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2 THE NINETEENTH CENTURY Jan,

to the Devil. Vote for Christ.’” Then there was the ‘ Men of
England Election March ’ :

Tyrant House that ever bleeds us! -
You shan’t tax the corn that feeds us!
One of us is he who leads us!

Asquith, God, and Right.

As Mr. Buchanan says, this leaves us in some doubt as to who
1s the real leader of the Liberal party.

Sir Edward Carson, who can express himself with a Georgian
fire, described it the other day as a ‘ fraudulent election.” But
why? A more transparent seat-hunting dissolution and election
can hardly be conceived. Granted that the Government’s
methods in the House of Liords were so arrogant as to savour of
sharp practice, the final issue put before the country was direct
and unperplexed. Ministers appealed for more authority to go
on with and to carry the Parliament Bill, and for more power to
deal with the Veto of the Lords under that Bill, and in no other
way. ‘The Veto of the House of Lords has been referended,’
said Mr. Churchill at Swindon on the 8th of December. His
audience appeared to have thought this funny; perhaps it was
the way it was said—inimitably, no .doubt; for in the Times
report a ‘laughter’ greeted the announcement. This was not,
perhaps, the effect Mr. Churchill intended should reward the
series of sonorous platitudes leading up to it, but it shows the easy-
going way the constituencies had taken the chief issue put before
them by the Government.

Only the hot and strong speeches of the bravoes have kept the
pot boiling at all. What, indeed, are we to say of the Moderate
men, who were confidently expected to exert themselves upon
this supreme occasion ; to break through their habits and to desert
their firesides? It was a case for videant consules at Cheltenham ;
the State was in a danger ; here was surely one of the strongholds
of moderation ; yet the pass was sold to the enemy. In spite of
the almost daily Times letters, in large print, of Professor Dicey
and ‘ Pacificus,” the moderate men have shown a complete dis-
regard for the ‘ wise, firm, and gentlemanly tones of their ex-
hortations *—to quote an early tribute of Mr. Disraeli to Murray’s
(the publisher) persuasive powers. One begins to wonder whether
the species even exists.

Mr. Bottomley told us the other day that in his own con-
stituency an impression ‘was abroad that the Veto was a vegetable.
It really might be for all the political interest that it has excited.
The election has been a dull affair throughout, and has ended in
a tame result, but after all it makes it clear that for the moment
the constituencies prefer the Liberals to the Tories, or at any rate
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do not prefer the Tories to the Liberals. When the boroughs had
polled, Mr. Long, ‘speaking frankly,” told his friends that the
result of the election was of a negative character. On the same
night Mr. Bonar Law predicted that the final result would be * stale-
mate.” This prophecy, like Mr. Churchill’s finale, was greeted
with ‘laughter.’

My own impression is that the result has not been much
influenced by the Lords’ Veto Question, or even by Second
Chamber considerations. Free Trade, Chapel, and the specialised
taxation of the well-to-do have again tacitly served the Govern-
ment. A vague dread of food taxes and of any increased cost in
the necessaries and the odds and ends which mean comfort and
convenience, and which the wage-earners associate with free
imports, has had most to do with it. The great majority of work-
people cannot be expected to share the splenetic ardours of Sir
Edward Grey for Second Chambers; but anything which means
an increased cost of living rouses their apprehensions to quite the
‘ disaster, death, and damnation’ pitch of Sir Edward’s surely
rather ridiculous tirade. »

But be this as it may, the election was ostensibly fought on
the Veto issue, and the burden of the next step to be taken lies
upon Mr. Asquith and his friends. What will they do? The
seat-hunting adventure has not come off. * Stalemate’ is not a
convincing form of the emphasis Mr. Asquith sought, or of the
additional power Sir Edward Grey declared to be necessary a
month ago. If the Government did not feel justified in going on
with the Parliament Bill in November, are they in any better
position to do so now?

We ask the question with some interest; for we have been
constantly told in the House of Lords during the last year or two,
by Lord Crewe, by the Lord Chancellor, and by minor Ministers,
that unless the House of Lords came to heel terrible things would
happen—the formula being that ‘ nothing could ever be the same
again.” In a sense this is true. I shall.not easily forget the
disagreeable impression made upon me by the attitude and by the
language of the Government speakers on the 21st. of November,
when Lord Lansdowne moved the adjournment of the House for
the discussion of his resolutions. Judgment, we were informed
by Lord Crewe, had already been entered against us by default,
and the statement was cordially supported in a weighty speech
by the Liord Chancellor. The desire of the Lords to discuss the
Parliament Bill fully would be regarded as an aggravation of our
offences. Lord Beauchamp, speaking for the first time as a
Cabinet Minister, with heat and rhetoric declared the motion for
adjournment to be an impertinence to the Government; Lord
Pentland, in milder and more deliberate accents, following suit.

B2
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And this stifling of debate, this concerted action to burke discus-
sion, was the line taken by a Liberal Government! To this extent
I agree that things can never be the same—at least for some of
us. Lord Crewe certainly made the concession that those of us
who happened not to agree with the Government, or only partially
to agree, might discuss their points of view amongst themselves ;
but that the Government’s mind was made up. The Bill must be
taken or left. No amendments would be listened to. The Leader
of the House, evidently speaking to strict instructions, was for
once blunt and crude.

This truculent pose has set the tone to the Ministerial cam-
paign in the country. It is the measure of success attained,
either in reality or in the imagination of victors, by such an
electoral attitude, that will decide the course of action the Govern-
ment will adopt. Radical press-men still profess themselves
delighted with results. It is a record, they assert, for any Prime
Minister to lead his party to victory at the polls twice within less
than a year. Well, there are records and records. Personally,
T fail to see anything very remarkable in the fact that within a
year’s time the country has twice returned the same party to
power. It takes longer than a year to turn any considerable
number of votes. To take refuge in this kind of comparison is no
real sign of confidence ; but the Prime Minister himself seems to
have felt sufficiently justified to announce a Home Rule Bill for
almost immediate issue. No doubt the measure as described was of
misty dimensions, and Mr. Asquith was at the time being heckled
by a Fife county gentleman. But still, he is & hard man to corner
against his will, and he told his audience the thing was thoroughly
matured. Tt can hardly be supposed that he would have wasted
the shining hours over the preparation of a Bill of this kind, save
on the premise that he would first be able to get the House of
Lords and their Veto out of the way, and so to have a clear course
for his Irish Bill when the time came to submit it to the public.
The incident is not without significance if taken in connexion
with the Glossop speech of the 14th of December. Here Mr.
Asquith speaks of the Veto as the predominant and primary
issue at the election on which a dozen or a score of great causes
hang, and prominent among these is a reconciliation of
Ireland by a grant of self-government in regard to purely Irish
affairs.’

Up to a certain point nothing could be more explicit. But
what did the Prime Minister mean by ‘ purely Irish affairs’?
There is a cautionary ring about this phrase. In any case Mr.
Redmond does not seem to have been very much impressed, and
other Ministerial speakers have been at great pains to explain that
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Mr. Redmond is not in the secret, and that he will have to take
his chance, like the House of Lords, of whatever a revitalised and
re-equipped Liberal Government may think good for him.

I expect this is so: Mr. Redmond for the moment will be
preambled, like the reformed Second Cbamber. In short, Mr.
Asquith is not so afraid of Mr. Redmond or so obedient to the
Irish section of his majority as people think.

In the first place, there has been a change in Irish opinion
within the last twenty or thirty years, and the leading aspects
of the question have been fundamentally altered. In December
1879 Mr. Parnell said that a true revolutionary movement in Ire-
land should partake both of a conmstitutional and of an illegal
character ; but it is doubtful whether in December 1910 the Home
Rule movement, either in Ireland or at Westminster, is of this
complexion. Old Age Pensions, the free and successful operations
of the Land Purchase Act, the steady progress of the Irish cattle
and milk trades, inaugurated by Mr. Plunkett years ago and sup-
ported outside politics by Irish Unionists and Nationalists alike,
have all had their effect. The Redmondite members would not like
to admit it, but I expect that there are a good many Isaac Butts and
‘ sensible ’ Shaws in their ranks now. Certainly there is no Wolfe
Tone, no Dan O’Connell.

In the second place, even if we assume that this is not the
case—and Mr. Redmond perhaps does assume it—what in all the
world has the Irish party to gain by turning out a Government and
a party favourable to the Irish ideas they represent, in order to bring
in a party who make no secret of their continued hostility to any-
thing of the kind? The Eastern proverb ‘ Those who live near the
river must make friends with the crocodiles’ no doubt applies
with disagreeable force to Mr. Asquith, but in a great measure it
applies to Mr. Redmond also.

From the spectacular point of view, indeed, he is the hero of
the election: to have returned to the scene of action at the
dramatic moment ; to have refreshed his organisation in the very
nick of time with lots of good money ; to have knocked out the
formidable Mr. Healy ; and to have come back to Westminster
at the head of an almost unbroken party entitles him to enjoy all
the satisfactions of the village blacksmith, and to sit by his fireside
in this vile weather, conscious that he has kept the wolf from the
door for some time. He may well be indifferent to the plottings
of the ‘ preamblers.” Time may be on his side, but I confess that at
present I am sceptical as to the reality of his  dictatorship.” We
can wax eloquent on the subject of American dollars. They suggest
power, romance, and wickedness, but when all is said and done Ido
not suppose that a Primross Dame or Sir Alexander Acland-Hond
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would refuse subscriptions from Irish Ulstermen resident or
nationalised abroad in support of the Union. Mr. Redmond’s
position is meritorious, but really quite commonplace.

To return to the Government, they are perhaps more deeply
committed than in January last to carry out their programme ;
they are, however, no better equipped after their recent raid
on the constituencies; they have received no stronger man-
date than in January. If Ministers had won the thirty to
forty seats they expected to win, or even the twenty or
thirty the estimate fell .to after the debate on the Lansdowne
resolutions, the position would have been very different. But
things being as they are, will not the Government be well-
advised to mitigate something of their unconquerable purpose and
to lend their minds to arriving at a fresh Constitutional agreement
or understanding by consent? That done, they could go on with
their Irish measures, which it is not too much to hope may meet
" with a very different reception from Mr. Gladstone’s Home Rule
Bill. {
It will be said that an attempt has already been made to arrive
at a settlement by consent, but that it failed when the Conference
broke up last autumn. Well, we may not want another Confer-
ence, but the very fact that there ever was one at all haunts our
discussions as persistently as such shop-soiled electioneering pro-
perties as Mirabeau and Oliver Cromwell. The very thought of it
blunted the sword of electoral conflict. It was felt that perbaps
the constituencies themselves, as well as the Peers, had been
living through a ‘ day of dupes.” The statesmen in conclave had met
on more than twenty occasions. On each occasion they had sat for
two hours or so. And to what purpose? That Mr. Balfour and
Mr. Lloyd George might compare notes on their week-end visits
to Blenheim and other fine country places? Surely they cannot
have enjoyed one another’s society for so long without arriving at
the basis of some settlement of our troubles? It is at least legiti-
mate to suppose that in the recent discussions in both Houses we
have had a foretaste of better things to come. Our leaders may
well have arrived at a compromise which they knew their followers
would not accept without another appeal to arms. They therefore
reported failure. The fact, however, that the decision of the
electorate has left matters much where they were before the Con-
ference met, alters the situation in one vital respect. A feeling
of lassitude comes over the combatants, and the public mind is
prepared for the kind of solution by compromise which the Con-
ference leaders may have been holding in reserve all this time.

In his correspondence, J. S. Mill relates that he was so much
struck by an observation of Maurice’s, to the effect that differences
of opinion, when they come to be analysed, largely resolve them-
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THE MORAL OF AN IMMORAL ELECTION

THE General Election is over. It ought not to have taken place.
No defeat had been sustained by the Government, no check even
had been experienced on any question subjected to Parliamentary
criticism, and on which therefore the electorate might be con-
sidered capable of forming an instructed opinion. Debate on the
resolutions dealing with the relations between the two branches
of the Legislature was closured in the House of Commons on the
ground that ample opportunity for discussion would arise on the
introduction of the Bill embodying those resolutions. No oppor-
tunity for debate on the Bill was given, and under those circum-
stances to dissolve Parliament for no cause, and to cast an un-
debated and uncriticised proposal for fundamentally altering the
Constitution into the vortex of a General Election, mixed with a
dozen other issues, was insulting to the House of Commons, and
came perilously near to perpetrating a deliberate fraud upon the
electors. The immoral election is over and with negative results.
So far as the Liberal and Unionist parties are concerned the
position, in respect of numerical strength, is practically un-
changed. This, however, does not indicate that the contest has
been without effect upon the moral strength of the two main
parties, and consequently upon the fortunes of the Government
and the opportunities of the Opposition.

On the eve of the opening of Parliament, the informal Con-
ference upon the relations between the two branches of the Legis-
lature suddenly collapsed, and the Government dissolved Parlia-
ment for no reason assigned or assignable. In advising a
dissolution without having experienced defeat or check, the
(GGovernment adopted an unprecedented course; and the only
conceivable motive for such a departure from Parliamentary
practice is that, feeling themselves too weak to deal with the
question that the Conference failed to solve, they hoped by appeal-
ing to the electors on the old register, by stifling criticism, and
by obscuring the issue, to receive such an accession of strength on
various grounds as would enable them to carry out their policy.
Their expectations have been disappointed. On the other hand,
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the Opposition hoped that time would not have checked the
momentum of the pendulum that swung so distinctly in their
favour in January last. They have been disappointed also. Un-
questionably the suddenness of an election of so novel a character
was all in favour of the Government. They can offer no excuse
for the failure of their anticipations, and perforce adopt an
expression of cheerful optimism as artificial as a ballet girl’s
professional smile. The Opposition were taken unawares, and,
as is natural, they console themselves with remarks upon the
myopia of their look-out men and the incompetence of their
organisation. How far such reflections are justifiable is beside
the mark. They may or may not be true. The fact is that great
changes in public opinion do not take place in short intervals of
time. In January the pendulum swung violently away from the
Government. The Liberals lost ninety-eight seats and the Labour
party six. England, in which is concentrated most of the wealth
and organised industry of the United Kingdom, sent to West-
minster fourteen more Unionist members than mustered under
the combined Liberal, Labour, and Socialist flags. Even in
Scotland and Wales the Liberals lost five seats. The huge
majority in the House of Commons which had followed the
Government since 1906 with little diminution suddenly dwindled
to comparatively small proportions. The question, which it was
thought the latest General Election would settle, was whether
this marked swing of the pendulum had continued since January,
or whether the Government, by its promise of further class legis-
lation, and its partial capitulation to the T.abour party over the
Osborne Judgment, and to the Suffragists over the Conciliation
Bill, had succeeded in arresting the movement. What light do
the results of the General Election throw upon this question? If
the number of votes cast at the polls, and the localities in which
Unionists have gained seats or have greatly reduced majorities,
are considered, the answer must be that opinion against the
Government still continues to grow. England is more strongly
opposed to Mr. Asquith’s policy than it was, whilst Scotland and
Wales have experienced little change.  Mr. Redmond is still
behind the Government, but the idea that Ireland is Radical, and
is in sympathy with any single one of the items of thg Govern-
ment’s Confession of Faith, becomes more absurd at each turn of
the electoral wheel. England, which is the centre of the Empire,
is still alien to the Government. So far as Great Britain is con-
cerned, the position of the late Cabinet has been weakened rather
than strengthened by the last appeal to the electors. The voters
have declared what practically amounts to a stalemate between
the two main contestants, and Mr. Asquith and his colleagugs
cannot reasonably claim to possess more power than they had six
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weeks ago, or to be able to do anything now which they could not
have done before the election was held.

That is the situation in Great Britain. In Ireland it is
peculiar, and must be examined separately. = The country is
divided into two camps, omitting from consideration for a moment
the small ascendancy coterie clinging desperately to the dry bones
of a dead past. In one camp are gathered the official Nationalists
under Mr. John Redmond, who have sacrificed Ireland’s material
welfare on the chance, the very slender chance, of extracting
Home Rule from an unwilling predominant partner by manipu-
lation of the Parliamentary machine, and who practise the un-
national policy of striving to kindle into flame the dying embers
of religious, racial, and class animosity. In the other camp are
the members of the ‘ All for Ireland * Lieague, under Mr. William
O’Brien, whose claim is that the sacrifices involved in the accept-
ance by the official party of Radical budgets, socialist doctrines,
and Mr. Birrell’s Bill putting an end to land purchase, are ruinous,
unnccessary and made in vain; that a national policy con-
sists in allaying religious, racial, and class animosities, and that
a measure of Home Rule, acceptable to Ireland and forming a
permanent settlement, cannot be obtained by the methods and
manceuvres practised by the official party. It need hardly be said
that the relative strength of the two camps cannot be estimated
by the results of the election. It must be apparent to anyone who
understands the importance of party machinery, that Mr. William
O’Brien entered upon the contest under an impossible handicap.
When the election was sprung upon the country the ‘ All for
Ireland ’ Lieague had been in existence for only a few months,
Its founder was unprepared. Without organisation of any kind
he was suddenly called upon to fight a strong, well-established
organisation fully equipped with all the machinery necessary for
a campaign. And Mr. Redmond bid high for the support of his
fellow countrymen. Clothing himself in a mystical robe of
prophecy, he urged his followers to trust, not the Prime Minister
or the British electorate, but to trust him, and him alone. He
declined, it is true, to mention the source of his inspiration, but
he did positively assert that if only his fellow countrymen would
trust him just a little longer, they would obtain their reward
‘immediately,’ in the shape of a measure of Home Rule of the
character to which he had pledged himself. *‘This is the very
last election,” he told the people ; ‘ support me just this once and
Home Rule is assured. It is in my pocket. I can touch it, and
when the time comes in two or three weeks, or possibly months,
I will present it to you.” Such an appeal is very cogent addressed
to electors drilled out of all independence, and who, in the hurry,
confusion, and excitement of a sudden election, cannot consider
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the validity of the demand. Under all these circumstances the
only wonder is that the “ All for Ireland ’ League has not been
utterly swamped under a huge wave of popular enthusiasm. One
thing is certain. The inevitable recoil of the wave will be equal
to the volume of its inrush. ‘The survival intact of the new move-
ment is proof of its intense vitality. It will not be caught
unawares again. The result of the election makes it plain that
another election a year or two hence would show results in Ireland
very different from those which have recently been announced.

Subject to these conditions what can the Liberal party do?
It is in process of disintegration. Moderate men are deserting
it, and the polls show that it is not only numerically weaker than
it was, but that when it comes to a straight fight between Labour
and Liberalism in industrial constituencies, Liberalism goes
under. In the House of Commons, and in still greater degree in
the country, the Liberal party is so feeble that it cannot retain
office except with the assistance of three factions, the Labour
members, the Socialists, and the official Nationalists, who, having
nothing in common, are united only in the desire to make such
alterations in the Constitution as may enable each of them to carry
out some project to which the others are opposed. 1t is with such
a loosely compacted majority of such mutually destructive
elements that the Government is about to meet the House of
Commons, and claims to have received a mandate from the people.
A mandate to do what?

The assumption that a Government returned to very precarious
power on a dozen different issues is competent to undertake off-
hand great organic constitutional changes is too preposterous to
be entertained. Yet the Government claim not only to have
received a mandate from the constituencies to proceed with the
Parliament Bill, but that the passage of the Bill through both
Houses is absolutely certain. The Parliament Bill is, as a docu-
ment, quite unique. It consists of two portions, one of which is
left blank to be perhaps filled in later. It lays down rules, regula-
tions, functions, and limits for something which does not exist,
but which may be called into existence at some future date.

The complaint that the House of Liords represents one party
only, and that in consequence the measures sent up by a Unionist
majority in the House of Commons are always passed, whereas
Bills sent up by a Liberal majority in the Commons are as
invariably rejected, cannot be justified. The Second Chamber
represents principles generally co-ordinated in the term con-
servatism. During a period of conservatism, in accepting Bills
emanating from a Conservative party and founded on Consc?rva-
tive principles, it runs no risk of permitting legislation aptlyely
offensive to the people. The legislation may be disappointing.
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It may not go as far as many people desire, but that defect is
remediable. But with a Radical Government, and especially with
a Radical Government swayed by an extreme section, the case is
very different. Bills may come up containing legislation of an
abiding character, concerning which no definite opinion has been
expressed by the majority, but to which conservative sentiment
is known to be resolutely hostile. In such a case a Second
Chamber, however constituted, will feel it to be its duty to make
sure that such measures are approved of by the people. In all
domestic affairs the tendency is towards progress, and the country
is roughly divided into two parties, those who want to go fast
and those who want to go slow. This national attitude is re-
flected in our party system. Roughly speaking, each great party
is divided into those who pull forward and those who pull back,
and between the wing of the Radical party that pulls back and the
wing of the Conservative party that pulls forward there is very
little difference of opinion at any time, and that general average of
opinion is always slowly advancing. The function and, indeed,
the sole object of a Second Chamber is to represent that general
average, to balance extremes, to embody the mean, to avoid
violent action and reaction, and to ensure steady progress.
Whether under T.ord Rosebery’s and Iiord Liansdowne’s resolu-
tions a satisfactory Second Chamber can be created is a matter for
discussion and the formation of public opinion; but that they go
a long way towards a solution cannot be denied by reasonable men.
In the absence of the smallest tittle of information as to their
intentions, it is, of course, impossible to say whether under the
scheme of the Government—if indeed they have any scheme—a
real Second Chamber can be formed ; but no reasonable man can
deny that the Parliament Bill as it stands reduces the Second
Chamber to a condition of impotence that amounts to abolition,
and is really a Single Chamber Bill.

The suggestion of the Government to deprive the Second
Chamber of all power is difficult to view with becoming serious-
ness. It seems ridiculous and it is certainly impossible. Men
of political aspirations, of energy, of ambition to serve the public,
will never consent to sit in a sham senate ; nor will public ser-
vants, who have spent themselves in the service of their country,
seek well-earned repose in such an ignoble seat. It is very doubtful
whether a’ Second Chamber, limited to suspensory powers, would
answer the purpose for which it is designed, and if not, it could
not last. The object of the Parliament Bill is, as Mr. Asquith
informs us, to enable him to pass a dozen or score of measures
of grave importance. An emasculated Second Chamber is likely
to use to the utmost the little power left to it, and it will be able
to delay each of those dozen er score of measures for three years,



1911 THE MORAL OF AN IMMORAL ELECTION 13

It may take Mr. Asquith anything from a quarter to half a cen-
tury to pass the measures which he has at present in his mind.
The whole conception of the Government is upside down and
wrong end first ; it merely deforms the House of Lords. The
conception of the Opposition is on its feet, and is right end first ;
it reforms the House of Lords. The country will insist upon a
real Second Chamber or none. It will not countenance rank
deception. The Deform Bill of the Government must be placed
alongside the Reform Bill of the Opposition, and then let the
people judge.

It is, of course, pernicious to the last degree that great consti-
tutional questions of this kind should be threshed out on the dust-
laden floor of General Elections. All moderate men agree that
our Parliamentary machinery requires a thorough overhaul, and
that the business of the nation must be reorganised on a business
footing. The business of a nation and an empire is, after all,
of the same character as the business of any great commercial
corporation. What, under similar circumstances, would the
directors of such a corporation do? Would they appeal to a
series of stormy meetings of shareholders? No; they would first
discuss the matter among themselves, strive to reconcile differ-
ences, and devise means for coping with an extended business
and providing adequate machinery for dealing with it. That is
obviously what responsible statesmen should do. A conference
on the whole constitutional question is the best and probably
the only way out of the impasse. The best way because it will
avoid dangerous friction. The only way because sooner or later
it must be resorted to.

In the meantime, among the most prominent of Mr. Asquith’s
dozen or score of measures, is Home Rule.

What is to be understood by the term Home Rule? We know
what Mr. Redmond means by it. He is pledged to separation.
He demands for Ireland a Parliament with the status and powers
of the Dominion Parliament. The Dominion Parliament has
power to raise armies and fleets, to negotiate commercial treaties,
to deal as it likes with customs, excise, trade and commerce.
That is virtual, at any rate potential, separation, and to that
Mr. Redmond is pledged. His party is pledged to separation.
It relies upon supporters who have put up their dollars for sepa-
ration. The official Nationalist Party cannot accept less withont
stultifying themselves, violating every pledge, and laying the.m’
selves open to the moral though not the legal charge of obtalmng
money under false pretences. That is their position. What is
the position of the Government? Mr. Lloyd George, the.latest
exponent of Radical policy, defines Home Rule as granting to
an Trish local body power over trivial local affairs; and, judging
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by their speeches, that is the interpretation his colleagues place
upon the term Home Rule? They are pledged to that, and they
cannot give more without stultifying themselves, violating their
pledges, and laying themselves open to the charge of obtaining
votes under false pretences. The difference between Home Rule
as defined by Mr. Redmond, and Home Rule as it has been repre-
sented to the British constituencies by His Majesty’s Ministers,
is irreconcilable. There is an absolute deadlock. What is to
happen? Mr. Redmond has declared that he holds the Liberals
in his hand, and will make them °‘toe the line ’—his line. Mr.
Asquith, on the other hand, declared at Retford, not a fortnight
ago, that he is independent of the Irish vote and will toe his own
line and none other.

What then will occur? The Irish question will not be the
first, second, or the third of the dozen or score of measures which
Mr. Asquith desires to see added to the statute-book. If Mr.
Redmond attempts to force the issue, he may find himself con-
fronted by the main bodies of both the great political parties,
neither of whom have the slightest intention of introducing or
countenancing a Separatist Bill, and Home Rule will be relegated
to the lumber-room of dilapidated theatrical properties. It is a
pity—a great pity—for a reasonable and moderate settlement
by consent of reasonable and moderate men would not be diffi-
cult, and must be undertaken, if not for itself, at any rate as an
inseparable part of a question that must be grappled with sooner
or later, and the sooner the better—the relief of Parliament from
insufferable congestion.

As to the immediate question, the Parliament Bill. Pre-
sumably Mr. Asquith was not strong enough to ask for guarantees
from the Crown before the General Election. He is no stronger
now, he is indeed weaker, and it is, therefore, difficult to imagine
on what ground he has now obtained, or will in the next few
weecks obtain, guarantees which he could not secure before his
last and unsuccessful appeal to the constituencies. But, assum-
ing, for the sake of argument, that the prerogative of the Crown
is exercised at the behest of a weakened Liberal party to swamp
the House of Lords by a vast creation of Peers in order to ensure
the passage of the Parliament Bill, what would be the outlook?
There can be very little legislation this year. The Government
18 first bound to carry two Budgets, and it must get through
Supply ; in fulfilment of its pledge to the working classes the
Invalidity and Unemployment Bill must be passed, and the Naval
Prizes Bill must be piloted through the two Houses of Parlia-
ment before the Declaration of Liondon, to which the commercial
classes in the United Kingdom are so strongly opposed, can be
ratified. This is a brief outline of the immediate prospect, in a
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year in which, as in other years, there will be recesses at Easter
and Whitsuntide, and in which, unlike other years, there will
be the ceremony of the Coronation, and the foregathering of
representatives from the Oversea Dominions to discuss vital pro-
blems of empire. The Parliament Bill has never been debated
in the House of Commons. It must be debated. Mr. Asquith
closured it in the old Parliament—he dare not closure it in a
new Parliament. It is no light matter recasting the Constitu-
tion. Even in the great free Republic of the United States,
which has no such strong reverence for tradition as has proved
the safeguard of the British people, the Constitution is placed
at inaccessible heights above the possibility of amendment by a
‘snap ’ vote, engineered by the artificial combination of opposing
factions. In face of all precedent in all civilised communities,
the Government dare not rush through the Parliament Bill with-
out full discussion, not only of its clauses, but of the possible
developments to which it may lead. To hustle this measure
through would be to disclose to the electorate a desire to reduce
the House of Commons to absurdity, under the veil of reducing
the House of Lords to impotency. Such procedure would
unmask, in a manner which no elector could misunderstand, a
determination to make the Cabinet completely independent of
Parliament. The true issue at the last election which the elec-
torate failed to see will be brought under the limelight. It will
be impossible any longer to conceal the naked fact that the real
question before the country is : Are we to continue to enjoy Par-
liamentary institutions, or shall we substitute for them a Cabinet
omnipotent for five years? Is the executive to be made indepen-
dent of Parliamentary control? Shall the democracy or an oli-
garchy rule? Happily, many of Mr. Asquith’s supporters still
cherish some reverence for Parliamentary institutions, and any
attempt to stifle criticism and silence debate upon the Parliament
Bill would be fatal to the life of the Government. We may,
therefore, take it for granted that the Parliament Bill will be
fully debated in the Commons, and that, in view of the other
business to be got through, and of the peculiar circumstances of
the year, it cannot reach the House of Lords until the autumn.
What will be its fate? The spokesmen of the Government are
never tired of announcing that the Parliament Bill will pass ; but
it is noticeable that they do not couple the announcement with
the usual rider, ¢ without the alteration of a comma.” It is pos-
sible, and I sincerely hope more than possible, that a Bill may be
introduced dealing with the whole question, putting the two sub-
headings—the constitution of the Second Chamber, and its
powers—in their proper relative positions, and of such a character
as to be acceptable by both Houses, or to be made acceptable
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by compromise and amendment. Such a course would be in
accordance with all the best traditions of the Liberal
party, and would recommend itself to reasonable men of
both parties. Or the Bill might be introduced, debated, and
amended in the House of Lords in a fair spirit of compromise.
But if the Bill is introduced without the alteration of a comma,
what then? It can be passed only by acceptance of the present
House of Lords, or by force. The first alternative may be dis-
missed. The only argument in favour of such a course—namely,
that acceptance would save the Crown from being embroiled in
party strife—will not stand examination. With a majority in
England against him, and with only a small majority in Great
Britain with him, the most enthusiastic iconoclastic Radical
cannot contend that overwhelming popular opinion is in favour
of the destruction of the Second Chamber. No parallel can be
drawn with the last occasion when the Royal prerogative was
called into operation, in 1832. Nothing can disguise the fact that
for the first time in our history the Crown will have been dragged
into the arena of party strife. Whether the Parliament Bill is
carried under the threat of a vast creation of Peers, or by the
actual votes of the created Peers, can in no wise alter the fact
that the Royal prerogative has been invoked in a purely party
controversy. Responsibility rests not on the Crown, but on the
advisers of the Crown. Acceptance of the Bill as it stands
cannot alter the fact, and that line is not likely to be adopted
by the House of Liords. Two other courses are open to it.

The Opposition in the House of Lords may introduce and send
down a Reform Bill, and may meet the Government Bill with a
distinct negative ; or the House may give a second reading to the
Parliament Bill, and proceed to amend it so as to embody in it
all their own proposals. Such drastic amendment would be
impossible in the House of Commons, but in the Lords all things
are possible; and, though it would be most unusual for an
Opposition to introduce a great Parliamentary Reform Bill, such
a departure from practice and precedent would be fully justified
under the abnormal circumstances that exist. Either course is
open to the Lords, and, unless wiser counsels prevail, the results
would in both cases be the same. The House of Commons would
reject the House of Liords Reform Bill, or would not agree to the
Lords’ amendment of the Government Bill, and if the Ministerial
statements mean what they appear to mean, four or five hundred
Peers would be created. To do what? To obstruct the reform
of the House of Lords, and to perpetuate the principle so strongly
objected to by Radicals, that the possession of a Peerage confers
in itself the right to sit and vote in the Second Chamber. The
position would be absurd. On a former occasion—the only



1911  THE MORAL OF AN IMMORAL ELECTION 17

occasion when Peers were created—a wag inquired as the dozen
new lords entered the House of Lords: ‘ Gentlemen, will you
vote individually, or through your foreman?’ Provision will, it
is to be hoped, be made for enabling the new Peers to vote through
their foreman, for otherwise it is difficult to see where accommoda-
tion for some eleven hundred Peers is to be found.

What, under these circumstances, is to become of Home Rule,
the most pressing of Mr. Asquith’s dozen or score of measures?
Five hundred Peers will have been created for a special purpose,
and for that only. To assume that they would be pledged, or if
pledged, would remain pledged, to support every measure that
might be brought up by a Radical administration, and to obstruct
all other measures, would be to make absurdity still more absurd.
It would become necessary for the Conservatives, when returned
to office, to create another batch of Peers pledged to support their
measures, and so on ad infinitum, and party government and
Parliamentary institutions would be reduced to an absolute farce.
A Home Rule Bill might be introduced in 1912, and might proceed
through all its stages in the Commons, if the Government swal-
lowed all their pledges, and if its financial clauses satisfied both
Irish Nationalists and their Radical allies, which is most unlikely.
It could not reach the Liords until the end of the year at the
earliest. It would be rejected. Then presumably it would be
introduced and rejected again in 1913; and then, according to
Mr. Redmond’s sanguine anticipation, it would be passed over the
heads of the Lords in 1914. This would bring the Government
very near the.cnd of the five years’ limit of the life of Parliament.
Is it conceivable that the country would permit a great constitu-
tional question to be decided by a moribund Parliament without
reference to the electors? If the Government attempted to do
so0, they could not face the constituencies; they would be literally
‘snowed under,” and we should have the spectacle of the Home
Rule Bill being summarily repealed before it had come into
operation. Nor would this be all. In such circumstances the
Parliament Bill would also be removed from the Statute Book,
and the new Government, fresh from contact with the country,
would proceed to reform the House of Lords.

Liberals are treading a dangerous path, and they must know
it. To make their Parliamentary institutions a by-word among
the nations will not please a people who have been, and with
reason, proud of their Parliament. They will not like to see the
revered Mother of Parliaments degraded to a quarrelsome, dis-
reputable drab. The Government will, unless they can rise above
immediate party strategic considerations, effectually discredit
their party, and eventually meet with such an overwhelming
disaster as may well consign them to ineffectual opposition for
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a generation or more. The Liberal party are not mad. Conser-
vatives and Liberal Umomsts—-the democratic party—might, if
they thought only of party advantage, be well content to await
results ; but if true to their instincts they will be anxious to do
all in their power to avoid possibilities derogatory to the Crown,
discreditable to Parliament, and, 4s a nation, dlsgracmg us among
the nations.

The elections, as usual, have been accompanied by every-
thing calculated to evoke passion and stir up strife. Class has
been hounded on against class. The House of Lords has been
described as consisting of the ‘idle rich.” 1If a class of idle rich
exists, the Second Chamber is not the place to find them in.
From one corner of Ireland comes the old cry that Ulster will die
in the last ditch rather than acquiesce in any variation of the
present relations between Ireland and Great DBritain. Yet
nothing is more certain than that level-headed business men in
Ulster have no idea of dying, or even of wetting their feet, in the
last or in any other ditch. From other parts of Ireland come as
vociferous but equally exaggerated demands for total separation. -
Thousands of Unionists who shout against ‘dismemberment ’
are quite ready to accept a moderate measure of Home Rule on
federal lines, as desirable in itself and as necessary for the relief
of Parliament. Exaggeration will be forgotten, passion will sub-
side, and when the artificial excitement of an election has died
down, and the essential features of the political situation become
apparent, can it be doubted that all reasonable and moderate men
will realise that the conditions are opportune for a reasonable,
moderate policy of compromise? The Liberal party is beset with
difficulties. They have raised a Frankenstein, and do not know
how to deal with him. On the other hand, the Unionist party is
in a state—to say the least of it—of perplexity. As between the
two main divisions of political opinion the General Election has
produced a position equivalent to stalemate. Does not that show
that the electors are perplexed, that they need guidance and the
presentation to them of clear and reasoned issues? Are not
these conditions favourable for a Conference on the fundamental
constitutional issue, and the relief of Parliament from the peren-
nial state of congestion, which interferes with the due perform-
ance of its functions? The Irish question would come within the
area of discussion, and by the Irish question I do not mean the
political question only, but such an agreement by consent as will
ensure a complete settlement of the agrarian question already
more than half achieved, and as will give moderate self-governing
power to an Irish body as a going concern and not as a bankiupt
institution. But the constitutional question is of paramount im-
‘portance, and in hoping against hope for a Conference on that issue
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in its broadest aspects, I am not suggesting anything Utopian.
I do not plead for the cessation of party conflict. I do plead that
im a great emergency party leaders shonld for a time rise above
mere party considerations, and should combine to rescue the
country from the discreditable dilemma in which it is placed.
I do plead -that party conflict should be conducted without
embroiling the Crown, and under conditions of a stable, settled
Constitution ; and should not be conducted so as to produce such
internal weakness as might even lay us open to foreign aggres-
sion. A house divided against itself from top to bottom cannot
stand, and at this moment it is supremely important that the
British people should present to the world a bold and united
front.

What is the result of the election? It has left parties very
much as they were in January last, but with this important
difference. In the interval definite proposals have been framed
for the drastic reform of the House of Liords, and suggestions for
settling great questions on which the two Houses cannot agree
have been made. The tactics of the House of Lords have not
been wise. For the last five-and-twenty years reform has been
urged, and urged in vain. Lord Rosebery’s Committee reported
in December 1908. His resolutions were not introduced until
March 1910. Dilatory tactics have weakened the case, but never-
theless the case is strong. Definite proposals have been tabled,
and they are worthy of serious consideration. They indicate an
open mind and an honest desire to compromise, which should not
be despised.

What is the moral of the election? All moderate men, what-
ever their party ties, must agree that we have reached a point
when, to use a common colloquialism, something must be done.
The constitutional powers of the Second Chamber must be recon-
sidered, and ought to be reconsidered dispassionately in the light
of historical development, modern requirements, and in a spirit
of fair play to both political parties. Some means must be found
for relieving Parliament from the present congestion, which is
inevitable so long as one Assembly is alike responsible for drafting
a South African Act, for creating Indian Councils, for debating
Bills for regulating the hours of shop assistants, for the enlargement
of the boundaries of some provincial town, or for the system of
drainage to be carried out by Muddleton-on-Sea. Such funfla-
mental changes have never been attempted by any civilised nation
by appeals to the people through the heated atmosphere of general
elections. They can be carried out only through the presentment
to the people of a well-considered scheme agreed to by both parties,
or, failing agreement, by laying alternative complete schemes
before the electorate for their choice.

c2






1911

A GREAT DEMOCRATIC REFORM

By far the most important event in the political developments of
our time is the adoption by the Unionist party of the principle of
the Referendum. ILike many other events which have had far-
reaching consequences, this new departure was neither planned
nor foreseen. It was forced upon the party by circumstances
which closed every other avenue of escape from a dangerous situa-
tion. This undeniable fact may justify Liberals in taunting their
opponents with the suddenness of their conversion, but it does
not in the least degree affect the necessary loyalty of the Unionist
party to their new creed. For the causes which have given rise
to the conversion are continuing causes. The growth of a self-
conscious democracy has made it impossible for any political party
to secure office by appealing to the privileges of the few. Power
has finally passed from the ‘ nobility and gentry’ to the mass of
the people, and a political party which attempts to ignore this
fact is doomed to extinction. It was therefore necessary for the
Unionists, when they saw themselves faced with a threatened
Radical dictatorship, to look round and see whether they could not
discover some means of reconciling Conservatism with Democracy.
They found the Referendum.

As will be presently shown, the Referendum, in the countries
where it is habitually employed, is on the whole a conservative
instrument. But, what is even more important for the interests
of the Unionist party, it is an instrument which prevents a
combination of political groups from forcing upon the country a
series of measures which independently would be unable to com-
mand a majority. That is the special danger which the Unionist
party has to dread. The establishment of Home Rule, the
secularisation of the elementary schools in England, the disendow-
ment of the Church in Wales, the penalisation of private property
in land, are none of them proposals which, taken alone, would be
likely to secure the approval of the majority of the electors of the
United Kingdom. Yet there is an ever-present danger that a
composite majority of Irish Nationalists, English seculans_ts,
Welsh Nonconformists, and miscellaneous Socialists may drive
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these measures one after the other through the House of Commons,
and beat down any opposition that can be offered by an hereditary
Second Chamber. Nor would any reconstruction of the House of
Lords, however desirable from other points of view, fully meet
this particular danger. For a Second Chamber, whatever its
composition, is always suspect to the so-called ‘ advanced ’ parties,
and, if a general election remained the only means of judging
between the two Houses, a coalition such as that now in power
might easily secure a multiple verdict in its favour and, backed by
that verdict, override any Second Chamber. The only instrument
sufficiently powerful to put a stop to a well-organised scheme of
legislation by log-rolling is the Referendum.

That is why a truly Conservative party—a party which only
wishes for change when the nation as a whole is prepared for
change—must welcome the Referendum and stand by it as the
one means by which Conservatism and Democracy can be
reconciled. )

For exactly the same reason the Referendum is opposed by
Radicals. I do not for a moment wish to depreciate the value of
the work done by Radicals in developing the institutionis of our
country. The Radical party is a stimulating force which the
nation would greatly miss if it were withdrawn. But the very
temperament which makes a man a Radical makes him also im-
patient of delay, intolerant of opposition. He irmagines that he
alone possesses the key of social salvation and that his reforms
will unlock the door that leads to a new world of happiness.
Imagining this, he also imagines that he is warranted in using
power, however obtained, to force upon his fellow-countrymen
measures which he believes to be invaluable. It is a dangerous
creed, but it is held in all sincerity by thousands of men whose
only desire is to benefit mankind. Such men argue that the path
of the reformer is arduous, that it is uphill work trying to arouse
popular enthusiasm for any single reform, that there are many
dangerous crevasses to be crossed and precipices avoided, and that
reformers cannot hope to scale the heights on which their eyes
are fixed unless—to use Mr. Lloyd George’s phrase—they are
skilfully roped together.

The simile is seductive, but dangerous—even from the Radical
point of view. ‘ Radicals are not the only people who claim to be
reformers. There are ‘ reformers * attached to the Unionist party,
and it is instructive to note that the more zealous among them are,
like the Radicals, profoundly suspicious of the Referendum. The
extreme Tariff Reformer has just the same mentality as the ex-
treme Radical. He believes that his pet project is going to make
work for all, to bind the Empire together, and to fill our national
exchequer with the lavish though reluctant contributions of our



1911 A GREAT DEMOCRATIC REFORM 23

foreign rivals. He too is impatient of opposition to the realisation
of his schemes ; he too wishes to impose his will upon the nation
for its good without waiting for its agreement. -To him, therefore,
as to the more orthodox Radical, the idea of the Referendum is
anathema, for it would render impossible that log-rolling process
by means of which in other countries protectionist tariffs are guided
through elected assemblies.

In each case it will be observed that the zealous reformer
claims to know better what is good for the people than they them-
selves know. He sets himself up as a superior person, divinely
ordained to act as shepherd to the silly, bleating flock. To ask
them for their opinion is to cast a reflection on his intelligence.
His réle is to command, theirs to obey. Even in countries where
the Referendum is already established this mental attitude of the
Radical reformer still persists. The joint authors of a well-known
standard work on the Swiss Confederation (Sir Francis Adams
and Mr. C. D. Cunningham), in describing the way in which the
Referendum is regarded by various types of Swiss politicians,
write :

Radicals of the above stamp still favour the representative and Parlia-
mentary system, which they consider to be the bulwark of intelligence against
the numerical superiority of democratic masses insufficiently instructed and,
therefore, easily misled. They would prefer themselves to regulate the
measure of progress in the country, and they view with scepticism or distrust

any further attempt in the direction of a greater participation of the people
in legislation and government.

. It would be impossible better to express the attitude of our own
Radicals, including in that term the extreme Tariff Reformers.
But though the Swiss Radicals dislike the Referendum, even they
do not venture to demand its abolition. In the words of the same
writers :

The Referendum has struck root and expanded wherever it has been intro-
duced, and no serious pelitician of any party would now think of attempting
its abolition. The Conservatives, who violently opposed its introduction,
became its earnest supporters when they found that it undoubtedly acted as
a drag upon hasty and Radical law-making. . . . Extreme measures,
whether Radical or reactionary, have no chance whatever of being accepted
by the people, who, while in a manner fulfilling the functions of a Second
Chamber, have infinitely more weight than any such body usually possesses,
even if it be thoroughly representative and chosen by universal suffrage.

It may be argued quite fairly that the conditions in Switzerland
are in many respects very different from those which prevail in
this country, and that we are not justified in assuming that the
Referendum which works so well there would necessarily work
well here. That is perfectly true. Institutions, like plants, re-
quire a suitable soil if they are to take root and flourish, but the
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differences between the United Kingdom and Switzerland are not
so fundamental as to make Swiss experience useless as a guide to us.

One important difference is that in Switzerland the practice of
direct legislation by the people has in one form or another existed
for centuries, so that the Swiss elector found nothing novel in the
principle of the Referendum. He and his fathers before him for
many a generation past have been accustomed to the belief that the
sovereignty of the nation rests not with any representative
assembly but with the people themselves. Our people admittedly
are unfamiliar with this conception, but that does not prove that
they are incapable of accepting it. Fifty yedrs ago they could not
have done so. The powers of government were at that time exer-
cised—on the whole wisely—by the members of a few families
belonging to the classes dirigeantes, and it would have been
dangerous to entrust wide powers to the mass of the people.

But the day of the classes dirigeantes hasgone by. The masses
are now too well educated and too clearly conscious of their
strength to submit to dictation either from the aristocracy of birth
or from the aristocracy of intellect. The only question left open
is : By what method shall they exercise the power which is and
must be theirs? Are they to continue, as at present, only to exer-
cise their power indirectly by the election of representatives at
more or less remote intervals of time, or are they to be permitted
to use their power directly by saying ‘ Yes’ or ‘No’ to specific
legislative proposals affecting their interests? To argue, as some
Ministerialists have lately been doing, that the British electorate
is beyond question capable of discharging the former function, but
altogether incapable of discharging the latter, is to put an excessive
strain on the patience of the listener. At a general election the
voter is asked to choose between candidates A and B. Mr. A
advocates certain proposals, which we will call p, q, r, and Mr. B
advocates others, which we will call x, y,z. In making his choice
the elector is supposed carefully to weigh up all these half-dozen
or more proposals and to vote for the set which on balance he
prefers. Yet the very men who preach, or used to preach, the
doctrine of trust in the people, now have the effrontery to argue
that though the British elector may be trusted to say whether he
prefers x, y, z collectively to p, q, r collectively, he may not be
trusted to say whether he likes or dislikes any of those six pro-
posals separately. To discuss such an argument further would be
waste of time. : .

A more plausible argument is derived from the fact that in
Switzerland the party system, as we know it here, can hardly‘be
said to exist. The Executive Government or Ministry is elected
by the National Assembly, but, though its members are more or
less of one political complexion, they are not tied to one another
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by the rigid bonds which unite the members of a British Cabinet.
If a Minister proposes a Bill which the Legislature or the nation
rejects, he and his colleagues do not resign : for the Swiss people
have the intelligence to see that it is poor economy to throw away
a good Minister because he may have misjudged on some particular
question the wishes either of the National Assembly or of the nation
itself. This, indeed, is a great contrast to our British systein,
and it is easily intelligible that men who derive amusement or
profit from active participation in the game of party politics should
hold up their hands with holy horror at the idea of introducing
into this country an institution which might spoil their fun. That
is exactly what the Referendum would do, and that is its greatest
merit, for the party system is one of the worst evils from which
our country suffers.

The idea that the perpetual conflict of parties purifies public
life by maintaining & healthy rivalry between politicians is very
pretty on paper but is not realised in practice. In the United
States the party system is even more rigidly organised than in our
own country and the element of conflict which is assumed to be
so purifying is even more pronounced. Yet American politics are
a by-word for corruption. It is hardly too much to say that the
real purpose in life of the two great American parties is to plunder
the people for the benefit of the wire-pullers. Both parties draw
vast sums of money from enterprising business men who wish to
obtain from the National or State Legislatures tariff favours, rail-
road franchises, or other privileges. The politicians take the
money for their own purposes and deliver the goods at the cost
of the community. Ever and anon patriotic Americans make an
effort to shake off these two rival sets of professional politicians
who have fixed their claws in the flesh of the nation ; but as long
as there is no effective control by the people themselves over their
elected representatives the party wire-puller reigns supreme.

That is why the Referendum is now making such rapid progress
in the United States. Nearly a dozen States have already adopted
it, and its introduction in as many more is promised. The con-
clusive argument in the American mind for the Referendum or
“ direct legislation ’ is that, while it is easy. to bribe an elected
assembly, it is difficult to bribe the whole body of the people, so
that by keeping control in their own hands the people can better
secure that purity of political life which is so falsely assumed to
be the necessary concomitant of party warfare. )

Happily in our own country political life is still maintained at
a higher moral standard than prevails in the United States. B_ut
it would be hypocritical to pretend that British members of .Parha-
ment are solely concerned with the well-being of the na.tlon', or
that the policy of rival parties is guided entirely by conscientious
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convictions. In practice the main business of each organised
party is to maintain itself. For that purpose it must have money,
and though much money is provided by men who are actuated by
sheer honest enthusiasm, much comes from other sources. The
sale of titles as a means of replenishing party funds is now so
notorious that there is no reason why it should not be openly
discussed. The proceeding has a humorous as well as a disagreeable
side, for the Liberal party, while publicly denouncing hereditary
privileges, are even more lavish than their opponents in the sale
of peerages. The money thus obtained is used, among other
things, to pay for huge posters representing the typical peer as
an undersized, gibbering old man scarcely strong enough to bear
the weight of an enormous coronet.

This sale of honours is, however, less injurious to the nation
than the steady pressure which is applied to members of Parlia-
ment to force them to vote in defiance of their personal convictions,
and even in defiance of pledges given to their constituents. Here
again the matter is so notorious that it would be hypocritical to
affect ignorance. Indeed, the partisan Press on both sides openly
maintains the doctrine that the sole duty of a:member of Parlia-
ment is to vote with his party. The possibility that he may have
convictions of his own is not taken into account. The necessary
result is that the few individuals who control the party which is
momentarily dominant are able also to control the House of Com-
mons. That assembly does not represent the will of the nation ;
it represents the will of the wire-pullers. The individual citizen
and the individual member of Parliament are helpless in face of
the political machine. Nor does it suffice for a member of Parlia-
ment to remain silent when measures of which he disapproves are
being advocated by his party. Cabinet Ministers are expected to
make speeches in the House of Commons in support of measures
which they have hotly opposed in Cabinet Council ; private mem-
bers are expected to go down to their constituencies to defend
publicly measures which privately they are known to dislike.

No system of government can be finally desirable which thus
compels intellectual dishonesty. Members of Parliament are in
themselves as honest as other people. They have no natural
desire to deceive their constituents or to deceive anybody. Man
for man they are probably above the average of the nation, both
in morals and in brains, Many are as straight and honourable
men as could be found anywhere in the world. But even before
they are elected they have to learn how difficult it is in political
life to give a straight answer to a straight question. The candi-
date is assailed at the outset of his electoral campaign with deputa-
tions from groups of people all asking him to promise to suppart
their particular fad. Unless the fad happens to have becn
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incorporated in the party programme it will be very dangerous for
the candidate to give a straight answer, for he may find that the
party wire-pullers take an opposite view, and in that case it will
be difficult for him to readjust his position. He usually adopts
the practice of covering up his reply in a cloud of words which can
be twisted into any meaning which the future exigencies of his
party may require.

Sometimes this course is impossible. There are some groups
which are so determined and so numerically powerful that they
cannot be put off with vague phrases, and the candidate has to
‘ toe the line.” If a considerable number of candidates are elected
under the pressure of this particular group they will constitute a
force in the House of Commons with which the party Whip will
have to reckon. They may be a small minority of the party, but if
they are numerous enough to be dangerous in a party division the
Whip will report to the Cabinet that they must be conciliated.
The decree will then go forth that this particular fad, whatever it
may be, is to be added to the party programme, and scores of
members who may be personally opposed to it, and whose con-
stituents may have expressed no opinion upon it, will in turn have
to ‘ toe the line,” and the fad will be forced through the House
of Commons with the whole weight of the party majority behind it.
When that process is complete the fad will have become the ‘ voice
of the people,’ and if the peers venture to reject it, or even to try
to make sense of it by amendment, they will be denounced as
hereditary despots.

The only redeeming feature of this political dishonesty is the
perfect candour of members among themselves and among their
friends. Both Ministers and private members will constantly
avow without hesitation that they are personally opposed to
measures which party discipline compels them to support and to
advocate. It is to their credit that they should make this avowal,
for it clears their consciences and prevents them adding to the
crime of public deception the sin of private hypocrisy. They
know, and everybody knows who is in touch with political life,
that in our existing party system the private convictions of a
member of Parliament must count for very little, and that
his main duty as a politician is to vote for and advocate those
measures which the party has adopted.

But does the nation really wish to be governed in this manner?
Does it really wish that the men whom it chooses for its legislators
should be compelled to adopt a lower standard of honour th_an
would be tolerated for a moment either in our commerqal life
or in our national games? In commerce, if a man ha}ntually
deceives those with whom he has dealings he will find !]ls name
becoming a by-word and his business slipping from him. In
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cricket and football a man who treats an opponent unfairly will
be dropped on by the umpire, and if he were frequently to repeat
the offence he would be hissed off the field. But a politician may
persistently misrepresent an opponent, he may suppress facts
and suggest falsehoods, but he will not lose credit or position
in his party. On the contrary, if he only displays a modest
amount of oratorical skill and a great deal of political fervour
he may acquire a salary of 5000l. a year and the title of ‘ Right
Honourable.’

It has been necessary to lay stress upon these unpleasant
aspects of our political life because they are the necessary and
inevitable outcome of the party system of government and will
not disappear until that system is destroyed. As long as we
choose to organise the government of the country on the supposi-
tion that two parties are to remain eternally at warfare with one
another, so long will our political life be dominated by the ethics
of the battlefield in place of the code of honour which controls the
peaceful relationships of civilised men.

To escape from this thraldom is not easy, but there are two
great reforms which will at any rate loosen our shackles. One is
the adoption of a system of election which would give the elector
a wider range of choice among possible candidates. At present
most electors have only the opportunity of voting for one or other
of two candidates, and they may dislike both. By creating
multiple-member constituencies and introducing what is known
as the system of proportional representation, it would be possible
to give to each considerable body of electors an effective power of
choosing a man after their own heart. This would at once do
away with a good deal of the dishonesty now practised in elections,
for candidates would find it more profitable to express their per-
sonal opinions strongly than to try to rake together votes from
every quarter by professing partial acquiescence with a multitude
of discordant demands.

This treform, however, would not alone do all that is needed.
It might, indeed, from some points of view make the situation
worse. For the numerous groups which would then appear in
Parliament would all be eager to advance their respective causes,
and the temptations to, and facilities for, log-rolling would be even
greater than they now are. The Referendum is needed to prevent
this evil. Where the Referendum can be brought into operation,
little groups may intrigue and log-roll to their hearts’ content, but
it profits them nothing unless they can carry the nation with them.
However skilfully they may be roped together they have ultimately
to face the precipice of a poll of the people. When all the Parlia-
mentary manceuvring has come to an end the electors of the
country will, or may, be called upon individually to reply under



1911 A GREAT DEMOCRATIC REFORM 29

th-e shel.ter qf the ballot to the cold, impassive question : ‘ Do you
wish this Bill to become law? Answer *“ Yes*’ or *“ No." *

The drea}'d of this ordeal w'ill have a most salutary effect upon
al! our Parliamentary proceedings. Ministers, instead of forcing
Bills through, by means of the closure and the guillotine, undebated
and u.namended, will ﬁpd it desirable to conciliate their critics by
allowing full opportunity for discussion and by accepting reason-
able amendments. The Ministerial Whips will not feel aggrieved,
as they do at present, if the supporters of the Government as well
as the opponents take part in this work of criticism, which is the
real work of Parliament, for it will be their interest that if the Bill
should have to go to a Referendum it may go in such shape as to
arouse the minimum of opposition. In the same way the need for
an efficient Second Chamber will then become apparent even to
impatient Radicals, for they will see that the more detached out-
look which a Second Chamber can bring to bear upon legislation
will be of great value in shaping measures so as to remove diffi-
culties of detail which might bulk large in the popular imagina-
tion. The primary effect of the Referendum will, therefore, be to
restore vitality to both Houses of Parliament and to make them
real deliberative assemblies.

In addition, the Referendum will give to the ordinary citizen
a power of self-government which is now denied to him. At
present the individual elector is entirely overshadowed by the
caucus. A little group of politicians in each constituency selects
a candidate, or more often is content to adopt the candidate sent
down from the party headquarters in London. The rank and file
of the party have no voice whatever in the selection, and they
cannot effectively protest against the candidate foisted upon them
except by voting for the opposing candidate, whose political
principles they may dislike even more strongly than they dislike
the personality of their own candidate. The case is even worse in
those constituencies where there is a permanent majority on one
side or the other, for here the electors belonging to the minority
are in effect permanently disfranchised. A Liberal elector in
St. George’s, Hanover Square, or a Conservative elector in Dews-
bury and Batley might as well be struck off the register for all the
good his vote does to him or to his party. To such men tl3e
Referendum will give a new power, for whenever a measure 1s
submitted to a poll of the whole country the votes of these
men will count as much as votes in any other electoral area
towards making up the aggregate which will determine the fate
of the Bill.

The Referendum, in a word, will give to every elector in the
kingdom a direct personal voice in the affairs of his country. He
will be able, when any important measure is proposed by the
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politicians, to say whether or not he wishes it to become law.
Doubtless many electors here, as in Switzerland, will fail to
excrcise this power. Large numbers of people in every country
take but a languid interest in public affairs, and would never vote
even in a general election unless they were dragged to the poll by
persuasive ladies or by the temptation of a motor ride. The
probability that such men would not vote in a Referendum does
not detract from the value of that method of consulting the people.
The principle of democracy requires, not that every citizen shall
express an opinion, but that he shall be given the opportunity of
doing so.

The objection that the Referendum would invelve enormous
expense—Mr. Lloyd George has put the figure at 2,000,000!.—is
purely fanciful. The necessary official cost of providing ballot
boxes and polling booths and of counting the votes would be, on
the Swiss or Australian scale of expenditure, about 60,000. If
the necessity arose for more than one Bill to be submitted to the
people in one year, it would be easy to provide, as is done in
Switzerland, that several Bills should be dealt with in one ballot.
Doubtless there would be a good deal of yoluntary expenditure in
the way of public meetings and pampbhlets to influence opinion in
anticipation of the ballot, but this would probably take the place
of some of the propaganda work now regularly carried on by
politicians and political agencies. Even if this purely voluntary
expenditure were considerable, it is far better that money should
be spent in trying to enlighten the electorate on the merits and
demerits of particular measures than in the sort of mud-slinging
competition that still disgraces so many electoral contests. A
large proportion of the electorate is properly disgusted with the
turmoil and tomfoolery which accompany a general election, and
would welcome the introduction of a system which would make it
necessary to appeal to them as thoughtful men with a sense of
personal responsibility, not as children to be amused with picture-
posters.

One objection brought against the Referendum is that it cannot
be applied to the ordinary Budget of the year, and therefore is
inapplicable to the question of Tariff Reform. This objection was
emphasised by Mr. Austen Chamberlain in a speech at Buxton on
the 14th of December which was hailed by the Radical opponents
of the Referendum as a signal of revolt against Mr. Balfour’s
leadership. Whether that was the purpose of Mr. Austen Cham-
berlain’s speech it is no interest of mine to inquire, but I am
interested to point out that the argument used was entirely
fallacious. It is Mr. Austen Chamberlain’s good fortune to have
been Chancellor of the Exchequer in a Free Trade country, and
that experience has fixed in his mind the idea that the Customs
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duties irpposed by the Budget of the year must come into operation
on the night they are proposed to the House of Commons. Reason-
ing from this sound practice, he argued at Buxton that a Tariff
Reform Budget could not properly be submitted to a Referendum
because, * when you are dealing with Customs duties, unless you
bring them into force at once you may cause great upheaval of
trade, great uncertainty in the minds of importers and merchants,
and do great injustice as between man and man engaged in the
same trade.’

This reasoning is perfectly valid when applied to a Free Trade
Budget, and its validity is confirmed by a further consideration
which Mr. Austen Chamberlain forgot to mention, but which is,
from the Treasury point of view, more important than all the
others, namely, that if dealers get even twenty-four hours’ notice
of an intended tax they will rush goods through the Customs
House, and the Exchequer will lose the revenue which otherwisc
would have been collected. The House of Commons has, there-
fore, for many decades past been willing, on the very night that
the Budget is introduced, to give authority for the immediate
collection of any new Customs duty which the Chancellor of the
Exchequer proposes.

But the willingness of the Legislature provisionally to consent
to new taxes without any discussion arises from the knowledge
that the Chancellor of the Exchequer will only propose taxes which
in his judgment are the most suitable for the purpose of raising the
necessary revenue of the year, and which are proposed for no other
purpose than to raise revenue. These considerations can never
apply to a Tariff Reform Budget, for the essence of what is called
Tariff Reform is that Customs duties are to be imposed not
primarily to raise revenue but to give preferences or protection to
particular industries. No Parliament could consent to give the
Chancellor of the Exchequer the power of bringing into force at
once any protective duties which he chooses to propose in his
Budget. If Mr. Austen Chamberlain had taken the trouble to
observe the practice of Protectionist countries, he would have found
that tariffs, so far from coming into operation at the mere word of
the Finance Minister, are the subject of long and heated debates
in both branches of the Legislature for many weary months, and
that the original scheme has often been profoundly modified befqre
it 'is embodied in a statute. Even then it does not necessar.lly
come into operation at once. The more usual practice is to give
long notice, so that merchants and manufacturers may make their
arrangements to meet the new conditions. Th1s.1s obviously
fairer than suddenly to bring into operation a multitude of new
duties which might prove absolutely ruinous to firms whose con-
tracts had been made in ignorance of the intended burdens.
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There is, therefore, no shadow of substance in the argument
used by Mr. Austen Chamberlain, and it is quite certain that his
idea of bringing into force ‘ at once ’ a whole series of new pro-
tective duties without any opportunity for public discussion or
Parliamentary debate would not for a moment be tolerated by
the country. English people will submit, with more or less
grumbling, to an increase in the income tax or the tea duty, or the
whisky duty or the tobacco duties, for such taxes only affect their
expenditure ; but they will not allow themselves to be blindfolded
while taxes are being imposed which, by hitting the materials or
the instruments of their industry, may completely destroy their
earning power. Any Tariff Bill which goes beyond the strict
necessities of revenue will have to be separated from the rest of
the Budget, so that it may be fully and publicly discussed before it
can come into operation, and ample notice wilt have to be given to
all persons interested. There is not the slightest practical incon-
venience in providing—as was done in the case of the last Swiss
tariff—that final approval to this Bill must be given by a poll of the
people. Until that approval has been given the previously existing
taxes will be maintained, so far as they are needed to supply the
necessities of the Treasury.

Among other questions which obviously ought to be made the
subject of a Referendum it is almost superfluous to mention Home
Rule. If there is any question on which the people themselves
ought to be consulted, it is on a proposal to break up the Constitu-
tion under which they are living. The question of the payment of
members furnishes another excellent example of a measure which
ought to go to a Referendum. 1t is, indeed, a little difficult to
understand how members of Parliament, most of whom have a
high standard of personal honour, can so far forget the code upon
which they would act in private life as to vote salaries to them-
selves at other people’s expense. Mr. Asquith’s declaration last
November that it would be justifiable to begin the system of paying
members in the new Parliament because he had mentioned the
subject of payment of members before the general clection, reduces
to an absurdity the current Radical theory that a general election
can take the place of a Referendum. There are many voters who
want to get rid of the House of Lords but who have no desire to
pay salaries to members of Parliament, yet a general election
affords absolutely no means of separating their opinions on these
two questions.

Finally comes the question of how the Referendum is to be
applied. In Switzerland it is not employed to settle disputes
between the two Chambers, but only as & means of consulting the
country upon measures which both Chambers have accepted. This
is done automatically when some change of the Constitution is at
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stake. The Referendum may also be demanded in the case of
any ordinary measure by 30,000 electors.  This latter method
would be decidedly inconvenient in our country because of the
tenfold greater population. A better plan would be to give a
substantial minority of the House of Commons, say one-third,
the right to demand the Referendum. It is also desirable that
we should improve on the Swiss practice by permitting the
Referendum to be used as a final means of settling disputes
between the two Houses.

The establishment of the Referendum on these lines, accom-
panied by a courageous reform of the House of Lords, would make
our Constitution firmly democratic, and thus prevent the habitual
misrepresentation of our people by groups of log-rolling politicians.
That other reforms are also needed to give full effect to the
principle of democracy I hold very strongly. In particular, it is of
the very highest importance to give the clectors a real power of
selecting their representatives, by substituting multiple-member
constituencies with proportional representation for the present
single-member constituencies. 1t is equally important to bring
home to each elector a sense of financial responsibility by basing
the franchise on the regular payment of some universal direct tax,
however small. A man who votes and pays nothing is not govern-
ing himself : he is helping to plunder other people. For the
moment these further reforms are outside the range of what is
called practical politics ; but the introduction of the Referendum
and the reform of the House of Liords have now been definitely
adopted as part of the programme of a political organisation which
has frequently commanded large majorities in the House of Com-
mons, and which, even in the present Parliament, is equal to any
other single party. There is, therefore, good ground for hoping
that within a few years we may be able to secure the greatest,
and at the same time the most conservative, scheme of democratic
reform that has been offered to the nation since 1832.

HaroLp Cox.

Vor. LXIX—No. 407. D
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A FAMOUS PRECEDENT: THE CREATION
OF PEERS BY QUEEN ANNE

I~ the month of January 1712 the Whig majority in the House of
Lords became at the will of the Sovereign a Whig minority ;
and the Tories, by an unprecedented use of the Royal prerogative,
succeeded to the ascendancy which for a generation had been
enjoyed by their opponents. The action of the Queen in creating
peers sufficient to alter the balance of parties aroused a storm of
indignation. But considering the nature of the change so auto-
cratically wrought, considering too the great issues at stake, one
is less surprised at the storm than that it should have spent itself
so harmlessly. The circumstances of our day, though so apposite
in some respects, in others differ materially from those which
then prevailed. The House of Lords was still the more powerful
branch of the Legislature. A peerage was an honour to which
almost every great Commoner aspired. And long before men
had reached the maturity of their powers, they were proud to
leave the Lower for the Upper House. Comparing the two
periods, and having regard to the position of the peers, not only
at Westminster but in the country, one might say that a scat
in the House of Lords in the early part of the eighteenth century,
like the coinage of that period, was many times more valuable
than it is to-day.

It is not surprising, therefore, that extreme measures by way
of reprisal were considered by the Opposition. It was even pro-
posed to close the doors of the House against the newcomers.
But the Whig leaders would not indulge in mere bluster, and so
the mushroom lords assumed their new dignities without other
challenge than the acrid jibes levelled at them from the Opposi-
tion benches.

Though the measure was now irrevocable, the Whig Press
was far from acquiescing in it. With much warmth and some-
thing of prophetic acumen the step was denounced as unwarrant-
able on the ground, amongst others, that the occasion did not
Justify so grave a step, and that in the future the precedent thus
set might be made a pretext for similar action, with entirely
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disastrous results. The Tories, on the other hand, maintained
that what the Queen had done had been forced upon her by the
Opposition. :

The necessities of the Government were not, however, the
Queen’s sole incentive to action. It was not to oblige Harley
that Anne did that which in an Elizabeth would be accounted
daring. Nor could Harley unaided have imparted to the Queen
the courage necessary for so bold and novel a step. That was
derived from one greater than the Prime Minister—from Marl-
borough’s bitter enemy, the Queen’s friend and kinsman, the
Duke of Hamilton. And to Hamilton’s influence, to the lifelong
enmity which divided him and Marlborough, must be traced some
of the leading factors which evolved this famous precedent.

At the outset of her reign the Queen had ruled with a
Coalition Ministry, a Ministry of High Tories and uncom-
promising Whigs, with Godolphin as Liord Treasurer. Such &
Coalition could not last. One faction or the other should give
way to men of more plastic mould. In the sequel it was the
High Tories who went.

It was the Earl of Nottingham, one of the Secretaries of
State, who provoked the rupture. The Earl was the leader of
the High Church party, and a bitter foe of the Dissenters. The
latter were in the habit of defeating the penal laws by attending
church at their convenience. Nottingham proposed to make the
laws effective by the passing of an Occasional Conformity Bill.
The Queen shared Nottingham’s High Church sympathies, and
it was therefore with some confidence that the Secretary under-
took the task of endeavouring to persuade her Majesty to make
him and his friends masters of the Government. He advised
the dismissal of Godolphin and the leading Whig Ministers.
The Queen, as might be expected, shrank in terror from such a
proposal. And Nottingham, in high dudgeon, retired from the
Government.

There was now a place for a Secretary of State. The Speaker
of the House of Commons was Robert Harley, a Whig tainted
with Toryism, a Tory tainted with Whiggery. Marlborough
believed that he saw in him gifts useful in a lieutenant, and, thus
encouraged, Godolphin gave him the vacant office. There was
another recruit to the Government of equal importance. He was
vounger than Harley, and the special protégé of Marlborough.
This was St. John. Harley was a skilful man of affairs. But
St. John was a man of genius, and in the end the man of genius
was to ruin patron and colleagues and himself. The Coalition
still continued, but with this difference—that the High Tories
had yielded their places to younger men, who would be more
complacent than their predecessors, but only until they should

D2
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have gathered strength for the duel that would decide the final
mastery. And. when the day came for that momentous trial of
strength, their hopes would almost certainly have been frustrated
but that one of the Queen’s bedchamber-women, in the person of
Abigail Hill, had made their cause her own.

Abigail was a distant cousin of Harley’s, and first cousin to
the Duchess of Marlborough. Her father, a bankrupt trades-
man, had died leaving his children in penury. The Duchess,
whether through kindness of heart or through vanity, came to
their relief. She provided for the Hills in various capacities,
and, after an apprenticeship of domestic drudgery, Abigail was
introduced into the Queen’s service. This was her patroness’s
ruin. Her Grace had grown weary of the Queen, weary of the
regular attendance at Court required by her duties as Mistress
of the Robes, weary of the vigilance demanded by her self-
imposed task as dictator of St. James’s. The Queen was young
in years; but, oppressed by domestic misfortunes and by the
cares of State, she was only a tiresome old woman to one whose
lofty spirit had scarcely ever been touched by the sedative of
misfortune. With perfect unconsciousness, therefore, of the
surrender she was making, the Duchess proceeded to take her
ease while delegating her duties to Abigail. In the latter she
saw a docile slave who would fulfil her mandates to the letter
without ever dreaming of supplanting her. The girl had neither
wit nor beauty, neither birth nor fortune. No wonder the great
Duchess did not fear her rivalry. But Abigail had unsuspected
talents for such a part. She was amiable, tactful, faithful after
a fashion, tireless in her services. No menial office galled her
gpirit. Anne, who had been tortured for years by her arrogant
Mistress of the Robes, delighted in the attendance of a woman so
gentle, so devoted, so obsequious. Before anyone realised what
had happened, this plain-looking spinster had become the Queen’s
favourite. And the fate of Ministries was in the hands of the
bankrupt’s daughter. i

Harley had been indifferent to his cousin when she was poor
and friendless. When, however, he discovered her established
at Court as the Queen’s favourite, the astute Secretary ceased
to be apathetic, and proceeded to cultivate the relationship as
one of golden possibilities. Nor was Abigail, on her side, less
shrewd and practical. She chose to forget that Harley had with-
held a helping hand when her fortunes were at their lowest ebb.
She had risen high without him, but with him she might rise
still higher; and so the pair became fast friends. Time alone
was now needed to make Harley’s fortune, for the Queen’s indis-
pensable servant and most intimate and trusted companion was
devoted to his service.
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In 1706 something happened which shook to its foundation
the fair edifice that Harley had so diligently been raising for
himself in secret. The Marshal de Tallard, who had been taken
prisoner at Blenheim, was still a captive in England. The
Marshal’s letters to his Government were, in the first instance,
sent to Harley’s office for censorship. There a clerk named
Gregg was employed to translate them. In forwarding to the
French Minister of War one of Tallard’s letters, Gregg intro-
duced a billet of his own, offering to betray the secrets of
his country. The fellow’s fortune was made had the post not
miscarried. The despatch was, however, intercepted in
Flanders and returned to Liondon. Evidence to incriminate the
Secretary of State therec was none. But nothing was casier than
to exaggerate the danger to which the country had been exposed,
and in doing so to reflect upon the conduct of Harley’'s office.
It was not chivalrous, but it was the manner of the period.
Gregg was tried and condemned to death. Yet Harley endea-
voured to hold his ground. Then the men who had made him,
only to discover their folly, resolved to unmake him. Marl-
borough and_Godolphin threatened to resign if he were not dis-
missed, and to enforce the threat absented themselves from
Council. It was but a ruse, but it was successful. Somerset
declared in the Council that business could not proceed without
the General ; and the Queen, lest she should lose at one stroke all
those who had come to be regarded as the very pillars of the
Throne, was obliged to deprive Harley of his Seals. It was a
complete triumph for the Whigs, for St. John and the other
leading Tories followed the Secretary into retirement. The
Coalition was at an end.

Elated with this triumph, so unexpected and so decisive, the
Whigs chose to notice one to whom notoriety was the breath of
life. This was Sacheverell, a High Church clergyman, whose
chief talent was a noisy gift of self-advertisement. Sacheverell
set up as the apostle of ‘ Divine Right,” a highly inconvenient
doctrine at a time when the reigning Sovereign owed her Throne
to the sanction of a Revolution only twenty years old. This in
itself was a good reason for treating him with contempt. But
Godolphin had been violently attacked by the preacher under the
offensive nickname of ‘ Volpone ’ or the ‘ Old Fox.” And the
Lord Treasurer, grown strangely sensitive with advancing years,
would be avenged. Somers, who at the time of the recent changes
had been appointed Liord President of the Council, realised the
folly of directing a State prosecution against a mere party hack.
But the ‘ Old Fox ' had lost all his cunning and, rejecting the
counsels of prudence, rushed upon his fate.

Sacheverell was brought to trial at Westminster Hall, and at
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a bound found himself a popular hero. The trial was attended by
the Queen, and as she was carried from St. James’s to West-
minster Hall in her sedan-chair great crowds surrounded her
crying out, ‘ God bless your Majesty . . . we hope you are for
Dr. Sacheverell !’ As the clergyman himself passed through the
admiring multitude to face his accusers the cry was ‘ Hats off ! °,
and woe betide those who would not thus do honour to the idol
of the hour. In the evening, when the parson was admitted to
bail, the mob proceeded to loot and burn the chapels of the
Dissenters, while the houses of leading Whigs were threatened
with destruction by the howling rabble. A rumour flew through
the town that the rioters were led by persons of importance in dis-
guise ; and so alarming became the position that fears of a regular
uprising were entertained. The Council was called together with
all speed ; and, late at night, the Palace Guards were turned out
to restore order. With the dawn measures were taken to prevent
a repetition of so dangerous a tumult. The trained bands were
called to arms; and, in a city that resembled a place besieged, the
trial was brought to a conclusion. Sacheverell was convicted, and
his sermons were ordered to be burned, a punishment that was no
punishment at all; and a Government whose dignity was vindi-
cated by a bonfire became the laughing-stock of the country.
Encouraged by the turbulent welcome which greeted Sach-
everell wherever he went, the Queen lent a willing ear to the
intrigues of Robert Harley and Mistress Hill. A few years before,
threats of resignation from Godolphin and Marlborough had
frightened her out of her wits. Now she looked forward with
composure to their disappearance. Harley and the bedchamber-
woman had done their work well so far as it was possible for them
todoit. It needed, however, the countenance of one greater than
either to screw her Majesty’s courage to the point where she would
dare to translate desire into action. In Anne’s day a Duke was
indeed a Duke ; and not lightly would the Queen dare to alienate
such men as Somerset and Devonshire. But luckily for the wire-
pullers of the Backstairs, they too had their Duke in the person
of the Queen’s friend and kinsman the Duke of Hamilton.
Hamilton’s lineage, his wealth, his talents, which were per-
haps exaggerated, caused him to be looked upon at the Court of
Anne as the leader of the Scottish nobility. When the question
of the Union between England and Scotland was projected he
posed as its resolute opponent. The Queen, however, most
earnestly desired the Union, and, it is said, she implored Hamilton
to abstain from a course which threatened to provoke a civil war.
When the great measure came to the decisive vote, men expected
Hamilton to inaugurate a Secessionist Tegislature around which
Scots might rally in arms. But all was over before his country-
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men realised that the Douglas had failed them. The Duke was
no longer a hero among his own people ; but what he had lost in
the North he had gained at Court, for the Queen was his debtor
for life. This was the man who calmed Anne’s fears when the
overthrow of the Marlborough clique was in contemplation. Tt
was Marlborough’s treatment of the Prince who had raised him
from page-boy to the ranks of the nobility, that had, it is said,
excited the Duke’s hatred. Hamilton himself was not a pattern
of chivalry. He had followed James to Salisbury, but not to
France. He was devoted to the Stuarts, but still more to his own
comfort and dignity. Whatever the cause of the feud, Hamilton
was pledged to destroy Marlborough, and Marlborough to bring
down Hamilton’s pride, and now the time was approaching when
each would essay to redeem his vow.

Encouraged by her advisers of the Backstairs, Anne first
showed her hand by dismissing the Earl of Sunderland, whose
Whiggery was so tainted with Republicanism, and his Repub-
licanism with bad manners, that he hardly stopped short at dis-
courtesy to her Majesty. The Earl was Marlborough’s son-in-
law, and in striking at him she struck at the whole Whig Junto.
Marlborough hastened back from Flanders in the hope of retriev-
ing this blow to his house and to his party. But in vain. On
the 14th of June 1710 Sunderland ceased to be a Secretary of
State; and now no Whig statesman dared call one moment of
official life his own. The Earl of Dartmouth, chosen by the
Queen, as she said, because he was a non-party man, received the
vacant seals. There followed a brief lull in the storm. Then in
August the decisive blow fell; the Liord Treasurer himself was
dismissed, and his office was put into commission with Harley as
Chancellor of the Exchequer. The latter’s object was to carry on
the government with as few changes as possible, to make the
Junto, as it were, his footstool. But most of the Whig Ministers
were fighting men, and they preferred to resign in a body rather
than serve the turn of the intriguers, and fall one by one at the
convenience of the new masters. They therefore adopted this
course, and Marlborough found himself in the service of a Tory
Government.

Among the promotions with which the new Government
signalised its advent to power was the grant of the dukedom of
Brandon, in the English peerage, to Hamilton.

Hamilton’s chance had come, or at least so thought Hamilton.
Marlborough was alone. He would settle all those heavy scores
which had grown heavier through being nurtured. But mean-
while the war was carried into the enemy’s camp. A caveat was
entered against Hamilton’s dukedom. To-day this seems an
altogether unwarrantable invasion of the Royal prerogative. But
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in Anne’s time it was not so far-fetched. Scotland was still
regarded as a foreign country, and Scots as interlopers coming
from a poverty-stricken land to batten on the wealth and honours
of the sister kingdom.

The Act of Union had given Scotland a fixed representation
in the House of Lords, while there was no limit to the English
peerage. This would have been of comparatively little conse-
quence if the whole island had cherished one national ideal, if there
had been a sense of equality as between North and South, and of
pride in a common citizenship. But so entirely absent were these
sentiments that to make a Scot an English peer was to employ
an English honour in the service of Scotland, which in the spirit,
if not in the letter, was held to be an infringement of the Act of
Union.

But racial prejudice alone does not explain the most fertile
cause of that distrust with which the English lords regarded their
northern colleagues. The question of the day which over-
shadowed all others was—who should reign over the island when
Anne Stuart had ceased to breathe? For the term of the Queen’s
life there was a truce, an armed truce, in which each side was
making all possible preparations for the inevitable emergency. The
northern aristocracy were almost to a man for the House of Stuart.
The English nobility were divided into three parties—the Whigs,
united for Hanover ; the Hanoverian Tories ; and the High Tories,
who still cherished hopes of restoring the exiled Royal Family.
The Act of Union had introduced into the House of Lords a com-
pact body of partisans of the Stuart cause, though the Hanoverians
were still in the ascendant. If the statutory body were to be
reinforced by Hamilton, and he again by others of his countrymen,
it might well be that when the day of crisis came Hanover would
find that a free use of the Royal prerogative had wrecked its fairest
hopes.

On the Tth of December 1711 the Session opened. Already the
preliminaries for the arrangement of a peace had been signed in
London, and in January a Congress was to meet in Utrecht to
bring the matter to a conclusion. Her Majesty opened Parliament
in person. In the Speech from the Throne Marlborough was
directly assailed. ‘I am glad,’ she said, ‘I can tell you, notwith-
standing the arts of those who delight in war, both place and time
are appointed for opening the treaty of a general peace.” Her
Majesty then retired from the Throne to a curtained box to listen
to the debate on the Address. Nottingham struck the first blow
against her. He moved to embody in the Address to the Throne
advice to the effect that no peace could be safe unless Spain and
the West Indies were taken from the House of Bourbon. After
Nottingham what might her Majesty not expect from the others?
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As the debate progressed it grew warmer. Lord Anglesey,
flushed and excited after a furious ride of thirty miles, the
last stage of a rush from Ireland, to cast his vote for peace, added
fuel to the fire. He declared that peace might have been arranged
after Ramillies had interested parties not prevented it. It was
a deadly thrust at Marlborough, and instantly the Duke sprang
to his feet. There was one present who knew all, or was pre-
sumed to know all—the Queen ; and to her the General appealed.
He bowed low towards the box where her Majesty sat, and then
called upon her to witness that he was ever desirous of an honour-
able peace. He affirmed that he was worn out with service in the
field, that he had his fill of honours and of glory, that he longed
only for repose. But to such terms of peace as had been sug-
gested he would never agree. When the peers voted on the
hostile motion Nottingham had his revenge. The Government
was beaten by sixty-two votes to fifty-four. Nottingham the High
Tory had given a lead to the Opposition, and helped to break the
heart of his Tory Queen. And Somerset, who, though a Whig,
still held a place in the Royal Household, had followed him. The
Queen turned to go. The peers had disappointed her most
cherished hopes. Yet it was the Duke of Somerset’s arm that
supported her to her carriage. From his earliest years he had been
her friend. He had stood by her during the late King’s time, when
she was in disgrace at Court. Now that her supreme desire was to
heal her country’s wounds and sheathe the dripping sword, he had
failed her. But Anne, true to the baffling diplomacy of her woman'’s
heart, diplomacy that was perhaps nothing more than cowardice,
singled out for special favour the great man who in his proud and
narrow fashion had preferred his duty, as he saw it, to his
Sovereign.

And now the way was clear for the great fight on the Hamilton
patent. If the Whigs had shown the Queen no quarter, Hamilton
could surely have expected none. Very solemnly their lordships
debated the point as to whether it was valid for her Majesty to
confer upon her kinsman an English dukedom. All day the battle
raged, while Anne, sitting in her curtained box, awaited the issue
with anxious impatience. There was some talk of referring the
question to the Judges. But Hamilton’s enemies were taking no
risks. He had delivered himself into their hands, and they would
see to it that he should rue his temerity. When evening f.ell a
division was challenged. Marlborough was once again trium-
phant. The Queen and Hamilton and Harley were beaten by five
votes.

The Scottish peers presented to the Queen a protest against
the indignity put upon their country. Her Majesty promised
them that satisfaction would be given them, and it probably was,
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for the Court was accustomed to purchase their goodwill with
gold. Reparation was, however, made to Hamilton in a different
fashion. Harley and St. John put their heads together, and
agreed upon the desperatc measure which has become so memor-
able a precedent.

The first was now heard of the project for the creation of peers.
Burnet, referring to the course of events following the vote on the
Hamilton patent and the protest of the Scottish lords, says :
‘ This made the Ministers resolve upon another method to let the
peers, and indeed the whole world, see that they would have that
House in a constant state of dependence on the Court, by creating
such a number of peers at once as should give them an unquestion-
able majority.” The fact seems to be that the psychological
moment for a master-stroke had come, and Harley was shrewd
enough to take the fullest advantage of it. = The vote on the
Hamilton patent had set in harmonious motion, as it were, a whole
series of delicate springs, each of which was indispensable to the
success of Harley’s scheme. Thus, Hamilton desired his English
dukedom and the utter defeat of the Marlborough faction. Harley
hated St. John, and St. John hated Harley; but the House of
Liords, as a Whig citadel, was their common foe. The Queen, like
her Ministers, desired that the Congress of Utrecht should put an
end to the war. But with the eyes of all Europe fixed upon London,
the Liords, on the debate on the Address, had just declared against
peace. Her Majesty desired, moreover, to honour Hamilton and
to cast down for ever the Marlboroughs ; while, deep in her heart,
she possibly cherished the hope that at the eleventh hour her
brother would be preferred, as King, to his Hanoverian rival, and
that a Tory House of Liords would facilitate his restoration.

The persuasions of Ministers, her own desires and dreams, and,
last but by no means least, Hamilton’s concurrence, decided Anne
to act, and the word went forth that the Whig lords were to be
swamped with new creations.

Ministers now looked round for men who might pass as suitable
for the dignity of hereditary legislators. The task was not one
of great difficulty, yet it had its disappointments. One gentle-
man, Sir Miles Wharton, declined the honour in the circum-
stances. ‘Formerly,” he said, ‘ men were ennobled for services
performed ; now for services to be performed.” Overtures were
made in another quarter, where there was not the least danger of
either a repulse or an epigram. Abigail Hill had married Samuel
Masham, a gentleman of the Court, a master of bows and cour-
tesies, but with no other qualifications for advancement. Harley,
however, would not miss so convenient an opportunity of adding
to the dignity of his own house by ennobling his cousin’s husband.
And so the name of Sam Masham was inscribed on the roll of
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nominees for hereditary honours. Thus was Abigail’s foresight in
accepting Harley’s friendship fully vindicated. The Queen did
not like the idea of making her dresser a great lady. But her
Majesty was no longer mistress of her prerogative, and she could
but submit to those who shared her sceptre. The whole scheme
was well advanced before Ministers generally knew what was
afoot. When the Queen one day drew a list of the twelve new
lords out of her pocket, Lord Dartmouth had the surprise of his
life. The Secretary of State condemned the step, as did many
other Tories. But the Queen’s resolution was not to be shaken.
She would be rid for ever of the Marlboroughs, and this was the
only way. The only way, too, in which Hamilton, the grim,
silent figure behind the Throne, could square accounts with his
enemy.

The clerks in the Patent Office were set to work night and day
that all might be ready for the meeting of Parliament. And on
the 81st of December 1711 patents were issued for the creation
of twelve new peers. Furthermore, three eldest sons of peers were
called up by writ ; and the Tory Government had at last a majority
in Lords and Commons. Notwithstanding the storm of indigna-
tion which the Queen’s act aroused, notwithstanding the menaces
indulged in by the more violent of the Opposition, the new peers
took their places without any unseemly occurrence; and of that
eventful day the liveliest incident was Liord Wharton’s* famous
jibe : ¢ Would the gentlemen vote singly or through a foreman?’

Hamilton’s turn had come. In the House of Commons the
Court party had a majority of more than two to one. In the
Lords the majority was narrow, but sufficient. No bulwark now
remained between Marlborough and ruin. The disgrace of the
great General is a familiar story. With the New Year he was
deprived of all his offices, and Ormond was appointed in his place
to the command of an army which had fought its last battle and
was now but to mark time until peace should be proclaimed.

The peers were, however, made in vain so far as the grant of
the English dukedom to Hamilton was concerned. For, very
soon, the Government had affairs of greater moment to deal with
than any individual’s promotion. The Emperor Joseph had been
carried off by smallpox ; and his brother, the Archduke Charles,
“ Charles the Third of Spain,” succeeded to the Imperial Throne.
Thus England awoke one day to find that all her victories had been
won to make a Hapsburg master not of one empire but of two.
The new dignity to which Charles was called smoothed the path
of the Tories, eager only for peace with France. But smallpox
having struck for them struck against them. When Parliament
had been only a month in scssion the Dauphin was cut off by the

' Not to be confounded with Sir Miles Wharton referred to above.
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RECOLLECTIONS OF COPENHAGEN IN
THE ’'SIXTIES

I RELATED in my last article, ‘ A Royal Marriage,”* how my
husband in his capacity of British Envoy to Denmark had accom-
panied the ‘ Sea-kings’ daughter ’ to her future home.

He bhad hardly returned to Copenhagen when another question
concerning HEuropean politics, and particularly the Danish Royal
Family, began to occupy the public mind. This was the
choosing of a king for the Greek throne. King Otho of Greece
having been deposed by his subjects in 1862, a provisional
Government was formed and a Constitutional Assembly elected,
in which the names of various members of reigning houses were
discussed as eligible occupants of the Greek throne.

The Prince selected was Prince Alfred of England (later Duke
of Edinburgh and Duke of Coburg-Gotha), and a formal offer of
the Crown was made to him. Apart from other considerations,
such an offer could not be accepted owing to an' understanding
between the Great Powers that no member of any of their
reigning houses should accept the vacant throne.

The choice eventually fell upon Prince William, second son
of Prince Christian of Denmark, who was then in England for
the marriage of his daughter. Earl Russell, Minister for Foreign
Affairs, brought the subject under the notice of Prince Christian
through General Oxholme, the Prince’s trusted friend and
adviser. Sir Augustus Paget was at the same time instructed to
lay the proposal before the Danish Government.

I may as well say that Prince and Princess Christian were
from the beginning very adverse to the idea. Their family life
was a very happy one, and the thought that their son, not yet
grown up, was to take up so arduous a position so far away was
a most painful one to them.

Monsieur Hall, Minister for Foreign Affairs in Denmark,
showed considerable surprise, accompanied, however, by. a
certain admixture of pride and satisfaction, on the proposal being
made to him, and promised to bring it immediately before the
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King, Frederic the Seventh, who was then at Fredensborg,
fifteen miles from Copenhagen.

It was agreed that no decision should be taken until Prince
Christian’s return from England ; there was, however, some sore-
ness on the part of the King at no communication having as yet
been made to him.

Sir Henry Elliot was sent out on a special mission to Athens,
with orders to enjoin patience upon the Greeks; but even whilst
matters were thus in suspense at Copenhagen the news suddenly
arrived that the Greek Assembly had proclaimed Prince William
as their future King, under the style and title of King George the
First, and that a deputation was about to start to make the formal
offer of the Crown to the Prince.

It is impossible to exaggerate the consternation and dismay
which this announcement produced upon the King and the
Danish Government, for everything connected with this matter
had hitherto been treated in the most secret and confidential
manner. Monsieur Hall at once called upon my husband to
express the surprise and annoyance of the King as well as his
own, and seemed to imply that Sir Augustus had been guilty of
indiscretion, which impression he, however, was able to remove
at once by reading to the Danish Minister his telegrams and
despatches to Liord Russell.

Sir Augustus now received the most urgent instructions to
secure the acceptance of the Greek Crown by Prince William.

He had already taken steps to assure himself of the assent of
the King, which was formally given, subject to Prince Christian
and his family acquiescing. Up to this time Prince Christian
had not communicated with the King on this subject, and the
latter was considerably irritated.

All that was known of Prince Christian’s sentiments was that
he was opposed to his son’s acceptance, and he was backed up in
this by public feeling in Copenhagen, and by the members of
his own family—viz. the Liandgrave and Landgravine of Hesse,
parents of his wife, and Prince Frederic of Hesse, his brother-
in-law, who all deprecated it, as well as some of the Prince’s
most intimate friends and advisers.

Prince Christian was indeed in a most difficult position, and
when he returned on the 4th of April (1863) he at once came to
see my husband, who was in bed with a bad attack of intermittent
fever, in order to talk matters over. The interview lasted over two
hours, and there was another one later in the day; after which
Prince Christian, coming into my room, complained to me that
he had been most unfairly treated in matters having been pushed
so far without its having previously been ascertained whether he
was a consenting party or not.
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The Prince, in order to prevent this separation from a beloved
son, put forward wholly unacceptable conditions. My husband
bhad, however, found out that Prince * Willy * (as he was always
familiarly called) was, with the enterprise natural to an intelli-
gent lad, anxious to assume the proposed dignity, and the young
Prince, meeting him one day skating on the ice, confirmed this
to him, upon which Sir Augustus said, ‘ If you will stick to it,
Sir, I promise to pull you through,’ and the Prince assented.

This strengthened my husband’s hands in conducting the
negotiations, which, however, were strenuously opposed all
through. It was an arduous task, requiring much patience,
perseverance, and delicate handling, but it was accomplished.

The Greek deputation arrived at Copenhagen on the 25th of
April, and were most graciously received by the King on the
27th. We gave them a dinner, and, unaccustomed as I then was
to Southern types, I thought I had never seen before such an
assemblage of romantic, adventurous, but rather terrifying
countenances. Old Canaris, the head of the deputation, sat next
to me, and he did not know one word of French or English,
s0 we conversed by signs or in a ghastly jumble of Italian, Latin,
and ancient Greek. Canaris had been one of the leaders of the
War of Independence, and had sacked, pillaged, and burned to
his heart’s content. To me he was benign.

Some knotty points still remained to be settled. The deputa-
tion complained to Sir Augustus that they had been unduly
hurried on their journey before things had been settled, and they
even threatened to leave Copenhagen without making the offer
unless everything was arranged within a few days. The situa-
tion was most embarrassing, for England was in a way standing
sponsor to this affair, and though both France and Russia guar-
anteed 4000!. a year to the Prince in case he was deposed, they
did not otherwise take any active part.

At last all the difficulties were removed, and the formal cere-
mony of the acceptance of the Crown of Greece for Prince
William by the King of Denmark took place at the Palace of
Christiansborg on Saturday the 6th of May, in the presence of
all the Princes of the Royal Family, the Danish Ministers and
State Officers, and the Ministers of the three protecting Powers.

Lord Russell, who was extremely popular with all those with
whom he had to do on account of his good-naturce and kind heart,
had, however, sometimes a very peculiar way of showing his
regard. My husband received from him the entire approval of
Her Majesty’s Government for the manner in which he had con-
ducted these negotiations, but as a reward he was to accept the
Mission at Athens in order to ensure things going smooth}y there
in the beginning! Athens was in those days only a third-class
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Mission ; Lord Russell, it is true, offered to raise it to a first-
class one; and my husband was to receive the G.C.B., so that
there was to be no misunderstanding in the eyes of the world.
Still, Athens was very much less in importance than Copenhagen.
My husband accepted reluctantly. To our great relief, however,
the Queen thought Sir Augustus’s presence at Copenhagen just
then of so much importance that the arrangement did not take

place.
King George left Copenhagen on the 17th of September for

Athens. He was accompanied by Count Sponneck, a very clever
man, as confidential adviser, but he did not turn out a success,
and he returned to Copenhagen within less than two years.

Some of General Grey’s letters (at that time Private Secretary
to the Queen) throw interesting sidelights on this question.

General the Hon. Charles Grey to Sir A. Paget.
Private. Balmoral, May 19th, 1863.

. .. Your account of your Greek difficulties interests me, and also
amused me very much.

Amused me, for I had found in many of the telegrams and despatches
many of the selfsame suggestions I had made from Brussels, with a view of
smoothing matters for the acceptance of the Greek throne for the Duke of
Coburg [this was not Prince Alfred of England, but his uncle, the brother
of the Prince Consort], the only difference being that while my suggestions
were pooh-poohed, yours met at least with respectful consideration. But
Lord Russell had not then learned that it was not quite so easy a matter to
find a Sovereign for Greece, and that the Duke was not so far wrong when
he said that there were certain questions which must be satisfactorily
answered before any Prince, not a mere adventurer, would consent to accept
so precarious a condition as that of King of Greece. Of this I am certain,
that had half the disposition been shown by our Government in the Duke’s
case to remove the difficulties, that has been shown in Prince William’s, the
Duke at this moment might have been King of Greece. . . . The Duke
retaining his own German possessions, he asked no retiring allowance in
case of dismissal, but he asked for a sufficient Civil List ; and this I sug-
gested, as you did, should be secured on the revenues of the Ionian Islands.
He asked for the means of reorganising the army, without which it was
vain to try to restore order or to keep the ¢ Grand idea ’ in check, and the
backing he sought might, I suggested, be given by the non-withdrawal, for
a certain period, of our Ionian garrisons and the presence of our fleet ; but
our Government met all these not very unreasonable requests with the
shortest and coldest answers. He must accept the throne of Greece, purely
and simply, trusting to his own resources to work out his salvation, and was
coolly referred to the money market, ‘though he would doubtless have to
pay high interest’ for any pecuniary aid he might require. But at this
time Lord Russell thought there were fifty stray Princes eager to don the
Greek diadem. . . .

If we put a King on the throne of Greece, to restore order to that
country, to maintain the peace of the East in spite of the insane Greek
desire to disturb it, we ought at least to give him some support in upholding
our policy, and secure him, as far as we can, from the fate of Otho.

That fate would he a certainty for any Prince thrown as naked as
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Ulysses on the coast of Phocea, with none but his personal resources. . . .
¢ That most tiresome question,’ as King Leopold most justly calls it, of
Sleswig-Holstein, seems to come again into prominence, and the debate the
other night in the Lords is not, I fear, calculated to make its settlement
more easy. There will be a great deal of talk before the threatened ex-
clusion, unless, indeed, matters go on so rapidly at Berlin that Bismarck
may think Prussian action in Holstein a desirable diversion from their home
disputes. I have never believed that such a contest as the King has
engaged in with the Chambers would go on long without getting beyond mere
words. The last telegrams from Buchanan point to the imminence of a
dangerous crisis, and whatever the immediate consequences may be, I have
no doubt as to what the ultimate results must be. I only hope our Crown
Prince and Princess may not be involved in the misforfunes which, sooner
or later, the King is sure to bring on his family.

May 21st, 1863.

. . . The Crown Princess telegraphs to the Queen that she knows of no
intention that makes any change in their own line necessary at present.
Buchanan speaks of a closing of the Chambers, Ordinances altering the
Articles of the Constitution, restricting liberty of the Press, &c., &c. .
CHARLES GREY.

General Grey was an exceedingly clever and moderate man,
trusted by the Queen entirely and without restriction. He
belonged to a family of statesmen and had always been in the
midst of politics, yet it will be seen how little even he understood
Bismarck’s ulterior views or the character of the King of Prussia,
that King whose memory as Emperor William the First is even
now cherished and revered by every patriotic German heart.

This now almost forgotten question of Schleswig-Holstein
had, at that time, been brewing and simmering for several
decades. It was a most intricate one, and I have heard it said
that Mr. Morier (later Sir Robert Morier and Ambassador at
St. Petersburg) was the only Englishman who ever understood it.
In some ways it resembled the Boer question, and quite espe-
cially in the manner in which it roused the violent partisanship
of nations who really had nothing to do with it.

At the time of the Prince of Wales’s marriage Lord Russell
had promised my husband to grant him a long leave of absence
for the next winter, as he suffered much from ague at Copen-
hagen. These new political complications, however, put that
out of the question for the moment, and I therefore went with
my two children to pay a visit to my relations in Germany.
I give some extracts from my husband’s letters and my own, to
show how high the feeling ran both in Germany and in Denmark,
and what a maddening, never-ending, protean question it was.

Sir A. Paget to Lady Paget.
October 12th, 1863.
.. . I am trying hard to get a concession out of these people, but I don’t
know whether I shall succeed.  This business is really enough to tire out
anyone, and requires a larger stock of patience than, I am afraid, I shall
ever Possess. . . .
Yor. LXIX—No. 407 E
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October 13th. . . . I was at Hall’s (Danish Prime Minister) at 9} this
morning, all the way out at his country-seat. Oh, dear! I wonder whether
any good will come of it at last. It has been necessary to employ the
battering-ram (this was an expression invented, I think, by Mr. Lytton,
then First Secretary at Copenhagen, and used in fun by all the Secretaries
when Sir Augustus got very angry) very copiously, and somebody’s hair
stood very much on end. (M. Hall had a way of ruffling his hair when
he was agitated.)

October 15th. . . . I have got something from the Danes, and if the
Germans really wish for an excuse not to proceed with hostile measures, it
will be enough to enable them to be peaceful. . . .

October 20th. . . . My spirits have been somewhat damped by a com-
munication from Hall. It’s always the same thing; they lead you to hope
that they are going to follow your advice, and when it comes to the point
they don’t do it, or do it in a way that it’s of no use. I am sick, sick, sick
of the whole concern, and wish from my heart that I had nothing whatever
to do with it. . . .

October 21st. . . . I can only write a few lines, I have such an immensity
to do. . . . I really am worried to death . . . but there is no end to this
never-sufficiently-to-be-hated question, and every day there is some new
difficulty or confusion . . . but there is no option but to keep at wheel, and
so the less said about it the better. .

October 23rd. . . . I think if I am worried much longer as I now am
with telegrams, &c., &c., I shall end by becoming a drivelling idiot. It
beats the Greek question, which is saying not a little. . . .

October 28th. . . . I am very sorry to hear your uncle (Count Hohenthal,
Saxon Minister at Berlin, and persona grata at both Courts) has gone off
with such warlike instructions, because I have been in hopes that if the
Germans were reasonable what the Danes have now done would stop the
execution, . .

November 2nd. . . . There is something about this business which seems
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