he hated the
Germans for their bad manners, whereas the suave Russans,
while they ruthlesdy exterminated all the best dementsin Poland,
Finland, Perda, and even Russa itsdlf, preserved such perfect
courtesy that he never noticed what use they were making of his
support.

It must not be supposed that all Europe acquiesced quietly in
the rule of its few autocrats. In Russa there was actual revolution
in 1905, and a near approach to revolution in subsequent years.
In Austria-Hungary Slav discontent made a break-up imminent.
In Germany the Socialists, who formed, in 1912, over a third of
the voters, were totally opposed to imperialism, and seemed
likely, before long, to control the Reichstag and dictate policy.
Unfortunately, in the three Eastern Empires, the defence of
religion and property became bound up with the defence of
autocracy, with the result that capitalists, even those who would
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be ruined by war, found themsdves compelled to support the
champions of an adventurous diplomacy, and earnes Christians
had to support militarism in order to prevent the spoliation of
those who taught Christ's doctrine.

In France and England, owing to democracy, the tactics of
militarists were different in detail, though the large forces were
amog the same as in Eastern Europe. France had recently
emerged from the Affaire Dreyfus, in which an innocent man,
because he was a Jew, had, by means of forged documents, been
convicted of treason and sentenced to Devil's Idland. Until tho
last shred of evidence had been destroyed, he was believed guilty
by all good Catholics except those who had actually concocted the
forgeries. The nation was convulsed: the Church, the Army, and
the rich were againg Dreyfus, while his defenders were atheidts,
socialigts, and proletarians. The victory of the pro-Dreyfus party
seemed a victory for peace, and so it would have been but for
the Anglo-French Entente, the conflict of French'and German
mining interests in Morocco, and the truculence of Delcasse
under the stimulus of British encouragement. The peace party
were srong enough to secure Decasse's fall and the Conference
of Algeciras; but the patriots, with the help of Biilow's blunders,
established the legend that Delcasse had been offered up as a
sacrifice to the Kaiser by paltroons who cared nothing for the
honour of France. By means of this legend, when the time came,
Ddcasse and Poincare were able to make the policy of France
belicose in spite of the extreme pacifism of the Socialids,
the Confederation Ginerale du Travail, and large sections of the
South. Indeed the pacifism of Socialigts and anti-clericals was the
chief reason for the warlike proclivities of priests and plutocrats.

In England, the technigue by which the reactionaries controlled
foreign policy was more subtle than dsawhere. They allowed the
friends of peace to suppose themsdves in victorious contral, while
they quietly secured the key positions—foreign affairs, army, and
finance—for their few friendsin the Liberal Party. The attention
of progressive people was concentrated on home affairs; very few
among them, before the War, realized the far greater importance
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of foreign palicy. But their number wasincreasing, and they would
soon havebecomefor midable.

In every European country there were powerful and rapidly
growing forcesin favour of aradically new method in inter national
relations. A few mor e years would have produced a transformation
in Russa and Germany, with repercussons everywhere ese
Meantime, the old sysgem continued, unchanged snce the
Congress of Vienna except for the disappearance of the Concert of
Europe. And before the new forces could gain control, the old
sysem brought Europe to disagter.

The conception of "war-guilt," which flourished during the
War and is enshrined in the Treaty of Versailles, is wholly un-
scientific. Every nation allowed its external affairsto be conducted
by a small number of men, and the leading men of every Great
Power could, by greater wisdom, have prevented the War from
coming when it did. Perhaps postponement would have given
time for a change of sysem, and so have prevented the War
altogether; but given the system, or rather lack of sysem, a Great
War sooner or later could only have been avoided by a greater
degree of gatesmanship everywhere than there was any reason
to expect. None of the governments (with the possble exception
of France) desred the War, any more than drunken motorists
desire an accident. But they all desired various national advantages
more than they desired peace To ak who was to blame is like
asking who is to blame for a motoring accident in a country which
hasnoruleof theroad. Theabsence of an inter national gover nment
made each nation the ultimate judge in its own cause, and still
renders the occurrence of great wars from time to time almost
a certainty. Unlimited sovereignty of each State was favoured
both by the pride of monarchs and by the Liberal belief in the
principle of nationality; yet this anarchic exaltation of national
sdf-assertion led logically to the outbreak of war in 1914, and
must continue to lead to wars from time to time until some
super-national authority is srong enough to command obedience.



Conclusion

T H E nineteenth century was brought to its disastrous end by a
conflict between industrial techniqueand political theory. Machine
production, railways, teegraphs, and advances in the art of war,
all promoted organization, and increased the power of those who
held economic and political command. Pierpont Morgan and
William 11 could direct human energy more rapidly and more
massvey than Xerxes or Napoleon or any of the great men of
pas times. But effective political thought had not kept pace with
the increasing concentration of authority: theory, in so far as it
had succeeded in moulding institutions, was still divided between
monarchy and competitive democracy, the first essentially pre-
industrial, and the second appropriate only to the earliest stages
of indudtrialism. Plutocracy, the actual form of government in
Western countries, was unacknowledged and as far as possble
concealed from the public eye.

Thejprinciple of legitimacy, which controlled Europe in 1815, v
continued to be accepted by the governments of the three Eastern
Empires until their fall in 1917 and 1918. In alliance they were
srong enough to enforce their sysem upon Europe, which
enjoyed peace and endured despotism from 1815 to 1848. Then
came a period when they could no longer enforce peace, though
they remained friends. At lagt, through a variety of causss of
which the chief was Sav nationalism, they fell into conflict, with
the result that legitimacy disappeared from theworld as a political
principleat theend of the Great War.

Political change throughout the century was inspired by two
sygems of thought, Liberalism and Radicalism. Of these, Liberal-
ism -was eghteenth-century in origin, and had inspired the
American and French Revolutions, It sood for liberty, both
individual and national, with as little government as possible;
indeed, the functions of government were reduced by many
Liberals to the prevention of crime. In agricultural communities
it was successful in producing sable conditions and a fairly



506 Freedom and Organization, 1814-1914

contented population; but it had little to offer to industrial wage-
earners, anceits philosophy suggested no way of cur bing economic
power in the hands of individuals. It succeeded in establishing
Parliaments, with a greater or less degree of power, in every
country of Europe and America, as well as in Japan and Ching;
but the resultant benefits were, in many parts of the world, not
very noticeable.

Themogt effective part of the Liberal creed wasthe principle of

\ nationality. States were viewed, by those who upheld legitimacy, as
" the private estates of monarchs; but Liberals urged that the wishes
of the inhabitants should determine frontiers. In reaction againg
the suppresson of revolutions by the Great Powers which had
taken place while Metternich was dominant, Liberals held that
each country should be completdy free, and should not be
expected to tolerate any interference from without. They thus
destroyed the beginnings of international government that had
been established at the Congress of Vienna.

The principle of nationality, after leading to the unification of
Germany and Italy, penetrated into the Balkans, where it raised
problems too difficult for the united wisdom of European dates
men. And by a natural transtion—considerably hastened by
Bismarck—it passad over into the principle of nationalism. The
advocates of nationality said: Every country must be free to achieve
its legitimate ambitions. The advocates of nationalisn said, or at
least thought: My country must be free to achieve its ambitions,
whether legitimate or not. By this transtion, Liberalism was
transformed into imperialism.

Radicalism, unlike Liberalism, was a doctrine inspired by
economic consderations, espedially such as were suggested by
nascent industrialism. Radicals were even more individualigtic
than Liberals, sncethey took no interest in nations. Asindividuals
they may have been liable to patriotism, but as theorigs they
were cosmopalitan. They believed in free trade, free competition,
free individual initiative within the limits of the criminal law.
They did not object to the power of property, so long as the
property had been acquired by personal effort, not by privilege or
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inheritance. Their philosophy was agppropriate to the sdf-made
first generation of industrial capitalists, but the later generation,
even when they owed everything to inherited wealth, continued
to goesk of themsdves as shining examples of the suoosss to be
achieved by sdf-help. In America, where mod of the economic
power wes in the hands of a few monopalists, these very men
still continued to praise competition as the motive force of progress

The Philosophica Radicds, as a school, had certain important
merits which, in our day, ae apt to be overlooked. They
applied to all existing indtitutions the test of utility, and
accepted nothing on the mere ground of historical prescription.
By this test, they found no justification for monarchy, aristoc-
racy, religion, war, or empire. Liberals had a rhetoricd and
sentimental objection to some of these, but the objections of the
Philosophical Radicds were argumentative, calm, and apparently
derived from the inexorable voice of Resson. Prgudices such as
those that had led to religious persecution and the disabilities of
Jaws could not survive their scrutiny, and those who had come
under their influence were not likely to be led awvay by the glamour
of martial heroes or roya personages. In economic questions, asin
other matters, they reasoned carefully, assuming sdf-interest
as the mainspring of individua action and the generd happiness
as the purpose of the legidator. When their bias led them adtray,
as it often did, the result wes fdlacious argument, which is far
less persuasve than sophigtical rhetoric. Consequently they had
more influence when they were right than when they were wrong,
and were more useful than might have been expected in view of
the large admixture of error in their doctrines.

The oudook of the Philosophica Redicds wes very largely
shared by the Socidists, who differed from them chiéfly in the
fact that they regarded the world from the standpoint of the
wage-eaner rather than from that of the employer. Owen was a
friend of Bentham; Marx was, in many important respects, a
disciple of Ricardo. But Marx percaved what his Radica pre-
decessrs had not suspected, the tendency of capita to vast
aggregations having immense economic power; he wes do
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aware of the influence of capitalists on governments, which had
not been obvious while governments were still in the hands
of semi-feudal aristocratic landowners. There was one respect,
however, and that a very important one, in which Marx inherited
the limitations of the Philosophical Radicals. The organizations
against which, in his opinion, it was necessary for proletarians to
contend, were economic and voluntary, not, like nations or
families, sentimental and biological. He assumed that the prole-
tarian, having no property, would have no patriotism, or at any
rate not enough to stand in the way of his opposition to the
capitalists. In this respect, he underrated the strength of non-
€conomic motives.

Economic nationalism, the dominant force in the modern
world, derives its strength from the fact that it combines the
motives of self-interest, to which Marx and the Radicals appealed,
with those less rational motives that inspire patriotism. Cool
heads can be won over by dividends, hotheads by rhetorical
appeals. By this means, a sinister synthesis is effected between
the watchwords of different schools. Competition, yes, between
nations; co-operation, yes, within the nation. Self-interest, yes,
for the nation as a whole; sacrifice, yes, to the nation on the part
of the individual who has no share in the plutocratic plunder.
Wealth, yes, in the service of the national glory; money-grubbing,
no, since the industrial magnate in all he does is helping to make
his country great.

This was the prevalent creed throughout the civilized world in
the years preceding the War, and is still more so at the present
day. Organization to the utmost within the State, freedom without
limit in the relations between States. Since organization increases
the power of States, and since their external power is exerted by
war or the threat of war, increase of merely national organization
can only increase disaster when war occurs. And while the danger
of war is a constant terror, freedom within the nation is felt to be
dangerous. By accepting national organization from the Socialists,
and international freedom from the Liberals, the world brought
itself toaconditionthreateningtothevery existenceof civilization.



Conclusion 509

Organization, with modern industrial and scientific technique, is
indispensable; some degree of freedom is a necessry condition
both of hgppiness and of progress, but complete anarchy is even
more dangerous as between highly organized nations than as
between individuals within a nation. The nineteenth century
failed because it crested nointernational organization. It inherited
States from the pest, and thought the problem solved when it
mede them into national States. In a haphazard way, as aresult of
technique unguided by thought, it created economic organizations
which its philosophy did not teech it to control. Their aliance
with nationd Sates made internationa anarchy a far graver
danger than it had ever been before. Liberals and Redicds dike
failed to understand the part played by organization in a world
ruled by scientific technique. Through thisonefailure, in spite of
agredt increase in wealth, intelligence, and happiness, the century
which they attempted to guide ended in dissser.

America, throughout the period with which we have been
concerned, remained to a condderable extent cut off from Europe.
Owing to remoteness from the other Great Powers, the United
States did not become part of the military and diplomatic system
which had grown up in Europe, until two and a half years after
the outbresk of the Great War; and the unification of America
and Europe, when it came was brought aout mainly by the
influence of finance.

The Great War was, in some respects, the end of an epoch,
while in other respects it was a mere incident in a continuing
process. [t made an end of the doctrine of Divine Right, for which,
in the countries where that doctrine had prevailed, hes been
substituted the neked rule of armed force. It refuted and extin-
guished the Liberal hopes and the creed of inevitable progress
which expressed themsdves in the optimism of the nineteenth
century. But in those agpedts of politics that depended upon
modern economic developments, the War wes the firg large-
e expresson offerees which had bean operative for fifty years,
and are still growing continualy stronger. The development of
nationalistic monopalies, particularly iniron and ged, and still
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more particularly in connection with the ore of Lorraine, was,
and is, a more important factor in world politics than most men
know or satesmen will admit. The same causss that produced
war in 1914 arestill operative, and, unlesschecked by inter national
control of investment and of raw material, they will inevitably
produce the same effect, but on alarger scale It is not by pacifist
sentiment, but by world-wide economic organization, that
civilized mankind is to be saved from collective suicide.
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490, 501

Channing, E., 286 (n), 298 (n)-99,
319, 323 (n), 334 (n)

Chartists, 134,141-43,144-47,206,
207, 371, 391

Chaumont, treaty of (1814), 48

Child-labour, Sadler's Committee
on, 88; Employment Committee
(1742), 89; and Owen's bill, 182-
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83; advocated by Hamilton, 270;
inU.SA., 354; 85 seq., 133,160-
61, 307

China, war with England, 4775 and
Korea, 478; Boxer rebellion in,
478

Clapham, J. H ., 101 (n), 133(n), 160,
193 (n), 200 (n), 436-37, 439

Clark,J., and Congorubber traffic,
454

Cobbett, W ., 187

Cobden, R.,and freetrade, 149-69;
141, 147-48, 229, 389-90, 400,
413, 434

Cole, G. D. H., Life of Owen,
174 (n), 184 (n)

Coleridge, S. T., 152-53

Combination acts, 198

Communications, 480. See also
Railways

Communism, see Dialectical
Materialism, Marx, Marxism

Communism, " Anarchist Commu-
nism," 214, 216

Competition, as incentive to in-
dustry, 194; among capitalists,
196, 231-32; among wage
earners, 196, 232; in America,
339 seq., 357,380, 383, 385; and
monopoly, 357 seq.; 128-29,155,
158, 166, 168, 256, 508

Congo Free State, rubber tradein,
453-56; and E. D. Morel, 454-
56; 450 seq.

Congo river, 450-51

Congress of Vienna, described by
Gentz, 28; davery discussed at,
415 18, 19,27-42,397,481

Co-operative Magazine, The, 200

Co-operative movement, 200-1

Corn laws, 125, 133, 147, 160

Corporations, 356, 357

Credit, 302

Creevey, on Buckingham Palace,
69; on Lord Holland, 69,71-72;
on Lady Holland, 72
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Crimean War, 150-52, 160, 400
428

Dalton, J., 178

Darwin, C, 167; Darwinism, 395

Dawson, W. H., 441 (n)-43 (n),
458 (n)

Debs, E. V., 367

Declaration of Independence, in
U.S.A., 262, 265, 267

Delcass5, 483, 503

Democracy, conversion of Bentham
to, 120-21; and the Benthamites,
133-35; in England, 141-47; in
America, 259 seq.

Dewey, 221

Dialectical Materialism, meaning of,
217; economics and history, 217-
18; inevitability of Socialism,
218; objectivity of historical
conflicts, 219; the theory ex-
amined, 220-30; pragmatic char-
acter of Marx's materialism,
220-24; and nineteenth century
optimism, 224-26; revolution
and state immobility, 226; and
metaphysics, 226-27; "economic
causation," 227-30

Diamonds, 465-66

Dickens, C., 140, 310-11

Disraeli, B., and colonial expansion,
449; 145, 147, 152-53, 415, 431

Division of labour, 165

Dogger Bank incident, 491, 493

Dorchester labourers, 191

Doubleday, 142

Douglas, U.S. senator, and davery-
debates with Lincoln, 331-35;
316, 320

Dred Scott casg, 315-17, 333, 383

Drew, 347-49* 352, 464

Dreyfus case, 503

Dumont, disciple of Bentham, 107

Economics, and politics, 207; eco-
nomic causation in history, 217-
18; 219,227-28



520

Economist, 133
Education, and the Benthamites,

135-36; in America, 286-88;
100,480

Edward VI |, anti-German senti-
ment of, 500-1; 452,485, 499

Egypt, 449

Emancipate your Colonies, etc.
(1793), 136

Enclosures, 77-78

Engels, F., his knowledge of British
industrialism, 205; friendship
with Marx, 207-8, 211-13; and
the Communist Manifesto, 209;

and Dialectical Materialism,
217-19, 222
England, favours "principle of

legitimacy," 32; opposss dave
trade, 41, 307; industrialism in,
65; influence of aristocracy, 65,
67 seq.; political parties, 67 seq.;
enemy of France, 68; country
lifein, 75 seq.; dasesin, 76, 82;
rural wage-earners in, 76-81;
laisser-faire in, 132; democracy
in, 141 seq.; free-trade in, 148-
69, 343; Commercial treaty with
Napoleon | I |, 162; and U.S.
cotton trade, 323; nationalismin,
395-96; and imperialism, 449,
460-64; expansion in Africa, 458,
464-75; foreign policy of, 481,
502-3; and Modern Europe,
40seq.; entente with France
(1904), 484, 501; entente with
Russia (1907), 479, 501

Erfurt, meeting of Napoleon and
Alexander | at, 21, 25

Erie railroad scandal, 347-52, 379,
464

Eugenics, 169

Eulenburg, Count P., 486, 488-89

Everatt, 107 (n)

Factories, child-labour in, 85-89,
148; and the Factory Acts, 148,
159-60; Fielden's test, 87

Freedom and Organization, 1814-1914

Ferdinand |, suppreses rebellion
in Naples, 49

Feuerbach, 206, 220

Fichte, Addresses to the German
Nation, 404, 408; and German
nationalism, 404-14, 415

Fidden's factory test, 87

Finance, in U.S.A., 379 seq.

Fisher, English admiral, 494

Fisk, 347-49, 352, 380-81

Flagler, 360, 362-63

Flynn,J.T.,357(n), 362(n),366 (n)

Folliott, Dr., 136

Food riots, 79

Fourier, 204, 207, 242

France, nationalism in, 396; war
with Prussia, 429-30; and the
partition of Africa, 450, 455-56,
473; in China, 478-79* 481;
hostility to Germany, 483-84,
503; entente with Russa (1891),
487, 490; entente with England,
492,484,501, 503; Dreyfuscase
in, 503; 504. See also Napoleon |
and ||, Talleyrand

Francia, Dr., 153

Francis|, of Austria, and Napoleon
I, 1; character of, 1-2; and the
Holy Alliance, 45; support of
Metternich, 56

Francis Ferdinand, Archduke, 499

Francis Joseph, of Austria, 499

Frederick William 111, king of
Prussa, and Napoleon, 14; and
the Holy Alliance, 45; 13, 418,
457

Free-trade, 148 seq.; 449

Freedom, attitude of Liberals to-
ward, 393-94; attitude of Philo-
sophical Radicalstoward, 393,395

Frere, Sir B., 465

Friedland, battle of, 25

Gammage, 142 (n), 143

Garibaldi, 396, 403, 432

Garrison, W. L., The Liberator,
312-13
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Gary, E. H, 379-80, 384

Gaulden, W. B., defends davery, 322

Gentz, Austrian minister, and
Congress of Vienna, 28, 54;
opposes popular sover eignty, 36;
19

George | I'1, 14, 289

George, Henry, 239

German | deology (1845-46), 219

Germany, nationalist movement in,
35-40, 59, 396, 404-43; and
"Jacobinism,”  35; romantic
movement in, 37; Zollverein,
162-64, 166; Liberalism in, 403
seq., 443; Bismarck and German
unity, 417-33; war with Austria,
426-27; war with France, 429-
30; economic development of,
434 seq.; railwaysin, 436-37; iron
and ded in, 438-39; electrical
industry, 439-40; banks in,
440; populationin, 443; Social-
ismin, 443-47,502; trade-unions
in, 445; and partition of Africa,
456 seq., 472-74; colonial partyin,
457; colonial policy of, 459;
Eastern imperialism, 476-78;
and Modern Europe, 483seq.',
Re-insurance treaty with Russia,
486-87; relations of William |1
with Tsar Nicholas, 489-93;
navy, 485, 491-95; 155, 261.
SeealsoBismarck andWilliam | |

Gladstone, W. E., and British im-
perialism, 460,465; 141,143,147,
150, 449

Goethe, J. W ., and German nation-
alism, 39; 390

Gold mines, in S. Africa, 467-71,
473

Golitzin, Prince, 49, 51

Gould, J., 347-52, 361,363,380-81

Great Britain, seeEngland

Great War, the, 475, 502, 504-5,
509-10

Greece, revolt againg Turkey, 52;

391
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Greville, his opinion of Castlereagh,
19; at Holland House, 70, 72-
131 69, 457

Grey, Sir E., 144, 468, 475, 483,
501-2

Grimm, J., 411

Halevy,E., ThomasH odgskin,2s6(n);
106, 109, 137

Hamilton, A., and Federalism in
U.S.A., 271; and Jefferson, 271;
269-73. 300-1, 347, 385, 435

Hammond, J. L. and Barbara, The
Village Labourer, 76-79, 80; The
Town Labourer, 87-88, 135

Hardenburg,Prussian Chancellor,34

Hardey, 110, 111, 115, 123

Hazlitt, W., on Bentham, 108-9

Hegel, influence on Marx, 204-6;
and Dialectical Materialism, 217,
224, 226

Heine, H ., 208, 390, 410

Helvetius, 106, 115, 123, 167

Hendrick, B. J., 372(n), 377 (n)-
78 (n)

Henri, E., 441 (n)

Herodotus, 259

Hess, Moses, 208

Hirst, F. W., 262 (n)

Hitler, A., 168, 409, 441

Hobson, J. A., 464 (n)

Hodgskin, T., 129, 199, 236 (n)

Holland, Lady E., 72-73

Holland, Lord H. R., and Whig
society, 60 seq.

Holstein, Baron F. von, 487-89, 501

Holy Alliance, text of, 45-46; part
played by Alexander I, 45 seq*;
43 seq., 391

Homestead Act (1862), 341, 372

Hook, S., Towards the Understand-
ing of Karl Marx, 222 (n)

House of Commons, in England,
141, 143-44

Hume, D., in, 123, 198

Hutcheson, I nquiry concerningmoral
good and evil, 106
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Imperialism, opposed by Bentham-
ites, 136-375 and the partition of
Africa, 44855, growth of British,
460-75; in Asia, 475-79; 153,

158

India, 137, 153, 158-59, 416, 471,
475

Industrialism, in England, 65,

82 s, 132; in U.S.A., 341 seq;
in Germany, 434 seq.; 229, 256

Inquisition, 401

Interstate Commerce Act (1887),
366

Ireland, 79, 94, 161, 394, 398, 460;
Northern do., 292, 394

Iron and gted, in U.SA ., 370 seq.;
and Carnegie, 371 seq.; Bessemer
process, 373'74, 438; "integra-
tion," 376; U.S. Steel Corpora-
tion, 378-79; in Germany, 438-
39; Thomas-Gilchrist process,
438; 482, 509

Italy, and nationalism, 396-403.
SeealsoM azzini

Jackson, Andrew, boyhood of, 292;
legal career, 293-94; marriage,
294; military career, 295-97;
U.S. President, 298-99; attack
on U.S. bank, 301-3; nationalist,
303-5; and davery, 290, 313-14,
318; 283, 290 seq., 328, 341

James, William, 158

Jameson, S. Afr. statesman, raid of,
472; 467, 470-72

Japan, and tradewith Europe, 477-
79; and Korea, 478; Russo-
Japanese war, 478, 490; and
imperialist policy towards China,
478-79

Jefferson, T ., and American demo-
cracy, 2595 seq., 355; Notes on
Virginia (1782), 264; and the
Declaration of Independence,
262,265,267,307; and Hamilton,
271; 256, 259 seq., 291,297,300-
1, 306-8, 323, 330, 336-38, 385

Jevons, 129

Jews, and German nationalism,
414; 216

Jingoism, 154

Johnston, Sir H. H ., 451, 453-54,
459

Jowett, Rev. B., 397

Junkers, 437, 442, 445-46, 457

Kathedersozialismus, 444

Kaunitz, 16, 18 (n)

Kinglake, Ecothen, 83-84

Kipling, R., and British imperial-
ism, 461-63; Song of the English,
462; Recessional, 462; Voortrek-
Ker,463;395

Kossuth, and Hungarian national-
ism, 60

Kotzebue, A. F., assassnation of, 56

Kropotkin, 185, 216

Kriidener, Baroness, becomes a
Moravian, 44; her influence on
Alexander |, 44-45; and the
Holy Alliance, 45; 43~44, 47, 51

Kruger, President, 471-72, 488

Labour, 129

Labouring dasss, 135

LaHarpe, tutor to Alexander 1,23;
dismissed by Catherine, 23; re-
called by Alexander, 25; 29

Laisser-faire, 113,115,132-33,173,
267, 403, 434, 437

Lamsdorf, Russian minister, 491

Landowners, 77, 81, 82, 126, 132,
142-43, 146, 148, 157, 413

Lansdowne, Lord, 136, 501

Lassalle, 214, 443

Lee, Sir A., 494

Lee, Sir S, 452 (n), 500

Legitimacy, principle of, invented
by Talleyrand, 28; definition of,
29; disowned by Genoese, 29;
British attitude to, 32; Russan
attitude to, 32-34; Prussian atti-
tude to, 34; and the treaty of
Aix-la-Chapelle, 48; 417,428,505



Lenin, 223, 228, 390

Leopold I, King of Belgium, and
the Congo Free State, 451-56,
473; 451

Liberalsand Liberalism, in Europe,
390-415, 417 seq.; attitude to
freedom, 393-94; and nation-
alism, 394,504,506; summary of
Liberal doctrine, 505-6; 389-96,
491-92. 495. 509

Liebknecht, 410, 439

Lincoln, Abraham, and national
unity,. 326 seq.; opposition to
davery, 329seq.; debates with
Douglas, 331-33; Emancipation
Proclamation, 336-37; 259, 278,
282, 284-85, 291, 299, 300, 310,
316-17, 325

List, F., National System of Palitical
Economy (1841), 411-12, 435-3°.
457; 165

Liverpool, Lord R. B., 27

Lloyd,H.D.,366(n)

Lloyd George, D., 444, 474

Lobengula, Matabele chief, 467-70

Locke, Essay on Human Under-
standing, 139; 260, 262

London Working Men's Associa-
tion, 145; " Six points' of, 145-
46

LouisXVIII, character of, 15, 28;
13

Lovett, W., 201

Luderitz, 458

Ludwig, E., 392 (n)

Luther, and privatejudgment, 261

Macaulay, L ord, at Holland House,
70-71; and the Indian penal
code, 137

Machinery, problems of, 183-85;
and trade-unionism, 197. See
also M echanization

Malthus, Essay on Principle of
Population (1798), 94 seq.; neo-
Malthusianism, 122, 138, 187,
194, 231; and Darwin, 167-68;

ex 523

M althus(continued)
93. 103, 121, 123, 131, 138, 145,
150

Manchester School, 158, 165-66,
168

Mandeville, B, Fable of the Bees,
113

Marie Louise, Empress, 13

Marx, K ., influences on, 204; youth
of, 205-6; Paris and Socialism,
206-7; friendship with Engels,
207-9; Brussds and the Com-
munist Manifesto, 209-10; Eng-
land and poverty, 210-13; Cri-
tique of Political Economy and
Capital) 213; the First Inter-
national, 214; quarres with
Bakunin, 214-16; champion of
proletariat, 216; attitudeto Philo-
sophical Radicalism, 507-8; 124,
129, 145. 154. 402, 403, 410,
443. SeealsoM ar xism

Marxism, v. early Socialism, 242;
politicsasdassconflicts, 242-44;
underrates nationalism and over-
rates dass segregation, 244-50;
its appeal to social disorder, 250-
52; four important truths of,
252-53

Materialism and Empirio-criticismy
223

Mazzini, G., 397-403, 407, 409

McClellan, G.B., 361, 363

McCulloch, 129, 150, 198

McM aster, 286 (n)-88 (n), 320 (n)-
21 (n), 334 (n)

Mechanization, 132

Melbourne, Lord, at Holland House,
71; 89,191-92, 202

Methodists, 139, 152

Metternich, birth, 15; poalitical
ideas of, 15-16; marriage, 16;
attitude to religion, 16; conceit
of, 16-17, 57; character of, 17-
18; and CarolineMurat, 18; and
Alexander |, 22; upholds" prin-
ciple of legitimacy,” 31; op-
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poses German nationalism, 40,
56, 59, 409; and the Holy
Alliance, 47; influence on Alex-
ander |, 47, 52; supremacy in
Europe, 57 seq.; opposed by
Canning, 57; fall of, 60-62;
meeting with Cobden, 164; 13,
391-92, 491, 506

Middle dass, 148, 154

Mill, James, described by J. S.
Mill, 118-19; anti-Christian atti-
tude of, 118, 122; and neo-
Malthusianism, 121-22; and
Radicalism, 123; and Darwinism,
167; no, usseg., 129, 133-38,
140, 150, 181, 1993 204

Mill, J. S, 93, 116 seq, 121, 124,
138, 140, 167

Milton, J., 5, 388, 395

Minimum wage, Whitbread's bill
for, 79

Mirabeau, 107, 144

Missionaries, in Africa, 454, 458;
460-61

Moldavia and Wallachia, 25, 26

Moltke, 427, 429-30

Monopoly, and combination, 196;
and the source of economic
power, 240-41; 128-29, 357 seq.,
438-39, 441, 509

Mor als, of the Benthamites, 137-39

Morel, E. D., and Congo reform,
454-56; 451 (n), 453 (n)-55,
468 (n)

Morgan, J. P., and A. Carnegie,
376-79; and U.S. Sted Corpora-
tion, 378-79, 383-84; as a
financier, 379 seq., and U.S. rail-
way development, 380-82; Euro-
pean connection of, 379-82,483;
341-42, 352, 505

Morgan, J. S, 379

Morley, J., 141, 164 (n), 371

Murat, Kingof Naples, 31

Mussolini, 401

MyersG., 342

Freedom and Organization) 1814-1914

Napoleon |, and Alexander |, 25-
26; Whig support for, 68; and
laisser-faire, 132; 13 seq., 27,182,
390, 396

Napoleon |11, negotiates com-
mercial treaty with England, 162;
428, 430

Nationality (and nationalism), prin-
ciple of, 35; Prussian support of,
35; risein Germany, 56, 59,404-
33; development in Europe, 59-
60,394 seq.,481; Hungarian sup-
port of, 59-60; and the Great
War, 504; and Marxism, 229,
244-47; 153-54, 392, 506

Nazis, 153

Negroes, legal position of, in
U.S.A., 315-17, 329

Neo-Malthusianism, 122, 138, 187

Nicholas |, Emperor of Russia, 58,
181

Nicholas | | , Emperor of Russa, and
William | | ,489-93; and Russian
despotism, 495-96; Tsarina'sin-
fluence upon, 495, 497-98

Nicolay and Hay, 278, 282-83 ("),
286 (n), 300 (n), 304 (n), 309,
312-13(n), 327,329 (n), 336 (n)-

37 (n)
Niekerk, S. van, 465-66
Nietzsche, 153

Norris, The Octopus, 355

Oil, in U.S.A., 357, 3605".; in
Persia, 476

Organization, and the factory, 173;
necessity for, 185; and scientific
experts, 250; 385,480,508-9,510

Origin of Species (1859), 167

Ostend Manifesto, 318

Owen, R., pioneer of Socialism,
173-745 rise to wealth, 174-78;
employer at New Lanark, 179-
82; New View of Society, 181;
and social reform, 182-90; New
Harmony experiment, 189-90
and trade unionism, 200-203
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idealism of, 190-93; importance
of, 193-95; religious attitude,
174-755 176a 187; his odf-
confidence, 179; views on edu-
cation, 181, 189; views on mar-
riage, 191; views on agriculture,
174, 185; 104, 129, 145-46,
389, 507

Owen, R.D., 286, 342

Palmerston, Lord, 137, 147, 150,
153-54,156, 425. 500

Panics, 374

Panopticon, 109-10, 120

Paris, treaty of, 27

Parish relief, 78-80, 85

Patents, 128

Patriotism Ltd., 244 (n)

Paul, Emperor of Russa, 22-24;
assassnation of, 24; 25

Pavlov, in

Peacock, T. L ., Mehncourt, 97

Peasants Revolt, 261

Peel, Sir R., 86, 160, 182

Persia, partition of, 476

Philosophical Radicalism, and Ben-
tham, 103 seq.; itseconomic prin-
ciples, 131-32; political creed,
132-33; and laisser-faire, 132-
33; attitude to morality, 137-38;
and Darwinism, 167-69; and the
Civil Service, 299; and freedom,
393, 395; summary of, 506-7;
93 seq., 103, 121, 123, 141-43,
148, 198, 204, 256, 260, 389-90,
400, 403, 435, 450

Philosophy, and politics, 206-7;
and social change, 219

Pierce, 318

Pitt, W., 197

Place, F., 105, 122-23, 132, 138,
166, 185, 198-99

Plomer, W ., 468

Podmore, Robert Owen, a Bio-
graphy, 174 (n), 190

Poincar£, 483, 503
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Poland, government by Alexander

1,31

Poor Law, 78-81, 86, 96, 131, 142,
145-46

Population, Malthusian theory of,
95seq.; in Germany, 443; 101,
122, 131

Priestley, J., no, 112

Prince Regent, 13-14

Production and exchange, and
historical development, 217-18;
changes unexplained by Marx,
230

Property, Locke's doctrine of, 236;
133

Proudhon, 207

Prussia, see Germany

Public Health Act (1848), 133

Public ownership, of railways in
Germany, 436; 356, 366, 386

Quaife, M. M ., 378 (n)-79(n)

Radicalism, see Philosophical Radi-
calism

Radicals, middle-class, 194, 198,
200, 203

Railways, in U.S.A., 157, 341,
344-56, 361, 367, 369, 379-82,
440; in Germany, 436-37

Rapp, G., and Rappites, 186, 189-
90

Rasputin, 497-98

Reform Act (1832), 133, 144-45

Rent, Ricardo's theory of, 124 seq.

Revolution and Counter-Revolution,
or Germany in 1848, 245

Revolution, Marxist theory of,
209-10, 218, 243-44, 252

Revolution in Russa, 228

Revolution, of 1848, 210, 243

Rhodes, C., and South Africa,
465-75; at Oxford, 466; religious
belief of, 466-67; mining in-
terests, 467, Chartered Co. of
S. Africa, 468-70, 472; 395,
461
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Ricardo, Principles of Political
Economy and Taxation (1817),
124 seq.; theory of rent, 124-26,
132, 1495 theory of value, 126-
30; 114, 115, 124 seq., 131, 187,
1993 204, 235

Rochdale Pioneers, 202

Rockefeller, F., 362

Rockefeller, J. D., and Standard
Oil Co. of America, 360 $eg.;
357 seq., 376, 379, 440

Rockefeller, W. A., 358

Roosevelt, T ., 360, 383-85

Rotten boroughs, 143-44

Rousseau, J. J., 390-91

Rubber, in Congo Free State, 452-
55

Ruhle, O., Karl Marx, 205 (n)

Ruskin, J., 461

Russell, B., 476 (n), 478 (n)

Russdll,LordJ., 68,69,136,144,500

Russia, Eastern imperialism of,
478-795 Russo-Japanese war,
478, 490; entente with England,
479; Re-insurance treaty with
Germany, 486-87; entente with
France, 487; revolution of 1905,
502; revolution of 1917, 2285
107, 156, 300, 437, 475-76, 483,
502. See also Alexander |,
Catherine the Great, Nicholas | |

Saint Simon, 204, 207, 242

Salisbury, Lord, 473, 500

Sandeman, 59 (n)

Schleswig-Holstein, 425, 427, 500

Schools, Whitbread's Bill for ele-
mentary, 135

Scott, 368-69, 372-73

Secret International, the, 244 (n)

Sedey, Expansion of England, 461

Servants Ordinance, in Germany,
442

Shaftesbury, Lord, 148, 160

Shelley, P. B., Ode to Liberty, 48;
disowned by Whigs, 74; 12, 255,
391

Sherman Anti-Trust Act (1890)
366, 383

Simpson,F. A., 410 (n)

Slavery, in United States, 282-83
306 seq.; and theMissouri Com
promise, 308-10, 314-15, 317
330-31,3345 fugitive daves, 310-
13, 335 ; abolition movement
312 seq., 329; dave law, 314-17
335; and the Nebraska policy
317, 330, 332; and Lincoln
329seq.; and the Dred Scott cae
315-17, 333, 383; 41, 263, 450

Slavs, and nationalism, 245-46
490, 499, 502, 505

Smith, Adam, and free-trade, 165
Wealth of Nations (1776), 93
435; 93-94, 100, 125, 412, 435

Smith, J. E., 202

Socialism, and Ricardo's theory o
value, 127; in France, 204, 207
503; in Germany, 443-47; "
England, see Owen; 129, 145
153, 436, 507-8. For Marxis
Socialism see Marx and Dia
lectical Materialism. See alst
State Socialism.

Society for the Diffusion of Usefu
Knowledge, 136

South-Africa, seeAfrica

South Improvement Co., 361-62
364, 367

Southey, R., 187

" Speenhamland,” 78-80

Spence, T., and land nationaliza
tion, 186-87

Spencer, Herbert, 167, 239, 371

Spoils system, 298-99

Stanley, 451

State Socialism, 444, 451

Steam Intellect Society, 136

Stein, Prussian minister, 34, 409

Stephens, Vice-Pres. U.S.A., de
fends davery, 322

Suez Canal, 449

Suffrage, 134, 142, 14677, 443
in America, 285
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Sumner, U.S. senator, 319-20

Surplus value, theory of, 231-33;
and Marxian theory of econo-
mics, 233-355 arithmetical illu-
stration of, 236-37; effects of,
238-39; and monopoly of land
and credit, 239-40

Sydney, A., 262

Syndicates, 441

Taft, U.S. president, 384

Talleyrand, birth, 20; early life, 20;
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