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Introduction

 Why did the English State not become Fascist in the period between the two
 World Wars, when so many European States did?

 Because it was Fascist enough already.
 I had reason to ask that question about thirty years ago, and that is the answer I

 got.
 In order to consider the question I had to form a definite idea of what Fascism

 was.  In current usage on the Left it was a mere term of abuse which could be applied
 to any strong assertion of authority.  And there was associated with it the notion of
 a Fascist psychology in a populace in the form of a predisposition towards deference
 to authority.  Insofar as there was a notion of it as a distinct economic form, it was
 the Corporation (that is, a public body in which both sides of the class antagonism
 of Capital and Labour were represented).

 The Corporation was taken to be a deviation from the norm—in fact from two
 norms which had become entangled in each other as a consequence of the War of
 1941-45 in which Britain and the USA were allied with Bolshevik Russia.  The
 norms were the Free Market in which each was in competition with all, and the
 Socialist economy in which all productive property was publicly owned by a state
 serving the interest of Labour.

 To this notion of Fascism there might also be added at will, Imperialism,
 nationalism, irredentism, racism, slavery, genocide and thought control.

 But all of these things were operative in the British system.  (Nationalist
 irredentism was deliberately encouraged by Britain in Italy in 1915, for the purpose
 of bringing it into the War as an ally, and it was in that movement that Mussolini,
 hitherto a radical socialist, made the combination of Socialism and Nationalism
 which was the hallmark of Fascism.  And French irredentism was the basis of the
 secret Anglo-French military alliance of 1908-1914, which led to European War in
 July 1914 and to World War in August 1914.  And in 1917 British Imperialism
 backed the extreme irredentist claim of Jewish nationalism on Palestine and set in
 motion the movement of conquest and ethnic cleansing in the Middle East which
 remains a major source of disorder in the world today.)

 One has to take language much as one finds it, and it would not have made sense
 in terms of the prevailing language to describe the English State as Fascist, even
 though it shared the features that were widely held to be the features of the Fascist
 State.  Fascism as a distinct phenomenon had therefore to be defined on a much
 narrower ground.

 If Fascist Italy was racist, it was so only in the forms of racism which were
 general to Europe, and which were more strongly marked in England than in Italy.
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If it was Imperialist, it was much less so than England, and its Imperialism followed
lines approved by England in the secret Treaty of London in 1915 as an inducement
to Italy to make war on Austria.  But Italy was Fascist and England was not.  What
distinguished the Fascist State from the State which was not Fascist, therefore, lay
elsewhere than in Imperialism, racism and other phenomena which were widely
seen as essential features of Fascism, but were in fact the common features of most
modern capitalist states.  (And, as for anti-Semitism, Italy in the 1920s appears to
be the state which had least of it.)

It seemed to me that Fascism was the means by which the authority of the state
as the framework of national life was restored, and the social elements of the market,
which had fallen into antagonism, were brought back into functional combination,
after state authority and social cohesion had been  disrupted by the World War, the
destructive Peace which followed it, and the influence of the Bolshevik state and
social system established in Russia in 1918.

Fascism differed from authoritarian restorations of order, such as had often
occurred,  in that the force which it applied to the re-establishment of the authority
of the state was drawn from the elements of disorder themselves.  Which is to say,
Fascism succeeded in holding the ring against Bolshevism because it was a popular
force capable of operating on the same ground.  And neither in Italy in the 1920s,
nor in Germany in the 1930s, was there anything like the slaughter which
accompanied the suppression of the Paris Commune by Thiers and Marshal
McMahon in 1871 on behalf of the orthodox bourgeois democracy.  The enemy
against which the capitalist order was saved by Mussolini and Hitler exerted a
restraint on the means by which it was saved.  Hitler and Mussolini knew they had
to win over the forces of the enemy in large numbers, which was not a consideration
for Marshal McMahon in putting down the Communards.  (His military enemy,
Germany, had gone home, leaving him to his own devices.)

Judged by historical standards, there was little killing in Italy and Germany until
British foreign policy brought about a second World War.  And the major killing
was done after the Bolshevik State was brought into that war and became the major
fighting force opposed to Germany.

When General de Gaulle took office in France in the late 1950s, bringing to an
end the long series of ephemeral French Governments, the event was described as
Fascist by socialist publications in Britain, including, as I recall, the Labour Party
weekly, Tribune.  While I thought that view was wide of the mark, I was not
involved in politics and it did not cross my mind that I would ever be a writer of
history, and I did not record my opinion anywhere.

Ten years later, having strayed into politics, I took up a position on the conflict
in Northern Ireland which caused me to be regarded with suspicion by right-
thinking people as a defender of Fascism in the shape of Ulster Unionism—and
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then, in the following decade, many of the right-thinkers leap-frogged over me to
 absurd extremes of Unionism which I would never have contemplated.

 Around the same time, I allowed myself to be persuaded to go on a cheap package
 holiday to a Fascist State, that being the only way we could afford a holiday in the
 sun.  I had myself little taste for either holidays or the sun, but I went along with it
 with the intention of enduring the holiday and the sun and ignoring the Fascist State.
 But, despite my best efforts, it began to be borne in on me after a couple of days that
 Franco Spain was a lively and surprisingly open society, that the prevailing notion
 of it as a Catholic-clerical regime was groundless, and that the set-up had a capacity
 to evolve.

 My impressions of Fascist Spain, and of the Ulster Protestants, were made by
 simple perception—which is of course the most complex thing in the world, being
 infinitely more complex than the most elaborate theory.  I subsequently backed up
 both impressions with some investigation, and went on record with both of them.

 I assumed that Fascist Spain was capable of democratic evolution.  And I was
 convinced that the People's Democracies in Eastern Europe were cul-de-sacs
 incapable of evolving, and I never set foot in any of them when it became possible
 for me to do so.  This went entirely contrary to general opinion on the Left, and
 against my own predisposition, but I had to go by what I saw.

 It was as a matter of self-defence in Northern Ireland that I worked out the
 understanding of Fascism set out here.  I first gave it general expression in
 connection with Spain.  And then I heard a long interview with Anthony Eden, in
 disgraced retirement in the Caribbean, in which he explained that he had met the
 Fascist revival head-on at Suez and that, even though his invasion had failed, enough
 was done to stop Fascism in its tracks.

 Eden was the leading anti-Fascist in British Establishment circles in the 1930s.
 Churchill, the voice in the wilderness denouncing appeasement, was not anti-Fascist
 at all.  He went out of his way to praise Mussolini.  He said that, if England had been
 defeated in the Great War, and subsequently humiliated as Germany had been, he
 hoped somebody like Hitler would have emerged to restore it to health and strength,
 and it was obvious who he had in mind.  (In 1918-19 Churchill had advocated
 alliance with Germany against Bolshevism and the humiliating of Germany disgusted
 him, but he needed to be in power, so he swallowed his sense of honour and said
 "Hang the Kaiser!" in chorus with the rest of them.)

 When Churchill resigned from the Government in the early 1930s, and went into
 the wilderness to condemn appeasement, the issue on which he did it was not Nazi
 Germany but India.  He was outraged as an Imperialist by a minor appeasement of
 (that is, concession to) the Indian independence movement.  And, when some time
 later he began demanding that preparation be made for another war on Germany, it
 was not the Fascist regime that he objected to but the fact that it was restoring the
 strength of the German State.
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He understood Fascism and admired it, but the very thing he admired it for
caused him to regard it as an enemy under England's historic balance-of-power
strategy towards Europe.  That strategy determined that the strongest state in Europe
should be regarded as an enemy, whatever the character of its regime—monarchical
France or democratic Republican France from the 1690s to the 1790s, Imperial
France in the early 19th century;  democratic Germany in the early 20th century and
Fascist Germany in the late 1930s.

But Eden was something of an Anti-Fascist.  He was affronted by Italian conduct
in the 1930s, even though balance-of-power considerations did not apply, while
Churchill thought it was lunacy to alienate an ally on ideological grounds.  Fascism
was an issue for Eden, and he imagined that the Anti-Fascist War had made Fascist
States legitimate targets.  And so, when he became Prime Minister, and saw what
he understood  to be a Fascist resurgence in Egypt, he made war on it.  But his war
ended in disgrace, with Nasser being the generally-acclaimed hero of the hour.

I did not think that Eden's characterisation of Nasser's regime was absurd.  I
therefore concluded from the affair that Fascist states were legitimate entities in the
post-1945 world order, providing they were Fascist in substance only, and did not
make a point of affronting the victors of 1945 by developing cults of Hitler or
Mussolini.  (Nasser's regime was certainly not Liberal democratic, or Bolshevik, or
feudal, or aristocratic-authoritarian, or military-authoritarian, or Napoleonic-
Imperial.  It was a non-Liberal, non-Bolshevik state of the popular kind, and it
straddled an ideological antagonism.)

The misconception of Fascism—or the absence of any conception connected
with the word—was not a mere matter of academic interest.  I had no academic
interest whatever in the matter, and the academics did not concern themselves with
it in any way that I found relevant to practical affairs.  But the use of the word with
its hazy, or even self-contradictory associations, had seriously damaging practical
consequences on two occasions in my experience.

The first was in May 1974 in Northern Ireland, when popular Unionist opposition
to a power-sharing Government of Unionists and Nationalists arose following the
revelation in a Dublin Court that the Sunningdale Agreement under which it
operated was based on a confidence trick.  I supported the Unionist/Nationalist
devolved Government, and also the Council of Ireland which the Agreement
provided for.  Unionist agreement to the Council was given on the understanding
that the assertion of sovereignty over Northern Ireland made in Articles 2 & 3 of the
Constitution of the Republic was to be withdrawn.  Within two months of the
Northern power-sharing Government taking office, the Dublin Government was
brought to Court on a charge of being in breach of these Articles of the Constitution
by recognising British sovereignty in the North.  Its Defence pleading was that it had
not recognised British sovereignty and the claim of sovereignty by the Republic still
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stood, and was not prejudiced by the Agreement.  And the Government (whose
 Northern spokesman was Dr. Conor Cruise O'Brien) let it be known that it did not
 intend to put an amendment of those Articles to a Constitutional referendum.

 Unionist opposition to the establishment of the Council of Ireland then developed
 rapidly.  But the devolved Government, supported by Dr. O'Brien in Dublin and by
 the Northern Ireland Ministers of the London Government, insisted that the
 establishment of the Council should go ahead, regardless of the revelation that
 Unionist acquiescence to it had been achieved by a confidence trick.  This approach
 led in May 1974 to a General Strike of the Unionist population.

 The leading Nationalist personnel in the Stormont Government were Gerry Fitt
 and Paddy Devlin, both of whom were Left Socialists of the British kind as well as
 Irish Nationalists.  Dr. O'Brien, the spokesman of the Dublin Government, was then
 in his Socialist phase.  And a British General Election in the Spring 1974 threw out
 Heath's Tory Government, which had brought about the Sunningdale Agreement,
 and the Northern Ireland Office came into the hands of Left-Socialists who were
 long-standing associates of Fitt and Devlin:  Merlyn Rees and Stanley Orme.

 Faced with the General Strike against the Council of Ireland, Fitt and Devlin
 declared it to be a Fascist uprising with which there could be no negotiation, and they
 were supported in this view by Rees and Orme.  All four were intent on crushing the
 Fascist revival and preventing a recurrence of what had happened forty and fifty
 years earlier in Germany and Italy, and they were encouraged in this course of action
 by Dr. O'Brien.

 The British Trades Union Congress was enlisted in the Anti-Fascist campaign.
 Its General Secretary declared that it could not be an authentic strike since its object
 was political, and he presented himself to lead a strike-breaking back- to-work
 movement, which was ignored by all but a handful of Communist Party adherents.

 Fitt and Devlin called on the British Army to break the Strike, and Rees did his
 best to respond.  But the greater the strike-breaking pressure of the state, the greater
 the support for the Strike became within the Protestant community.  It became a
 strike of the whole community.  And then, inevitably, the Anti-Fascist campaign
 collapsed.

 From the time of the Dublin Court action, I had been trying to persuade Fitt and
 Devlin to manoeuvre on the Council of Ireland in order to preserve the power-
 sharing in the North.  But they wouldn't hear of it.  They would have no truck with
 Fascism.  And they never did manoeuvre on the Council or negotiate with the
 opposition.  Rather than concede on the point at issue, they preferred that the house
 should be pulled down.  The entire Sunningdale arrangement was scrapped;  which
 had not been an aim of the Strike.

 There can be no doubt that Fitt and Devlin were in the grip of a genuine delusion
 that the issue was Fascism, and that the British Ministers were in sympathy with their
 view.  And so, at that critical moment in their political careers, and in the history of
 Northern Ireland, their misconception of Fascism deprived them of the capacity for
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political manoeuvre and led them to destroy what they wanted to preserve.  And they
were lost souls thereafter.

Dr. O'Brien was a different case.  He was something of a European intellectual.
A few years after he had helped to wreck Sunningdale, he lost his seat in the Dail
and set up as an intellectual again, and the attitudes he then struck appeared to me
to be very similar to those of the Italian intellectual, Pareto, who became one of
Mussolini's Senators.  And O'Brien's book on The Millennium argues that liberal
civilisation must be defended, against the world which it has disrupted, by severe
measures of elitist authoritarianism.

My view of the Sunningdale Agreement was that it provided a one-off chance
for an internal settlement in Northern Ireland.  After the Dublin Court case I argued
for a deferral of the Council of Ireland pending a resolution of the sovereignty issue.
When the Government decided to press ahead with the Council regardless of the
scale and reasonableness of the opposition, I saw it as launching itself on a course
of self-destruction because it acted in a fantasy environment where Fascism
loomed.  When I saw that the strike against the Council was a Strike, rather than an
outbreak of hooliganism such as William Craig had sponsored about a year earlier,
I began to issue Strike Bulletins for the purpose of countering provocation.  Mid-
way in the Strike it so happened that an Irish Labour History Conference was held
at Queen's University.  It discussed the Limerick Strike held in the context of the
War of Independence over half a century earlier, and it was not pleased when I drew
attention to the fact that there was a strike going on all around them even as they
spoke.  The Conference did not discuss it but, as far as I could judge, the feeling was
in accordance with Fitt's view that a Fascist uprising was being confronted.  I have
been persona non grata in those circles ever since.

The second occasion on which a misconception of Fascism had damaging
practical consequences occurred in Britain three years later over the proposal of a
Royal Commission to establish a system of Workers' Control in industry.  This was
rejected by virtually the entire spectrum of socialism because it had the form of
"corporatism", and corporatism was vaguely, but pervasively, felt to be the means
by which capitalism in crisis subjugated labour.

"Corporatism", in the sense of official bodies on which both sides of the class
antagonism of capital and labour were represented, was taken to be a hallmark of
Fascism in the 1920s-30s, and this continued to be the case for decades after 1945.
It involved class collaboration between workers and capitalists and it was
unacceptable in principle to the strict ideologists of both sides.  In the Liberal view,
the only proper arrangement was universal competition between individuals.  In the
strict Socialist view (systemised in Bolshevism, but held by a wide swathe of
opinion beyond the Communist Parties) the only proper arrangement was control
over the economy and the state by the working class as a collective body, with no
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place for anything else:  and, until that could be brought about, there should be no
 alleviating, class-collaborationist arrangements, because such arrangements were
 only a means of preserving capitalism.

 Insofar as I took part in British Socialist affairs, it was from the viewpoint of
 Ernest Bevin, the great Trade Union boss, organiser of the massive union of general
 workers, who entered the Cabinet in the crisis of May 1940 without having a seat
 in Parliament.  A seat in Parliament was got for him but he never acquired the
 Parliamentary manner.  He ran the country as Minister for Labour from 1940 to
 1945, and laid the foundations for the welfare state that was rapidly constructed after
 1945.

 Bevin wielded working class power for a constructive purpose in a way that was
 never done before and has never been done since.  Parliamentary socialists,
 ideologically well to his Left (such as Aneurin Bevan and James Maxton) were
 scandalised by his un-Parliamentary conduct and his class-collaborationism.  He
 made deals with the Tories, who were then in a chastened condition, and implicated
 them in the arrangements he was making for the post-war era, instead of proceeding
 in the manner of class antagonism, and saving up the reforms for the time when
 Labour would win the post-war election and introduce them in the style of class war.
 And his Socialist critics wondered what was the point in the war against Fascism
 when Fascism was being built in Britain under cover of it.

 Most of the wartime critics were given practical things to do by the post-war
 Government.  Bevan was given the job of constructing the National Health Service,
 and he got on with it.  But, once the predominating personal influence of Bevin was
 removed in the early 1950s, Bevan and his colleagues reverted to their own ideology.
 No major reform of society was ever again enacted by the Labour Party.  And the
 socialist outlook, which had harassed Bevin in the 1940s but was unable to stop him,
 succeeded in stopping others from building on the post-1945 reform.

 The Communist Party held by its understanding that corporatism was the essence
 of Fascism while the Left Socialists were mustered for corporatist work by Bevin
 and Attlee, and it described the post-war reform as "creeping Fascism".  The Left
 Socialists, while not disowning what they had been led to do in 1945-50, never
 investigated how that great reform had been brought about and, when left to their
 own devices after 1951, they gravitated naturally towards the Communist Party
 view when further reforms were proposed.

 In the 1970s the great issue in Britain was how to harness working class power
 to the economic process.  That power had become very great under the 1945 reform,
 but socialist ideology continued to depict the workers as an oppressed proletariat.

 Trade Union power, exempt from the law of contract, had become destructive of
 the economic process.  Bevin's idea was that the workers should acquire property
 rights in the economy (and thereby cease to be what is meant by a proletariat).  But
 Bevanite socialism had no time for that class collaborationist idea.

 In 1973 Ted Heath's Tory Government proposed the establishment of a great
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Corporation for the determination of relative incomes.  The existing method was
that Trade Unions leap-frogged each other in the gaining of wage increases, each
leap usually having the form of a strike, the annual round of wage increases
therefore being an annual round of strikes.  Heath proposed that incomes differentials
should be established by a Prices and Incomes Board on which the Trade Unions
would be represented, along with the Employers and the Government.  The Trade
Unions would have been the major power on the Board, the employers being then
in a very weakened condition (by reason of Trade Union power and the very high
rate of taxation).  But the Unions rejected the proposal, preferring that incomes
differentials (that is, the different rates of payments for workers in different
industries) should be determined through the market.

The Heath Government fell four months later in an election precipitated by a
Coal Strike.  (I wrote a pamphlet supporting the Tories.)  Heath was removed from
the Tory leadership.  Margaret Thatcher's understanding was that Capitalism had
been granted a reprieve, and she was determined to make the most of it.

A Labour Government headed by Harold Wilson followed.  Wilson, though a
Bevanite, understood that the existing state of affairs could not continue, and he was
supported in this view by another Bevanite, Barbara Castle.  The Trade Unions had
to be brought into a position of responsibility in the economic process.  Wilson set
up a Royal Commission to inquire into the feasibility of a system of Workers'
Control.  The Commission (chaired by Ernest Bevin's biographer, Alan Bullock)
reported in favour, and proposed equal representation for Shareholders and Trade
Unions on the controlling bodies of enterprises, with Government representation in
an arbitrating function.  The proposal was rejected across the entire spectrum of the
Labour movement, from the Communist Party to anti-Communist free marketeers
like Frank Chapple.  The Institute for Workers' Control, which was Marxist in
outlook, rejected it.  And Neil Kinnock, who was Bevanite Socialist, rejected it.  He
wrote an article against it for the New Statesman criticising the Bullock proposals
as not establishing simple control by the workers all at once—and not many years
later he set about reshaping the Labour Party into a capitalist party under the
influence of Thatcherism.

The Bullock proposal was not acceptable to the Left (which was then the greater
part of the Labour movement) because it was not the Revolution.  And it was not
acceptable to the ideologists of capitalism because it was much too close to being
a revolution.  And thus capitalism was given a second reprieve.

That was in 1977.  Thatcher came to power in 1979.  She played effectively on
the dangers of Corporatism.  Somebody in her entourage understood that this was
a way of disabling influential elements of the ideological Left, for which Corporatism
was the threshold of Fascism, if not Fascism itself.

The position of Bevanite Socialism (as well as of the Communist Party)
dissolved very quickly after 1979.  It was caught between two conflicting views of
Thatcherism—it had defeated Corporatism, which was incipient Fascism;  or it was
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itself Fascism in the other sense of authoritarianism.  Neil Kinnock gave expression
 to the latter view in a piece of powerful rhetoric on the eve of Thatcher's 1983
 election victory.  Then, replacing Michael Foot as Party leader, he set on foot the
 process of adaptation to Thatcherism, which culminated in Blairism.

 Fascism is taken to be a deviation from the norms of a stable system.  But it arose
 in the region between two mutually exclusive systems, and this led to two mutually
 exclusive norms being applied to criticism of it.  Liberal-democratic capitalism and
 Bolshevik socialism each had its standard of normality from which Fascism was
 seen as an unstable deviation.  From the Bolshevik view it was seen as a class
 collaborationist deviation from the norm of proletarian dictatorship.  From the
 Liberal-democratic capitalist viewpoint it was seen as a "corporatist" deviation
 from the norm of general individualist competition in a free market operating with
 minimal state control.

 While Fascism undoubtedly did deviate from the liberal capitalist ideal, or
 ideology, it was characterised by Bolshevism as the final defence of Capitalism.
 And it is not reasonably disputable that that is what it was.  It was in fact recognised
 as performing that function by many of the leaders of the liberal capitalist world,
 including its future leader in what came to be called the Anti-Fascist War, Winston
 Churchill.

 In the Europe disrupted by the Great War, and by the catastrophic Peace imposed
 at the end of it, capitalism was not sustainable on the basis of what was taken to be
 its characteristic ideology and political system:  liberal democracy.  Fascism
 borrowed heavily from Bolshevism in the work of saving Capitalism from
 Bolshevism.

 This state of affairs, which was relatively clear in the 1920s-30s, was clouded by
 the Anti-Fascist War in which Liberal-capitalism and Bolshevism were allies.  In the
 course of that war the mutually exclusive conceptions of the norm from which
 Fascism was seen as a deviation were merged into an incoherence, through which
 it became all but impossible to see its distinguishing features.

 The two great antagonistic forces in the world were Bolshevism and Capitalism.
 When these two forces found themselves in military alliance against the Fascist
 states of Germany and Italy, and the war of the Grand Alliance of 1941-45 was called
 the Anti-Fascist War, that conjured up Fascism as a monstrous power, drawing its
 energy from some infernal source, against which all the other forces of mankind had
 to bond together for survival.  But, if one traces the actual history of the period
 chronologically, that Grand Alliance of fundamental enemies is seen to be the
 product of the misconceived and erratic foreign policy of Britain, the dominant
 power in the world after 1918.

 The Anti-Fascist War might be described as a deviation from the normal,
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inherent, antagonism of the post-1918 world, caused by the bungling and irresponsible
British foreign policy.  That inherent antagonism was briefly suspended in 1941-44.
It sprang back into operation the moment the deviation was got out of the way.  But,
between 1941 and 1944, the war effort of the Western Allies was entirely dependent
on the success of the vastly greater war effort of the Bolshevik ally, and this
dependency caused some strange phenomena.  There was, for example, a major
Hollywood feature film on the Moscow Trials of the late thirties, Mission To
Moscow, showing them as a preparation of the Soviet Union for its historic task of
saving civilisation from Fascist barbarism.  Both before and after that era of
collaboration, the Moscow Trials were depicted in the dominant propaganda of the
West as barbaric atrocities, and Bolshevism was presented either as a cause of
Fascism, or as a kind of 'Totalitarianism' which shared many of its features.

But the collaboration of 1941-45—and the fact that it was Bolshevism that
defeated Nazism and, by doing so, saved Britain from having to make a humiliating
settlement in the war that it declared in 1939 but lacked the will to prosecute with
its own resources—left an enduring impression on influential strata of British
opinion until the 1980s.  This was the case both with the Trade Unions, which were
immensely influential institutions of British public life until then, and with the
Universities, where most of the leading intellectuals were members of the Communist
Party or some other Marxist organisation.

The ideology of the Anti-Fascist War thus ran on for forty years after the defeat
of Germany and Italy, and the two mutually-exclusive conceptions of the norm from
which Fascism was a deviation were squashed against each other.  And, when the
Soviet Union collapsed, and the forms of Marxism associated with it withered, the
habit of characterising enemies as Fascist if they were not Communist had become
ingrained.  And, even the last more or less Communist state in Europe, Yugoslavia
(which did not collapse with others because it had sustained itself for forty years in
conflict with the Soviet Union and in alliance with the West), was usually described
as Fascist rather than Communist in the Western propaganda campaign against it.

And, once that last survival of Communism was got rid of, a new universal
enemy was raised in its place:  Islamo-fascism.  The resistance of the Islamic world
to Western liberal subversion (conducted by military, economic, and cultural
means) was characterised as Fascist, even though there is no substantial point of
similarity between it and the political movement which saved the capitalist order in
Europe in the 1920s and 1930s.

(One reason for the current use of the word appears to be that many of the spin-
doctors of the post-Thatcher British regime were either members of the Communist
Party or some other such body at the start of their careers, or they are the children
of members of those bodies, and the term of disapprobation which comes naturally
to them, now that they have become leading members of the capitalist elite of the
world, is Fascist.)

*
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The Great War, which broke up the evolving civilisation of Europe, began as a
 European War.  As a European war, it would probably have run its course without
 undermining the basic structure of things.  France desired the recapture of the
 nationally-mixed area of Alsace-Lorraine, which it had conceded to Germany as a
 consequence of its failed aggression of 1870 (the object of which was to prevent the
 political unification of Germany).  For this purpose it formed an alliance with Tsarist
 Russia, a straightforwardly expansionist State which aimed to drive through the
 Balkans and acquire Constantinople/Istanbul) as an outlet to the Mediterranean.
 The trigger for war was a Serbian act of aggression in Bosnia, which had become
 a province of the Austro-Hungarian Empire following its withdrawal from the
 Ottoman Empire.  Neither Austria nor Germany had expansionist aims.  Their object
 was security within their existing boundaries.

 A war between those three expansionist states and the two central states whose
 objects were defensive would in all probability have ended in a settlement which did
 no more than modify or confirm boundaries.  And this would certainly have been the
 case if Britain had used its influence as the most powerful State in the world to
 impose limits on the conduct of the war.

 In the first week of the war, however, Britain declared war on Germany and
 within a couple of weeks it had placed an army in a pre-arranged position alongside
 the French.  The preparations for this had been made in effective secrecy many years
 before the war, and French conduct was determined by this secret alliance.  German
 conduct, on the other hand, was influenced by the understanding that Britain had
 nothing at stake in the European war and would remain neutral.  The German
 Government tried to ascertain British intentions and this is what it had been led to
 believe.

 But Britain declared war on 4th August on the excuse of German infringement
 of Belgian neutrality.  But, if its object had been to ensure that Belgian neutrality was
 respected, it need only have informed the German Government that it would treat
 any infringement of it by Germany as a reason for making war on Germany.  It was
 well known that the German war plans in the face of the Franco-Russian alliance,
 by which it was greatly outnumbered, involved a flanking march through Belgium
 with the purpose of dealing with France before the Russian steamroller gathered
 momentum.  If Britain had declared its intention of going to war over Belgian
 neutrality, Germany would have foregone the advantage of the flanking march
 rather than add Britain to its enemies.  But Britain played its cards in a way that leaves
 little room for doubt that its purpose was to gain the infringement of Belgian
 neutrality as a moral reason for making war.

 This is the kind of amoral morality which I have described as forensic—a kind
 of special pleading in a court in which the advocate and the judge are one and there
 is no cross-examination.  But it works extraordinarily well in England, and the
 English populace (and a great part of the Irish) went to war in a state of high moral
 indignation.
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That moral character of the British war effort was one of the influences
subverting European civilisation.  The other (connected with it) was the purpose of
destroying Germany as an economic rival.  An equation was made between virtue
and profit by Richard Baxter, the Protestant divine, in the 17th century, and so it has
been ever since.

Germany, though greatly outnumbered, displayed an unexpected power of
resistance.  Britain used up its regular army very quickly.  Then it used up its vast
Volunteer armies.  Finally, it resorted to conscript armies of the Continental kind,
which it had hitherto deplored.  And the greater the human cost of the war became,
the greater became the moral stance, and the more vehement became the rejection
of proposals for a settlement.  Total victory or downfall—a position groundlessly
attributed to Germany by British propaganda—was in fact the British position.  In
a war animated by fundamentalist morality which denied any purpose of material
gain, what other stance was reputable?

A reckless ideology of ultra-democracy became part of the war propaganda and
influenced the conditions imposed on the defeated states in 1919.

The Italian Government was lured into the war in 1915 by means of a secret
Treaty which recognised its maximum irredentist claims in Austria, both in the
region of Trent and in the Adriatic.  A large part of Italian society, including the
Catholic Church, was against taking part in the war.  Prominent among the forces
advocating war was Mussolini, hitherto a radical Socialist, who now combined
irredentist nationalism with Socialism.

Italy suffered greatly in the war.  Its militarism was not of the stolid kind that one
finds throughout English society.

Much of Italian society never supported the war.  At the end of the war it was
found that some of the irredenta, which England had promised to Italy in 1915, it
had since promised to somebody else.  Thus Italy, having suffered greatly from the
stress of a war of whose adviseability much of the population had not been
convinced, was swindled out of the fruits of victory for which the Government had
been persuaded to make war.  The Bolshevik Revolution made an immediate and
profound impact on the demoralised condition of post-war Italy.  The political order
of the Italian State broke down.  The pre-war democratic order could not be restored.
And Mussolini's 1915 merger of Nationalism and Socialism, by means of which he
helped to take Italy into war, re-emerged in the post-war situation to restore the
authority of the State over elemental and divisive democracy.  And it preserved the
capitalist order by means of the "corporations" which overcame raw class antagonism
and reconciled a sufficient part of the working class to class collaboration.

(Where capitalist economy is functional there is de facto class collaboration.  It
was when the labour and capital elements fell into antagonism, and the labour
movement could not dominate the situation by abolishing the system, that the two
elements were brought back into conjunction, or collaboration, by the formal
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organisation of corporations.  There has always been extensive class collaboration
 in England beneath the veneer of all-out class conflict.)

 A functional economy exists within an effective system of national authority.  It
 must be national in the sense that the various human elements of the economy, which
 are also social elements, must tolerate each other and engage in relatively stable
 interaction with each other, within a generally accepted collective framework.

 By reason of the Great War and the destructive Peace which followed it, there
 was a breakdown in systems of authority and an associated breakdown in the
 relationship of the social elements to each other, both politically and economically.
 Liberal democracy was powerless to draw the antagonistic elements back together
 in a system of national authority.  The Fascist movement did it by force, in the sense
 of doing it outside the system of Parliamentary representation and the organs of force
 which it authorised.  But the force, by which the antagonistic elements were brought
 back into combination, was derived from those elements themselves by a vigorous
 political movement with a blunted ideology which was able to draw to itself
 substantial numbers of people from both sides of the antagonism.

 Liberal democracy was dysfunctional in post-war Europe, because where it is
 functional it is always much more than it appears, and because in post-war Europe
 all it was was its ideology.

 Functional Liberal-democracy necessarily exists within a strong system of state
 authority, though in its presentation of itself that is never explicit.  In its pure
 ideological form it is only the tip of the iceberg.  And what surprised me was the
 extent to which, in its response to Italian Fascism, it showed an understanding of its
 own authoritarian pre-conditions, which it never describes, or does so only by
 euphemism.

 When I say that England did not go Fascist between the Wars because it was
 Fascist enough already, what I mean is that it did not need to reconstruct itself as a
 functional system of authority, because its system of authority, far from breaking
 down in consequence of the war, had actually been strengthened by the triumphant
 militarism of the event.

 In 1914 there was the prospect of severe class struggle, a kind of war had broken
 out over votes for women, and civil war between the two major parties was
 threatening over Irish Home Rule.  The war swept all of this aside.  The most
 extensive of all the Reform Acts, that of 1918, was carried through without adverse
 consequence under cover of the universal Jingoism of the time.  And the War
 Coalition, consisting chiefly of Tories, won the post-war Election by a landslide.
 The system of authority was reinforced even though one of its pillars, the Liberal
 Party, self-destructed in 1916 under the stress of the War for which it was itself
 responsible.  Its place was taken by the Labour Party (which had supported the War).
 And Labour was groomed into a routine of subordination to the established system
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with the help of eminent Liberals who joined it.  Nevertheless, party-politics was
suspended as a precaution in 1931 in the face of the great economic crisis of
capitalism.  This was done by the formation of a National Coalition of the Labour,
Tory, and Liberal Parties, under a Labour Prime Minister to begin with, and later
under a Tory Prime Minister.  Mainstream party-politics was not resumed until
1945.

The National Coalition was not Fascism, since it was enacted by agreement
within the Parliamentary forms.  But it warded off Fascism by moving next door to
it.  And Winston Churchill went into the wilderness in order to be available as the
Fascist leader in case one was needed.

In Germany there was no effective system of national authority in operation after
1918.  Britain insisted that things should be done with the state in Germany which
went entirely against the practices which it considered necessary to the maintenance
of political stability in its own affairs.  The monarchy was abolished on Allied
insistence and a form of ultra-democracy derived from first principles replaced it.

The most influential philosopher of affairs of state in Britain was Edmund
Burke.  Burke was a Whig who never ceased to be a Whig, but he was adopted by
the Tory revival of the early 19th century, and later by the radical Liberals.  John
Morley wrote an approving biography of him.

If Burke had one basic principle, it was that in affairs of state first principles
should be avoided like the plague, and that the construction of a democratic state
from first principles could only lead to catastrophe.  When change was necessary,
it should be brought about through a modification of what existed, and the less the
better.  This was the meaning of his criticism of the French Revolution, which was
the guiding philosophy of those who managed state affairs in England throughout
the 19th century.  But in Germany in 1919 the monarchical state with which people
were familiar (and which was as democratic as the British state) was abolished, and
a new, theoretically-perfect, ultra-democratic republic was constructed in its place.
(Corresponding changes also occurred in the devolved states within Germany.)
This was done under the supervision of the Versailles Conference, in which Britain
was the dominant power.  And then the Weimar democracy, which had no
entrenched structures of authority, was required to make a confession of guilt on
behalf of the German people for causing the War.  The confession of guilt was
signed, although everybody knew it was a false confession, because the Versailles
Powers threatened, in the event of refusal, to resume the war against this new,
disarmed and helpless German state.  And, on top of this, Weimar had to agree to
pay the victor states the entire cost of the War.

The ultra-democracy of the Weimar system, in which there was no effective
structure of authority behind the democracy, facilitated the proliferation of political
parties,and the antagonism of the parties prevented the establishment of a structure
of authority by the Parliament.  In this situation, political parties acquired structures
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of state for themselves.  The great economic crisis of the early 1930s led to a situation
 in which a weak, floundering Parliamentary system was confronted with two
 Opposition-States, one Communist, the other Fascist.  And when Hitler, as leader
 of the largest party, assumed the office of Chancellor early in 1932, he did not so
 much come to power by acquiring that office, as bring power with him to the office.

 He then suppressed the welter of conflicting parties very quickly—more quickly
 than Mussolini had done.  And, as was the case with Mussolini, the power to do so
 was largely drawn from the parties that were suppressed.  Once authority was
 asserted forcefully, it became an attractive alternative to the futile conflict of parties
 in the Weimar system.

 Burke's critique of the democracy of the French Republic applies with much
 greater force to the democracy of the Weimar Republic—but somehow it is never
 applied to it.

 *

 The case with regard to Fascism is entirely different in Ireland than it is in
 England.  For most of the modern era Ireland was held by the English State on the
 basis of naked force, and what was called the 'Irish Government' was merely a
 Department of the London Government, responsible like all other Departments of
 Government, to the English electorate, such as it was.  Even when an Irish Party
 representing the great bulk of the Irish population appeared in the Westminster
 Parliament, the Government of Ireland was conducted by the English parties on a
 mandate given by the English electorate.  Fascism is a form of government thrown
 up in a democratic body politic, and there was no Irish Government based on an Irish
 body politic until the 1920s.

 For a long period after the conquest of Ireland by the British Glorious Revolution
 of 1688, the experience of government by the Irish was similar in kind to the
 experience of government by a number of peoples in Eastern Europe after the Nazi
 conquests of 1939 and 1941.  Using the term in the very loose sense in which it is
 so often used, it might be said that there was Fascist government in Ireland from 1690
 until 1829 at  least, though in the light of what the British State did in Ireland after
 its authority was rejected by the first democratic election held in Ireland, 1921 would
 be a more realistic date, if not 1923.  But that had nothing to do with the Irish, who
 were mere victims.

 Irish Fascism, in the sense in which I use the term, was not possible before 1922.
 It was only then that the semblance of a sovereign body politic operating in freedom
 came into being in Ireland.

 The British State partially relinquished control of three quarters of Ireland in
 1922, but it did so on terms which enabled it to manipulate the independence
 movement into conflict with itself.  The Irish were presented with a dictated Treaty
 which conceded extensive self-government, but within the British Empire and under



19

the sovereignty of the British Crown, with the threat of immediate and terrible war
if that Treaty was not accepted and complied with.  A substantial part of the
independence movement rejected the British ultimatum.  A majority of the Dail
bowed to the British ultimatum, as did the electorate.  The party which accepted the
Treaty under duress was manipulated into making war on the party which rejected
it in order to establish the Treaty State.  That war is generally called the Civil War,
which in my opinion is a gross misnomer, since there was no conflict of ideals
between the combatants, their only difference being on the issue of whether to
submit to the British threat of overwhelming force.

The Treaty Party governed for ten years.  But, as the British threat receded, the
electorate returned to the Republican position.  The Anti-Treatyites won the
Election of 1932 and confirmed its victory in another Election in 1933.  In a situation
of some social conflict, the Treaty Party in opposition reorganised itself, changed
its name to Fine Gael, adopted a Fascist programme, and organised a kind of Fascist
militia, the Blueshirts, and also a League of Youth.

The Anti-Treaty Party, Fianna Fail, was supported at the critical juncture of
transition by the IRA, which had remained in being as a considerable force, though
defeated in the Treaty War of 1922-24.  Fianna Fail won a series of elections during
the next decade, warded off the Fascist party, and consolidated the State as a
Parliamentary democracy.  In 1936 Fine Gael exerted considerable pressure on the
Government to recognise the Fascist insurrection in Spain against the elected
Government, but Fianna Fail refused to do so until Franco achieved actual control
of Spain three years later.

A widespread agitation in support of Franco's insurrection was organised by
Fine Gael throughout the 26 Counties in the form of the Irish Christian Front, and
a body of volunteers went to Spain to fight for Franco, led by a founder of Fine Gael,
General Eoin O'Duffy.

The Fascist Party was the party of the wealthier and more respectable part of the
society.  That was normal for the 1930s.  But, in later generations, the wealthy and
respectable did not wish to remember what they had been then, and so we get this
kind of 'history':

"One could argue that the 1930s IRA, with its hatred of free speech and its
willingness to ally itself with Nazism and Italian fascism, was more truly fascist
than was the Blueshirt movement, shirted as it was because of parochialism rather
than because of genuine adherence to core fascist values."

That is from page 22 of 1922:  The Birth Of Irish Democracy by Tom Garvin,
Professor of Politics at University College, Dublin (Gill & Macmillan, 1996).
Professor Garvin does not say what he thinks "true fascism" is, or list its "core
values", and does not mention the fact that the party which declared Fascism to be
its ideology and aim was Fine Gael.  And his suggestion that the Blueshirt
movement was "parochial" (by which I assume he means 'backwoods') is very
misleading indeed.  Two of the leading academics of the time, Michael Tierney and
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James Hogan, were among the active leaders of the Irish Fascist movement.
 But Professor Garvin's misrepresentation of history is mild compared with that

 of the London Times on 14th August 1995, which illustrated an article on Fascism
 with a large photo of De Valera and Mussolini in 1939, and the caption was:

 "Irish premier Eamon de Valera (in silk hat, third from left) with Fascists in
 Rome in 1939;  under his 1937 constitution he styled himself Taoiseach in
 imitation of Duce".

 Thus the leader of the Anti-Fascist Party is conjured into the leader of Irish
 Fascism.  And there was no protest from the History Departments of the Irish
 Universities.  (In fact De Valera was in Rome for the Coronation of Pius XII and
 spent most of his time at the Vatican.  He had a brief formal meeting with Mussolini,
 as was customary for statesmen visiting the Vatican, and he gave the British Prime
 Minister a report of it on his way home.)

 Professor Garvin characterises the IRA as the "truly fascist" party because of its
 "hatred of free speech" (unreferenced) and its alliance with Germany.  He does not
 show that its connection with Germany was anything other than military.  It was as
 far as I know only a connection with its enemy's enemy, without ideological
 alignment.  The ideological Fascism was in Fine Gael, with which the IRA had no
 ideological affinity.  And if the military connection is sufficient to make the IRA
 Fascist, what are we to say of the support, military and political, that Britain gave
 the Nazi regime from 1933 to 1938, even though it was supposed to be the guarantor
 of the Versailles Treaty?

 A body of Republican volunteers that went to Spain to fight against Franco was
 very much more effective than the body of Fine Gael volunteers that went to fight
 for him.

 *

 I had long been interested in what might be termed the 'pre-history of Fascism'
 in England, but my determination to produce something concrete on the matter
 crystallised when Athol Books was offered Professor Manuel Sarkisyanz's Hitler's
 English Inspirers to translate and publish.  (It appeared in 2003.)  The author's thesis
 was that important elements which went into the making Nazism—such as social
 uniformity, class deference, national superiority, critical double standards, social
 darwinism, racism, imperialism, xenophobia, genocide—had first been pioneered
 and made 'respectable' in the public life of England and its Empire which saw itself
 as setting standards for the world.  And he gives ample chapter and verse to prove
 his case.  Whilst the Professor does detail the English fascists of the inter-war period,
 he is clear that Hitler's inspiration came not from these, but from politicians,
 academics and philosophers of the mainstream.  Many of the people he mentions are
 only remembered as names these days, if that.  But, while the people may be gone,
 their legacy remains embedded in current British culture and attitudes.  Taking a
 closer look at these people is vital to understanding the present—and influencing
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future developments.
 In a review of Manuel Sarkisyanz's book in 2004 I wrote:

"Hitler's inspiration was England, rather than any particular line of
Englishmen.  The English who declared themselves Fascist influenced him
least of all.  Hitler looked to the mainstream rather than the fringe, and to
actions rather than words—although he specifically acknowledged his debt to
the English war propaganda in the use of words.  The English writers and
politicians particularly singled out by Sarkisyanz are Burke, Carlyle, Disraeli,
Baden-Powell, Churchill, Curzon, Milner, Kingsley, Kipling, Neville
Chamberlain, G.B. Shaw and H.G. Wells" (p8 Irish Political Review, February
2004).

What is virtually unique about Sarkisyanz's work is the way he applies the
critical methods, normally applied by British writers to other countries, to England
itself.  The English are quite unselfconscious about the way they apply moral
standards to the conduct of other countries, whilst viewing their own actions
pragmatically.  But Sarkisyanz will have none of this.  He assesses the conduct of
the Anglo-Saxon world from a rigorously democratic and humanist standpoint—
and rejects contemptuously the idea that a civilising mission could justify the havoc
that was wreaked around the world in the name of progress.

He understands very well that this is more than a matter of academic importance.
The English modus operandi has a disabling effect upon other countries which are
induced to view their past in this light.  Two examples spring to mind immediately:
Germany and Ireland.  Burdened with the Nazi legacy which is seen outside the
context of standards set by the Anglo-Saxon world down the centuries, Germany
has been unable to play its due part in Europe.  (Indeed, guilt for what Hitler did to
European Jewry even today prevents Germany judging the actions of Israel in
Palestine by the same standards by which it views its own past.)  And Ireland is now
being reintegrated into the British sphere by an English-inspired critique of its
recent past.

While what Professor Sarkisyanz has done is invaluable in drawing attention to
the precursors of Fascism and in exposing English humbug, I felt that there was still
more to be said on the question of Fascism.  Above all, I feel it is important to analyse
the various components which can go into its making.

*

Supposing England had lost this Great War of its own making, and had been
treated as it treated Germany—losing its overseas markets and its Empire and
subjected to penalties which expropriated most of its domestic products, and its
monarchy abolished—it is highly improbable that its mode of Parliamentary
government through party-political conflict of two essentially patriarchal parties
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would have continued.  Its existential crisis would have been as great as that which
 it imposed on Germany and its economic crisis would have been even greater as its
 dependence on exploiting the material resources of the world was greater.

 In these circumstances it is probable that there would have been a great
 proliferation of parties, each reflecting some particular grievance or interest, and
 that the hegemonic authority which had always existed behind the display of party
 conflict would have evaporated.

 And, supposing that there was a development in accordance with Churchill's
 wishes—and order and a sense of national well-being was restored by an English
 Fascist movement—the body of literature which I outline here would form part of
 the literature of that movement.  There would be no need to create a new body of
 literature for it.  The intellectual inheritance of Fascism in England would consist
 in great part of the literature of:  the 18th century aristocracy;  of the war against the
 French Revolution;  of the middle-class democracy of the 1832 Reform;  of the
 globalist economic development beginning with the war to compel the Chinese
 State to allow its subjects to purchase English opium;  and of the populist
 Imperialism of the late 19th-early 20th centuries which was the precondition of
 social welfare reform.

 (The pre-history of Fascism in Germany has been dwelt upon in infinite detail
 by English writers.  Features of German life before 1933 which were also features
 of the Nazi state were sought out and mulled over.  Lists of Germans whose influence
 was conducive to Fascism were drawn up, but the thing was done with little
 objectivity and different writers drew up different lists.  For example, Fichte, the
 philosopher, and Bismarck, the statesman, might appear either in the lineage of
 Fascism or in the token group of 'good Germans'.

 Unless one believes in some very strict order of determinism in human affairs,
 the possibility must be allowed that a different course of political action at certain
 junctures between 1919 and 1933 might have brought about a continuation of the
 Weimar Republic.  But the pre-history of Fascism, that has been written about so
 extensively, would still have existed even though it did not happen to culminate in
 the Fascist state.  And, if Fascism is not to be explained in terms of the political crisis
 which threw up the Fascist State, and the prior history of the society over many
 generations is to be invoked, I do not see what reasonable objection there can be to
 the idea of the pre-history of Fascism in England.)

 Fascism would be a drawing together in concentrated form of features which had
 always formed a substantial part of the regime of the Glorious Revolution in
 England.  That is what I mean by describing this collection of material by
 mainstream English writers as the pre-history of Fascism.  (What appears here is a
 very small selection from the pre-Fascist English intellectual heritage, due to
 constraints of space.  I'm proposing to return to the matter in a further publication.)

 Where the basic authority of the State has to be restored against the chaos of
 anarchic democracy, that is where Fascism arises.  Ever since the English State was
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put on a secure footing over three centuries ago, the maintenance of its authority,
partly by use of force and partly by the inculcation of deference in the populace, has
been given absolute priority.  What is called democracy—but which Rousseau
would not recognise as democracy at all—was gradually introduced in the form of
incremental enlargements of the electoral franchise in the course of many generations,
in such a way that the pre-existing structures of authority remained intact.

Authority was not established by this democracy.  Edmund Burke thought it a
mad idea that it might be.  What happened was that authority introduced a kind of
democracy amongst a deferential populace which had been so habituated to the
authority of the state as to be scarcely aware of it.  And the era of democratic reform
in England was also the era of the most intensive militarism and Imperialism.  And
those in authority took it to be self-evident that militaristic Imperialism was a
precondition of safe democratisation, with the result that the democracy of the
British State almost unconsciously took militaristic Imperialism as part of the
natural order of English affairs.  And the condition of this democracy, as democracy,
is brought out by the fact that the electorate now has to be badgered into voting, and
it is being seriously considered that they should be enabled to do so as part of their
shopping.

Fascism is part of the history of Capitalism.  While capitalism as a system was
under threat by reason of the elemental forces generated and unleashed by England's
Great War for civilisation, Fascism was accepted as part of the legitimate order of
civilisation.  That is to say, capitalist or semi-capitalist States which did not
confporm to liberal-democratic norms wrere tolerated.  But, when the threat to
capitalism as a world system ended with the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1990,
the restraint which had been imposed on the militaristic centre of global capitalism—
Ameranglia, the US-UK—no longer applied.  Today we live in the era of democratic
imperialism, when any State which is not ruled in the same way as Britain and
America are governed is declared to be a legitimate target.  What Anthony Eden
thought he was right in doing in 1956 has now become unquestionably right.  A
moral right has been asserted to invade States which deviate from what Ameranglia
holds to be the democratic norm.  Targets are chosen in accordance with the
expedience of the moment.  States which serve the interest, for the moment, of
advancing Ameranglian global dominance are temporarily safe.  But they are
legitimate targets under the new morality, no less than the States listed in George
Bush's "Axis of Evil".

The old, mindless view of Fascism will no longer do for anybody who does not
want to be implicated in militaristic imperialism.  A realistic critical understanding
of the subject is required.

Brendan Clifford
October 2005
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Edmund Burke
 [Burke's Reflections (1790) was a pre-emptive strike against a democratic movement
 in England, inspired by the French Revolution, rather than a survey of French affairs.
 It hinged on the interpretation of the Glorious Revolution, which, the Revolution
 Society saw as being essentially of a kind with the Revolution in France, and which
 Burke depicted as being no more than a minor variation in the structure of established
 authority.

 His Regicide Peace (1796-7) was directed against feelers put out by the Prime
 Minister, Pitt the Younger, to see if it was possible to make a negotiated peace with
 France.  Burke was vehemently of the opinion that peace should be pursued by means
 of total war, and that French ideas at home should be dealt with by the police as well as
 by a mixture of reasoned and rhetorical denunciation.

 These pamphlets were immensely influential in their time and for generations
 afterwards.  The Reflections remains one of the classics of English political literature.
 I can think of nothing else that compares with it for enduring popularity and influence.
 The Regicide Peace eventually fell into disfavour because of its strong similarity with
 the Fascist literature which it anticipated.  But I would not say that its influence is
 spent.  BC]

 Reflections On The Revolution In France
 …The effect of liberty to individuals is that they may do what they please :  We

 ought to see what it will please them to do, before we risk congratulations, which
 may be soon turned into complaints.  Prudence would dictate this in the case of
 separate, insulated, private men ;  but liberty, when men act in bodies, is power.
 Considerate people, before they declare themselves, will observe the use which is
 made of power ;  and particularly of so trying a thing as new power in new persons,
 of whose principles, tempers, and dispositions, they have little or no experience, and
 in situations where those who appear the most stirring in the scene may possibly not
 be the real movers.

 All these considerations however were below the transcendental dignity of the
 Revolution Society…

 On the forenoon of the 4th of November last, Doctor Richard Price, a non-
 conforming minister of eminence, preached at the dissenting meeting-house of Old
 Jewry, to his club or society, a very extraordinary miscellaneous sermon…

 That sermon is in a strain which I believe has not been heard in this kingdom, in
 any of the pulpits which are tolerated or encouraged in it, since the year 1648; when
 a predecessor of Dr. Price, the Reverend Hugh Peters, made the vault of the king’s
 own chapel at St. James’s ring with the honour and privilege of the Saints, who, with
 the “high praises of God in their mouths, and a two-edged sword in their hands, were
 to execute judgment on the heathen, and punishments upon the people ;  to bind their
 kings with chains, and their nobles with fetters of iron” [Psalm cxlix]…  Few
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harangues from the pulpit… have ever breathed less of the spirit of moderation…
No sound ought to be heard in the church but the healing voice of Christian charity.
The cause of civil liberty and civil government gains as little as that of religion by
this confusion of duties.  Those who quit their proper character, to assume what does
not belong to them, are, for the greater part, ignorant both of the character they leave,
and of the character they assume.  Wholly unacquainted with the world in which
they are so fond of meddling, and inexperienced in all its affairs, on which they
pronounce with so much confidence, they have nothing of politics but the passions
they excite…

…the political Divine proceeds dogmatically to assert, that by the principles of
the Revolution, the people of England have acquired three fundamental rights, all
which, with him, compose one system, and lie together in one short sentence ;
namely, that we have acquired the right

1. “To choose our own governors.”
2.  “To cashier them for misconduct.”
3.  “To frame a government for ourselves”.

This new, and hitherto unheard-of, bill of rights, though made in the name of the
whole people, belongs to those gentlemen and their faction only.  The body of the
people of England have no share in it.  They utterly disclaim it.  They will resist the
practical assertion of it with their lives and fortunes.  They are bound to do so by the
laws of their country, made at the time of that very Revolution which is appealed
to in favour of fictitious rights claimed by the Society which abuses its name.

The gentlemen of the Old Jewry, in all their reasonings on the Revolution of
1688, have a Revolution which happened in England about forty years before, and
the late French Revolution, so much before their eyes, and in their hearts, that they
are constantly confounding all three together…

Unquestionably there was at the Revolution, in the person of King William, a
small and a temporary deviation from the strict order of a regular hereditary
succession…  If ever there was a time favourable for establishing the principle, that
a king of popular choice was the only legal king, without all doubt it was at the
Revolution.  Its not being done at that time is a proof that the nation was of opinion
it ought not to be done at any time.  There is no person so completely ignorant of
our history, as not to know, that the majority in parliament of both parties were so
little disposed to any thing resembling that principle, that at first they were
determined to place the vacant crown, not on the head of the prince of Orange, but
on that of his wife Mary, daughter of King James, the eldest born of the issue of that
King…  It would be to repeat a very trite story, to recall to your memory all those
circumstances which demonstrated that their accepting King William was not
properly a choice ;  but, to all those who did not wish, in effect, to recall King James,
or to deluge their country with blood, and again bring their religion, laws, and
liberties into the peril they had just escaped, it was an act of necessity, in the strictest
moral sense in which necessity can be taken …
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The second claim of the Revolution Society is “a right of cashiering their
 governors for misconduct”…

 No government could stand a moment, if it could be blown down with anything
 so loose and indefinite as an opinion of “misconduct”.   They who led the
 Revolution, grounded the virtual abdication of King James upon no such light and
 uncertain principle.  They charged him with nothing less than a design, confirmed
 by a multitude of illegal overt acts, to subvert the Protestant church and state, and
 their fundamental, unquestionable laws and liberties :  they charged him with having
 broken the original contract between king and people.  This was more than
 misconduct.  A grave and overruling necessity obliged them to take the step they
 took, and took with infinite reluctance, as under that most rigorous of all laws.  Their
 trust for the future preservation of the constitution was not in future revolutions…
 They left the crown what, in the eye and estimation of law, it had ever been, perfectly
 irresponsible…

 Kings, in one sense, are absolutely the servants of the people, because their
 power has no other rational end than that of the general advantage ;  but it is not true
 that they are, in the ordinary sense (by our constitution, at least) any thing like
 servants ;  the essence of whose situation is to obey the commands of some other,
 and to be removeable at pleasure.  But the king of Great Britain obeys no other
 person;  and all other persons are individually, and collectively too, under him, and
 owe to him legal obedience…

 Ill would our ancestors at the Revolution have deserved their fame for wisdom,
 if they had found no security for their freedom, but in rendering their government
 feeble in its operations, and precarious in its tenure ;  if they had been able to contrive
 no better remedy against arbitrary power than civil confusion…

 The ceremony of cashiering kings, of which these gentlemen talk so much at their
 ease, can rarely, if ever, be performed without force.  It then becomes a case of war,
 and not of constitution…

 …The Revolution was made to preserve our antient, indisputable laws and
 liberties, and that antient constitution of government which is our only security for
 law and liberty…  The very idea of the fabrication of a new government is enough
 to fill us with disgust and horror.  We wished at the period of the Revolution, and
 do now wish, to derive all we possess as an inheritance from our forefathers…  All
 the reformations we have hitherto made, have proceeded upon the principle of
 reference to antiquity…

 This policy appears to me to be the result of profound reflection ;  or rather the
 happy effect of following nature, which is wisdom without reflection, and above it.
 A spirit of innovation is generally the result of a selfish temper and confined views.
 People will not look forward to posterity, who never look backward to their
 ancestors.  Besides, the people of England well know, that the idea of inheritance
 furnishes a sure principle of conservation, and a sure principle of transmission ;
 without at all excluding a principle of improvement…  The institutions of policy, the
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goods of fortune, the gifts of Providence, are handed down, to us and from us, in the
same course and order.  Our political system is placed in a just correspondence and
symmetry with the order of the world, and with the mode of existence decreed to a
permanent body composed of transitory parts…

Through the same plan of a conformity to nature in our artificial institutions, and
by calling in the aid of her unerring and powerful instincts, to fortify the fallible and
feeble contrivances of our reason, we have derived several other, and those no small
benefits, from considering our liberties in the light of an inheritance.  Always acting
as if in the presence of canonized forefathers, the spirit of freedom, leading in itself
to misrule and excess, is tempered with an awful gravity…

The chancellor of France at the opening of the states, said, in a tone of oratorical
flourish, that all occupations were honourable.  If he meant only, that no honest
employment was disgraceful, he would not have gone beyond the truth.  But in
asserting that any thing is honourable, we imply some distinction in its favour.  The
occupation of an hair-dresser, or of a working tallow-chandler, cannot be a matter
of honour to any person—to say nothing of a number of other more servile
employments.  Such descriptions of men ought not to suffer oppression from the
state ;  but the state suffers oppression, if such as they, either individually or
collectively, are permitted to rule.  In this you think you are combating prejudice,
but you are at war with nature*…

It is said, that twenty-four millions ought to prevail over two hundred thousand.
True ;  if the constitution of a kingdom be a problem of arithmetic.  This sort of
discourse does well enough with the lamp-post for its second :  to men who may
reason calmly, it is ridiculous.  The will of the many, and their interest, must very
often differ ;  and great will be the difference when they make an evil choice…

…the age of chivalry is gone. That of sophisters, economists, and calculators,
has succeeded ;  and the glory of Europe is extinguished for ever.  Never, never more
shall we behold that generous loyalty to rank and sex, that proud submission, that

*  Ecclesiasticus, chap. xxxviii. verses 24, 25. “The wisdom of a learned man cometh by
opportunity of leisure ;  and he that hath little business shall become wise.”—“How can
he get wisdom that holdeth the plough, and that glorieth in the goad ;  that driveth oxen ;
and is occupied in their labours ;  and whose talk is of bullocks?”

Ver. 27.  “So every carpenter and work-master that laboureth night and day,” &c.
Ver. 33. “They shall not be sought for in public counsel, nor sit high in the congregation

:  They shall not sit on the judge’s seat, nor understand the sentence of judgment ;  they
cannot declare justice and judgment, and they shall not be found where parables are
spoken.”

Ver. 34. “But they will maintain the state of the world.”
I do not determine whether this book be canonical, as the Gallican church (till lately)

has considered it, or apocryphal, as here is taken.  I am sure it contains a great deal of
sense and truth.
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dignified obedience, that subordination of the heart, which kept alive, even in
 servitude itself, the spirit of an exalted freedom.  The unbought grace of life, the
 cheap defence of nations, the nurse of manly sentiment and heroic enterprise, is
 gone.  It is gone, that sensibility of principle, that charity of honour, which felt a stain
 like a wound, which inspired courage whilst it mitigated ferocity, which ennobled
 whatever it touched, and under which vice itself lost half of its evil, by losing all its
 grossness…

 This mixed system of opinion and sentiment had its origin in the antient chivalry
 ;  and the principle, though varied in its appearance by the varying state of human
 affairs, subsisted and influenced through a long succession of generations, even to
 the time we live.  If it should ever be totally extinguished, the loss I fear will be great.
 It is this which has given its character to modern Europe.  It is this which has
 distinguished it under all its forms of government, and distinguished it to its
 advantage, from the states of Asia, and possibly from those states which flourished
 in the most brilliant periods of the antique world.  It was this, which, without
 confounding ranks, had produced a noble equality, and handed it down through all
 the gradations of social life.  It was this opinion which mitigated kings into
 companions and raised private men to be fellows with kings.  Without force or
 opposition, it subdued the fierceness of pride and power ;  it obliged sovereigns to
 submit to the soft collar of social esteem, compelled stern authority to submit to
 elegance, and gave a domination vanquisher of laws, to be subdued by manners.

 But now all is to be changed.  All the pleasing illusions, which made power gentle
 and obedience liberal, which harmonized the different shades of life, and which, by
 a bland assimilation, incorporated into politics the sentiments which beautify and
 soften private society, are to be dissolved by this new conquering empire of light and
 reason. All the decent drapery of life is to be rudely torn off.  All the super-added
 ideas, furnished from the wardrobe of a moral imagination, which the heart owns,
 and the understanding ratifies, as necessary to cover the defects of our naked,
 shivering nature, and to raise it to dignity in our own estimation, are to be exploded
 as a ridiculous, absurd, and antiquated fashion.

 On this scheme of things, a king is but a man, a queen is but a woman ;  a woman
 is but an animal ;  and an animal not of the highest order…

 On the scheme of this barbarous philosophy, which is the offspring of cold hearts
 and muddy understandings, and which is as void of solid wisdom as it is destitute
 of all taste and elegance, laws are to be supported only by their own terrors, and by
 the concern, which each individual may find in them, from his own private
 speculations, or can spare to them from his own private interests…  Nothing is left
 which engages the affections on the part of the commonwealth.  On the principles
 of this mechanic philosophy, our institutions can never be embodied, if I may use
 the expression, in persons ;  so as to create in us love, veneration, admiration, or
 attachment.  But that sort of reason which banishes the affections is incapable of
 filling their place…

 But power, of some kind or other, will survive the shock in which manners and
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opinions perish ;  and it will find other and worse means for its support…
…Nothing is more certain, than that our manners, our civilization, and all the

good things which are connected with manners and with civilization, have, in this
European world of ours, depended for ages upon two principles ;  and were indeed
the result of both combined ;  I mean the spirit of a gentleman, and the spirit of
religion…

If, as I suspect, modern letters owe more than they are always willing to own to
antient manners, so do other interests which we value full as much as they are worth.
Even commerce, and trade, and manufacture, the gods of our economical politicians,
are themselves perhaps but creatures ;  are themselves but effects, which, as first
causes, we choose to worship…  Where trade and manufacturers are wanting to a
people, and the spirit of nobility and religion remains, sentiment supplies, and not
always ill supplies their place ;  but if commerce and the arts should be lost in an
experiment to try how well a state may stand without these old fundamental
principles, what sort of a thing must be a nation of gross, stupid, ferocious, and, at
the same time, poor and sordid, barbarians, destitute of religion, honour, or manly
pride, possessing nothing at present, and hoping for nothing hereafter?…

…Thanks to our sullen resistance to innovation, thanks to the cold sluggishness
of our national character, we still bear the stamp of our forefathers.  We have not (as
I conceive) lost the generosity and dignity of thinking of the fourteenth century ;  nor
as yet have we subtilized ourselves into savages.  We are not the converts of
Rousseau ;  we are not the disciples of Voltaire ;  Helvetius has made no progress
amongst us.  Atheists are not our preachers ;  madmen are not our lawgivers.  We
know that we have made no discoveries, and we think that no discoveries are to be
made, in morality ;  nor many in the great principles of government, nor in the ideas
of liberty, which were understood long before we were born…  In England we have
not yet been completely embowelled of our natural entrails…  We fear God ;  we
look up with awe to kings ;  with affection to parliaments ;  with duty to magistrates;
with reverence to priests ;  and with respect to nobility.  Why ?  Because when such
ideas are brought before our minds, it is natural to be so affected ;  because all other
feelings are false and spurious…

…All persons possessing any portion of power ought to be strongly and awfully
impressed with an idea that they act in trust…

This principle ought even to be more strongly impressed upon the minds of those
who compose the collective sovereignty, than upon those of single princes.  Without
instruments, these princes can do nothing.  Whoever uses instruments, in finding
helps, finds also impediments…  But where popular authority is absolute and
unrestrained, the people have an infinitely greater… confidence in their own power.
They are themselves, in a great measure, their own instruments.  They are nearer to
their objects.  Besides, they are less under responsibility to one of the greatest
controlling powers on earth, the sense of fame and estimation.  The share of infamy,
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that is likely to fall to the lot of each individual in public acts, is small indeed ;  the
 operation of opinion being in the inverse ratio to the number of those who abuse
 power.  Their own approbation of their own acts has to them the appearance of a
 public judgment in their favour.  A perfect democracy is therefore the most
 shameless thing in the world.  As it is the most shameless, it is also the most fearless.
 No man apprehends in his person that he can be made subject to punishment.
 Certainly the people at large never ought :  for as all punishments are for example
 towards the conservation of the people at large, the people at large can never
 become the subject of punishment by any human hand.  It is therefore of infinite
 importance that they should not be suffered to imagine that their will, any more than
 that of kings, is the standard of right and wrong…

 …By the vast debt of France a great monied interest has insensibly grown up,
 and with it a great power…

 The monied property was long looked on with rather an evil eye by the people.
 They saw it connected with their distresses, and aggravating them.  It was no less
 envied by the old landed interests, partly for the same reasons that rendered it
 obnoxious to the people, but much more so as it eclipsed, by the splendour of an
 ostentatious luxury, the unendowed pedigrees and naked titles of several among
 the nobility…  In the mean time, the pride of the wealthy men, not noble or newly
 noble, increased with its cause.  They felt with resentment an inferiority, the
 grounds of which they did not acknowledge.  There was no measure to which they
 were not willing to lend themselves, in order to be revenged of the outrages of this
 rival pride, and to exalt their wealth to what they considered as its natural rank and
 estimation.  They struck at the nobility through the crown and the church…

 In this state of real, though not always perceived, warfare between the noble
 ancient landed interest and the new monied interest, the greatest because the most
 applicable strength was in the hands of the latter.  The monied interest is in its nature
 more ready for any adventure…

 Along with the monied interest, a new description of men had grown up, with
 whom that interest soon formed a close and marked union ;  I mean the political
 Men of Letters.  Men of Letters, fond of distinguishing themselves, are rarely
 averse to innovation.  Since the decline of the life and greatness of Louis the XIVth,
 they were not so much cultivated… by… the crown…  What they lost in the old
 court protection, they endeavoured to make up by joining in a sort of incorporation
 of their own ;  to which the two academies of France, and afterwards, the vast
 undertaking of the Encyclopædia, carried on by a society of these gentlemen, did
 not a little contribute.

 The literary cabal… formed something like a regular plan for the destruction
 of the Christian religion.  This object they pursued with a degree of zeal which
 hitherto had been discovered only in the propagators of some system of piety.  They
 were possessed with a spirit of proselytism in the most fanatical degree ;  and from
 thence, by an easy progress, with the spirit of persecution according to their
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means…
Writers, especially when they act in a body, and with one direction, have great

influence on the publick mind ;  the alliance, therefore, of these writers with the
monied interest had no small effect in removing the popular odium and envy which
attended that species of wealth… They became a sort of demagogues.  They served
as a link to unite, in favour of one object, obnoxious wealth to restless and desperate
poverty…

I reprobate no form of government merely upon abstract principles.  There may
be situations in which the purely democratic form will become necessary.  There
may be some (very few, and very particularly circumstanced) where it would be
clearly desireable.  This I do not take to be the case of France, or of any other great
country.  Until now, we have seen no examples of considerable democracies.  The
antients were better acquainted with them.  Not being wholly unread in the authors,
who had seen the most of those constitutions, and who best understood them, I
cannot help concurring with their opinion, that an absolute democracy, no more than
absolute monarchy, is to be reckoned among the legitimate forms of government.
They think it rather the corruption and degeneracy, than the sound constitution of
a republic.  If I recollect rightly, Aristotle observes, that a democracy has many
striking forms of resemblance with a tyranny…

Nations are wading deeper and deeper into an ocean of boundless debt.  Public
debts, which at first were a security to governments, by interesting many in the
public tranquillity, are likely in their excess to become the means of their subversion.
If governments provide for these debts by heavy impositions, they perish by
becoming odious to the people.  If they do not provide for them, they will be undone
by the efforts of the most dangerous of all parties; I mean an extensive, discontented
monied interest, injured and not destroyed.  The men who compose this interest look
for their security, in the first instance, to the fidelity of government ;  in the second,
to its power.  If they find the old governments effete, worn out… they may seek new
ones that shall be possessed of more energy; and this energy will be derived, not
from an acquisition of resources, but from a contempt of justice… …

…I cannot conceive how any man can have brought himself to that pitch of
presumption, to consider his country as nothing but carte blanche, upon which he
may scribble whatever he pleases.  A man full of warm, speculative benevolence
may wish his society otherwise constituted than he finds it ;  but a good patriot, and
a true politician, always considers how he shall make the most of the existing
materials of his country.  A disposition to preserve, and an ability to improve, taken
together, would be my standard of a statesman.  Everything else is vulgar in the
conception, perilous in the execution.

…A politician, to do great things, looks for a power, what our workmen call a
purchase…  In the monastic institutions, in my opinion, was found a great power
for the mechanism of politic benevolence.  There were revenues with a public
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direction ;  there were men wholly set apart and dedicated to public purposes…  In
 vain shall a man look to the possibility of making such things when he wants them.
 The winds blow as they list.  These institutions are the products of enthusiasm ;  they
 are the instruments of wisdom.  Wisdom cannot create materials ;  they are the gifts
 of nature or of chance ;  her pride is in the use.  The perennial existence of bodies
 corporate and their fortunes, are things particularly suited to a man who has long
 views ;  who meditates designs that require time in fashioning ;  and which propose
 duration when they are accomplished.  He is not deserving… even to be mentioned
 in the order of great statesmen, who, having obtained the command and direction of
 such a power as existed in the wealth, the discipline, and the habits of such
 corporations, as those which you have rashly destroyed, cannot find a way of
 converting it to the great and lasting benefit of his country…  To destroy any power,
 growing wild from the rank productive force of the human mind, is almost
 tantamount, in the moral world, to the destruction of the apparently active properties
 of bodies in the material.  It would be like the attempt to destroy (if it were in our
 competence to destroy)… the power of steam, or of electricity, or of magnetism…

 But the institutions savour of superstition in their very principle…  This I do not
 mean to dispute; but this ought not to hinder you from deriving from superstition
 itself any resources which may thence be furnished for the public advantage.  You
 derive benefits from many dispositions and many passions of the human mind,
 which are of as doubtful a colour, in the moral eye, as superstition itself…  But is
 superstition the greatest of all possible vices ?  In its possible excess I think it
 becomes a very great evil.  It is, however, a moral subject ;  and of course admits of
 all degrees and all modifications.  Superstition is the religion of feeble minds ;  and
 they must be tolerated in an intermixture of it, in some trifling or some enthusiastic
 shape or other, else you will deprive weak minds of a resource found necessary to
 the strongest…

 …Those whose principle it is to despise the antient, permanent sense of mankind,
 and to set up a scheme of society on new principles, must naturally expect that such
 of us who think better of the judgment of the human race than of theirs, should
 consider both them and their devices, as men and schemes upon their trial.  They
 must take it for granted that we attend much to their reason, but not at all to their
 authority.  They have not one of the great influencing prejudices of mankind in their
 favour… …

 [Reflections On The Revolution In France, and on the proceedings in certain socieeties in
 London relative to that event:  in a Letter intended to have been sent to a gentleman in
 Paris.  November 1790.  The pamphlet is continuous from first word to last, without
 chapter breaks or sub-headings, and is 250 pages long in the edition I use:  Anchor Books,
 1973, where it is bound with Tom Paine's Rights Of Man.  The extracts I have given are,
 in that edition, from pages 20-27, 28-9, 38-9, 41-8, 62, 64, 89-92, 99, 106, 109, 122-4,
 126, 138, 170, 172-4, 179.]
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On The Regicide Peace
…I am not quite of the mind of those speculators, who seem assured, that

necessarily, and by the constitution of things, all States have the same periods of
infancy, manhood, and decrepitude, that are found in the individuals who compose
them. Parallels of this sort rather furnish similitudes to illustrate or to adorn, than
supply analogies from whence to reason.  The objects which are attempted to be
forced into an analogy are not found in the same classes of existence.  Individuals
are physical beings, subject to laws universal and invariable.  The immediate cause
acting in these laws may be obscure :  the general results are subjects of certain
calculation.  But commonwealths are not physical but moral essences.  They are
artificial combinations ;  and, in their proximate efficient cause, the arbitrary
productions of the human mind.  We are not yet acquainted with the laws which
necessarily influence the stability of that kind of work made by that kind of agent.
There is not in the physical order (with which they do not appear to hold any
assignable connexion) a distinct cause by which any of those fabrics must necessarily
grow, flourish, or decay ;  nor, in my opinion, does the moral world produce any
thing more determinate on that subject, than what may serve as an amusement
(liberal indeed, and ingenious, but still only an amusement) for speculative men.  I
doubt whether the history of mankind is yet complete enough, if ever it can be so,
to furnish grounds for a sure theory on the internal causes which necessarily affect
the fortune of a State.  I am far from denying the operation of such causes :  but they
are infinitely uncertain…

…We have seen States of considerable duration, which for ages have remained
nearly as they have begun, and could hardly be said to ebb or flow.  Some appear
to have spent their vigour at their commencement.  Some have blazed out in their
glory a little before their extinction…  At the very moment when some of them
seemed plunged in unfathomable abysses of disgrace and disaster, they have
suddenly emerged.  They have begun a new course, and opened a new reckoning…
All this has happened without any apparent previous change in the general
circumstances which had brought on their distress.  The death of a man at a critical
juncture, his disgust, his retreat, his disgrace, have brought innumerable calamities
on a whole nation.  A common soldier, a child, a girl at the door of an inn, have
changed the face of fortune, and almost of Nature.

…This fall of the [French] Monarchy was far from being preceded by any
exterior symptoms of decline…  It fell without any of those vices in the Monarch,
which have sometimes been the causes of the fall of kingdoms…  The financial
difficulties were only pretexts and instruments of those who accomplished the ruin
of that Monarchy.  They were not the causes of it.

Deprived of the old Government, deprived in a manner of all Government,
France, fallen as a Monarchy, to common speculators might have appeared more
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likely to be an object of pity or insult, according to the disposition of the circumjacent
 powers, than to be the scourge and terror of them all.  But out of the tomb of the
 murdered Monarchy in France, has arisen a vast, tremendous, unformed spectre, in
 a far more terrific guise than any which ever yet have overpowered the imagination
 and subdued the fortitude of man…

 …Difficult indeed is our situation.  In all situations of difficulty men will be
 influenced in the part they take, not only by the reason of the case, but by the peculiar
 turn of their own character.  The same ways to safety do not present themselves to
 all men, nor to the same men in different tempers.  There is a courageous wisdom
 :  there is also a false reptile prudence, the result not of caution but of fear…

 The rules and definitions of prudence can rarely be exact ;  never universal.  I do
 not deny that in small truckling states a timely compromise with power has often
 been the means, and the only means, of drawling out their puny existence.  But a
 great state is too much envied, too much dreaded, to find safety in humiliation.  To
 be secure, it must be respected.  Power, and eminence, and consideration, are things
 not to be begged.  They must be commanded…

 …a principled Regicide enemy possessed of the most important part of Europe,
 and struggling for the rest :  within ourselves, a total relaxation of all authority, whilst
 a cry is raised against it, as if it were the most ferocious of all despotism…

 We are in a war of a peculiar nature.  It is not with an ordinary community, which
 is hostile or friendly as passion or as interest may veer about ;  not with a State which
 makes war through wantonness, and abandons it through lassitude.  We are at war
 with a system, which, by it’s essence, is inimical to all other Governments, and
 which makes peace or war, as peace and war may best contribute to their subversion.
 It is with an armed doctrine that we are at war.  It has, by it’s essence, a faction of
 opinion, and of interest, and of enthusiasm, in every country.  To us it is a Colossus
 which bestrides our channel.  It has one foot on a foreign shore, the other upon the
 British soil.  Thus advantaged, if it can at all exist, it must finally prevail.  Nothing
 can so compleatly ruin any of the old Governments, ours in particular, as the
 acknowledgment, directly or by implication, of any kind of superiority in this new
 power.  This acknowledgment we make, if in a bad or doubtful situation of our
 affairs, we solicit peace…

 It is laid in the unalterable constitution of things—none can aspire to act greatly,
 but those who are of force greatly to suffer…

 …I do not know a more mortifying spectacle, than to see the assembled majesty
 of the crowned heads of Europe waiting as patient suitors in the antechamber of
 Regicide.  They wait, it seems, until the sanguinary tyrant Carnot shall have snorted
 away the fumes of the indigested blood of his Sovereign.  Then, when, sunk on the
 down of usurped pomp, he shall have sufficiently indulged his meditations, with
 what Monarch he shall next glut his ravening maw, he may condescend to signify…

 If the general disposition of the people be, as I hear it is, for an immediate peace
 with Regicide, without so much as considering our publick and solemn engagements
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to the party in France whose cause we had espoused…, it is all over with us.  It is
strange, but it may be true, that as the danger from Jacobinism is increased in my
eyes and in yours, the fear of it is lessened in the eyes of many people who formerly
regarded it with horror…

In matters of State, a constitutional competence to act is in many cases the
smallest part of the question.  Without disputing… the sole competence of the King
and the Parliament, each in it’s province, to decide on war and peace, I venture to
say, no war can be long carried on against the will of the people.  This war, in
particular, cannot be carried on unless they are enthusiastically in favour of it.
Acquiescence will not do.  There must be zeal.  Universal zeal in such a cause, and
at such a time as this is, cannot be looked for ;  neither is it necessary.  A zeal in the
larger part carries the force of the whole…

It cannot be concealed—we are a divided people…  I have often endeavoured
to compute and to class those who, in any political view, are to be called the
people…  In England and Scotland, I compute that those of adult age, not declining
in life, of tolerable leisure for such discussions, and of some means of information,
more or less, and who are above menial dependence… may amount to about four
hundred thousand.  There is such a thing as a natural representative of the people.
This body is that representative ;  and on this body, more than on the legal
constituent, the artificial representative depends.  This is the British publick…

Of these four hundred thousand political citizens, I look upon one fifth, or about
eighty thousand, to be pure Jacobins ;  utterly incapable of amendment ;  objects of
eternal vigilance…

This minority is great and formidable.  I do not know whether if I aimed at the
total overthrow of a kingdom I should wish to be encumbered with a larger body of
partizans…

The majority, the other four fifths, is perfectly sound ;  and of the best possible
disposition to religion, to government, to the true and undivided interest of their
country.  Such men are naturally disposed to peace.  They who are in possession of
all they wish are languid and improvident…

I call a commonwealth Regicide, which lays it down as a fixed law of nature, and
a fundamental right of man, that all government, not being a democracy, is an
usurpation;  that all Kings, as such, are usurpers, and for being Kings, may and ought
to be put to death, with their wives, families, and adherents…

As to war, if it be the means of wrong and violence, it is the sole means of justice
amongst nations.  Nothing can banish it from the world.  They who say otherwise,
intending to impose upon us, do not impose upon themselves…

[Two Letters Addressed to A Member of the Present Parliament,
on the Proposals for Peace with the Regicide Directory of France.

Letter 1: On the Overtures of Peace.  Letter 2: On the Genius and Character
of the French Revolution as it regards other Nations.]
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Macaulay
 [Thomas Babington Macaulay (1800-1859) was the ideologist of the transition of the
 aristocratic Whig Party into the middle class Liberal Party after the 1832 Reform.  He
 later became Lord Macaulay, but he was still seen as upstart middle class by the top
 people in 1840.  The Times  referred to him as Mr. Babbletongue and said one of the
 Queen's pet monkeys was as fit to be Secretary for War as he was.  But, with this
 speech to the Commons on 7th April 1840, he established himself amongst the
 Imperialist elite.  His nephew and biographer, George Otto Trevelyan, wrote:  "Macaulay
 achieved a brilliant and undoubted success in an oration crowned by a noble tribute to
 the majestic of the British flag—quite incomparable as the sort of rhetoric which goes
 straight to the heart of the British House of Commons".

 And the War?  Its purpose was to compel the Chinese state to allow British
 merchants to sell opium in China.  They had been doing so for a generation in defiance
 of a Chinese law prohibiting it, and took it that this established a customary right to do
 so, and when Chinese officials manhandled some of the drug peddlers, that was treated
 as a reason for war.  The Chinese were defeated in what was the first of a series of wars
 which opened the world to British trade.  Other Opium Wars followed, with even
 greater concessions made by China to Britain as punishment for attempts to curb the
 trade.  A British Government body in India controlled the growing of opium for the
 Chinese market, and George Orwell's father was in charge of it early in the 19th
 century.

 Macaulay is replying to a Tory motion of censure.]

 The Opium War
 1840

 …The fourth charge is, that the Ministers omitted to send to the Superintendent
 orders and powers to suppress the contraband trade, and that this omission was the
 cause of the rupture.

 Now, Sir, let me ask whether it was not notorious, when the right honourable
 Baronet was in office, that British soldiers carried on an extensive contraband trade
 with China ?  Did the right honourable Baronet and his colleagues instruct the
 Superintendent to put down that trade ?  Never.  That trade went on while the Duke
 of Wellington was at the Foreign Office.  Did the Duke of Wellington instruct the
 Superintendent to put down that trade ?  No, Sir, never.  Are then the followers of
 the right honourable Baronet, are the followers of the Duke of Wellington, prepared
 to pass a vote of censure on us for following the example of the right honourable
 Baronet and of the Duke of Wellington ?  But I am understating my case.  Since the
 present Ministers came into office, the reasons against sending out such instructions
 were much stronger than when the right honourable Baronet was in office, or when
 the Duke of Wellington was in office.  Down to the month of May 1838, my noble
 friend had good grounds for believing that the Chinese Government was about to
 legalise the trade in opium.  It is by no means easy to follow the windings of Chinese
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politics.  But, it is certain that about four years ago the whole question was taken into
serious consideration at Pekin.  The attention of the Emperor was called to the
undoubted fact, that the law which forbade the trade in opium was a dead letter.  That
law had been intended to guard against two evils, which the Chinese legislators seem
to have regarded with equal horror, the importation of a noxious drug, and the
exportation of the precious metals.  It was found, however that as many pounds of
opium came in, and that as many pounds of silver went out, as if there had been no
such law.  The only effect of the prohibition was that the people learned to think
lightly of imperial edicts, and that no part of the great sums expended in the purchase
of the forbidden luxury came into the imperial treasury.  These considerations were
set forth in a most luminous and judicious state paper, drawn by Tang Tzee,
President of the Sacrificial Offices.  I am sorry to hear that this enlightened Minister
has been turned out of office on account of his liberality :  for to be turned out of office
is, I apprehend, a much more serious misfortune in China than in England.  Tang
Tzee argued that it was unwise to attempt to exclude opium, for that, while millions
desired to have it, no law would keep it out, and that the manner in which it had long
been brought in had produced an injurious effect both on the revenues of the state
and on the morals of the people.  Opposed to Tang Tzee was Tchu Sing, a statesman
of a very different class, of a class which, I am sorry t say, is not confined to China.
Tchu Sing appears to be one of those staunch conservatives who, when they find that
a law is inefficient because it it too severe, imagine that they can make it efficient
by making it more severe still…

The question before us is therefore reduced to very narrow limits.  It is merely
this:  Ought my noble friend, in May 1838, to have sent out a despatch commanding
and empowering Captain Elliot to put down the opium trade ?  I do not think it would
have been right or wise to send out such a despatch.  Consider, Sir, with what powers
it would have been necessary to arm the Superintendent.  He must have been
authorised to arrest, to confine, to send across the sea any British subject whom he
might believe to have been concerned in introducing opium into China.  I do not deny
that, under the Act of Parliament, the Government might have invested him with this
dictatorship.  But I do say that the Government ought not lightly to invest any man
with such a dictatorship, and, that if, in consequence of directions sent out by the
Government, numerous subjects of Her Majesty had been taken into custody and
shipped off to Bengal or to England without being permitted to wind up their affairs,
this House would in all probability have called the Ministers to a strict account.  Nor
do I believe that by sending such directions the Government would have averted the
rupture which has taken place.  I will go further.  I believe that, if such directions had
been sent, we should now have been, as we are, at war with China ;  and that we
should have been at war in circumstances singularly dishonourable and disastrous.

For, Sir, suppose that the Superintendent had been authorised and commanded
by the Government to put forth an order prohibiting British subjects from trading in
opium ;  suppose that he had put forth such an order ;  how was he to enforce it ?  The
right honourable Baronet has had too much experience of public affairs to imagine
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that a lucrative trade will be suppressed by a sheet of paper and a seal.  In England
 we have a preventive service which costs us half a million a year.  We employ more
 than fifty cruisers to guard our coasts.  We have six thousand effective men whose
 business is to intercept smugglers.  And yet everybody knows that every article
 which is much desired, which is easily concealed, and which is heavily taxed, is
 smuggled into our island to a great extent.  The quantity of brandy which comes in
 without paying duty is known to be not less than six hundred thousand gallons a year.
 Some people think that the quantity of tobacco which is imported clandestinely is as
 great as the quantity which goes through the custom-houses.  Be this as it may, there
 is no doubt that the illicit importation is enormous.  It has been proved before a
 Committee of this House that not less than four millions of pounds of tobacco have
 lately been smuggled into Ireland.  And all this, observe, has been done in spite of
 the most efficient preventive service that I believe ever existed in the world.
 Consider too that the price of an ounce of opium is far, very far higher than the price
 of a pound of tobacco.  Knowing this, knowing that the whole power of King, Lords,
 and Commons cannot here put a stop to a traffic less easy, and less profitable than
 the traffic in opium, can you believe that an order prohibiting the traffic in opium
 would have been readily obeyed ?  Remember by what powerful motives both the
 buyer and the seller would have been impelled to deal with each other.  The buyer
 would have been driven to the seller by something little short of torture, by a physical
 craving as fierce and impatient as any to which our race is subject.  For, when
 stimulants of this sort have been long used, they are desired with a rage which
 resembles the rage of hunger.  The seller would have been driven to the buyer by the
 hope of vast and rapid gain.  And do you imagine that the intense appetite on one side
 for what had become a necessary of life, and on the other for riches, would have been
 appeased by a few lines signed by Charles Elliot ? …

 We cannot believe that what England with her skilfully organised fiscal system
 and her gigantic marine, has never been able to effect, will be accomplished by the
 junks which are at the command of the mandarins of China.  But… the Emperor of
 China… had a perfect right to keep out opium and to keep in silver, if he could do
 so by any means consistent with morality and public law…  But when, finding that
 they could not suppress the contraband trade by just means, they resorted to means
 flagrantly unjust, when they imprisoned our innocent countrymen, when they
 insulted our Sovereign in the person of her representative, then it became our duty
 to demand satisfaction.  Whether the opium trade be a pernicious trade is not the
 question…

 Our Lascars, people of a different colour from us, but still our fellow-subjects,
 were flung into the sea.  An English gentleman was barbarously mutilated.  And was
 this to be borne?  I am far from thinking that we ought, in our dealings with such a
 people as the Chinese, to be litigious on points of etiquette.  The place of our country
 among the nations of the world is not so mean or so ill ascertained that we need resent
 the mere impertinence, which is the effect of a very pitiable ignorance.  Conscious
 of superior power, we can bear to hear our Sovereign described as a tributary of the
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Celestial Empire.  Conscious of superior knowledge we can bear to hear ourselves
described as savages destitute of every useful art.  When our ambassadors were
required to perform a prostration, which in Europe would have been considered as
degrading, we were rather amused than irritated.  It would have been unworthy of
us to have recourse to arms on account of an uncivil phrase, or of a dispute about
ceremonies.  But this is not a question of phrases and ceremonies.  The liberties and
lives of Englishmen are at stake :  and it is fit that all nations, civilised and
uncivilised, should know that, wherever the Englishman may wander, he is
followed by the eye and guarded by the power of England.…

I was much touched… by a passage in one of Captain Elliot's despatches…  As
soon as he landed he was surrounded by his countrymen, all in an agony of distress
and despair.  The first thing which he did was to order the British flag to be brought
from his boat and planted in the balcony.  The sight immediately revived the hearts
of those who had a minute before given themselves up for lost.  I was natural that
they should look up with hope and confidence to that victorious flag.  For it
reminded them that they belonged to a country unaccustomed to defeat, to
submission, or to shame;  to a country which had exacted such reparations for the
wrongs of her children as had made the ears of all who heard of it to tingle [etc. etc.]

Robert Knox, MD, FRSE
[Robert Knox of Edinburgh was a famous and influential anatomist and zoologist.  He
began his career as an Army Surgeon and was present at Waterloo.  He then went with
the Army to the Cape and was present at the Kaffir War in 1819, and later did some
exploration in Africa.  In the mid-1820s he became a Fellow of the Royal College of
Surgeons in Edinburgh, where difficulty about getting a supply of corpses led to grave
robbing (Resurrectionism) and eventually to the Burke and Hare murders.  His
relationship with the College authorities was turbulent.  In the mid-1840s, while in
conflict with the College, he went on a lecture tour of England and delivered popular
lectures on the Races Of Men at popular education Institutes in industrial cities—
Newcastle, Manchester, Birmingham.  According to a colleague who wrote his
biography:  "From an early period in his career as an anatomical lecturer, he had
pointed out the import of the study of Race, and, after 1834, had indoctrinated the
majority of his friends with his more advanced views ;  it was in the year 1846 that he
ventured to appear on a public platform to address a non-medical audience.  In the
language of the day, these lectures caused a sensation by their novelty: (Life Of Robert
Knox by Henry Lonsdale, Macmillan, 1870, p295).  In 1930 he was the subject of a
play by James Bridie:  The Anatomist.]

Races Of Men
Preface

The work I here present to the world has cost me much thought and anxiety, the
views it contains being wholly at variance with long-received doctrines, stereotyped
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prejudices, national delusions, and a physiology and a cosmogony based on a
 fantastic myth as old at least as the Hebrew record.

 That human character, individual and national, is traceable solely to the nature
 of the race to which the individual belongs, is a statement which I know must meet
 with the sternest opposition.  It runs counter to nearly all the chronicles of events
 called histories ;  it overturns the theories of statesmen, of theologians, of
 philanthropists of all shades…  Nevertheless, that race in human affairs is everything,
 is simply a fact, the most remarkable, the most comprehensive, which philosophy
 has ever announced.  Race is everything:   literature, science, art—in a word,
 civilization, depends on it… [Preface]

 Introduction
 The morale of a race has little to do with its religion…
 Empires, monarchies, nations, are human contrivances ;  often held together by

 fraud and violence ;  Ireland, for example, and England ;  Prussia and Posen ;  Austria
 and Hungary.  Does an emeute take place in Canada?  See with what anxiety it is
 attempted to be shown in Parliament that it is not a fight of race against race!  All
 in vain!  The terrible question cannot be concealed any longer.  The savage rule of
 the Tedeschi will no longer be endured in Italy ;  the Saxon-German detests the
 Slavonian, who repays his hatred with defiance.  Long-headed statesmen, like
 Metternich and Guizot, who knew so well the nature of the races they governed,
 would fain mystify the question, ascribing the war of race to a wild spirit of
 democracy—to peripatetic agitators ;  in Ireland, to the smallness of the holdings;
 and perhaps, in Canada, to the largeness of the holdings!…

 Human history cannot be a mere chapter of accidents.  The fate of nations cannot
 always be regulated by chance ;  its literature, science, art, wealth, religion,
 language, laws, and morals, cannot surely be the result of merely accidental
 circumstances…  Setting aside all theories, I have endeavoured to view mankind as
 they now exist, divided as they are, and seem always to have been, into distinct
 races.  As the origin of these races is lost in the past, I trace them from the present
 towards the past ;  from the partially known to the totally unknown.  Well-meaning,
 timid persons dread the question of race ;  they wish it left where Pritchard did, that
 is, where Hippocrates left it.  But this cannot be.  The human mind is free to think,
 if not on the Rhine or on the Thames, at least on the Ohio and the Missouri…

 The eternal laws of nature must prevail over protocols and dynasties:  fraud,—
 that is, the law ;  and brute force—that is, the beyond, may effect much ;  have
 effected much ;  but they cannot alter nature…

 No race interests us so much as the Saxon, or as I prefer calling him, …the
 Scandanavian.  He is about to be the dominant race on earth ;  a section of the race,
 the Anglo-Saxon, has for nearly a century been all-powerful on the ocean ;  the grand
 tyrants by sea, the British ;  as the Muscovite has been the grand tyrant by land :  so
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said Napoleon, that mighty intellect, an over-match for the world…

The gold of England, and the sword of Russia, either thought invincible, could
not amalgamate the dark-haired Fleming with the Saxon-Dutchman :  700 years of
absolute possession has not advanced by a single step the amalgamation of the Irish
Celt with the Saxon-English…  Transplant him [the Celt] to another climate, a
brighter sky, a greater field, …he is still the same ;  mysterious fact…  If you seek
an explanation, go back to France ;  go back to Ireland, and you will find it there :
it is the race.  Even in… the free United States, where if a man remain a slave in mind
it is his own affair, the Celt is distinct from the Saxon to this day.  The progress of
the question of race cannot be for a moment mistaken :  the question will some day
test the strength of the “Declaration of Independence” ;  for the Celt does not
understand what we Saxons mean by independence :  a military leader he understands;
a faction-fight ;  a fortified camp, for a Capital is his delight…

With me the Anglo-Saxon in America is a Saxon, and not a native :  the Celt will
prove a Celt wherever he is born, wherever he is found.  The possible conversion of
one race into another I hold to be a statement contradicted by all history…

Culloden decided the fate, not of Scotland, as the Times has it, but of the
Caledonian Celt :  the Lowland Saxon Scotch took part against them :  Celtic Ireland
fell at the Boyne…  Sir Robert Peel's Encumbered Estate Bill aims simply at the quiet
and gradual extinction of the Celtic race in Ireland :  this is its sole aim, and it will
prove successful…  As a Saxon, I abhor all dynasties, monarchies and bayonet
governments, but this latter seems to be the only one suitable for the Celtic man…

Lecture 1:  The Scandinavian Or Saxon Race
The Saxon is fair, not because he lives in a temperate or cold climate, but because

he is a Saxon…  Climate has no influence in permanently altering the varieties or
races of men ;  destroy them, it may and does, but it cannot convert them into any
other race ;  nor can this be done even by act of parliament, which, to a thorough-
going Englishman, with all his amusing nationalities, will appear as something
amazing.  It has been tried—and failed…  The experiment has been going on already
for 700 years ;  I will concede you seven times 700 more, but this will not alter the
Celt :  no more will it change the Saxon, to whom I return.

Thoughtful, plodding, industrious beyond all other races, a lover of labour for
labour's sake ;  he cares not its amount if it be but profitable ;  large handed,
mechanical, a lover of order, of punctuality in business, of neatness and cleanliness.
In these qualities no race approaches him ;  the wealthy with him is the sole
respectable, the respectable the sole good ;  the word comfort is never out of his
mouth—it is the beau ideal of the Saxon.

His genius is wholly applicative, for he invents nothing.  In the fine arts, and in
music, taste cannot go lower.  The race in general has no musical ear, and they
mistake noise for music.  The marrow-bones and cleaver belong to them.  Prize
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fights, bull-baiting with dogs ;  sparring matches, rowing, horse racing, gymnastics;
 the Boor is peculiar to the Saxon race.  When young they cannot sit still an instant,
 so powerful is the desire for work, labour, excitement, muscular exertion.  The self-
 esteem is so great, the self-confidence so matchless, that they cannot possibly
 imagine any man or set of men to be superior to themselves.  Accumulative beyond
 all others, the wealth of the world collects in their hands…

 The social condition of the Saxon can only be seen in the free States of
 America…  In Britain he was enslaved by the Norman dynasty, antagonistic of his
 race…  A colony of your own (England), your first, your great colony, has exercised
 over your fortunes that fatal influence which England's first and greatest colony may
 some day exercise over hers :  we are to you, what America seems destined to be to
 us.  Of the same race, commercial, naval, the only really good sailors in the world,
 our American colony already disputes with us the empire of the seas…

 Lecture VI:  The Dark Races
 In whatever way, by whatever means the races of men as they now are, have been

 formed ;  …one thing is certain ;  it is the unity of the human family as a group of
 animal life…  That there exists no fact favourable to the theory of the conversion
 of any one species, or permanent variety of any animal into another, during the
 historic period, may or may not be true…  That no alteration or change has taken
 place in any animal form since the earliest historic period, is the opinion I lean to,
 without asserting that the theory admits of any rigorous demonstration…

 Since the earliest times… the dark races have been the slaves of their fairer
 brethren.  Now, how is this?  Mr. Gibbon solves the question in his usual dogmatic
 way ;  he speaks of the obvious physical inferiority of the Negro…  But,
 notwithstanding the contrary opinion professed by Dr. Tiedemann respecting the
 great size of some African skulls, which he found in my own museum, sent to me
 from the western coast of Africa, I feel disposed to think that there must be a physical
 and, consequently, a psychological inferiority in the dark races generally.  This may
 not depend altogether on deficiency in the size of the brain en masse…;  but rather,
 perhaps, to specific characters in the quality of the brain itself…

 The Caffres are closely allied to the Negro race…  It is not necessary, neither
 perhaps, is it at all correct, to call a Caffre a Negro, or a Negro a Caffre ;  neither are
 the Caffres degenerated Bedouins, nor well-fed Hottentots, nor Saxons turned black
 by the sun, nor Arabs, nor Carthaginians…  Their language is soft and melodious,
 and they seem to have an ear for simple melody.  Since I first saw them in 1817 they
 have acquired firearms and horses ;  but they want discipline—the firmness of
 discipline.  Individual acts of bravery they have often performed, but combined they
 can never meet successfully the European.  We are now preparing to take possession
 of their country, and this of course leads to their enslavery and final destruction, for
 a people without land are most certainly mere bondmen…  The fate of the Caffre
 race, then, is certain, but centuries may elapse before their final destruction ;  in the
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meantime they may retire within the tropic, where in all probability the white man
may not be able to follow, as a conqueror at least.  There is the retreat for the Caffre—
within the tropics whence he came—to that again must he retire or perish…

[The Races Of Men:  A Philosophical Enquiry Into The Influence Of Race Over The
Destinies Of Nations (1850, reprinted 1862.  600 pp.]

Thomas Carlyle
[Carlyle (1795-1881) was perhaps the greatest literary influence on the English socialist
movement in the mid-19th century, and he remained a very considerable influence well
into the 20th century, being relegated to the margins only with the rise of Marxism within
the academic establishment after the Second World War.  Then in the 1970s he became
a moral outcast.

England established for itself a position in the world by which it obliged the world
to feed it cheap, to provide it with raw materials cheap (these being the pre-conditions
of social welfare reform) and to serve it in other capacities.  In this situation the society
as a whole acquired many of the characteristics of a rentier class.  It became disinclined
to do its own menial work, and later even to do its own skilled work, and it began to import
people to perform these services for it.  And then its rate of reproduction fell to such an
extent that, without the import of people, the population would have fallen.  Immigration
was not a favour bestowed by England on others, but an English need.  The first mass
immigration was Irish, the next was West Indian, and the third was Asian.  The Irish
immigration  had little effect on English culture as the Irish tended to get absorbed and
disappear.  The West Indian and Asian immigrations had a very strong effect.  When their
integration was obstructed by English race attitudes, they rebelled, and English culture
was compelled to modify its race culture or face serious trouble.  And that was when
Carlyle became a moral outcast because of The Nigger Question.

It deals with the situation in the West Indies fifteen years after the great slave
labour camps, which had fuelled English prosperity for a century and a half, were
abolished.  And it is deliberately phrased to affront the veneer of hypocritical
philanthropy under which the Liberal middle class ("Exeter Hall") preferred to describe
what it was doing to the world.  Carlyle preferred to tell the world straight that no
remnant of the Garden of Eden would be allowed to survive anywhere, and that those
who could not be induced to submit to the English system would be compelled to do
so, the alternative being extermination.]

The Nigger Question
1853

Chapter 1
…West Indian affairs, as we all know, and as some of us know to our cost, are

rather in a troublous condition this good while. In regard to West Indian affairs,
however, Lord John Russell is able to comfort us with one fact, indisputable where
so many are dubious, that the negroes are all very happy and doing well.  A fact very
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comfortable indeed.  West Indian whites, it is admitted, are far enough from happy;
 West Indian Colonies not unlike sinking wholly into ruin ;  at home, too, the British
 whites are rather badly off, several millions of them hanging on the verge of
 continual famine ;  and in single towns, many thousands of them very sore put to it,
 at this time, not to live "well", or as a man should, in any sense temporal or spiritual,
 but to live at all—these, again, are uncomfortable facts ;  and they are extremely
 extensive and important ones.  But, thank heaven, our interesting black population,
 equalling almost in number of heads one of the Ridings of Yorkshire, and in worth,
 in (quantity of intellect, faculty, docility, energy, and available human valour and
 value) perhaps one of the streets of Seven Dials, are all doing remarkably well.
 "Sweet blighted lilies", as the American epitaph on the nigger child has it, sweet
 blighted lilies, they are holding up their heads again !  How pleasant, in the universal
 bankruptcy abroad, and dun, dreary stagnancy at home, as if for England too there
 remained nothing but to suppress Chartist riots, banish united Irishmen, vote the
 supplies, and wait with arms crossed till black anarchy and social death devoured
 us also, as it has the others ;  how pleasant to have always this fact to fall back upon:
 our beautiful black darlings are at least happy ;  with little labour except to the teeth,
 which, surely, in those excellent horse-jaws of theirs, will not …
 …The West Indies, it appears, are short of labour, as indeed is very conceivable

 in those circumstances.  Where a black man, by working about half an hour a day
 (such is the calculation), can supply himself, by aid of sun and soil, with as much
 pumpkin as will suffice, he is likely to be a little stiff to raise into hard work !  Supply
 and demand, which science says should be brought to bear on him, have an uphill
 task of it with such a man.  Strong sun supplies itself gratis, rich soil in those
 unpeopled, or half-peopled regions almost gratis ;  these are his "supply", and half
 an hour a day, directed upon these, will produce pumpkin, which is his "demand".
 The fortunate black man, very swiftly does he settle his account with supply and
 demand ;  not so swiftly the less fortunate white man of those tropical localities.  A
 bad case his, just now.  He himself cannot work ;  and his black neighbour, rich in
 pumpkin, is in no haste to help him.  Sunk to the ears in pumpkin, imbibing
 saccharine juices, and much at his ease in the creation, he can listen to the less
 fortunate white man’s "demand", and take his own time in supplying it. Higher
 wages, massa ;  higher, for your cane-crop cannot wait ;  still higher, till no
 conceivable opulence of cane-crop will cover such wages.  In Demerara, as I read
 in the blue book of last year, the cane-crop, far and wide, stands rotting ;  the
 fortunate black gentlemen, strong in their pumpkins, having all struck till the
 "demand" rise a little.  Sweet, blighted lilies, now getting up their heads again !

 Science, however, has a remedy still.  Since the demand is so pressing, and the
 supply so inadequate, (equal in fact to nothing in some places, as appears,) increase
 the supply ;  bring more blacks into the labour market, then will the rate fall, says
 science.  Not the least surprising part of our West-Indian policy is this recipe of
 "immigration" ;  of keeping down the labour-market in those islands by importing
 new Africans to labour and live there.  If the Africans that are already there could
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be made to lay down their pumpkins, and labour for their living, there are already
Africans enough.  If the new Africans, after labouring a little, take to pumpkins like
the others, what remedy is there ?  To bring in new and ever new Africans, say you,
till pumpkins themselves grow dear ;  till the country is crowded with Africans ;  and
black men there, like white men here, are forced by hunger to labour for their living?
That will be a consummation.  To have "emancipated" the West Indies into a Black
Ireland ;  "free", indeed, but an Ireland, and Black !  The world may yet see
prodigies;  and reality be stranger than a nightmare dream.

Our own white or sallow Ireland, sluttishly starving from age to age on its act-
of-parliament "freedom", was hitherto the flower of mismanagement among the
nations ;  but what will this be to a Negro Ireland, with pumpkins themselves fallen
scarce like potatoes ?  Imagination cannot fathom such an object ;  the belly of Chaos
never held the like. The human mind, in its wide wanderings, has not dreamt yet of
such a "freedom" as that will be.  Towards that, if Exeter Hall and science of supply
and demand are to continue our guides in the matter, we are daily travelling, and even
struggling, with loans of half a million and such like, to accelerate ourselves.

Truly, my philanthropic friends, Exeter Hall philanthropy is wonderful.  And the
social science—not a "gay science", but a rueful—which finds the secret of this
universe in "supply and demand", and reduces the duty of human governors to that
of letting men alone, is also wonderful.…

In fact, it will behove us of this English nation to overhaul our West Indian
procedure from top to bottom, and ascertain a little better what it is that fact and
nature demand of us…

And first, with regard to the West Indies, it may be laid down as a principle, which
no eloquence in Exeter Hall, or Westminster Hall, or elsewhere, can invalidate or
hide, except for a short time only, that no black man who will not work according
to what ability the gods have given him for working, has the smallest right to eat
pumpkin, or to any fraction of land that will grow pumpkin, however plentiful such
land may be ;  but has an indisputable and perpetual right to be compelled, by the
real proprietors of said land, to do competent work, to labour honestly according to
the ability given them ;  for that and for no other purpose was each one of us sent into
this world ;  and woe is to every man who, by friend or by foe, is prevented from
fulfilling this the end of his being.…  Whatsoever prohibits or prevents a man from
this his sacred appointment to labour while he lives on earth, that, I say, is the man’s
deadliest enemy ;  and all men are called upon to do what is in their power or
opportunity towards delivering him from that.  If it be his own indolence that
prevents and prohibits him, then his own indolence is the enemy he must be
delivered from :  and the first "right" he has, poor, indolent blockhead, black or
white, is, that every unprohibited man, whatsoever wiser, more industrious person
may be passing that way, shall endeavour to "emancipate" him from his indolence,
and by some wise means, as I said, compel him, since inducing will not serve, to do
the work he is fit for.  Induce him if you can ;  yes, sure enough, by all means try what
inducement will do ;  and indeed every coachman and carman knows that secret,
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without our preaching, and applies it to his very horses as the true method :—but
 if your nigger will not be induced ?  In that case, it is full certain he must be
 compelled ;  should and must…

 Do I, then, hate the negro ?  No, except when the soul is killed out of him, I
 decidedly like poor quashee ;  and find him a pretty kind of man.  With a pennyworth
 of oil, you can make a handsome glossy thing of Quashee, when the soul is not killed
 in him.  A swift, supple fellow ;  a merry-hearted, grinning, dancing, singing,
 affectionate kind of creature, with a great deal of melody and amenability in his
 composition.  This certainly is a notable fact :  the black African, alone of wild men,
 can live among men civilized.  While all manner of Caribs and others pine into
 annihilation in presence of the pale faces, he contrives to continue ;  does not die of
 sullen, irreconcilable rage, of rum, of brutish laziness and darkness, and fated
 incompatibility with his new place ;  but lives and multiplies, and evidently means
 to abide among us, if we can find the right regulation for him.…

 Frightful things are continually told us of negro slavery, of the hardships, bodily
 and spiritual, suffered by slaves.  Much exaggerated, and mere exceptional cases,
 say the opponents.  Exceptional cases, I answer ;  yes, and universal ones !  On the
 whole, hardships, and even oppressions and injustices are not unknown in this
 world;  I myself have suffered such, and have not you ?  It is said, Man, of whatever
 colour, is born to such, even as the sparks fly upwards.  For in fact, labour, and this
 is properly what we call hardship, misery, &c, (meaning mere ugly labour not yet
 done,) labour is not joyous but grievous ;  and we have a good deal of it to do among
 us here.  We have, simply, to carry the whole world and its businesses upon our
 backs, we poor united Human Species ;  to carry it, and shove it forward, from day
 to day, some how or other, among us, or else be ground to powder under it, one and
 all…

 …My friends, I have come to the sad conclusion that slavery, whether established
 by law, or by law abrogated, exists very extensively in this world, in and out of the
 West Indies ;  and, in fact, that you cannot abolish slavery by act of parliament, but
 can only abolish the name of it, which is very little !  In the West Indies itself ;  if
 you chance to abolish slavery to men, and in return establish slavery to the devil, (as
 we see in Demerara,) what good is it ?  To save mens’ bodies, and fill them with
 pumpkins and rum, is a poor task for human benevolence, if you have to kill their
 soul, what soul there was, in the business !  Slavery is not so easy to be abolished;
 it will long continue, in spite of acts of parliament.  And shall I tell you which is the
 one intolerable sort of slavery, the slavery over which the very gods weep ?  That
 sort is not rifest in the West Indies ;  but with all its sad fruits, prevails in nobler
 countries. It is the slavery of the strong to the weak ;  of the great and noble minded
 to the small and mean !  The slavery of Wisdom to Folly…

 …
 West India Islands, still full of waste fertility, produce abundant pumpkins ;

 pumpkins, however, you will observe, are not the sole requisite for human well-
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being.  No ;  for a pig they are the one thing needful ;  but for a man they are only
the first of several things needful…  Who it may be that has a right to raise pumpkins
and other produce on those islands, perhaps none can, except temporarily, decide.
The islands are good withal for pepper, for sugar, for sago, arrow-root, for coffee,
perhaps for cinnamon, and precious spices ;  things far nobler than pumpkins ;  and
leading towards commerce, arts, politics, and social developments, which alone are
the noble product, where men (and not pigs with pumpkins) are the parties
concerned !  Well, all this fruit too, fruit spicy and commercial, fruit spiritual and
celestial, so far beyond the merely pumpkinish and grossly terrene, lies in the West
India lands :  and the ultimate "proprietorship" of them—why, I suppose, it will vest
in him who can the best educe from them whatever of noble produce they were
created fit for yielding.  He, I compute, is the real "Viceregent of the Maker" there;
in him, better and better chosen, and not in another, is the "property" vested by decree
of Heaven’s chancery itself !

Up to this time it is the Saxon British mainly ;  they hitherto have cultivated with
some manfulness and when a manfuller class of cultivators, stronger, worthier to
have such land, abler to bring fruit from it, shall make their appearance, they, doubt
it not, by fortune of war, and other confused negotiation and vicissitude, will be
declared by nature and fact to be the worthier, and will become proprietors, perhaps
also only for a time.  That is the law, I take it ;  ultimate, supreme, for all lands in all
countries under the sky……

If quashee will not honestly aid in bringing out those sugars, cinnamons, and
nobler products of the West India Islands, for the benefit of all mankind, then I say
neither will the powers permit quashee to continue growing pumpkins there for his
own lazy benefit ;  but will sheer him out, by and by, like a lazy gourd overshadowing
rich ground ;  him and all that partake with him—perhaps in a very terrible manner.
For, under favour of Exeter Hall, the "terrible manner" is not yet quite extinct with
the destinies in this universe ;  nor will it quite cease, I apprehend, for soft sawder
or philanthropic stump oratory now or henceforth…

Before the West Indies could grow a pumpkin for any negro, how much
European heroism had to spend itself in obscure battle ;  to sink, in mortal agony,
before the jungles, the putrescences and waste savageries could become arable, and
the devils be in some measure chained there !…  Brave Colonel Fortescue, brave
Colonel Sedgwick, brave Colonel Brayne—the dust of many thousand strong old
English hearts lies there ;  worn down swiftly in frightful travail, chaining the devils,
which were manifold.  Heroic Blakt contributed a bit of his life to that Jamaica.  A
bit of the great Protector’s own life lies there ;  beneath those pumpkins lies a bit of
the life that was Oliver Cromwell’s.  How the great Protector would have rejoiced
to think, that all this was to issue in growing pumpkins to keep quashee in a
comfortably idle condition !  No that is not the ultimate issue—not that.

…The State has plenty of waste soil ;  but the State will religiously give you none
of it on other terms.  The State wants sugar from these islands, and means to have
it ;  wants virtuous industry in these islands, and must have it.  The State demands



48

of you such service as will bring these results, this latter result, which includes all.
 Not a black Ireland, by immigration, and boundless black supply for the demand ;
 not that—may the gods forbid—but a regulated West Indies, with black working
 population in adequate numbers ;  all "happy," if they find it possible ;  and not
 entirely unbeautiful to gods and men, which latter result they must find possible.  All
 "happy" enough ;  that is to say, all working according to the faculty they have got…

 Colonel Sir Shafto Adair
 [I have mislaid my biographical notes on Colonel Sir Robert Alexander Shafto Adair.
 I first came across him through a pamphlet he wrote on the Famine in Co. Antrim.  He
 had estates in the region of Ballymena (and he owned the town), but was a more
 extensive landlord in England.  His primary interest seems to have been in the
 establishment of a Militia in England which would be connected with the regular
 Army.  The following extracts are from a series of addresses delivered at the Royal
 United Services Institution in the 1860s and published under the title, Lectures On
 National Defence And On Military Organisation And History..]

 England And Her Wars Since 1815
 1861

 Part I, May 10th, 1861
 …it is incumbent on those who wield the military strength of England to be

 prepared to confront an enemy campaigning by rule of European science, as it was
 in the wars of the Peninsula and of the Crimea, and those who, being in part trained
 to the Asiatic and desultory mode of fight, have nevertheless adopted, in a certain
 sense, the European system of tactics and of organisation—such as the Persian, the
 Chinese, the Mahratta and the Sikh.  Again there are the warlike races who, relying
 on their national and appropriate system of warfare—as the Afghans and the
 Burmese—must be treated with a strategy varying in relation to the habits of the
 undisciplined, yet not despicable, foes.  England has also to encounter with those
 races, unbroken in their savage strength, resolute, and partially barbarous, which do
 not shrink from the British troops in the field…—such as the Kaffir and the New
 Zealander.  For all the exigencies of such dissimilar campaigns, an English war
 administration must be prepared…

 Such being the duties of England, to what extent has she been compelled to
 develop her military resources?  Since 1815, in the four quarters of the globe,
 twenty-two wars have been waged by her arms—concluded by the sharp struggle
 of the Indian mutiny, equivalent in proportion and manoeuvres to four wars—
 certainly to four sternest campaigns.  Twenty expeditions within that time have been
 carried to the extremity of the earth.  In that period every form and manner of war
 has been experienced and tested…  And it is worthy of especial remark, that, while
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the military virtues have never ceased—overlaid as they were supposed to be, by the
security that a long peace had induced—yet the general organisation of her armies,
in consequence of the long peace, had not corresponded to the latent powers of the
magnificent machine to which substance and permanence were to be supplied.  Nor
has adequate preparation always preceded war…

The natural fortresses of England are such as Gibraltar, or Aden, placed at the
extremity of a territory, no matter how hostile so that the sea be open;  or of islands
within whose harbours may be concentrated fleets designed to maintain
communications between the fortresses, maritime, peninsular, or insular, and the
mother country.  In this portion of our military policy, we rightly follow the example
of two of the most successful of the colonising nations—The Genoese, who
strengthened points on the mainland with forts, and the Venetians, who occupied
islands…

Hence arises another principle of British strategy, namely, to treat the sea always
as the British base of operations.  England is often practically nearer the base which
governs operations, by sea, than other countries are by land, seeing that distance is
of little moment, in comparison with facility of access, and regularity of passage…

Again, in the progress of wars in isolated or remote regions there is one rule
which, in the most complicated campaigns of our wars of manoeuvre—Kaffir or
Indian—should always be respected, confirmed as it is by the Duke of Wellington.
It is this—never to retreat before an Asiatic or a barbarous enemy;  and further, to
break up combinations of hostile tribes by moveable columns, employed with much
effect in the Kaffir war, and against the Indian mutineers.  And thus the essential
predominance of the highly trained infantry will be maintained…

The warfare of England may be divided into three classes:  the warfare of
obligation by treaty, the colonial, and the warfare of territorial defence…

It is difficult to include in the previous definitions the wars in which England
conceived herself imperiously urged to action in behalf of humanity.  From such
strife her sword has never been withheld;  and the first occasion after the occupation
of Paris was the bombardment of Algiers¬

I now approach with regret the story of a war waged against British subjects.  In
the revolt of Canada in 1837 is noticeable the remarkable energy with which the
regiments of Nova Scotia and New Brunswick in the depth of a Canadian winter,
marched 700 miles to restore to the sovereignty of the British Crown a country too
valuable to be lightly cast from us, and whose soldiers are now enrolled in the line
of the British arm…

Part 2, May 31st, 1861
In China, after a succession of outrages long overlooked, it became evident in

1840 that matters at last were come to a crisis, and, after some slight affairs between
the boats of our ships and the enemy in the neighbourhood of Canton, serious and
determined action was taken by the unassisted strength of England against the then
undivided force of the Chinese empire…
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The first war was commenced in 1840 by the capture of Tinghae, the occupation
 of Chusan, and the blockade of Amoy and Ningpo.  Early in 1841, the capture of the
 Bogue forts and the destruction of the Chinese squadron in Anson's Bay proved the
 determined policy of England.  The battles of Chuenpee and Tycocktow, the Storm
 of Anunghoy and Wangtang, and, as the ships forced their way to Canton, the
 capture of Howana Fort and Fort Napier, and of Motow and of the dependent forts
 and batteries while forcing the Macao passage with the "Nemesis", shewed that the
 English navy was able to work its way through intricate and heavily defended
 channels.  But the first blow produced, as usual, an offer to treat…

 But the submission and ransom of Canton were not sufficient warning for the
 Chinese Government, and so, after fruitless attempts at negotiation on the British
 part, the expedition passed northwards.  Amoy bombarded, Kolingsoo taken,
 Tinghae captured, Chuson re-occupied, Chinhae captured, Ningho surrendered,
 Yugow taken, Chapou stormed, the Woosung batteries silenced, Paushan and
 Shanghai occupied, and finally the successful assault of Chinkeangfoo, almost
 within sight of Nankin, brought the expedition under the walls of the second capital
 of the Chinese Empire.  But here, again, the forbearance proper to civilised warfare
 intervened, and a discreet and humane policy permitted, at the moment of assault,
 the Imperial Government to ransom Nankin from storm.  And so for a time it would
 seem that friendly negotiations were resumed, but not by the Chinese with a whole
 heart, for in 1847 Sir John Davies swept the Canton River, from the seaboard
 upwards, making a capture of 450 pieces of ordnance, as a warning to the perfidious
 Government of China.

 The "Hermes" in 1853 penetrated to the interior previous to the next struggle,
 threading its way up to Nankin, and passing between the Imperial and Taeping
 armies, whose fierce contest had arisen since the British flag last floated in the inner
 waters of the empire.

 Three years of peace ensued, until an outrage, suffered by a British subject in the
 waters of Canton in 1856, precipitated a war undertaken in concert with French
 allies.  Again, Canton was invested and taken.  Again the British navy vindicated
 its scientific character in the attack that was led with so much gallantry to the
 westward of Canton, through unexplored channels, and ended in the capture of
 Fatshan  It was resolved, after the first success, to strike a yet more decisive blow,
 and the capture at the mouth of the Peiho of the Taku forts resulted in a treaty.  And,
 again, the forbearance which was exhibited, encouraged a perfidious violation of
 treaty engagements, which it was sought to enforce by the allied arms, but
 unsuccessfully, at the mouth of the Peiho…

 To repair this check, was sent forth the completest expedition that ever left these
 shores.  Equipped with the newest inventions of warfare employed in a scientific
 and resolute manner against such a teeming population, the effect of prolonged
 strife might have been terrible.  But the treaty of Pekin proclaimed that the allied
 forces had at length overcome the stubborn pride which separates the Chinese
 Government from the great family of nations;  while the destruction of the Summer
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Palace proved that England does not allow her soldiers to be treacherously slain
unavenged…

[Colonel Sir Shifter Adair:  Lectures On National Defence And On Military
Organisation And History  (Addresses delivered at the Royal United Services Institution]

Classification Of The Causes Of War
April 28th, 1865

It has been said that the history of the causes of war is the history of the human
race ;  and in accordance with the progress of the human race, it would seem that
these causes spring from material and purely physical incidents, and that as mankind
advances in civilization and in knowledge more and more artificial are introduced…

The various and complex causes of war have been passed in review—territorial,
political,  religious, dynastic, wars of liberation, civil wars, wars of revolutionary
ideas, national wars, and those which result, as it were, from the physical necessity
by which nations are compelled to precipitate themselves into districts of the world
which invite by their fertility or by unoccupied space.  The worst wars, in my
judgment, is a war for a purpose that is not avowed…

Justice Haggarty [Canada] says "No writer of repute seems to distinguish with
a firm hand the point where war ends and murder begins ;  between lawful prize and
petty larceny"…

John Ruskin
[John Ruskin (1819-1900) was a writer on Fine Art and a social reformer, and in the
latter capacity was the most influential of the followers of Carlyle.  His lecture on War
was delivered at the Royal Military Academy, Woolwich, in 1865.  It was published in
1866 as part of a collection entitled, The Crown Of Wild Olive, which remained an
influential part of reformist literature into the mid-20th century.  The other lectures in
the collection were Work, delivered at the Workingmen's College in London;  and
Traffic (that is, commerce), delivered at the Town Hall in Bradford.]

War
1865

Young soldiers, I do not doubt but that many of you came unwillingly to-night,
and many in merely contemptuous curiosity, to hear what a writer on painting could
possibly say, or would venture to say, respecting your great art of war…

…You may imagine that your work is wholly foreign to, and separate from mine.
So far from that, all the pure and noble arts of peace are founded on war ;  no great
art ever rose on earth, but among a nation of soldiers.  There is no art among a
shepherd people, if it remains at peace.  There is no art among an agricultural people,
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if it remains at peace.  Commerce is barely consistent with fine art ;  but cannot
 produce it.  Manufacture not only is unable to produce it, but invariably destroys
 whatever seeds of it exist.  There is no great art possible to a nation but that which
 is based on battle.

 Now, though I hope you love fighting for its own sake, you must, I imagine, be
 surprised at my assertion that there is any such good fruit of fighting.  You supposed,
 probably, that your office was to defend the works of peace, but certainly not to
 found them :  nay, the common course of war, you may have thought, was only to
 destroy them.  And truly, I, who tell you this of the use of war, should have been the
 last of men to tell you so, had I trusted my own experience only.  Hear why :  I have
 given a considerable part of my life to the investigation of Venetian painting ;  and
 the result of that inquiry was my fixing upon one man as the greatest of all Venetians,
 and therefore, as I believed, of all painters whatsoever.  I formed this faith (whether
 right or wrong matters at present nothing), in the supremacy of the painter Tintoret,
 under a roof covered with his pictures ;  and of those pictures, three of the noblest
 were then in the form of shreds of canvas, mixed up with the laths of the roof, rent
 through by three Austrian shells.  Now, it is not every lecturer who could tell you
 that he had seen three of his favourite pictures torn to rags by bomb-shells.  And after
 such a sight, it is not every lecturer who would tell you that, nevertheless, war was
 the foundation of all great art.

 Yet the conclusion is inevitable, from any careful comparison of the states of
 great historic races at different periods.  Merely to show you what I mean, I will
 sketch for you, very briefly, the broad steps of the advance of the best art of the
 world.  The first dawn of it is in Egypt ;  and the power of it is founded on the
 perpetual contemplation of death, and of future judgment, by the mind of a nation
 of which the ruling caste were priests, and the second, soldiers.  The greatest works
 produced by them are sculptures of their kings going out to battle, or receiving the
 homage of conquered armies.  And you must remember also, as one of the great keys
 to the splendour of the Egyptian nation, that the priests were not occupied in
 theology only.  Their theology was the basis of practical government and law ;  so
 that they were not so much priests as religious judges ;  the office of Samuel, among
 the Jews, being as nearly as possible correspondent to theirs.

 All the rudiments of art then, and much more than the rudiments of all science,
 are laid first by this great warrior-nation, which held in contempt all mechanical
 trades, and in absolute hatred the peaceful life of shepherds.  From Egypt art passes
 directly into Greece, where all poetry, and all painting, are nothing else than the
 description, praise, or dramatic representation of war, or of the exercises which
 prepare for it, in their connection with offices of religion.  All Greek institutions had
 first respect to war ;  and their conception of it, as one necessary office of all human
 and divine life, is expressed simply by the images of their guiding gods.  Apollo is
 the god of all wisdom of the intellect ;  he bears the arrow and the bow, before he
 bears the lyre.  Again, Athena is the goddess of all wisdom in conduct.  It is by the
 helmet and the shield, oftener than by the shuttle, that she is distinguished from other
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deities.
There were, however, two great differences in principle between the Greek and

the Egyptian theories of policy.  In Greece there was no soldier caste ;  every citizen
was necessarily a soldier.  And, again, while the Greeks rightly despised mechanical
arts as much as the Egyptians, they did not make the fatal mistake of despising
agricultural and pastoral life ;  but perfectly honoured both.  These two conditions
of truer thought raise them quite into the highest rank of wise manhood that has yet
been reached ;  for all our great arts, and nearly all our great thoughts, have been
borrowed or derived from them.  Take away from us what they have given ;  and I
hardly can imagine how low the modern European would stand.

Now, you are to remember, in passing to the next phase of history, that though
you must have war to produce art—you must also have much more than war ;
namely, an art-instinct or genius in the people ;  and that, though all the talent for
painting in the world won't make painters of you, unless you have a gift for fighting
as well, you may have the gift for fighting, and none for painting.  Now, in the next
great dynasty of soldiers, the art-instinct is wholly wanting.  I have not yet
investigated the Roman character enough to tell you the causes of this ;  but I believe,
paradoxical as it may seem to you, that, however truly the Roman might say of
himself that he was born of Mars, and suckled by the wolf, he was nevertheless, at
heart, more of a farmer than a soldier.  The exercises of war were with him practical,
not poetical ;  his poetry was in domestic life only, and the object of battle, 'pacis
imponere morem'.  And the arts are extinguished in his hands, and do not rise again,
until, with Gothic chivalry, there comes back into the mind of Europe a passionate
delight in war itself, for the sake of war.  And then, with the romantic knighthood
which can imagine no other noble employment—under the fighting kings of France,
England, and Spain ;  and under the fighting dukeships and citizenships of Italy, art
is born again, and rises to her height in the great valleys of Lombardy and Tuscany,
through which there flows not a single stream, from all their Alps or Apennines, that
did not once run dark red from battle :  and it reaches its culminating glory in the city
which gave to history the most intense type of soldiership yet seen among men—
the city whose armies were led in their assault by their king, led through it to victory
by their king, and so led, though that king of theirs was blind, and in the extremity
of his age.*

And from this time forward, as peace is established or extended in Europe, the
arts decline.  They reach an unparalleled pitch of costliness, but lose their life, enlist
themselves at last on the side of luxury and various corruption, and, among wholly
tranquil nations, wither utterly away ;  remaining only in partial practice among
races who, like the French and us, have still the minds, though we cannot all live the
lives, of soldiers…

Yet now note carefully, in the second place, it is not all war of which this can be
said—nor all dragon's teeth,which, sown, will start up into men.  It is not the ravage
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of a barbarian wolf-flock, as under Genseric or Suwarrow ;  nor the habitual
 restlessness and rapine of mountaineers, as on the old borders of Scotland ;  nor the
 occasional struggle of a strong peaceful nation for its life, as in the wars of the Swiss
 with Austria ;  nor the contest of merely ambitious nations for extent of power, as
 in the wars of France under Napoleon, or the just terminated war in America.  None
 of these forms of war build anything but tombs.  But the creative or foundational war
 is that in which the natural restlessness and love of contest among men are
 disciplined, by consent, into modes of beautiful—though it may be fatal—play :  in
 which the natural ambition and love of power of men are disciplined into the
 aggressive conquest of surrounding evil :  and in which the natural instincts of self-
 defence are sanctified by the nobleness of the institutions, and purity of the
 households, which they are appointed to defend.  To such war as this all men are
 born;  in such war as this any man may happily die ;  and forth from such war as this
 have arisen, throughout the extent of past ages, all he highest sanctities and virtues
 of humanity.

 I shall therefore divide the war of which I would speak to you into three heads.
 War for exercise or play ;  war for dominion ;  and, war for defence.

  1.  And first, of war for exercise  or play.
 …It is not a game to the conscript, or the pressed sailor ;  but neither of these are

 the causers of it.  To the governor who determines that war shall be, and to the youths
 who voluntarily adopt it as their profession, it has always been a grand pastime ;  and
 chiefly pursued because they had nothing else to do…  And from the earliest
 incipient civilisation until now, the population of the earth divides itself, when you
 look at it widely, into two races ;  one of workers, and the other of players—one
 tilling the ground, manufacturing, building, and otherwise providing for the
 necessities of life—the other part proudly idle, and continually therefore needing
 recreation, in which they use the productive and laborious orders partly as their
 cattle, and partly as their puppets or pieces in the game of death.

 Now, remember, whatever virtue or goodliness there may be in this game of war,
 rightly played, there is none when you thus play it with a multitude of small human
 pawns…

 [* The blind old King who led an army to victory was Enrico Dandolo who was appointed
 Doge of Venice in 1192 when he was about 85.  He was an organiser of the 4th Crusade,
 and in the course of it he led the Venetians in the conquest of Constantinople.]
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Walter Bagehot
(1826-1877)

[Bagehot's English Constitution has never been out of print since 1867.  The most
eminent politicians are flattered to be asked to write an Introduction to it.  Arthur
Balfour (Tory) did in the 1920s and Richard Crossman (Labour) in the 1960s.  It is a
sacred text of English political literature.  Its view of the role of the masses in civilised
political life is of a kind with Dr. Goebbels'.  Balfour observes:  "Bagehot… was
profoundly impressed by the inequalities he observed in the mental equipment of
different sections of the community" and insisted that a political philosophy which did
not "ceaselessly remember" the inferiority of the lower orders would be radically false.
And he comments:  "This is certainly not a fault with which his own philosophy can be
justly charged"  And he leaves it at that.  Crossman in his much longer Introduction
evades the issue more volubly with a convoluted argument that Bagehot was saying
the same thing as Marx.  He does not reject Bagehot's view outright.  If he did not think
that English government was still in great part a matter of managing an ignorant mass
by manipulating its reflex of deference, he would hardly have encouraged The English
Constitution to remain in print by writing  an Introduction to it.]

The English Constitution
The mystic reverence, the religious allegiance, which are essential to a true

monarchy, are imaginative sentiments that no legislature can manufacture in any
people.  These semi-filial feelings in government are inherited just as the true filial
feelings in common life…

No one can approach to an understanding of the English institutions… unless he
divide them into two classes… :  first those which excite and preserve the reverence
of the population—the dignified parts, if I may so call them ;  and next, the efficient
parts—those by which it, in fact, works and rules… :  every constitution must first
gain authority, and then use authority;  it must first win the loyalty and confidence
of mankind, and then employ that homage in the work of government.

There are indeed practical men who reject the dignified parts of government.
They say, we want only to attain results :  a constitution is a collection of political
means for political ends, and if you admit that any part of a constitution does no
business…, you admit that this part… is… in truth useless.  And other reasoners…
have propounded subtle arguments to prove that these dignified parts of old
governments are cardinal components of the essential apparatus…  But both schools
are in error.  The dignified parts of government are those which give it force—which
attract its motive power.  The efficient parts only employ that power.  The comely
parts of a government… are those upon which its vital strength depends.  They may
not do anything definite that a simpler polity would not do better ;  but they are…
the needful pre-requisites of all work.  They raise the army, though they do not win
the battle…
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We have in a great community like England crowds of people scarcely more
 civilized than the majority of two thousand years ago ;  we have others, even more
 numerous, such as the best people were a thousand years since.  The lower orders,
 the middle orders, are still, when tried by what is the standard of the educated 'ten
 thousand', narrow-minded, unintelligent, incurious…  Those who doubt should go
 out into their kitchens.  Let an accomplished man try what seems to him most
 obvious, most certain, most palpable in intellectual matters, upon the housemaid
 and the footman, and he will find that what he says seems unintelligible, confused,
 and erroneous…  Great communities are like great mountains—they have in them
 the primary, secondary and tertiary strata of human progress…  And a philosophy
 which does not ceaselessly remember, which does not continually obtrude, the
 palpable differences of the various parts, will be a theory radically false…—will be
 a theory essentially misleading, because it will lead men to expect what does not
 exist, and not to anticipate that which they will find.

 …When a state is constituted thus, it is not true that the lower classes will be
 wholly absorbed in the useful ;  on the contrary, they do not like anything so poor…
 The ruder sort of men… will sacrifice all they hope for, all they have, themselves,
 for what is called an idea—for some attraction which seems to transcend reality…
 It is very natural, therefore, that the most useful parts of the structure of government
 should by no means be those which excite the most reverence.  The elements which
 excite the most easy reverence will be the theatrical elements—those which appeal
 to the senses, which claim to be embodiments of the great human ideas, which boast
 in some cases of far more than human origin.  That which is mystic in its claims ;
 that which is occult in its mode of action ;  that which is brilliant to the eye ;  that
 which is seen vividly for a moment, and then is seen no more ;  that which is hidden
 and unhidden ;  that which is specious, and yet interesting, palpable in its seeming,
 and yet professing to be more than palpable in its results ;  this… is the sort of thing—
 the only sort—which yet comes home to the mass of men…

 Other things being equal, yesterday's institutions are by far the best for today ;
 they are the most ready, the most influential, the most easy to get obeyed…

 The efficient secret of the English Constitution may be described as the close
 union, the nearly complete fusion, of the executive and legislative powers…

 The principle of popular government is that the supreme power, the determining
 efficacy in matters political, resides in the people—not necessarily or commonly in
 the whole people, in the numerical majority, but in the chosen people, a picked and
 selected people.  It is so in England ;  it is so in all free countries…

 It is often said that men are ruled by their imaginations ;  but it would be truer
 to say they are governed by the weakness of their imaginations…

 The characteristic of the English Monarchy is that it retains the feelings by which
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the heroic kings governed their rude age, and has added the feelings by which the
constitutions of later Greece ruled in more refined ages.  We are a more mixed people
than the Athenians.  The slaves in ancient times were a separate order ;  not ruled by
the same laws, or thoughts, as other men.  It was not necessary to think of them in
making a constitution…  The Greek legislator… had not to deal with a community
in which primitive barbarism lay as a recognized basis to acquired civilization :  We
have  We have no slaves to keep down by special terrors and independent legislation.
But we have whole classes unable to comprehend the idea of a constitution…

…the mass of the English people yield a deference rather to something else than
to their rulers.  They defer to what we may call the theatrical show of society.  A
certain state passes before them ;  a certain pomp of great men ;  a certain spectacle
of beautiful women :  a wonderful scene of wealth and enjoyment is displayed, and
they are coerced by it.  Their imagination is bowed down…

The mass of the English people are politically contented as well as politically
deferential.

A deferential community, even though its lowest classes are not intelligent, is far
more suited to a cabinet government than any kind of democratic country, because
it is more suited to political excellence.  The highest classes can rule in it ;  and the
highest classes must, as such, have more political ability than the lower classes.    A
life of labour, an incomplete education, a monotonous occupation, a career in which
the hands are used much and the judgment is used little, cannot create as much
flexible thought, as much applicable intelligence, as a life of leisure, a long culture,
a varied experience, an existence by which the judgment is incessantly exercised…
A country of respectful poor, though far less happy than where there are no poor to
be respectful, is nevertheless far more fitted for the best government.  You can use
the best classes of the respectful country ;  you can only use the worst where every
man thinks he is as good as every other.

It is evident that no difficulty can be greater than that of founding a deferential
nation.  Respect is traditional ;  it is not given to what is proved to be good, but to
what is known to be old…  As yet the few rule by their hold, not over the reason of
the multitude, but over their imaginations and their habits…

[From The English Constitution.  The extracts are from the
chapters on The Cabinet and Cabinet Government.[
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Sir Charles Dilke, Liberal MP
 [Sir Charles Wentworth Dilke (1843-1911) was a radical Liberal MP who seemed to be
 on the way to succeed Gladstone as party leader when, in 1885, his political career was
 cut short by a divorce action in which he was cited as co-respondent.  His book, Greater
 Britain, was admired by Gladstone, and the term 'Greater Britain' passed into general use
 as expressing Britain's view of itself in the world for the generation before 1914.  That
 view was that the world was becoming Greater Britain.  But the term fell into disuse
 when Britain's Great War miscarried.

 Dilke's relish for extermination abated after his loss of political power, but he
 remained an active Imperialist on the back-benches, and he played a part in establishing
 the Committee of Imperial Defence through which the secret preparations for the war
 on Germany were made.]

 Greater Britain
 1869

 In 1866 and 1867, I followed England around the world ;  everywhere I went I
 was in English-speaking, or in English-governed lands.  If that climate, soil,
 manners of life, that mixture with other peoples had modified the blood, I saw, too,
 that in essentials the race was always one.

 The idea which in all the length of my travels has been at once my fellow and
 my guide… is a conception, however imperfect, of the grandeur of our race, already
 girdling the earth, which it is destined, perhaps, eventually to overspread.

 In America, the peoples are being fused together, but they are run into an English
 mould…  There are men who say that Britain in her age will claim the glory of
 having planted greater Englands across the seas.  They fail to perceive that she has
 done more than found plantations of her own—that she has imposed her institutions
 upon the offshoots of Germany, of Ireland, of Scandinavia, and of Spain.

 Sketches of Saxondom may be of interest even upon humbler grounds:  the
 development of the England of Elizabeth is to be found, not in the Britain of
 Victoria, but in half the habitable globe.  If two small islands are by courtesy styled
 "Great", America, Australia, India, must form "Greater Britain"…

 …Through California and the Sandwich Islands, through Japan, fast becoming
 American, and China, the cost of which is already British, our race seems marching
 westward to universal rule.  The Russian empire itself, with all its passive strength,
 cannot stand against the English horde, ever pushing with burning energy towards
 the setting sun…

 The Anglo-Saxon is the only extirpating race on earth.  Up to the commencement
 of the now inevitable destruction of the Red Indians of Central North America, of
 the Maories, and of the Australians by the English colonists, no numerous race had
 ever been blotted out by an invader…;  the Spaniards not only never annihilated a
 people, but have themselves been all but expelled by the Indians in Mexico and
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South America.  The Portuguese in Ceylon, the Dutch in Java, the French in Canada
and Algeria, have conquered but not killed off the native peoples.  Hitherto it has
been nature's rule, that the race that peopled a country in the earliest historic days
should people it to the end of time…

In America we have seen the struggle of the dear races against the cheap—the
endeavours of the English to hold their own against the Irish and Chinese.  In New
Zealand, we found the stronger and more energetic race pushing from the earth the
shrewd and laborious descendants of the Asian Malays ;  in Australia, the English
triumphant, and the cheaper races excluded from the soil not by distance merely, but
by arbitrary legislation ;  in India, we saw the solution of the problem of the
officering of the cheaper by the dearer race.  Everywhere we have found that the
difficulties which impede progress to universal dominion of the English people lie
in the conflict with the cheaper races.  The result of our survey is such as to give us
reason for the belief that race distinctions will long continue, that miscegenation will
go but little way towards blending the races ;  that the dearer are, on the whole, likely
to destroy the cheaper peoples,and that Saxondom will rise triumphant from the
doubtful struggle.

The countries ruled by a race whose very scum and outcasts have founded
empires in every portion of the globe, even now consist of 91/2 millions of square
miles, and contain a population of 300 millions of people.  Their surface is five times
as great as that of the Empire of Darius, and four and a half times as large as the
Roman Empire at its greatest extent.  It is no exaggeration to say that in power the
English countries would be more than a match for the remaining nations of the
world, whom in the intelligence of their people and the extent and wealth of their
dominions they already considerably surpass…

Problems Of Greater Britain
1890

The British Empire, with its protectorates, and even without counting its less
defined spheres of influence, has an area of some nine million square miles, or, very
roughly speaking, of nearly three Europes ;  revenues amounting to some two
hundred and ten millions sterling ;  and half the sea-borne commerce of the world.
This empire, lying in all latitudes, produces every requirement of life and trade…
The states of Greater Britain… vary infinitely in their forms of government, between
the absolutism which prevails in India and the democracy of South Australia or
Ontario.

The dominant force in bringing that empire together and in maintaining it as one
body has been the eminence among the races of the world of our own well-mixed
people.  As to the ultimate result of their high deeds there can be no doubt.  The
greatest nations of the world, apart from us, are limited in territory situate in
temperate climes, and France and Germany and the others can hope to play but little
part in the later politics of the next century, while the future seems to lie between our
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own people—in the present British Empire and in the United States,—and the
 Russians, who alone among the continental nations of Europe are in possession of
 unbounded regions of fertile lands, outside Europe, but in climates in which white
 men can work upon the soil.  Towards the middle of the last century France appeared
 at one moment to be the colonising power of the future.  Her Canada and Louisiana
 together gave the whole west-centre of North America and India seemed already
 hers.  But now the English-speaking people have conquered India, almost the whole
 of North America, the greater part of Polynesia with Australasia, and most of the
 opened parts of Africa.  Their position, however, at the present is a mere index to
 their probable position in the future.  The increase of the race, and the increase of
 that larger body who speak its tongue, are both keeping pace with the figures
 suggested in the dreams and speculations of half a century ago…

 In the future conflict of rivalry between our own and the Great-Russian people,
 we have upon our side the advantage of combining in our race the qualities of the
 foremost races of the world…

 It is a curious fact that the English race have more generally destroyed the native
 races with which they have come in contact in their young settlements than has been
 the case with other colonising peoples, but have destroyed the natives only
 afterwards to enter into a conflict with other dark or yellow races, whose efficacy
 as labourers seems equal to their own.  While the destruction of the native races by
 the British race in countries where the English can labour out of doors is generally
 complete, it is the fact that other European races who have set to work to destroy the
 natives in similar countries have not succeeded, and that the English people have
 often destroyed them when trying hard to keep them in existence.  The founders of
 Pennsylvania made every effort to deal fairly with the natives, but the Red Indian
 race will soon be extinct throughout the United States, and the Indians of Canada
 will probably disappear except in the form of the French-speaking Indians who are
 of mixed race…  The Maoris of New Zealand are also a small dwindling people ;
 but in some parts not only of America, but even of temperate America, such as the
 Mexican plateau, the Indian race has beaten the Spanish, and whole countries are
 peopled by persons bearing high-sounding Spanish names, and Roman Catholic in
 religion, who to the eye are pure Indians in blood.  In British North America and in
 Australasia, which we have swept of their former native owners, we now dread the
 competition of the Chinese ;  but in South Africa—where the destruction of the
 Hottentots and Bushmen of the Cape cleared large tracts of their native population,
 but where the descent of the Kaffirs from the north has in some parts replaced them
 by an even greater number of dark-skinned people—coloured immigrants of
 another kind are pouring in from across the seas as labourers and even artisans…

 The world's future, more clearly than it did twenty years ago… belongs to the
 Anglo-Saxon, to the Russian and the Chinese races…  France may grow in military
 and naval power ;  and Germany in this respect, as well as in population, trade, and
 wealth ;  yet so far more rapid is the increase in the strength and riches of the British
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Empire and of the United States that, before the next century is ended, the French
and the Germans seem likely to be pigmies when standing by the side of the British,
the Americans, or the Russians of the future.  In spite of German efforts at
colonisation the vast majority of the German colonists are being swallowed up in the
Anglo-Saxon race, to which they contribute an element of strength.  Seven millions
of Germans are amalgamating along with the Irish and the British and the old
Americans of the United States, and will lose all trace of separate life and separate
tongue ;  and the Germans of Canada, of Australasia, and of British South Africa are
adding to British power.  Not only the offshoots of Germany but also the numerous
descendants of the Scandinavian races who flock to the United States and to western
Canada are becoming English in habits and speech.  The expansive force of the
British people, originally shown mainly in the colonisation of the United States, is
now as much exemplified by its power to fuse the descendants of the other
colonising nations, as by the growth of Canada, the civilisation of Australia, or the
consolidation of the Indian Empire…

The wealth and the ubiquity, and even the race force of the Anglo-Saxons, will
not, however, of themselves preserve the British Empire from meeting the fate of
that of Spain.  We have frontiers which place us in contact with the only powers of
the future that will count greatly in the world—with Russia, with China, and with
the United States.  While it may be hoped that the people of the American Union may
never again wage war upon ourselves, and while the skilful foreign policy of the
Indian Government may retain China as a friend, it is difficult to view without
anxiety the military situation of an Empire so little compact, and so difficult in
consequence to defend.  No country can be less homogeneous than a nation which
includes within its territories the Oriental despotism of British India and States as
democratic as Queensland ;  but that which is our weakness is also in a sense our
strength, as making Greater Britain, if she learns her task, the more intelligent as well
as the most cosmopolitan of States…

Peter Chalmers Mitchell
[The following articles which appeared anonymously in The Saturday Review in the
1890s were written by Sir Peter Chalmers Mitchell, the Darwinist son of a Scottish
clergyman.  He was a member of the London Zoological Society from 1903 to the 1930s.
During the First World War he was attached to the Department of Enemy Propaganda
run by Lord Northcliffe, owner of The Times, and he remained closely connected with
The Times thereafter.]

Biological Foreign Policy
1890s

Our True Foreign Policy
There is a phrase which even John Lyly in the sixteenth century called “an old

saying”, and which recurs to the mind in these latter days, when the Government is
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urged to conclude this alliance or that without further delay;  just as if our national
 existence depended not upon our own strength but upon the help we may be able to
 get from other States.  The phrase is:  “All countries stand in need of Britain,and
 Britain of none”.  It has the true ring in it, this sentence;  and although its truth may
 not be quite so absolute now, when two-thirds of all the food-stuffs we consume are
 drawn from other countries, still it is true enough to make us repeat it with pleasure.
 It reminds us too of that famous phrase at the end of “King John”, which
 Shakespeare puts into the mouth of his hero, and which gains importance from the
 fact that it was probably written in the year of the Armada:

 “Nought shall make us rue,
 If England to itself do rest but true.”

 A few years ago some warning such as that contained in Shakespeare’s words
 seemed to be needed.  There was then a party in the State which appeared to be
 frightened at the growth of our Empire, and which strove to dignify its timidity by
 pretending to a supernational morality.  Savages fighting desperately for the
 privilege of enslaving their fellows were spoken of as “men rightly struggling to be
 free”, and the school of Cobden, Bright, and Gladstone would have found you any
 number of reasons why the colonies should separate from the mother-country, and
 why England should cut herself free from India and her other possessions.  It was
 the policy of the mid-century, which might be called the Crystal Palace policy, so
 factitious was it, a thing manufactured and not a growth, founded upon a curious
 superstitious belief in the possibility of universal peace, just as if the whole fabric
 of Nature were not based upon relentless war, a war of extermination.  Since
 Darwinism has obtained wide acceptance, and the primary conditions of man’s
 existence as a struggle for life, and of man’s progress as the survival of the fittest,
 are generally understood, the sentimentalism of the immediate past has been
 discredited, and we have been forced to go back to the manlier attitude of those
 Elizabethan forefathers to whom we owe not only our Empire but the distinction of
 our English name…

 As we have before pointed out, the dominant fact of the situation with regard
 to our foreign policy is the steadfast enmity of France.  We can call this enmity
 unreasonable or untimely, but its existence is not to be doubted.  Some papers,
 therefore, recommend that England should at once join the Triple Alliance;  that
 Lord Salisbury should promise the German Emperor assistance and support in case
 of any attack made upon the states or interests of the Allies in Europe, on condition
 that the Allies should support England in case of any aggression upon her territories
 in other parts of the world.  For various reasons this policy, although eminently safe,
 does not altogether please us.  First of all, we English have always made war hitherto
 upon our rivals in trade and commerce;  and our chief rival in trade and commerce
 to-day is not France but Germany.  In case of a war with Germany, we should stand
 to win much and lose nothing;  whereas, in case of a war with France, no matter what
 the issue might be, we are sure to lose heavily…

 [Saturday Review, 24th August, 1895]
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A Biological View Of Our Foreign Policy By A Biologist
The record of the past history of life upon the earth has made us familiar with

one phase in the drama of evolution.  For countless generations a number of species
may have been struggling, on tolerably equal terms, now one, now the other,
securing some little advantage, when, suddenly, a turn in the kaleidoscope of the
world gives one of them an advantage of real moment.  The lucky species multiplies
rapidly;  it spreads over the land and the seas, its rivals perishing before it or being
driven into the most inhospitable corners;  in the technical term the species becomes
dominant.  At the present epoch the human race is dominant, and its nearest allies,
the higher apes, survive only in recesses of tropical forests.  The most dramatic
period of the phase is now before us.  The dominant species has conquered the whole
earth;  it has broken up into many local varieties, and the local varieties, transcending
their own bounds, are pressing upon each other.

The great nations of the earth are local varieties, species in the making.  It is not
necessary that there should be anatomical distinctions among them;  although,
indeed, the English, Germans, French, Russians and Americans, Chinese and
Japanese, have each their distinct groups of average characters.  They are qualities
of the brain and mind that separate the human race from the lower animals;  and, in
the qualities of the brain and mind, in modes of thought, habits and prejudices,
aptitudes and sentiments, there are already abundant characters, incipiently specific
among the nations in question.  Indeed there is evidence to show that the supreme
specific distinction, mutual infertility, is beginning to appear between the more
strongly marked types.  But interbreeding is more than a physical phenomenon;  and
no one can dispute the growth of racial instincts that discountenance intermarriage.
The nations are gathering themselves together, emphasizing their national characters,
and unconsciously making for specific distinctness.

The foreign policies of the nations, so far as they are not the mere expressions
of the individual ambitions of rulers, or the jog-trot opportunism of diplomatists, are
anticipation of and provision for struggles for existence between the incipient
species.  Arsenals of war, navies and armies, and the protective and aggressive
weapons of the species-corporate, as the antlers of the stag, or the teeth and claws
of the tiger, are the weapons of the individual.  War itself is the most striking
expression of the actual struggle.  Here, however, it is necessary to distinguish.  One
kind of war, and that the most familiar in the last two centuries when the opening of
new continents made room for the expansion of growing nations, was a mere
katabolic activity, the bye-play of exuberant vitality.  Such were the campaigns of
Napoleon, or our own Crimean war;  these were games, the winning or losing of
which affected only the princes and generals.  After a brief fever the nations forgot
for what they had fought, and almost before the dead had decayed, the natural
equilibrium was restored.  A second kind of war occurs when an expanding,
changing nation presses on its weaker or stationary neighbour.  With this and its
swift result the English have become familiar in every part of the world.  But the last,
and what must be a struggle to the death, comes only when two growing nations find
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no room for expansion save by compression of the one.
 The world is rapidly approaching the epoch of these last wars, of wars which

 cannot end in peace with honour, of wars whose spectre cannot be laid by the pale
 ghost of arbitration.  The facts are patent.  Feeble races are being wiped off the earth,
 and the few great, incipient species arm themselves against each other.  England, as
 the greatest of these--greatest in geographical distribution, greatest in expansive
 force, greatest in race-pride--has avoided for centuries the only dangerous kind of
 war.  Now, with the whole earth occupied and the movements of expansion
 continuing, she will have to fight to the death against successive rivals.  With which
 first?  With which second?  With which third?

 …Casual encounters may occur wherever creatures with offensive weapons
 come together;  vital struggles only where the growth of one species forces it against
 another.

 China and Japan are not our enemies on either ground.  For many generations
 they may be left to account for each other, in the immemorial Asiatic fashion, by
 mutual blood-letting…  Nor can Russia be regarded as an immediate rival of
 England.  It is a huge amorphous, protoplasmic mass, ready, indeed, to engulf any
 intruding foreign body, but not informed with the high organization necessary for
 movements of external aggression…

 France, despite our historic antagonism for her, is no rival of England in the
 biological sense.  She is not a nation that is growing and striving to expand beyond
 her boundaries.  Her wars have been the dreams of rulers, not the movements of
 peoples…

 In a discussion like the present, the smaller nations, Switzerland, Spain and
 Portugal, Holland, Belgium, Italy, Greece and the Balkan States are negligible
 quantities…

 Of European nations, Germany is most alike to England.  In racial characters,
 in religious and scientific thought, in sentiments and aptitudes, the Germans, by
 their resemblances to the English, are marked out as our natural rivals.  In all parts
 of the earth, in every pursuit, in commerce, in manufacturing, in exploiting other
 races, the English and the Germans jostle each other.  Germany is a growing nation;
 expanding far beyond her territorial limits, she is bound to secure new foothold or
 to perish in the attempt.  It is true, she has not yet succeeded in making colonies of
 her own.  But that failure is the mere accidental result of her political system.  Her
 own revolution is imminent, and Germany, as a democratic Power, would colonize
 for herself, with the same aptitude she has shown for infiltrating our own colonies.
 Were every German to be wiped out to-morrow, there is no English trade, no English
 pursuit that would not immediately expand.  Were every Englishman to be wiped
 out to-morrow, the Germans would gain in proportion.  Here is the first great racial
 struggle of the future:  here are two growing nations pressing against each other,
 man to man all over the world.  One or the other has to go;  one or the other will go.

 There remains the Anglo-Saxon race itself.  If this break up into species, it is
 plain enough that conflict is inevitable as soon as the separate species have grown
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beyond their territorial limits.  The territorial isolation of Canada, Australia and
South Africa offers opportunity for the production of new sub-species.…

[Saturday Review,  1 February, 1896]

England And Germany
…in Europe there are two great, irreconcilable, opposing forces, two great

nations who would make the whole world their province, and who would levy from
it the tribute of commerce.  England, with her long history of successful aggression,
with her marvellous conviction that in pursuing her own interests she is spreading
light among nations dwelling in darkness, and Germany, bone of the same bone,
blood of the same blood, with a lesser will-force, but, perhaps, with a keener
intelligence, compete in every corner of the globe…  A million petty disputes build
up the greatest cause of war the world has ever seen.  If Germany were extinguished
to-morrow, the day after to-morrow there is not an Englishman in the world who
would not be the richer.  Nations have fought for years over a city or a right of
succession;  must they not fight for two hundred and fifty million pounds of yearly
commerce?

…England is the only Great Power who could fight Germany without tremendous
risk and without doubt of the issue.  Her partners in the Triple Alliance would be
useless against England:  Austria, because she could do nothing;  Italy, because she
dare not lay herself open to attack by France.  The growth of Germany’s fleet has
done no more than to make the blow of England fall on her more heavily.  The ships
would soon be at the bottom of the sea or in convoy to English ports;  Hamburg and
Bremen, the Kiel Canal and the Baltic ports would lie under the guns of England,
waiting, until the indemnity were settled…

[Saturday Review,  11th September 1897]

G.B. Shaw
[The following extract is from Fabianism And The Empire:  A Manifesto By The Fabian
Society.  I is taken from the 1920 edition, which does not give the date of its first
publication, which was probably around 1900.]

China
1900

…China, like Turkey, maintains a civilization which differs from European and
American civilization.  Without begging the question as to whether the Chinese
civilization is a lower or higher one than ours, we have to face the fact that its effect
is to prevent Europeans from trading in China, or from making railway and postal
and telegraph routes against it for the convenience of the world in general.  Now the
notion that a nation has a right to do what it pleases with its own territory, without
reference to the interests of the rest of the world, is no more tenable from the
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International Socialist point of view—that is, the point of view of the twentieth
 century—than the notion that a landlord has a right to do what he likes with his estate
 without reference to the interests of his neighbours.  Nearly half a century ago we
 made war on China and forced her to admit our ships and give us a footing in certain
 ports.  In concert with the Powers, we have just had to send an armed expedition to
 the Chinese capital to force them to tolerate the presence and the commercial and
 political activity of Europeans.  Here we are asserting and enforcing international
 rights of travel and trade.  But the right to trade is a very comprehensive one :  it
 involves a right to insist upon a settled government which can keep the peace and
 enforce agreements.  When a native government of this order is impossible, the
 foreign trading power must set one up.  This is a common historical origin of
 colonies and annexations ;  and it may, for practical purposes, be regarded as an
 irresistible natural force, which will lead sooner or later to the imposition by the
 Powers of commercial civilization on all countries which are still refractory to it…

 …If the Chinese themselves cannot establish order in our sense, the Powers must
 establish it for them.  And in undertaking our share of that establishment, we must
 proceed on the principle, directly opposed to that of Non-Interference, that we have
 international rights of travelling, trading, efficient police protection, and
 communication by road, rail, and telegraph in every part of the globe.  Free Trade
 enables us to claim these rights with a better countenance than any other Power ;  but
 all the Powers claim them implicitly, and must finally do so explicitly, if only to put
 themselves in an intelligible moral position…

 Benjamin Kidd
 [This might be considered the major Irish contribution to the literature of British Liberal
 Imperialism in which pre-Fascism had its highest development.  Benjamin Kidd (1858-
 1916), the son of an RIC policeman, was born in Bandon.  Through a vigorous course
 of self-improvement, and a consuming ambition to found a science of society, he made
 himself an ideological force in Liberal England as it was embarking on its populist
 Imperialist phase.  He was associated with Lord Rosebery and his ideas influenced Lord
 Milner and Lord Lugard (the conqueror of West Africa).  But Kidd was a kind of socialist
 Social Darwinist.  He favoured collective organisation for Imperial purposes.  In 1905
 he supported Joseph Chamberlain's attempt to consolidate the British Empire into a
 cohesive region of the world and resigned from the Liberal Party to campaign for it.  The
 Liberals would not accept this self-limitation and their open-ended Imperialism led to
 the First World War.  It appears that Kidd suffered an ideological breakdown under the
 impact of that War.  But here he is in the progressive health and strength of his prime.]

 The Control Of The Tropics
 1898

 At the present time the foremost subject occupying the attention of the American
 people is one which involves the question of the future government of two of the



67

richest portions of the tropical regions of the earth.  In England, at the same time, the
public mind is engaged with many serious international questions. It is curious to
reflect that nearly all of them, as well as the majority of those which have recently
been under discussion, also relate, ei

ther directly or indirectly, to the future government of tropical or sub-tropical
regions of the earth.  Siam, Burma, East Africa, the Niger territories, Egypt, and we
may include China, have all provided questions which come under this head.

At the end of the eighteenth century there was drawing to a close a vast rivalry
of the Western Powers of Europe.  The statesmen and soldiers who took part therein
seemed to themselves to be occupied over and above everything else with questions
of thrones, and dynasties, and adjustment of the map of Europe.  How comparatively
trivial such questions look now, and to what still more dwarfed proportions are they
almost certainly destined to shrink in the future, beside the vast world- shaping
rivalry which lay behind them all—the struggle of the Western races for the larger
inheritance of the future.  It is not in adjustments of the map of Europe, however
important they may have seemed at the time, that we have had the significant
historical events of the last two centuries.  The events of real importance, those
which are destined to shape and control the tendencies of history into the distant
future, are those connected with the struggle for, and the occupation by the winning
sections of the Western peoples of, those regions of the world where the white races
can live permanently and work.

At the end of the nineteenth century we are in the midst of another epoch of
instinctive rivalry.  It is not improbable that to a future observer one of the most
curious features of our time will appear to be the same prevailing unconsciousness
of the real nature of the issues in the midst of which we are living. The great rivalry
of the past has been determined—decided on the whole overwhelmingly in favour
of the English-speaking peoples.  It has been for the inheritance of the white man's
land of the world.  The great rivalry of the future is already upon us.  It is for the
inheritance of the tropics, not indeed for possession in the ordinary sense of the
word, for that is an idea beyond which the advanced peoples of the world have
moved, but for the control of these regions according to certain standards. Why there
is no longer room for the old belief—never perhaps on the whole seriously
entertained—that the tropics may, or even must, be left to take care of themselves,
we shall have to discuss further on.  Let us in the first place endeavour to fix attention
on certain salient and striking facts the significance of which has as yet scarcely been
grasped by the general mind.

In the midst of the great controversy which for the last fifty years has raged round
the question of free trade, as stated by the English school of economists, there is one
aspect of the matter which, though of the first importance, has hitherto, for the most
part, remained out of sight.  Stated in its simplest and truest form, the central
doctrine, upon which the entire English theory of free trade rests, is that it is of the
highest advantage that each country should devote itself to those forms of production
in which it has a comparative advantage, and that there should be free exchange of
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all products.  As the forces of industrial rivalry have, however, developed themselves
 among the leading Western nations, as transport and communication have become
 cheaper and more rapid, and technical knowledge has been more widely distributed
 and more easily conveyed, rival industries may be seen flourishing in different
 countries and under varying conditions.  The fact has, in short, begun to make itself
 more and more distinctly felt that the competing nations in most cases possess but
 little advantage one over the other, and that the probable tendency is for even this
 to become less.  There remains, however, in the background one immense sphere
 of commercial activity, in which the great natural principle that lies at the base of
 the free-trade theory must remain always operative on a vast scale.  It is the
 interchange of products between the tropics and the temperate regions.  If present
 indications are not entirely misleading, we are about to witness an international
 rivalry for the control of the trade of the tropics on a far vaster scale than any which
 has hitherto been imagined. (p1-5)

 …the large trade which the English-speaking world transacts… with the tropics
 actually amounts to approximately some 44 per cent of their total trade with all the
 rest of the world. However rough and imperfect the idea that may be obtained from
 these figures of the nature of our existing relation to the tropics, it is at least sufficient
 to impress us with a very real sense of its importance. In the immense regions
 concerned there are embraced some of the richest territories on the earth's surface.
 But they are territories as yet, for the greater part, practically undeveloped.  Yet it
 must be remembered that it is in an interchange of commodities between these
 regions and those at present occupied by the European peoples that it is possible to
 have permanently operative, on the largest scale upon which it could be made
 operative in the world, the great natural principle underlying all trade, i.e., that the
 interchange of products between peoples and regions possessing different natural
 capacities tends to be mutually advantageous  No serious attempt, at least no attempt
 of the kind which the importance of the subject appears to deserve,has so far been
 made to set forth the principles which should underlie our future relations with the
 tropical regions of the world.  Over a considerable proportion of these regions at
 present we have existing a state either of anarchy, or of primitive savagery, pure and
 simple, in which no attempt is made or can be made to develop the natural resources
 lying ready to hand.  [p14-15]

 It would come as a surprise… to many in England, to find from what serious
 minds the advocacy of the present French policy of expansion in Africa proceeds.
 There are, for instance, few French writers better acquainted with the deeper needs
 of modern France, and none whose opinion is received with more respect outside
 of France, than the political economist, M. Paul Leroy Beaulieu. Looking round at
 the world, this writer foresees that, at the commencement of the twentieth century,
 France will have on one side of her 120 millions of Russians about to expand into
 the temperate regions of Siberia, and on the other side of her 120 millions of the
 English-speaking peoples about to expand into a vast inheritance in the temperate



69

regions elsewhere in the world. "Therefore," he says, "colonization is for France a
question of life and death,—either France must become a great African Power, or
she will be in a century or two but a secondary European Power: she will count in
the world scarcely more than Greece or Rumania counts in Europe."

In this sentence, and in particular in the words which have here been placed in
italics, we have the key to the infatuation which has possessed the minds of the
Continental Powers of Western Europe at the close of the nineteenth century.  The
writer has spoken of the extraordinary misconception which underlies it.  It is the
idea that the history of England, which in the past has put forth vigorous reproductions
of herself in the white man's lands of the world, can be reproduced in the twentieth
century in tropical Africa and similar regions of the earth. In the countries which
have followed the lead of France we may distinguish everywhere the same idea
under different forms.  In the German Press, M. Paul Leroy Beaulieu's idea may be
seen reproduced daily in perfect good faith by writers on behalf of their own country,
where the phrase "Greater Germany," in imitation of Greater Britain, is continually
applied to so-called colonies where there are no colonists, where Germany is
represented only by officials, and where there will never be any white colonists in
the true sense…

During the last two decades of the nineteenth century nearly five millions of
square miles of the tropical regions of the world, or an area considerably greater than
that of the whole of Europe, has been brought under the control of Continental
Powers of Europe under this conception of "colonial" expansion.  These regions
continue to wait for the white colonists who will never come. But, in the meantime,
the ruling instinct of the Occupying Power seems everywhere to be simply to fall
back on the old idea of the Factory or of the Plantation—the estate to be worked for
the profit of those who have taken possession.  [p28-31]

…The prevailing idea of a colony in England is that which governs the relations
of England to Canada and Australia, where England is dealing practically with
equals in these great modern States, in which all the forces resident in our civilization
are operative.  But it is the underlying conception in the mind of the whole English-
speaking world, notwithstanding all facts to the contrary, that settlements of
European Powers in the tropics are "colonies" in this latter sense, which is
responsible for the development of one of the most remarkable situations in history.
After the abolition by Great Britain of slavery in the tropics, and the frank
abandonment thenceforward of the factory and plantation systems, the idea became
general in England that the British tropics were to be gradually left to themselves,
after the model of the British colonies in temperate regions. They were already seen,
in imagination, with all the expansive forces of Western civilization in full swing
therein, developing their own resources under native auspices as if they had been
parts of the world like the United States or Australia! They were, in short, expected
to develop into modern States….  Down to the present day in India, as in Egypt, some
of the most uphill, the most difficult, the most discouraging, and yet, on the whole,
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the most successful work which has ever been done in the name of civilization has
 been performed, and is still being performed, only under the fiction that the Power
 which represents civilization is in occupation only temporarily.

 If any one should think all this to be mere Pharisaism, he would have little insight
 into the working of the British mind during the nineteenth century…  When at length
 England, driven by that deep instinct which leads a people in a crisis to feel beyond
 the present into the future joined—the last European Power to do so—in the modern
 rush for territory in tropical Africa, the idea which had held the mind of the English-
 speaking world for a century, that idea under which we had waited for the British
 tropics to become modern States, and under which we had, in the meantime, seen
 the trade of the British West Indies and Guiana dwindle from £15,000,000 to
 £6,000,000, reached an extraordinary culmination in England. The feeling had at
 last become instinctive that the conception which had applied to the government of
 the tropics the ideas and standards of our Western democracies was a mistake.…
 [p34-37]

 We have to recognize at the outset, as a first principle of the situation, the utter
 futility of any policy based on the conception that it will be possible in the future
 to hold our hands and stand aloof from the tropics. There can be no choice in this
 matter. With the filling up of the temperate regions and the continued development
 of industrialism throughout the civilized world the rivalry and struggle for the trade
 of the tropics will, beyond doubt, be the permanent underlying fact in the foreign
 relations of the Western nations in the twentieth century. This anticipation must be
 based, in the first place, on the fact of the enormous extent to which our civilization
 already rests on the productions of the tropics, and, in the second place, on the fact
 that the principle, underlying all trade—that exchange of products between regions
 and peoples of different capacities tends to be mutually profitable—finds in
 commerce between ourselves and these regions its most natural expression… [p46-
 7]

 If the white man cannot be permanently acclimatized in the tropics, even where
 for the time being he has become relatively numerous, under the effects of evil
 conditions of the past, the government of all such regions must, if the ideas and
 standards which have prevailed in the past be allowed to continue, tend ultimately
 in one direction.  It must tend to become the government of a large native population
 by a permanently resident European caste cut off from the moral, ethical, political,
 and physical conditions, which have produced the European.  This is the real
 problem in many States in the tropical parts of central and northern South America.
 We cannot look for good government under such conditions; we have no right to
 expect it.  In climatic conditions which are a burden to him; in the midst of races in
 a different and lower stage of development; divorced from the influences which
 have produced him, from the moral and political environment from which he
 sprang, the white man does not in the end, in such circumstances, tend so much to
 raise the level of the races amongst whom he has made his unnatural home, as he
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tends himself to sink slowly to the level around him.
The next principle, which it seems must be no less clearly recognized, is one

which carries us a great stride forward from the past as soon as we begin to perceive
the nature of the consequences which follow from its admission.  It is that,
nevertheless, there never has been, and there never will be, within any time with
which we are practically concerned, such a thing as good government, in the
European sense, of the tropics by the natives of these regions. The ultimate fact
underlying all the relations of the white man to the tropics is one which really goes
to the root of the whole question of the evolution which the race itself has undergone.
The human race reached its earliest development where the conditions of life were
easiest; namely, in the tropics.  But throughout the whole period of human history,
the development of the race has taken place outwards from the tropics. Slowly but
surely we see the seat of empire and authority moving like the advancing tide
northward. The evolution in character which the race has undergone has been
northwards from the tropics. The first step to the solution of the problem before us
is simply to acquire the principle that in dealing with the natural inhabitants of the
tropics we are dealing with peoples who represent the same stage in the history of
the development of the race that the child does in the history of the development of
the individual. The tropics will not, therefore, be developed by the natives themselves.
However we may be inclined to hesitate before reaching this view, it is hard to see
how assent to it can be withheld in the face of the consistent verdict of history in the
past, and the unvarying support given to it by facts in the present.  If there is any one
inclined to challenge it, let him reflect for a moment on the evidence on the one side
and the difficulty that will present itself to him of producing any serious facts on the
other side.  If we look to the native social systems of the tropical East, to the primitive
savagery of Central Africa, to the West Indian Islands in the past in process of being
assisted into the position of modern States by Great Britain, to the Black Republic
Hayti in the present, or to modern Liberia in the future, the lesson seems everywhere
the same; it is that there will be no development of the resources of the tropics under
native government.

We come, therefore, to a clearly defined position.  If we have to meet the fact that
by force of circumstances the tropics must be developed, and if the evidence is
equally emphatic that such a development can only take place under the influence
of the white man, we are confronted with a larger issue than any mere question of
commercial policy or of national selfishness.  The tropics in such circumstances can
only be governed as a trust for civilization  [p50-53]

…The relationships of the Western peoples to  the inferior races, with which they
have come into contact in the course of the expansion they have undergone, is one
of the most interesting  subjects in history.  Confused though these relationships may
appear, it may be distinguished that they have passed through certain well-marked
stages of development. We must set aside, as being outside our present field of
vision, those races which have inhabited countries suitable for European colonization.
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The fate of all races occupying territories of this kind has been identical.  Whether
 wars of extermination have been waged against them, or whether they have been
 well treated and admitted to citizenship, they have always tended to disappear
 before the more vigorous incoming race.  It is with the inhabitants of regions
 unsuitable for European settlement, and mostly outside the temperate zone, that we
 are concerned…  [p63-4]

 [Macmillan 1898]

 Lord Rosebery
 [Archibald Philip Primrose, Lord Rosebery (1847-1929), was Liberal Prime Minister
 in 1894-5, and was the founder of Liberal Imperialism.  The Liberal Unionists were a
 group led by Joseph Chamberlain which split from the Liberal Party in 1886 and
 joined with the Tories in 1894 to form the Unionist Party.  The following is from a
 speech to a Liberal meeting in Liverpool.]

 The Irish Question
 1902

 …
 What is the Irish question?  It is the eternal incompatibility that exists between

 a slow conscientious Protestant Anglo-Saxon race and a quick-witted Celtic Roman
 Catholic race, with different characteristics, different ideas, different traditions,
 different aims, different Churches, and last, and not least, a different sense of
 humour.  It is the misfortune of the two races that they are geographically compelled
 to live together, though they are separated by a belt of stormy ocean…

 …there is a phrase which is in vogue now which I believe ascribes itself in some
 degree to my authority—that of Liberal Imperialism…  There are… eminent
 persons… who have… as it were by mistake confused the two sections and said
 Liberal Unionists—"I meant Liberal Imperialists, well, it is just the same thing".  I
 contend that it is not the same thing.  My objection to the Liberal Unionists is this,
 that they have too much superfluous Unionism and not enough Liberalism to swear
 by.  But I frankly admit that, if the question of Irish Home Rule were the only
 domestic question, it might be possible for Liberal Unionists and Liberal Imperialists
 to get on without very much difficulty…  I know of no difference whatever…
 between the Parliamentary Liberal Unionists and the Parliamentary Tory, except…
 the younger Tories are far more Liberal and far more independent that the Liberal
 Unionists…

 In my belief the true policy of Imperialism is one that relates, not to territory
 alone, but to the race as well.  The Imperialism that, grasping after territory, ignores
 the conditions of an Imperial race is a blind, a futile, a defeated Imperialism.  That
 is my view of the true Imperialism, that is the way in which I distinguish Liberal
 Imperial from Liberal Unionism.  I believe that you in Liverpool, who have so great
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an interest and stake in this country, who have so great an interest in the prosperity
and well-being of our working classes, who wish to see them well fed, well educated,
and kept from an intolerable condition of habitation and of life which can only breed
pestilence and crime—i think you in Liverpool will realize that that at any rate is the
true view of Imperialism. (Cheers).…

[Times 15th February1902.]

Karl Pearson
[Karl Pearson (1857-1936) was Professor of Applied Mathematics at the University of
London and also Galton Professor of Eugenics.  His Grammar Of Science (1892) was
widely read for a couple of generations.  What follows is from the Robert Boyle
Lecture for 1907.  Boyle was the son of the founder of the Munster Plantation and was
himself born in Ireland.]

[Natiional Eugenics]
1907

Prefatory Note
Every nation is an agglomeration of good and bad elements, and each new

generation is born from but a relatively small portion of the whole.  The greatness
of a nation depends on the dominant fertility of its fitter stocks…  Love of ease, a
mistaken sense of duty, insidious new social habits, may tamper with the
preponderating fertility of the fitter and more capable racial constituents before we
have realized their effects…

…if we once realize that this law of inheritance is as inevitable as the law of
gravity, we shall cease to struggle against it…  Nature and education may immensely
aid the social machine, but… they will not of themselves reduce the tendency to the
production of bad stock.  Conscious or unconscious selection can alone bring that
about.

What I have said about bad stock seems to me to hold for the lower races of man.
How many centuries, how many thousand of years, have the Kaffir or the negro held
large districts in Africa undisturbed by the white man?  Yet their intertribal struggles
have not yet produced a civilization in the least comparable with the Aryan.  Educate
and nurture them as you will, I do not believe that you will succeed in modifying the
stock.  History shows me one way, and one way only, in which a high state of
civilization has been produced, namely, the struggle of race with race, and the
survival of the physically and mentally fitter race…

If you bring the white men into contact with the black, you too often suspend the
very process of natural selection on which the evolution of the higher type depends.
You get superior and inferior races living on the same soil, and that coexistence is
demoralizing for both.  They naturally sink into the position of master and servant,
if not admittedly or covertly into that of slave-owner and slave.  Frequently they
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intercross, and if the bad stock be raised the good is lowered…
 Let us suppose we could prevent the white man… from going to lands of which

 the agricultural and mineral resources are not worked to the full ;  then I should say
 a thousand times better for him that he should not go than that he should settle down
 and live alongside the inferior race.  The only healthy alternative is that he should
 go and completely drive out the inferior race.  That is practically what the white man
 has done in North America…

 The Australian nation is another case of great civilisation supplanting a lower
 race unable to work to the full the land and its resources…

 The nation must have the instruments and the training needful to protect itself
 and its enterprises ;  it must hold the sources of raw material and the trade routes
 requisite to develop the wealth upon which its population depends ;  it must have
 the education necessary to make its craftsmen, its traders, its inventors, its men of
 science, its diplomatists, and its statesmen the equals at least of those of its rivals
 on the world-stage.  Nay, perhaps as important as all of these ;  it must have traditions
 and ideals so strong that the prejudices of individuals and the prerogatives of classes
 will fall beyond urgent national needs…

 I myself look forward to a future when a wholly new view as to patriotism will
 be accepted ;  when the individual will recognize more fully… the conflict between
 individual interests and national duty.  I foresee a time when the welfare of the nation
 will form a more conspicuous factor in conduct ;  when conscious race-culture will
 cope with the ills which arise when we suspend the fully purifying force of natural
 selection…

 The struggle of man against man, with its victory to the tougher and more crafty
 :  the struggle of tribe against tribe, with its defeat for the less socially organized :
 the contest of nation with nation whether in trade or in war, with the mastery for the
 foreseeing nation, for the nation with the cleaner bill of health, the more united
 purpose of its classes, and the sounder intellectual equipment of its units :  are not
 these only phases of the struggle for existence, the factors which have made for
 human progress, which have developed man from brute into sentient being?  We
 have been told that "the cosmic process is opposed to the ethical"!  But from the
 standpoint of science, is not the ethical the outcome of the cosmic?  Are not the
 physique, the intellectuality, the morality of man, the product of that grim warfare
 between individual and individual, between society and society, and between
 humanity and nature, of which we have even yet seen no end?

 The growth of human sympathy… has been so rapid during the century that it
 has cried Halt! to almost every form of racial purification…  One factor—absolutely
 needful for race survival—sympathy, has been developed in such an exaggerated
 form that we are in danger of suspending selection, of lessening the effect of those
 other factors which automatically purge the state of the degenerates of body and
 mind.

 Do I therefore call for less human sympathy…?  Not for a moment…  But I
 demand that all sympathy and charity shall be organized and guided into paths



75

where they will promote racial efficiency and not lead us straight towards national
shipwreck.  The time is coming when we must consciously carry out that purification
of the state and race which has hitherto been the work of the unconscious cosmic
process.  The higher patriotism and the pride of race must come to our aid in
stemming deterioration…

No nation can preserve its efficiency unless dominant fertility be associated with
the mentally and physically fitter stocks…

I am not pessimistic…  I know that the English people has been aroused to self-
consciousness more than once in its history, and I believe that now it can be brought
to realize that safety lies in a conscious race-culture…

[Karl Pearson:  Robert Boyle lecture 17th May 1907.]

Major Street
[Major C.J.C. Street was a militarist and a political propagandist.  In 1920-21 he was
an organiser of British propaganda in Ireland for the Black and Tan terror.  But two
books which he published in 1916 were honest soldiers' books written by somebody
who knew perfectly well why Britain was making war on Germany, and how it had
been prepared for.  The military caste had to keep contact with the realities of its state.
Propaganda was for demoralising the enemy, and duping the Irish about the War.  His
propaganda book, The Administration Of Ireland 1920, has been republished by Athol
Books with a selection of his other writings.]

With The Guns
1916

A sense of humour will make, even of war, the finest game in the world.…  [p29]

From the whole length of our front trench, as far as the eye could reach, rose,
vertically at first, a grey cloud of smoke and gas, that, impelled by a gentle wind,
spread slowly towards the enemy’s trenches, very soon enveloping the whole range
of our vision in its opaque veil.  This was our view of the assault, this dismal vapour
the aura that was to surround a thousand sacrifices, the cloak that was to hide a
thousand gallant deeds, the winding sheet that was to enwrap so many a hero.
Modern war holds no dramatic spectacles to enchant the brush of a Meisonnier, no
drama is wrought upon a lime-lit stage to arrest the pulses of the watching nation.
Yet none the less is its fascination omnipotent;  its magnetic attraction, that draws
into its vortex every man that owns a soul to plague him, is none the less irresistible;
its influence still has the power to weld a chain of heroes out of a dirty, blasphemous,
footsore crowd of sinners.  War tends to the uplifting of the race, not to its
debasement, let him who has faced it deny it if he can!…  [p84]

The resources in men, money and munitions of the Central Powers are decreasing,
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those of the Allies increasing, equal losses on either side, therefore, is a condition
 favourable to the latter…  [p114]

 …a certain page of history should harden our resolution, should make us
 convinced of the bitter fact that there is no no peace for the world except in the
 disappearance of the German Empire or our own.  Delenda est Carthago [Carthage
 is to be destroyed]—let us preach the lessons of the Punic wars in season and out
 of season till every soul in these islands realizes their significance at the present day.
 The world is no larger than it was then, there is still no room in it for two rival World
 Powers, one must sink into obscurity before the might of its rival.  And, accepting
 this incontrovertible fact as an axiom, let us face our position, let us remember how
 the power of Rome trembled in the balance as she strained every nerve in her system
 during Hannibal’s Italian campaign, and let us realize at last that the destruction of
 our rival will demand of us sacrifices compared to which the efforts that we have
 yet made are nothing, are as the puny efforts of a feeble infant, contrasted with the
 struggle of a strong man wrestling for his life.  And if the operations that have been
 named the Battle of Loos have any share in bringing those things home to us, their
 effects will be far more beneficial than those of a spectacular victory…   [p115-6]

  (Eveleigh Nash Co. 1916.]

 The Making Of A Gunner
 1916

 The sudden transformation of several millions of peaceful citizens into an
 enthusiastic and comparatively efficient Army will probably be adjudged by the
 verdict of history to be the greatest military feat ever accomplished…   [p111]

 A vital contest between two great nations or groups of nations has rarely or never
 been decided in less than a number of years during which war may be continuous
 or intermittent.  The Franco-German war of 1870-71 is no exception to this rule, for
 it may be considered the first phase of the struggle in which we are now engaged.
 Had we intervened then, as under a more far-seeing administration we should have
 done—for let us rid our minds of the hypocrisy that nations go to war upon questions
 of right, and realize that they do so when it is expedient for their welfare—this war
 would probably never have occurred, and the issue of the struggle would have been
 decided upon a far smaller scale than can ever be the case now.  For this war,
 whatever causes may have underlain its beginnings, is an incident in the struggle for
 existence between two great races, ourselves and the Germans, and existence for
 either involves its complete supremacy.  I have been criticized for not realizing in
 a former book that ‘this war is not one of top-dogism, but for equality among the
 nations’.  I can only inquire what two great empires have ever in the history of the
 world existed side by side for long without a struggle in which one gained the
 supremacy, and what great war or series of wars has ever been fought in which the
 final result was the equality of the nations?  Even if the present war were to end in



77

a condition of equality, how long would such a condition last before the struggle
would be renewed?  The deeper seated causes of our quarrel with Germany are the
same as those that swayed Rome and Carthage, Venice and Genoa.  Is it not fair to
assume that its ultimate results must be the same?

We are faced then with the prospect of a war of long duration, or more probably
with a comparatively early peace, to be followed by the resumption of hostilities
after a lapse of years.  Germany, if she is to attain the supremacy, must gain an
increase in territory, and by reason of her military organisation it is easier for her to
do so on the Continent of Europe than elsewhere.  She will not cease to molest her
neighbours until she is utterly crushed, and even when crushed a sword heavier than
any she could ever hope to forge must be maintained as a wholesome check upon
her aspirations.  In any case it is difficult to imagine circumstances that would justify
us in returning to the standard of military strength that was maintained before the
war.  Circumstances have taught us once more that sea-power alone can never win
a war, however valuable an aid it may be to its successful prosecution.  We shall be
bound to maintain an army of a size comparable to those of the continental nations,
and our system of maintaining a professional army will have to be abandoned.  No
nation can afford to pay a living wage to a large body of men who are unproductive
in return…  We must adopt permanently some system akin to conscription…  [p211-
213]

It may be said that this is nothing but Prussian Militarism, the very thing we are
fighting to destroy, but, after all, is militarism such a terrible thing outside Germany,
or even in it, for that matter?  Is it not rather a bogey used to frighten children by those
who hardly understand what it means?  The soldiers of our New Armies are not
crushed and trampled on by the iron heel of unreasoning severity;  the majority of
them are far happier and more contented than they have ever been in their lives…
Discipline is the greatest blessing in the world…  And surely the nation needs it
badly enough.  The history of labour for the past few years is that of an undisciplined
mob, rebelling not only against its employers, which under some circumstances may
be justifiable, but against the authority it has set up for its own protection, the Trades
Unions, which is suicidalæ  [p213-4]

 (Eveleigh Nash Co. 1916)

Propaganda Behind The Lines
1919

It must be emphasised that the ultimate object of propaganda in war is the
destruction of enemy morale, and its corollary, the strengthening of friendly morale.
It consists of the dissemination of ideas, designed to react in different ways upon
their various recipients.  The enemy must be made to feel that his cause is hopeless
from the start… and is based upon delusive ideals.  It is usually impossible to
convince the responsible organisations of the hostile nation, such as the Government
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or the Army Commands, though it may be feasible to hamper them in their
 decisions.  But it is comparatively easy to influence the rank and file, civilian as well
 as military, and to produce an atmosphere of despondency fatal to success.

 In the same way the general public of neutral nations must be supplied with the
 arguments of victory and of a just cause, followed by a judicious ‘booming’ of every
 success, great or small, and by brilliant descriptions of the spirit that animates the
 Allied troops.  The neutral, especially when weak and necessarily somewhat at the
 mercy of the side that eventually proves victorious, is naturally disposed to sit on
 the fence and lean towards the side that he imagines to be winning…

 Finally, allied and friendly nations, even the belligerent nation itself, must be
 kept in good heart, by emphasising the justice of their cause, the magnificent bearing
 of their troops, the demoralisation of the enemy…

 The aim of propaganda behind the enemy lines is directly and indirectly to
 produce discouragement, in preparation of an attack by arms.  And it must be
 emphasised that the further the influence can be made to extend into the hostile
 country the better.  To produce discouragement among the troops themselves is
 certainly the first step towards success, but this can rarely be effective if the country
 behind them supports them enthusiastically.  A man is always more prone to listen
 to the encouragement of his friend than to the threats of his enemy.  But once the
 civilian population be discouraged the infection travels rapidly to the troops…

 Early in 1916 the War Office realised the might of the moral weapon, and cast
 about to find personnel wherewith to forge it.  A branch of the Directorate of
 Military Intelligence was created, and known as MI7b.  An Army Order was issued,
 inviting those officers and men who had previous literary experience to communicate
 with the new organisation.  As a result, a more or less regular staff of some thousand
 writers was enrolled, who, as an act of grace, consented to contribute the produce
 of their pens during such times as they could spare from more active military duties.
 From these were selected two or three who were unfit for service overseas, a number
 subsequently raised to twenty, who were attached to the staff of MI7b, and gave their
 whole time to the production of propaganda.  By this means the War Office obtained
 the pick of the literary brains of the Service at no expence…  It need hardly be added
 that their contributions, though published throughout the globe, were unpaid.

 [The Cornhill Magazine, November 1919]
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Trevelyan
[George Macaulay Trevelyan (1876-1962) was a member of a very famous English
Liberal family, and author of English Social History, The English Revolution, The Life
Of John Bright, Garibaldi And The Making Of Italy, etc. etc.  The following address
was delivered at Oxford University]

The Historical Causes Of The Present State Of Affairs In Italy
1923

…Although as a State she is not so old as several persons in this room, as a
civilized land she can show continuity in social and civic life with classical
civilization.  France alone could put up something of a similar claim on that score,
but a claim weaker than that of the Italian cities…

Italy has always been pre-eminently a land of cities…  England has become a
land of industrial occupation and of city life, but she is not a land of cities, like Italy…

In the England of to-day the city population is very large, but the Englishman has
relatively little sense of the individual city that he lives in.  In Italy the city population
is small, but civic patriotism is very definite and very strong…

The great majority of the Italian population are indeed peasants, while in
England our peasantry has dwindled to a tiny minority, divorced from its own
cultural traditions and fed on the pabulum fabricated by the omnipotent city dweller.
Yet, although the Englishman is a city dweller, he lives under political institutions
which were mainly devised by rustic squires and free holders to meet the necessities
of the old rural life of England.

In Italy, on the other hand, it is almost true to say that there has never been a
squirearchy in the political sense of the word, nor indeed any class with an effective
political organization of a rural type…

Power always resided in the towns.  From time immemorial political life and the
formation of political opinion had been the monopoly of the citizens, of the men who
could run to the piazza in time to take part in a municipal election, a party
demonstration, or a street fight.  The range of effective citizenship of this sort has
been in our day extended to those who can obtain motor transport to bring them to
the scene of action.  The Fascisti, with the help of motor traffic, can mobilize on the
piazza more quickly than the “red” workman.

In mediaeval England, …power lay in the castle and the manor house rather than
in the walled city…  These rural classes, working in union with the cities, and
working sometimes with and sometimes against the Crown, built up our Parliamentary
system.  It is a system necessarily based on representation.  Why necessarily?
Because only by representation… could the various rural districts have a voice in the
national government.  The Crown had taught us the need for a national government;
the squires and freeholders of the shires insisted that it should be representative, for
only so could they get a hearing.
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In Italy, on the other hand, there was no “Crown” to unite the Peninsula, and no
 squirearchy to insist on representation and give the rural population its due political
 importance.  I say there was no “Crown”…, unless it were the Papal Crown.  The
 ghost of the Roman Empire, sitting crowned and robed on its grave, was indeed a
 very formidable monarch spiritually.  But as a flesh and blood ruler the Pope was
 only strong enough to thwart the pretensions of the man who might really have been
 King.  The Pope prevented the Emperor from penetrating from across the Alps and
 becoming veritable monarch of Italy.

 How did the Pope become strong enough to repel the Emperor from Italy?
 Partly, it is probable, by representing the half-conscious national feeling against a
 German master.  The defeat of Frederic Barbarossa at the battle of Legnano is to the
 Italian what Bannockburn is to the Scot…

 The half-conscious racial resistance to a German monarch, and the conscious
 resistance of the Pope to the Emperor, found a potent ally in the City State…  The
 people who won Legnano were the citizens of Milan and her allied towns…

 In the Italy of the Middle Ages the City State revived…  It governed the
 surrounding district despotically.  It was itself governed by its own direct democracy,
 or by its own oligarchy, or by its own dictator.  When it changed its government, it
 did so not by a general election, but by a row in the piazza.  The citizens rushed
 together and clubbed some unpopular person, or pulled down his house…

 And so, in the autumn of 1922, while we were putting a Conservative government
 in power by holding a general election, the Italians achieved a similar object by a
 series of rows in the piazza all over Italy, culminating in a grand national “row in
 the piazza”—Signor Mussolini's march on Rome…

 People sometimes ask me, Why could not the Italians have effected the change
 of government that they desired by means of a general election.  It is, in my view,
 very unfortunate that the Italians fail to express the national will at the polling booth,
 but it is not at all unnatural.  It is really very difficult for thirty or forty millions of
 people to get the government they desire by means of a general election, unless they
 are to the manner born.   We have this obscure inherited instinct.  The Italians have
 it not.  In England a general election is a moral earthquake, before which sport,
 fashion, and business hide their diminished heads…  But in Italy a general election
 is the sum of a number of obscure intrigues.  One used to be able to remain in the
 country and not know that a general election was going on.

 How then do Italians naturally express their wishes?  I have already told you—
 through a concourse of citizens in each city.  When the soul, the mind, or the passions
 of the Italian people require to have a vent, they find it in a row in the piazza.  So
 it was… in the time of the Gracchi;  so it was in the time of the Guelfs and Ghibelines;
 of Rienzi, and of Masaniello;  so it was in the five days at Milan in March 1848, and
 in every other city under Austrian rule that month;  so it was in May 1915, when the
 inhabitants of the cities overrode the elected Parliament, and by a series of
 demonstrations in all the piazzas of Italy, from Reggio to Bergamo, carried the
 country into the war and saved the allied cause from defeat…
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The work of the Risorgimento was incomplete in 1870.  In the inner life of the
country the new doctrine of patriotism had not penetrated the whole body of the
people in a permanent manner, particularly not the peasants.   When thirty years of
economic distress came in place of what was to have been the golden age, patriotism
ebbed, and grumbling and cynicism took its place…

Under these circumstances… the Risorgimento tradition became too much a
memory receding into the past, instead of a faith that should mould the present and
the future.  Its official inheritors, moreover, discredited Parliamentary government
by their feeble administration and by the absorption of their energies in the
pettifogging arts of electioneering and Parliamentary management.  The bureaucracy
and State employees (impiegati) on the railways and elsewhere were multiplied
exceedingly as part of a system of Parliamentary graft…

Now the Fascisti in the last few years have arisen to meet these two needs…
First, the need for a popular propaganda of patriotism, and
Second, the need for a government strong enough to deal with bureaucratic
and Parliamentary graft and with the monstrous regiment of impiegati…

As might have been expected, when the question of neutrality or war was fairly
posed, it was not the Ministry or the Parliament or the peasants who gave the lead,
but the inhabitants of the cities.  They had made the first Risorgimento, and in 1915
it was they who revived its drooping spirit to meet the new crisis of the nation's fate.
In the 'days of May', by demonstrations in the piazza of every city, the city-dwellers
forced Italy into the war with little enough encouragement from the parliamentary
classes, and in opposition to most of the priests and socialist leaders.  In such
circumstances the struggle on the 'home front' in Italy, during a war of three and a
half years that was to have been for six months only, was much more severe than in
England.   The fascio or bundle of patriotic parties at Monte Citonio was formed to
fight the defeatists in Parliament, and did yeoman's service to the Allies and to
Italy…

But after the victory there was a violent though brief reaction.  When men looked
round to count what they had lost in the terrific catastrophe, a wave of angry despair,
of semi-Bolshevist revolt against it all, passed over Europe, including England.  In
Italy, where patriotism is scarcely a century old, it took a form that it did not take with
us, of “defeatist” assaults on men in uniform, especially men with war medals, and
on all supporters of the war, as well as on “capitalism” and “property” of all sorts.
The national colours could not safely be shown;  an anti-patriotic “terror” was
established.  The socialists never did a worse day's work for themselves than when
they adopted methods of violence in place of the ballot.  Their unfortunate choice
was partly due to an international tradition of “red” rowdyism, dating perhaps from
the Jacobin terrorism of Paris, and revivified by the success of Bolshevism in Russia.
But the Italian tradition… of the row in the piazza as a method of political action,
also influenced them in adopting methods of violence.  It was as natural for the
Italian socialist to terrorize his fellow citizens as for the English socialist to walk to
the polling booth.  History can best tell you why.
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The Parliamentary Government failed to restore order.  It bowed to the storm,
 hoping that it would pass.  It “hesitated to shoot”.  The crisis, therefore, produced
 the second and most characteristic development of the Fascio—the growth of a
 private army of young ex-service men in football shirts, armed with sticks and
 revolvers, with branches in every city and district, to fight the Communists and
 defeatists with their own weapons.  In this the Fascisti were completely successful,
 and earned the thanks not only of “capitalists” and landlords, who in some districts
 were in suspiciously close relation with the fascist warriors, but of the community
 in general, and of patriots in particular.

 It is unnecessary to emphasize the grave present evils and the future dangers
 involved in the fact that “a sort of civil war” has been fought to a finish between two
 groups of citizens, while the Government looked on helpless, and that the victorious
 group has seized the government.  Whether the blame lies mostly with the
 Communists, the Fascists, or the weak Parliamentary Government will long be
 disputed.  But in order to look at the matter in proper perspective, in order to
 understand aright Mussolini's amazing coup d'etat of October 1922 and the present
 position of Italy, we must realize that in the Mediterranean lands Parliamentary
 government is not native but an importation from England, and that since Cavour's
 death it has had no great exponent in Italy.  Although Parliament will very possibly
 survive as a piece of machinery for which there is no alternative, the kind of politics
 that the Italian race has in its blood is the politics not of the lobby or the polling
 booth, but of the piazza.  They want something dramatic—theatrical…  In England
 our mobs, meetings, and demonstrations are merely adjuncts of the Parliamentary
 system, but in Italy they are the very pulse of the nation's political life.

 It is perhaps improbable that Fascismo will prove a final form of government for
 so subtle and civilized a nation as the Italian…  Yet I do not feel at all certain that
 the old state of things will ever be restored unaltered…

 Italy owes a great debt to Fascismo for the restoration of order and security, for
 the fearless exercise of the power and authority of the central government after a
 period of partial disuse.  In these respects Fascismo has some analogies to the Tudor
 despotism in England following the anarchy of the Wars of the Roses.  The Wars
 of the Roses had been brought on by premature Parliamentary control of the
 executive in an age not socially capable of enjoying full constitutional liberties.  In
 every age and in every land, society requires order first and liberty second…  Men
 desired to be governed even more than they desire to govern themselves…

 Signor Mussolini is a great man and, according to his lights, a very sincere
 patriot.  Let our prayer for him be, not that he victoriously destroy free institutions
 in Italy, but that he may be remembered as a man who gave his country order and
 discipline when she most needed them, and so enabled those free institutions to be
 restored in an era happier than that in which it is our present destiny to live.

 [The Historical Causes Of The Present State Of Affairs In Italy.  Sidney Ball
 Memorial Lecture Delivered Before  The University Of Oxford, 31 October 1923, by

 G.M. Trevelyan, Oxford University Press, 1923.]
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Winston Churchill
On Fascism

1927
‘Antidote To Soviet Poison’.

(From Our Own Correspondent).
Rome, Jan 20.

Before leaving for London by the mid-day train to-day, Mr. Churchill received
representatives of the Italian and foreign Press.  Mr. Churchill informed his audience
that he had prepared what he, an ex-journalist, considered the questions and answers
most likely to help them in their work, and that a typed copy of this would be given
to whomsoever desired one.  The following are extracts in his own words from the
impressions made upon him by a week’s visit to Italy.

“You will naturally ask me about the interviews I have had with Italian statesmen
and in particular with Signor Volpi.  Those interviews were purely private and of a
general character.  It is a good thing in modern Europe for public men in different
countries to meet on a friendly and social basis and form personal impressions of
one another.  It is one of the ways in which international suspicion may be
diminished and frank and confident relations maintained.  I could not help being
charmed, like so many other people have been, by Signor Mussolini’s gentle and
simple bearing and by his calm detached poise in spite of so many burdens and
dangers.  Secondly, anyone could see that he thought of nothing but the lasting
good, as he understands it, of the Italian people, and that no lesser interest was of
the slightest consequence to him.

“I am sure that I am violating no confidence when I saw that a large part of my
conversation with Signor Mussolini and with Count Volpi turned on the economic
position of the Italian wage earner…  I was very glad to have it proved to me by
facts and figures that there is a definite improvement month by month over the
preceding year…

“I have heard a great deal about your new law of corporations which, I am told,
directly associates twenty millions of active citizens with the State and obliges the
State to undertake very direct responsibilities in regard to these dependents.  Such
a movement is of the deepest interest, and its results will be watched in every
country.  It will certainly require the utmost good will and cooperation of all the
people, as well as the wise and clear guidance of the State.  But at any rate, in the
face of such a system, ardently accepted, it is quite absurd to suggest that the
Italian Government does not rest upon popular bases or that it is not upheld by the
active and practical assent of the great masses.

:If I had been an Italian I am sure that I should have been wholeheartedly with
you from the start to finish in your triumphant struggle against the bestial appetites
and passions of Leninism.  But in England we have not had to fight this danger in
the same deadly form.  We have our way of doing things.  But that we should
succeed in grappling with Communism and choking the life out of it—of that I am
absolutely sure.

“I will, however, say a word on the international aspect of Fascismo.  Externally,
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your movement has rendered a service to the whole world.  The great fear which
 has always beset every democratic leader or working-class leader has been that of
 being undermined or overbid by someone more extreme than he:  It seems that a
 continued progression to the Left, a sort of inevitable landslide into the abyss was
 characteristic of all revolutions.  Italy has shown that there is a way of fighting the
 subversive forces which can rally the mass of the people, properly led, to value
 and wish to defend the honour and stability of civilised society.  She has provided
 the necessary antidote to the Russian poison.  Hereafter, no great nation will be
 unprovided with the ultimate means of protection against cancerous growths, and
 every responsible labour leader in every country ought to feel his feet more firmly
 planted in resisting levelling and reckless doctrines.  The great mass of people
 love their country and are proud of its flag and history.  They do no regard these as
 incompatible with a progressive advance towards social justice and economic
 betterment.”

 [Mr. Churchill On Fascism. The Times, 21 January 1927.]

 Balfour Declaration 1917—to date

 November 2nd, 1917
 Dear Lord Rothschild,

 I have much pleasure in conveying to you, on behalf of His Majesty's Government,
 the following declaration of sympathy with Jewish Zionist aspirations which has
 been submitted to, and approved by, the Cabinet.

 "His Majesty's Government view with favour the establishment in Palestine of
 a national home for the Jewish people, and will use their best endeavours to facilitate
 the achievement of this object, it being clearly understood that nothing shall be done
 which may prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities
 in Palestine, or the rights and political status enjoyed by Jews in any other country."

 I should be grateful if you would bring this declaration to the knowledge of the
 Zionist Federation.

 Yours sincerely,
 Arthur James Balfour

 Balfour Declaration:  Consequences
 This brief, apparently casual, note from the British Foreign Secretary to Lord

 Rothschild set in motion a campaign of irredentist conquest and ethnic cleansing
 which is still in operation.  Every word of it was the product of intense negotiation.
 Its immediate purpose for the British Government was to enlist Jewish support
 internationally, especially in the United States, for its war on Germany.  The long-
 term intention, as understood between the negotiators, was to transform Palestine,
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whose Jewish population was then less than ten per cent, into a Jewish State.
National rights were to be withheld from the people of Palestine until a new people
was inserted into the region by massive immigration, regardless of the wishes of the
actual inhabitants.  This intention is not explicit in the wording of the note, but the
wording is sufficiently ambiguous to allow it to be stretched to that meaning by
special pleading.

Britain broke its word on undertakings that were much more definite than this
one.  But here it delivered much more than was apparent in the words as ordinarily
understood.  And, whenever there was an attempt by later British Governments to
restrict the British commitment to Zionism, the elder statesmen who had negotiated
the Declaration came out to explain that the undertaking given to irredentist Jewish
nationalism (Zionism) was to hold back the political development of Palestine, and
hold the native population in check, while a Jewish population was built up as the
basis of a Jewish State.

The League of Nations ratified this approach under British influence, but it was
so much at variance with the general policy proclaimed by the League that it was
always a subject of dispute by those who were trying to be consistent democrats.

When a Labour Government in 1930 tried to adopt a Palestine policy in
accordance with the ordinary meaning of national rights as applying to the
population actually living in a territory, and to restrict the meaning of the Balfour
Declaration accordingly, the Zionist movement denounced it for betrayal.  A book
called The Great Betrayal was published in New York, written by two eminent
American Jews, Stephen Wise and Jacob De Haas.  It denied that national rights
were a democratic entity inherent in the population of a definite territory, and
asserted that they were conferred by Imperial power:

"We distinguish… between acts of government and the will of peoples.  Also,
we draw a distinction between Jewish rights and Arab claims.  Whether the
Palestinian population in 1914 possessed any tangible political rights it is for those
versed in Turkish law to say.  In practice we know that such rights did not exist…"
(p62).

"The Arab case, apart from the rights that inhere from living in a country, rests
upon a secret correspondence between a British general in command in Egypt and
an Arabian Emir, who exercised at that that time no political or civil authority in
Palestine.  We, who urge Jewish rights, would welcome the publication of these
agreements.  But, we repeat, our Zionist claim in Palestine rests upon no private
understandings or secret arrangements, but on public acts, not only of Great
Britain, but of the Peace Conference and subsequently of the League of Nations.
The good faith of half of mankind is involved in the justice we seek at the hands of
the people of the British Empire" (p66).

And, about the rights of non-Jews in Palestine, Wise and De  Haas say:

"The term Political rights does not appear in the Balfour Declaration.  The
phrase used is civil rights and as we have made abundantly clear every word of
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that document was weighed by more than a score of authorities" (p63).

 Churchill dismissed the rights of the Palestinians very briskly in evidenxe to the
 Peel Commission in 1937:

 "I do not admit that the dog in the manger has the final right to the manger, even
 though he may have lain there for a very long time.  I do not admit that right.  I do
 not admit, for instance, that a great wrong has been done to the Red Indians of
 America, or the black people of Australia.  I do not admit that a wrong has been
 done to those people by the fact that a stronger race, a higher grade race, or, at any
 rate, a worldly-wise race, to put it that way, has come in and taken their place.  I do
 not admit it.  I do not think the Red Indians had any right to say, 'the American
 Continent belongs to us and we are not going to have any of these European
 settlers coming in here'.  They had not the right, nor had they the power."  (Serfdom
 Or Ethnic Cleansing÷… Churchill's Evidence To The Peel Commission, Athol
 Books p34).

 The Arabs were not persuaded by arguments that they had no political rights as
 the inhabitants of Palestine because the British Empire had not conferred any on
 them.  They offered resistance to conquest just as if they had rights that were being
 breached.  That resistance was strong enough to make it expedient for the British
 Government to put Jewish immigration on hold in 1939 in preparation for the next
 World War it was contemplating.  A new policy, restricting Jewish immigration to
 Palestine, was set out in the 1939 White Paper.  The Labour Party had become
 thoroughly Zionist in outlook, and two Left Socialists, Michael Foot and Richard
 Crossman responded to the White Paper with a pamphlet called A Palestine
 Munich?

 And Crossman commented twenty years later:

 "It is not unfair to describe that White Paper as 'a Middle Eastern Munich', since
 the treatment Britain accorded her Jewish allies in Palestine was just as shameful
 as that Czechoslovakia received" (A Nation Reborn, 1960, p65).

 But Crossman was also critical of the Lloyd George Government for not having
 acted with greater Imperialist determination in 1919 by means of what we call ethnic
 cleansing, and inserting a Jewish majority before the Palestinian population could
 resist.  And he is of the opinion that, if the thing had been done thoroughly, the Jewish
 State would have been a bastion of the British Empire:

 "Weizmann [the Zionist leader] accepted almost without question the virtues of
 the Empire and assumed that one of the tasks of the Jewish nation would be to
 protect Britain's Imperialist interests on the Suez Canal.  Only the hard and bitter
 events of the 1930s drove him against his deepest inclination, into opposition to
 Britain" (p36).

 One of the earliest English (Gentile) propagandists for the construction of a
 Jewish State in Palestine was Herbert Sidebotham of the Manchester Guardian.  But
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he was insistent that a Jewish State would only be functional under British Imperial
hegemony.  In his book on the subject he surveyed the earlier Jewish states (of 2000
years ago).  He concluded that they were a menace to their neighbours, and that a
new Jewish State would probably be so again if uncontrolled and left to its own
devices.  And he has not yet been proved wrong.

Britain never negotiats with terrorism, we are told.  It did not negotiate with the
Jewish nationalist terrorism directed against its administration of Palestine in 1945-
7.  It just walked away from its responsibilities, and left the Jewish State to its own
devices.  But, if moral responsibility means anything, Britain bears the chief
responsibility for the working out of what it started in 1917, just as if it was doing
it all itself.  As it never tires of telling others, people must bear the consequences of
their actions.

Brendan Clifford
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