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PREFACE

THE date at which this volume ends, the outbreak of the
European War, is the latest for which there is enough docu-
mentary evidence to write English history scientifically. Only
a short while ago the zero point must have been placed much
farther back; but the wealth added to our evidences in the last
ten years is exceptional. Itincludes, to take only a few instances,
Messrs. Gooch and Temperley’s British Documents, two volumes of
Lord Salisbury’s Life, three of Chamberlain’s, all of Asquith’s,
Redmond’s, and Lord Carnarvon’s. Any one who has gratefully
used these many volumes must be penetrated by the thought of
his helplessness without them. There remain certain gaps—a
volume yet to come in each of the three cases first-mentioned,
and above all the long-expected Life of Balfour. But what we
have now, vastly outweighs what we still await.

In histories of recent periods it has been common and perhaps
usual that names of persons still living should be distinguished
from those of the dead by such prefixes as ‘Mr.”. The practice is
surely a bad one; it creates an entlrely unreal line of division,
and hampers both writer and readers in their attempt to view the
past sub specie aeternitatis. Therefore I have here wholly abstained
from it. I hope that my decision will in no quarter be interpreted
as discourtesy. To living people who have helped to make
history, it should scarcely be a ground of complaint that they are
treated as historical figures.

Save one, my most outstanding debts are to the Editor of the
series, to which this volume belongs, and to two other friends—
Dr. J. L. Hammond and Mr. Joseph Owen (late of the Board of
Education)—who cheerfully embraced the onerous task of read-
ing the fifteen chapters in manuscript, and made most valuable
suggestions on them. I particularly owe it to Dr. Hammond that
my attention was directed to the unprinted Gladstone Papers
bearing on the problem of Gladstone’s conversion to Home Rule.
But for my access to these I must also render thanks to the Glad-
stone Trustees and to their Secretary, Mr. A. Tilney Bassett, who
placed freely at my disposal his unique knowledge of the Papers,
their order, contents, and handwritings.

No one could write a volume of this kind without seeking infor-
mation upon a host of particular points from individuals qualified
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to give it, or from the officials of various important bodies. My
debts to such informants are exceedingly numerous; but believing
that they will be content with the private expression of my sincere
gratitude, I do not propose to display their names here like a row
of scalps. By way of historical warrant, however, I ought to
mention that the interesting pieces of information from Sir
George Leveson-Gower and from Mr. Lloyd George, given in
the footnotes on p. 183 and p. 390 respectively, are printed here
with their authorization in each case. Ishould like specially also
tothank Mr. J. A. Spender for giving me some information under
circumstances, which I need not particularize, but which
rendered his action peculiarly generous.

My greatest debt, however, is to my wife ; and the fact that that
is a common experience among authors, shall not dissuade me
from saying so.

R.C. K. E.
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INTRODUCTION

HEN the guns of the Franco-Prussian war first thundered
W in earnest on 4 August 1870 a new epoch began, although
Europe at the time did not knowit. Atmidnight of the same day
just forty-four years later the sands of Great Britain’s ultimatum
to Germany ran out; and with them the epoch ended. It is the
task of the present volume to trace the history of England during
these forty-four years.

Why did the war of 1870 inaugurate a period in a sense in
which no other since Waterloo had done? Why was it in a dif-
ferent class from the wars of 1854, 0f 1859, or of 1866, all of which
had engaged Great Powers and two of which helped to unify
great nations? For three principal reasons. First because it
transferred from France to Germany the political ascendancy
over Europe, which the former, with only passing interruptions,
had exercised for well beyond two centuries. Secondly, because
the singular completeness of the victor’s success (he not only
won all his objects in six months, but covered the whole of his
military expenses by the war indemnity) gave the world a new
conception of war’s possibilities as an instrument of policy under
modern highly-organized conditions. Thirdly, because the defeat
of France’s professional army by the conscript reservists of Prussia
was the triumph of a particular system. It led speedily to the
adoption of nation-wide military conscription by all considerable
continental states. Europe’s long vigil under arms—‘powerless
from terror of her own vast power’—was the logical outcome, and
the catastrophe of 1914 its quasi-inevitable climax.

But the period is also a very distinct one for the internal history
of ourisland;and here (if again we try counting) it may be viewed
in at least five different lights. To begin with, it witnessed the
conversion of English government into a democracy. Disraeli’s
Actof 1867 had opened the first breach in the narrow franchise of
1832. But it took a little time to make itself felt, and needed for .
its completion the Ballot Act of 1872 and the rural franchise
extension of 1884. Equally necessary was it that other organs of
democracy should be developed besides the central parliament.
Such were supplied by the system of elective municipal govern-
ment; which had its franchise democratized before Disraeli’s
Act, but was extended in different forms to the rural areas and
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the metropolis by the County Councils Act of 1838, the Local
Government Act of 1894, and the London Government Act of
1899. In the same order of things came the emergence of the
trade unions. These bodies had existed long before 1870, but
their memberships were comparatively small and their activities
semi-illegal. Partly owing to the Trade Union Acts of 1871,
1876, and 1906, partly as a natural result of the interplay between
industrialism and popular education, and partly through the
brains and character of individual leaders, they gradually
developed the great powers whose range first became fully
apparent about 1911-12.

Secondly, the same period saw the conversion of the English
as a whole into a school-taught and literate people. Mr. Forster’s
famous act, passed in the summer of 1870, concerns the historian
of an earlier period, but all its consequences fall within this one.
Mr. Forster made elementary education national (though com-
pulsion was not completed till 1880); Lord Salisbury in 1891
made it free; and the Balfour Act of 19o2 combined it with
secondary and technical education in something like a single
state system administered through the main organs of local
government. These acts mark stages; but progress was continual.
Already by 1886 out of 2,416,272 voters at the general election
in England and Wales only 38,587 were illiterate; though the
proportion among voteless adults would no doubt be higher.
But in the last decade of our period illiteracy had been razed
off our map, taking a considerable proportion of the nation’s
crime with it; and the fact that parents as well as children had
been to school began to create quite new possibilities in spheres
like that of public health work.

Thirdly, this is the period in which English agriculture was
ruined. It is a common error to suppose that it collapsed with
the repeal of the corn laws. On the contrary, it remained the
foremost in the world for nearly thirty years longer. It was not
till 1872 that the plough reached its maximum extension over
English soil. That was the culmination of English wheat-grow-
ing under the sheep-and-corn rotations. The slump began
soon after; it was acute by 1878. By 1914 the area of arable land
in England and Wales had diminished by 3% million acres or
26 per cent.; the number of persons employed in farming had
fallen in almost exactly the same proportion; and the acreage
of wheat had shrunk by nearly one half. As, conversely, the



INTRODUCTION xxi

population of England and Wales swelled from 22,712,266 at
the 1871 census to 36,070,492 at the 1911 census (an increase not
far short of 60 per cent. in forty years), it followed that the
country’s inability to feed itself was sensationally enhanced. To
a degree never matched elsewhere in human records on any
similar scale, the English became dependent for their daily
bread and meat upon sea-borne imports, which could only be
purchased by the export of industrial goods or services.

But, fourthly, it was during these same years that English
manufacturing industry, for the first time since the advent of the
Industrial Revolution, began to find its export trade seriously
threatened by foreign competition. The causes and character
of this development will be discussed later; we must be content
here to note its novelty. In the fifteenth, sixteenth, seventeenth,
and eighteenth centuries English exporters had, of course, had
rivals abroad. But the objects of foreign trade were then very
different. It was rather a luxury than a necessity; a mere fringe
on the life of a self-supporting nation. And when after the
Industrial Revolution our exports began to be our livelihood, for
several generations no foreigners could compete with us on level
terms. Trade had its cycles of good and bad ; but where we failed
to sell it was because our customers abroad lacked purchasing
power, not because other nations had supplanted us in their
custom. This continued even for a few years after 1870; but then
the process of supplanting set in. The United States started pro-
ducing goods in many lines where hitherto she had bought ours.
Country after country in western Europe launched into manu-
facturing for the world atlarge. Germany, in particular, multi-
plied mammoth industrial cities, with soaring birth-rates and
mushroom populations, needing export markets to live on no less
than we. Foreign trade came thus to wear, as it never had before
in history, the aspect of a struggle for existence between rival
manufacturing nations; among whom densely populated Eng-
land ran bigger risks than any other, while no longer enjoying
any monopolist lead.

Lastly, this period supplied part of the foundations and most of
the superstructure to the British Empire as we now know it. For
India alone it was by comparison uneventful. Canada had
formed a federal nucleus in 186%, but more than half of her
habitable area and six out of her ten provinces were added or
constituted from 1870 onwards. Australia was federated in 1900;
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the Union of South Africa in 1g10; while New Zealand

developed from rather a struggling settlement into a prosperous
nation during the last two decades of the nineteenth century.
The Egyptian campaign of 1885 was the first in which self-
governing colonies sent contingents of troops to fight beside
those of the mother country. And the Colonial Conference, first
called in 1887, was the germ of the Imperial Conference, which
has since become so vital for the constitution of a British Com-
monwealth of Nations. Elsewhere this same period witnessed,
especially in the tropics, an enormous amount of ‘painting
the map red’. Not only was Egypt occupied, the Suez Canal
controlled, Upper Burma conquered, and Malaya developed,
but (save for the ex-German territories mandated to her after
the European war) nearly the whole of Great Britain’s im-
mense colonial domains in tropical and sub-tropical Africa were
acquired. The phrase, ‘the fourth British Empire’, which is some-
times applied to these last, may scarcely exaggerate their impor-
tance; but she owes them almost entirely to private initiatives.
With the exception of Joseph Chamberlain, very few cabinet
ministers at the time cared much about their acquisition, or
were prepared to spend public money on their development.
And though Malaya (thanks to tin and rubber) had progressed
rapidly before 1914, this was not true of the African colonies,
which in many instances lagged behind those of other powers.

Such are perhaps the main features for England of the period
upon whose story we are entering. It is well to start with them
clear in our heads, that we may not lack clues in the endléss
labyrinth of facts and events. But it would be easy to lengthen
the list. The student of administration, for instance, will note
that side by side with a democratic machinery for ascertaining
and expressing the people’s will there grew up a bureaucratic
machinery for giving it effect. August 31, 1870, the date at which
the entry to the Civil Service was thrown open to competitive
examination, marks a point of departure. From then onwards
may be traced a steady and rapid expansion in the size, number,
and efficiency of the government departments, which—followed
at short distance by similar expansions on the municipal side—
revolutionized the scope and role of government itself, Similarly,
to solve the physical problems involved in feeding the over-
populated island a whole new and miraculous technology of
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food transport and preservation—grain elevators, meat and
fruit canneries, refrigerating plants, specialized shipping—was
developed in this period overseas and here. In thesphere, again,
of political controversies nearly the whole of that phase in Anglo-
Irish relations which is associated with the phrase ‘Home Rule’
falls between 1870 and 1914. So, in the sphere of adventurous
discovery, do the concluding stages in man’s survey of his earth’s
surface—the unravelling of the last secrets of Africa and the con-
quest of both the Poles. So again do a host of major scientific
discoveries, and many revolutionary inventions in the arts both
of peace and war. So, in England, do some very important social
developments consequent on legal changes; e.g. the general
supersession of direct individual ownership by ownership through
limited companies in almost every sphere of industry and trade,
and the emancipation, for contractual and property-owning pur-
poses, of married women. So, likewise, does the greater part of the
gradual but overwhelming revolution in the English birthrate
brought about by the use of contraceptives; and so does a silent
but easily distinguished change in the sphere filled by religion.

The country’s political history during the forty-four years falls
pretty sharply and obviously into three more or less equal sub-
periods. The first extends to the defeat and resignation of Glad-
stone’s third cabinet in 1886 ; thesecond from thence to the death
of Queen Victoria; and the third down to the outbreak of the
European war. In the first, the dominant figures are Gladstone,
Disraeli, and Parnell ; in the second, Salisbury and Joseph Cham-
berlain; while the third, though it extends four years beyond
the death of King Edward, might conveniently be labelled
Edwardian. The dividing lines correspond not only to the main
changes of current in the country’s internal politics, but, within
only a few years each way, to those in the orientation of'its foreign
policy, and also to movements of ideas and periods of cultural
development.

The present volume, therefore, has been conformed to this
triple division; and the chapters are so grouped as to treat each
of the sub-periods in turn under all its main heads. Itis believed
that this arrangement will be for the convenience of the reader;
whose greatest difficulty, when examining a period about which
so much is known, must always be not to lose sight of the wood
for the trees.






I
GLADSTONE’S PRIME

DURING the decade 1870-80 one feature above all others
shaped the surface of British politics—the personal duel,
continuous save for a period following 1874, between two figures
of tremendous stature, Gladstone and Disraeli. Its first few years
fall outside the period of this volume; and what narrowed the
combat to a duel was the death (in October 1865) of Palmerston.
The only quite comparable episode in English history.is the
similar rivalry of Pitt and Fox; and the well-known lines, in
which Sir Walter Scott characterized that earlier contest, might
be applied without change to the later. Now as then the cham-
pions seemed

With more than mortal powers endowed;

now as then

Beneath each banner proud to stand,
Looked up the noblest of the land;

though in the later case, unlike the earlier, they were not them-
selves born aristocrats, but the one was a baptized Jew, and the
other (although educated at Eton) came of Scottish merchant-
folk who had made money in the Liverpool slave-trade.

To understand their pre-eminence, one must appreciate the
paramount interest which the English public then took in Parlia-
mentary proceedings. In the seventies of last century there were
no film stars, no football champions, no speed supermen, no male
or female aviators, no tennis heroes or heroines; even cricket
(W. G. Grace started playing in first-class matches in 1864) was
only beginning to be much noticed in the newspapers. The
people’s daily fluctuations of excitement, of expectancy, of hero-
worship, which are dissipated now over these and many other
fields, were concentrated then upon the house of commons. The
turf and the pulpit were its only rivals; and neither equalled it,
while the pulpit (by popularizing the taste for oratory) rather
helped its vogue. Parliamentary speeches were reported pro-
minently and at length in all the newspapers; they were read
aloud and discussed in homes and public-houses. Points scored
or lost in debate across the floor of the house of commons were
not merely noted by the members present, but followed with rapt
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attention throughout the country. Working men canvassed the
form and prospects of parliamentary leaders much as they now
do those of dirt-track racers. The dazzle of the brightest lights
was unforgettable. As late as 1goo an old village worker in
Somerset wished to convey to the present writer his sense of the
eminence of a local worthy. ‘He held’, he said, ‘a position in the
neighbourhood like that which the late Lord Palmerston used
to hold in this country.” Palmerston had then been dead thirty-
five years.

Of the mighty protagonists now before us Disraeli celebrated
his sixty-sixth birthday in December 1870, and Gladstone his
sixty-first in the same month. Both were then at the height of
their powers. Disraeli’s waned gradually after he was 70, rapidly
after 75; and he died at 76. Gladstone, who lived to be 88 and
was 1n office as Prime Minister at 84, nevertheless, like Disraeli,
underwent a change about 70. As a consequence, common esti-
mates of him to-day rarely do him full justice. For the phases of
his character and record, which to old men now living are a per-
sonal memory and which younger men may have overheard on
the lips of since-dead relatives, are those from 1880 onwards,
when, though still phenomenal, he was altogether past his best.
One has to get behind this, and study at first hand the speeches,
newspapers, and other contemporary records of the sixties and
seventies, to realize his almost incredible magnitude in his prime.
Then for a period of years he displayed all-round parliamentary
powers, which it is difficult to believe can ever have been quite
equalled, and which in one situation after another simply
astounded friend and foe alike. It is not the least part of Dis-
raeli’s credit that in presence of such a human tornado he never
lost his footing or his nerve, but by the cool and dexterous use
of his own very different resources—in particular through the
strange partnership of a daring imagination with 2 resilient and
inscrutable irony—was able always to maintain a fighting front.

Gladstone had taken office as prime minister for the first time
in 1868 at the head of a party formed by a fusion of whigs, Peel-
ites, and radicals, to which the term ‘liberal’ was first regularly
applied in England. Born of Disraeli’s (1867) extension of the
franchise, this was the greatest reforming Parliament since that
born of the original extension in 1832. The sessions of 186¢ and
1870 fall outside the present volume; in the first the Irish Church
had been disestablished; in the second two other measures of
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prime importance, the first Irish Land Act and the great English
Education Act, had become law. At the same time an Order
in Council of 4 June 1870 had thrown open to competitive
examination the entry (as from g1 August) to nearly all branches
of the civil service except the foreign office. Such had been the
first instalments of reform from a government intent on realizing
in many further directions the aim which they all embodied, viz.
to abolish class privileges and unbar to all the doors of political,
economic, and cultural opportunity. |

Debates on them still occupied the public mind of the United
Kingdom, when in August the thunders of the Franco-Prussian
war pealed out, if not from a blue sky, at any rate with a shock
very little prepared for. The army estimates in the previous
spring had been for less than /13 millions, and provided less
than 110,000 regulars and reservists to be available for service
abroad, including all those nceded for our many overseas gar-
risons. Ten thousand was the largest expeditionary force that
the war office could contemplate; and only by paring and scrap-
ing could the necessary g infantry battalions of 850 men be con-
stituted for it.! Thus the spectacle of a war, in whose first stage
Prussia and her associates mobilized under arms 475,000 men
with adequate reserves behind them, laid suddenly bare the
relative impotence of Great Britain to interfere on the Continent.

At two points, nevertheless, her interference was soon needed.
The first was Belgium, whose neutrality we had guaranteed to-
gether with France, Prussia, Austria, and Russia by the Treaty of
Londonin 18g9. Thisneutrality had been deemed a Britishand a
Prussian, but not a French, interest. As far back as 1852 Napo-
leon III (then prince president of France) had signed a decree
annexing Belgium, but withdrew it before publication. In 1870,
between the declaration of war and the start of the fighting,
Bismarck published a draft treaty with the same object, three or
four years old,? and in the handwriting of Napoleon III’s am-
bassador, Benedetti. Gladstone thereupon took prompt action.
He invited both France and Prussia to sign short treaties reaffirm-
ing the guarantee of 1839, and providing that, if the armies of
either country violated the neutrality of Belgium, Great Britain

! Sir Robert Biddulph, Lord Cardwell at the War Office (1904), pp. 64-5.

2 It probably dated from 1866, but Bismarck made it appear to date from 1867.
Cp. Albert Sorel, Histoire Diplomatique de la Guerre Franco-Allemande (1875), i. 25-8;
G. Rothan, La Politique Frangaise en 1866 (1875), pp. 382—4.



4 GLADSTONE’S PRIME

would co-operate with the other for its defence. Bismarck’s assent
was the prompter; but by 9 August (when France’s military em-
barrassments were already such as to discourage her provoking
wider trouble) that of Napoleon III’s government followed. An
important British interest was thus successfully safeguarded, and
a precedent set for the attitude of the Asquith cabinet in 1914.
The latter, however, was not a complete one; since Glad-
stone’s pledge of action was limited to co-operation in and for
Belgium, and carried no engagement to participate otherwise
in the general operations of the war.

The other challenge came from Russia. Bismarck, when he
engaged his country in single combat with France, had to face
risks of intervention by Austria, Italy, Russia, and Great Britain.
He was not the kind of statesman to ‘wait and see’ till they
materialized ; but at once took steps to divide and distract the
neutral world. So, among other things, he suggested? to Prince
Gortchakov, the Russian Chancellor, that he should denounce
those clauses of the (1856) Treaty of Paris, which provided for
the neutralization of the Black Sea, and forbade Russia to main-
tain on it military or naval establishments. Gortchakov delayed
action till the fall of Metz had made it certain that France could
not help Great Britain to enforce the clauses. But at the end of
October 1870 he denounced them. The Powers most directly
challenged by this were Great Britain and Turkey.

The Turks were furious, but dared not act alone. Nor could
Great Britain without continental support, of which none was in
fact forthcoming. Lord Granville,> who had become Foreign
Secretary following the death of Lord Clarendon in the previous
July, handled the situation with tact and dignity. In his first
dispatch he abstained from arguing whether the object desired
by Russia could be conceded or not. But he insisted firmly on the
principle that, before a single Power can free itself from any of
the stipulations of a treaty, it must obtain the consent of the other
signatory Powers. The effect of unilateral denunciation (like
Gortchakov’s) is, he said, ‘to bring the entire authority and effi-

¥ See Bismarck’s Gedanken und Erinnerungen (1898); tr. by A. J. Butler as Bismarck
the Man and the Statesman, ii. 113—14.

* George, second Ear] Granville, b. 1815. Educated at Eton and Christ Church,
Oxford; M.P. 1836—46, when he succeeded to the peerage; foreign secretary, 1851;
president of the council, 1853; leader of house of lords, 185 5; in office under Palmer-

ston, 1859-65; colonial secretary, 1868-70; foreign secretary, 1870—4 and 1880-5;
colonial secretary, 1886; d. 189g1.
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cacy of treaties under the discretionary control of each one of the
Powers who may have signed them; the result of which would be
the entire destruction of treaties in their essence’. This appeal to
the abstract sanctity of treaties had a double wisdom. It placed
the British case upon ground which, for what it was worth, could
not easily be shaken. And it opened up the road to a bargain,
whereby Russia should concede the form of what was in dispute,
and Great Britain the substance. After a good deal of negotia-
tion, which served to blazon the new fact that victorious Prussia
dominated Europe, a conference of the Powers was opened (17
January 1871) in London, and a compromise resulted on those
lines. A Protocol embodying the principle for which Granville
contended was unanimously signed. But treading on its heels
came an agreement to abrogate the Black Sea clauses. Face was
saved, and Turkey consoled, by a small further modification of
the 1856 terms.

Gladstone and Granville deserve credit, on the whole, for the
way in which this storm was weathered. They simply had not
power to do more. And it may be argued, that the Black Sea
clauses implied a derogation from ‘natural sovereignty’, which
could never have been more than temporary in the case of a
Great Power. Palmerston, their original begetter, had here as
elsewhere shown more vigour than realism. Yet the British public
took it badly. They registered a deep sense of Russia’s perfidy
and deep alarm at her renewed menace—feelings which a few
years later came to the surface with dangerously explosive force
in the crisis of 1878. Now too was born a popular distrust of
Gladstone’s leadership in foreign affairs, a seed of grumbling that
he had let the country down, which later events sprouted and
Disraeli’s dexterity watered, till it cast a shadow at the polls in
1874. What subconsciously galled the Englishman of that day
was the contrast between his country’s gigantic lead over her
neighbours in trade, production, invention, mechanical powers
and material resources of every kind,! and her relegation to-an
unaccustomed back seat in the councils of Europe.

Following its success over Belgium, and still anxious to localize
the conflict, the British government had taken theinitiative (later
in August 1870) of asking various Powers to exchange assurances
that they would not depart from neutrality without previous
mutual communication. On this basis, without formal treaties,

! See Chapter IV,
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Italy, Russia, Austria-Hungary, and some lesser Powers agreed.
No further British move was made. Granville stood firm against
mediation, unless both sides wished it ; and as a convinced neutral
turned a deaf ear alike to Thiers when he pleaded for interven-
tion, and to the Prussian ambassador’s protests against our sup-
plying war-stores to France. Gladstone agreed with him save
on a single subject. When the Prussian annexation of Alsace-
Lorraine was mooted from the latter part of September onwards,
he took deeply to heart, not the protests of the French about the
inviolability of their soil, but the threat to transfer the provinces
without the consent of their inhabitants. He wanted to approach
the other neutral Powers with a proposal to declare the principle
involved. But Granville and the cabinet over-ruled him. On
the practical point they were right. No such move could succeed,
or could even appearneutral, unless all the greater neutrals joined
in it. And Russia was certain to abstain, owing to her Black Sea
intrigue with Bismarck. Yet it is impossible, in the light of the
years which came after, to read what Gladstone wrote privately
at the time! without being struck by his insight and foresight.
Public sympathyin England veered a good deal with the course
of the war. At the outset it was mainly pro-Prussian——partly
because France was supposed to be the aggressor; partly because
the English then felt themselves very much a Protestant country,
and Prussia was a Lutheran Power. But certain elements were
pro-French all through—fashionable people who had frequented
the glittering Paris of the Sccond Empire, and on the radical side
the then influential Positivists.? Following Sedan and Metz,
when the Prussians became plain conquerors and the French
picturesque patriots, sympathy for the under-dog rallied nearly
all England to the Frenchside. Itfound a blameless and memor-
able expression after the fall of Paris (28 January 1871), when
London alone sent £80,000 worth of provisions to succour the
starving city. The government’s neutral attitude had the support
of the queen. She shared all her subjects’ sympathies with
Lutheranism, and could not be cold to the triumphs of her own
son-in-law, the Prussian crown prince. But she instinctively dis-
liked the annexation policy, and in September 1870 went so far
as to dispatch a personal telegram to the King of Prussia, ex-

! Life, by Lord Morley (1903), bk. vi, ch. s.
2 See, e.g., Frederic Harrison’s eloquent articles in the Fortnightly Review, then
edited by John Morley.
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pressing in general terms her hope that his country, after its
glorious victories, would make an early and magnanimous peace.
The king replied in equally general terms, and no more came of it.

The details of that stupendous trial of arms concern European,
not English, history. Yet we must not disregard their impact on
the English mind. For sheer swift drama nothing in the war of
1914-18 quite compares with them. Few episodes, save the out-
set, of the later Armageddon were so mobile; and none were ever
so fully, freely, and immediately reported in the press. The first
real shock occurred at Weissenburg; and within a month there-
after ten battles were fought, 300,000 men were killed, wounded,
or made prisoners, the Germans had penetrated 150 miles into
France, the Emperor was a captive and his family fugitives, and
Paris, then the world’s largest city after London and by far its
most magnificent, was awaiting under an extemporized Re-
public the inexorable advance of the besieger. Nor were the inci-
dents less sensational than the results. Sedan (1 September
1870), where the Emperor’s great army was surrounded and
nearly 100,000 men were killed, wounded, or laid down their
arms, was the most striking victory of encirclement since Can-
nae and Trasimene. Later, the surrender of Metz by Bazaine
(14 October 1870) with nearly 120,000 men was the largest
military capitulation of which history then held record. Later
still persisted the tragic 131-days siege of Paris itself, the very
heart of the world’s luxury, with its long agony of torn hopes
and tarnished heroisms, vain sorties, and remorseless hunger;
an object-lesson for London almost at its doors. And last of all,
after the surrender to the Germans, the appalling episodes of the
Paris Commune of 1871 revealed for the first time in modern his-
tory—what Thucydides had known, and what in 1917-19 we
saw on a much vaster scale—that, when shock and defeat have
battered an organized society beyond a certain point, not only its
external but its internal walls collapse, and the worst atrocities
of war may be eclipsed by those of revolution.

Swift effects were not wanting outside France, beside the stir-
ring forward of Russia, which we have seen. The entry of King
Victor Emmanuel’s troops into Rome (20 September 1870) and
the completion of Italian unity was one. The union of Germany
herself (minus Austria) in a new Bismarck-moulded empire (pro-
claimed 18 January 1871) was another. Timewas yet to show how
the spirit of ‘blood and iron’, which had wrought these mighty
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changes, was to dominate the world in their working out; and how
much the liberal spirit, which for so long had been radiated
through Europe from England and France, was to be checked
and damped through the catastrophic defeat of what still then
was the larger of those two nations.

The war was bound to have some repercussion on British
armaments. Gladstone strove to keep it small. On 2 August
1870 parliament voted 20,000 additional men for the army and
£2 millions on a Vote of Credit. But by 1871 both public and
professional opinion were strongly moved. One of the most suc-
cessful anonymous pamphlets ever issued, The Battle of Dorking,
appeared from the pen of a clever Engineer officer,! and raised for
the first time the spectre of a German invasicn of England. The
navy estimates of 1871 (moved by Goschen,? who had succeeded
Childers® as first lord, when ill health compelled the latter’s
retirement) showed a rise of only £485,826 to a total still below
£10 millions; though H.M.S. Devastation, launched in July,
marked a distinct step in the world’s progress towards mightier
ironclads. But the army estimates went up by £2,866,700—a
salmon’s leap in those days; and they totalled nearly £16 mil-
lions, providing for an addition of 19,980 men to the regulars,
including 5,000 to the artillery. Nor was that all. The very able
man of affairs, Edward Cardwell,* who had been secretary for
war since 1868, was determined not merely to expand the army,
but to reform it.

The needs were indeed great. Even the rude lessons of the
Crimea had left essential mischiefs unhealed. At the top the com-

I Colonel (afterwards General Sir George) Chesney, then head of the new Indian
Civil Engineering College at Cooper’s Hill.

> George Joachim Goschen, b. 1831, son of German merchant in London.
Educated at Rugby and Oriel College, Oxford. As liberal was vice-president,
Board of Trade, 1865; chancellor, duchy of Lancaster, 1866; president, Poor Law
Board, 1868; first lord, Admiralty, 1871—4. As unionist was chancellor of the Ex-
chequer, 1887-92; converted Consols, 1888; first lord, Admiralty, 1895-1goo. Vis-
count in 19o1; d. 1go7.

3 Hugh C. E. Childers, b. 1827, son of Yorkshire clergyman. Educated at
Trinity College, Cambridge. In Australia, 1850~7; in parliament as liberal from
1860; first lord, Admiralty, 1868-71; chancellor, duchy of Lancaster, 1872-3;
secretary for war, 1880—2; chancellor of the exchequer, 1882-5; home secretary,
1886; d. 1896. :

* Edward Cardwell, b. 1813 in Liverpool. Educated at Winchester and Balliol
College, Oxford. Entered parliament as Peelite, 1842; president, Board of Trade,
1852—5; chief secretary, Ireland, 1859-61; chancellor, duchy of Lancaster, 1861—4;
colomal secretary, 1864-6; secretary for war, 1868-74. Viscount in 1874; d. 1886.
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mander-in-chief, the duke of Cambridge, opposed all change.
And reforming officers below him had long been, as the saying is,
in a cleft stick. For on the conservative side were the vested
interests which maintained the abuses; while on the liberal side
men like Gladstone had taken a purely cheese-paring view of the
army, caring too little about efliciency, provided they could
screw down the estimates. |

Cardwell’s place among statesmen is that of the greatest
British army reformer during the nineteenth century. In him
economy and efficiency met. In 1868 he had abolished flogging
in the army during peace-time.! This step was opposed by most
senior officers, who could quote against it the emphatic opinion
of Wellington. Yet it was imperative, if the private soldier’s
career were to become anything better than a sort of penal ser-
vitude for the dregs of the population. It enabled Cardwell two
years later to abolish ‘bounty money’ for recruits, and to dis-
charge known bad characters from the army. Further in 1869
he started withdrawing troops from the self-governing colonies.
In the two years 18701 units totalling 20,000 men were restored
to the home establishment, the colonies being encouraged to raise
their own local forces instead. Thus was abandoned another
Wellingtonian policy—that of hiding the British army during
peace in scattered driblets over distant places. Its motive had
been to dodge the traditional hostility of the whigs to a standing
army. But it was fatal to strategic economy and to anything
beyond battalion training.

Still harder ground was broken in the summer of 1870. Par-
liament passed an Army Enlistment (short service) Act; and the
queen was induced to sign reluctantly (28 June) an Order in
Council subordinating the commander-in-chief to the secretary
of state. How much further reform might have gone but for
Sedan and Metz, it is impossible to say. Cardwell had the great
advantage of enjoying Gladstone’s financial confidence—so much
so that some had backed him for chancellor of the exchequer.
But before any thorough army changes could fructify, a very
strong obstacle must be removed. This was the system of obtain-
ing commissions and promotions in the army by purchase. It
had wide and deep roots throughout upper-class society, and,
as we shall see, was eventually only overcome by a sort of coup
d’état. But for the war of 1870-1 there could hardly have been,

I It was not abolished for active service also until 188o.
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as there was, a public opinion to sustain Gladstone in such an
extreme course.

The story may first be briefly outlined. Cardwell’s Army
Regulation Bill, 1871, was introduced in the commons. It
covered a good deal else besides abolishing purchase; but pur-
chase was the sole issue fought over. After fierce obstruction it
was passed, and went to the lords. That house by 155 votes to
130 carried a motion which in form shelved the bill, but in effect
defeated it. On the second day following, the government an-
nounced that purchase was by royal warrant abolished. As the
bill had provided generous compensatlon for the officers and
there would be none at all without its passage, the lords had now
perforce to pick it down off their shelf and passit. Conservatives,
and also some radicals (e.g. Professor Fawcett), declaimed shrilly
against what they deemed an abuse of'the Prerogative. But the
country, which wanted security, and felt that purchase had
blocked the way to it, simply refused to take notice.

Such being the events in their order, let us now examine their
bearings. ‘Purchase’ as a legally recognized institution went
back at least to the decision in fve v. Ash (1702). At different
times attempts had been made to regulate it, and there existed
a tariff of prices which might be lawfully paid; but by the usage
of the service large competitive additions were made to these.
Service opinion was almost universally in favour of the system.
It had been extolled by Wellington in a famous Memorandum
of 1833; and in 1841 Lord Melbourne’s Commission, which
comprised the leading soldiers of the day, had praised it as fur-
thering the promotion and retirement of officers, and thereby
making for their physical efficiency. In 1850 the aged Wel-
lington, with two other officers who afterwards became Lord
Raglan and Lord Panmure, signed another Report to the same
effect. Later reports during the following twenty years were
mainly confirmatory. Lord Palmerston upheld the system; as
the whig party had done for a century and a half.

Yet its vices were self-evident. It obstructed any re-mapping,
however advisable, of the regimental units. It prevented the
selection and promotion of officers by merit. It enabled rich
youths to buy themselves into positions for which they were
quite untrained. Radicals could have criticized it as giving
privilege to wealth; soldiers, as bestowing security and high rank
upon incompetence. Ifin fact neither criticism had made head-
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way, it was that England had no notion of the art of war. British
officers were expected to be gentlemen and sportsmen; but out-
side the barrack-yard they were, as Wolseley testified later in
retrospect, ‘entirely wanting in military knowledge’. The lack
ofit was deemed no drawback, since Marlborough’s and Welling-
ton’s officers got on without. Only the rise of Prussian military
science, exemplified first in 1866 and then in 1870, availed to
shake this complacency.

Even so the number of officers opposed to purchase was tiny.
There were now a few in or around the war office. They were
all under 40—Colonel Wolseley, lately back from Canada with
very great credit for putting down the Red River rebellion;
Major George Colley, a leading professor at the staff college;
Major Robert Biddulph, Cardwell’s military secretary; Captain
Henry Brackenbury; and Captain Evelyn Baring (afterwards
Lord Cromer), engaged in what eventually became the Intelli-
gence Branch. Though they all attained distinguished careers
later,! they had nearly every senior officer against them, from
the duke of Cambridge down; andin the sequel not even Wolseley
himself was ever quite forgiven by the service caste.

With them, but particularly with Wolseley and Baring, Card-
well acted in complete sympathy. So did the under-secretary,
Lord Northbrook, who was Baring’s first cousin. Gladstone him-
self became whole-hearted in support. The liberals rallied
generally to the anti-privilege argument; great play being made
with the case of Lord Cardigan,? which, though more than a
generation old, was only an extreme example of what purchase
would still permit. In the house of commons Disraeli, though
officially opposing Cardwell’s bill as a government measure,
warily left most of the criticism to service members. A knot of
colonels fought hard, and Sir Roundell Palmer (not then in
the government) accused them of ‘endeavouring to baffle the
majority by mere consumption of time’. This seems to be the

I But Cromer’s was outside the army, which he virtually quitted on account of
this episode.

2 James, 7th earl of Cardigan (1797-1868), had entered the army in 1824, and
almost immediately bought his way into the command of the 15th Hussars. In
1833 he had to leave it, owing to the acquittal of an officer whom he had illegally
put under arrest; but three years later he bought himself the command of the
11th Hussars. These proceedings cost him many tens of thousands of pounds, but
he was a rich pcer who could easily afford them. Fortunately for the reformers

his name (though he led the Six Hundred at Balaclava) was unpopular in the
service.
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first example of obstruction, in the modern sense, in the house of
commons; and it is worth noticing that it occurred in the very
first parliament elected on a wide franchise. The second extended
the evil much farther; and the third, as we shall see, carried it to
a Crisis.

The debate in the lords also had features which pointed for-
ward. For almost the first time since 1832 the peers were brought
into naked and downright conflict with the commons by class
motives on aclassissue. And in this many whigs, headed by Earl
(formerly Lord John) Russell, sided with the tories against the
liberals. The whig earl Grey and tory earl of Carnarvon made
very similar speeches. Their kernel was that the purchase system
kept officering as an occupation for gentlemen, and not a trade
for professional men. If it became the latter, it might menace
our go-easy oligarchic liberties; and they preferred an inefficient
army to an authoritarian state.

The royal warrant procedure, by which the lords’ resistance
was outflanked, was defended by Gladstone as not involving the
Prerogative. What the queen did, he said, was to cancel the
warrant, under which purchase was legal, and frame a new one,
under which it was not; and this she could do, not by exercising
the Prerogative, but under statutory powers conferred by an act
of George III.! Lord Cairns in the house of lords weightily
challenged the legality of this; and in the house of commons,
while the attorney-general (Sir R. Collier) rested the govern-
ment’s action on the statute, the solicitor-general (Sir J. Cole-
ridge) relied on the Prerogative. The point is now of minor
importance, since Professor Fawcett’s fear that the precedent
would be repeated and grow into a new tyranny of the Crown
over parliament, has in any case not been realized.

‘To Cardwell and his associates the abolition of purchase was
a reform desired less for its own sake than as opening the door to
others. Partly by his series of acts, and partly by administrative
measures, he transformed the army. The main points of change
were these. |

First he divided the business of the war department into three
sections, of which the newly subordinated commander-in-chief;
the surveyor-general of the ordnance, and the financial secretary
were to be the respective heads, all acting under the respon-
sibility of the secretary of state. He concentrated the three

¥ 49 Geo. III, c. 126.
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branches under one roof by moving the office of the commander-
in-chief and the army head-quarters staff from the old Horse
Guards in Whitehall to the war office, which was then in Pall
Mall. Greatly increased powers and responsibilities -were con-
ferred upon the commander-in-chief. He was given command
of all the land forces of the Crown, regular and auxiliary, both
at home and abroad. As part of the process, the right of appoint-
ing officers in the militia, which had hitherto belonged to the
lords-lieutenant of counties, was taken from them and trans-
ferred to the war office. Here was a distinct blow at the terri-
torial oligarchy.

With this went a measure of staff reform. In almost every
other army it had become usual to attach to every general officer
one staff officer, who was his alter ego. In the British army there
were two, and the dualism went right up to the top, where the
adjutant-general and the quartermaster-general were of co-
equal and rival authority. Cardwell abolished this, and the
quartermaster-general at the war office became an officer of the
adjutant-general’s department. But that was as far as he dared
go. The full status of ‘chief of staff’ was only instituted in wars
(and not even then in India); and the army had to wait till the
twentieth century before a proper permanent general staff was
organized on continental lines.

Next, there was the problem of the men. From Waterloo to
1847 men were enlisted for twenty-one years’ service with the
colours—practically for life. This was the Wellingtonian system.
Together with flogging, it had given army service its penal servi-
tude character; butithad also the fatal disadvantage of rendering
impossible a reserve. In 1847 the period was lowered to twelve
years; but it was still too long. The lesson of the Franco-Prussian
war was the absolute necessity of a trustworthy army reserve of
well-trained men in the full vigour of their manhood. Every
soldier in the line regiments served more than half his time
abroad, most commonly in India or the tropics; and after twelve
years their physique was seldom good enough. Cardwell there-
fore introduced short service. Men were enlisted for six years
with the colours and six in the reserves.! Senior officers shook
their heads, but the system worked, and was the basis of our
remarkable success in war throughout the Wolseley period.

I He would have liked to give an option of three with the colours and nine in
the reserves, but his advisers would not go so far,
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Recruiting greatly improved, and service in the army became
popular so far as it could while Gladstonian economy maintained

Followmg thlS (1n 1872—4) the infantry was rearmed with the

. Martini-Henry rifle. This was the first satisfactory breech-load-

ing rifle in the British army, though after the war of 1866 our old
muzzle-loading Enfields had been converted into rather in-
efficient breech-loaders on the Snider system. Itis worth recall-
ing that the prince consort, not long before his death, had vainly
urged breech-loaders upon Palmerston as far back as October
1861.

Thirdly, there was the problem of regimental reorganization.
The old regiments of the line, which were known by numbers and
for the most part lacked any territorial basis,! had long histories
and strong esprit de corps. But few of their battalions could muster
more than 500 men. They were hard to recruit and still harder
to expand; and they could not develop any organic links with
the auxiliary forces—militia and volunteers—which were terri-
torial. ~

Cardwell, therefore, proceeded to territorialize all infantry of
the line. He divided Great Britain and Ireland into sixty-nine
infantry regimental districts, each containing the depot of the
regiment to be associated with its territory. Each of these county
regiments was to comprise at least two regular battalions, with
one, two, or three battalions of militia, and generally all the
volunteer infantry belonging to the district. With fusions here
and dovetailings there, the existing line regiments were fitted into
the scheme, and carried their histories, their battle-honours, and
their fighting traditions to the depots of the new organization.
At first, to smooth over the transition, long and cumbrous titles
were bestowed on the resulting units. Butit was alwaysintended
that they should eventually come to be known by their plain
county names, and within less than a generation these were well
established. In the twentieth century it probably occurs to few
people that the Durhams, say, or the Dorsets owe their existence
as such to Gardwell, or that the proud battle-honours of Vittoria
or Plassey, which appear on their colours, were earned by units
who had nothing to do with either county.

The object of attaching at least two battalions to each depot

! i.e. any basis in a particular recruiting territory—not in ‘Territorials’, which
were a twentieth-century introduction.
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was, that one should be always at the depot, while the other was
on foreign service. This was Cardwell’s famous ‘linked battalion’
system. Recruiis in those days were nearly all the merest boys,
and needed several years’ home training before they were fit to
send abroad. By alternating the foreign service of the battalions
every few years, 1t was possible to ensure that the units abroad
consisted always of seasoned material. To this as much as any-
thing may be attributed the notably good fighting record of
British troops overseas between 1871 and 1899.

" The cavalry regiments, whose officers wielded more social
influence than any, Cardwell dared not touch to reorganize;
though le increased the total of their establishments from 8,462
men to 10,422. The artillery he localized like the infantry;
though it was imperfectly subdivided owing to the continuance
of the system of working the Royal Artillery as a single regiment.
Cardwell regarded artillery as an arm in which the mechanistic
nation should be relatively strong. He increased its total of
horsed guns from 180 to 336, and added about 5,000 men. His
efforts here, however, were largely sterilized by the conservatism
of the ordnance officers; who actually insisted at this time on
going back to muzzle-loading cannon, and thereby kept us behind
the rest of Europe for a good part of twenty years. On the mor-
row of the Franco-Prussian war this was truly an astonishing
folly; the more so, because the worth of breech-loading artillery
in war had been first demonstrated by British gunners in the
China war of 1860. :

This comprehensive programme of army changes, mostly
authorized or foreshadowed by his acts of 1870 and 1871, was
Cardwell’s daily work, in the teeth of incessant opposition, dur-
ing the following three years. He had the satisfaction of seeing it
achieved beyond reversal before he left office with the fall of the
Gladstone government in 1874. He was then completely worn
out. He took a peerage and retired into private life.

His reforms during the quarter of a century following left a
broad mark on British history. Without them not only would
prompt and crucial successes, such as the Egyptian campaign of
1882, have been unobtainable, but the power-prestige, which
Lord Salisbury had behind him in his diplomacy, would scarcely
have existed in the same way. Not their least exceptional feature

I As handsomely admitted in Gladstone’s letter to him of 15 September 1882
(Biddulph, op. cit., p. 247).
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was their economy. Cardwell left the estimates lower than he
found them, and yet he had increased the strength of the army
in the United Kingdom by 25 battalions, 156 field guns, and
abundant stores, while the reserves available for foreign service
had been raised from 3,545 to 35,905 men.

In the reorganization as a whole there were two flaws. One
was that the duke of Cambridge remained commander-in-chief,
and from then till his resignation in 1895 obstructed progress in
the central direction of the army as a fighting machine.! The
other was the omission to construct a proper general staff, the
lack of which led to our blunders and break-downs in the South
African campaign of 1899. Their combined effects proved even-
tually very serious, but the second was a corollary of the first, and
the first was beyond any war minister’s power to alter at that
period.

Here we may take our leave of Cardwell. He was an exceed-
ingly able man, who had seemed designated for a more general
political career, as Gladstone’s lieutenant and perhaps his suc-
cessor. Instead, he exhausted his prime on this single vast
specialized task; rendering to his country a unique service, for
which he has not always been too generously remembered.
Among his parliamentary associates at the war office two young
men may be mentioned; for we shall meet them again hereafter,
both there and in wider fields. One was Mr. Henry Campbell-
Bannerman, M.P., who in 1871 became financial secretary. The
other was the fifth marquis of Lansdowne, who in 18472, when
Lord Northbrook went to India as Viceroy, became under-
secretary.

The other reform of most scope carried by the Administra-
tion before its fall was that of the English Judicature. Its author
was Roundell Palmer, first Lord Selborne;? who became lord
chancellor in 1872, when Lord Hatherley had to retire owing
to loss of eyesight. A speech which he made in the house of com-
mons in 1867, when an ex-attorney-general, had led to the ap-

I The duke (1819—-1904) was the queen’s first cousin, and held his post because
she wished (as the prince consort had) that the commander-in-chief should be a
member of the royal family. For a characterization of him as an obstructive force,
see Field-Marshal Sir W. Robertson, From Private to Field-Marshal (1921), 17.

2 B. 1812. Educated at Rugby, Winchester, and Trinity College, Oxford; the
greatest chancery advocate of his day; solicitor-general, 1861; attorney-general,
1863-6; lord chancellor, 1872—4, 1880-5; d. 1895. He, Cardwell the war minister,
and Lowe the chancellor of the exchequer, had been friends at school together.
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pointment of an exceedingly strong royal commission with Lord
Cairns, Disraeli’s chancellor, as chairman.? This body reported
in 1869, and in 1871 Lord Hatherley introduced a bill; but (like
an earlier one by Cairns) it was, to quote Lord Selborne, ‘too
much in skeleton form’, and came to nothing.

Lord Selborne long afterwards described the bill, which be-
came the Judicature Act 1873, as ‘the work of my own hand,
without any assistance beyond what I derived from the labours
of my predecessors; and it passed’, he added, ‘substantially in
the form in which I proposed it’. It was indeed an admirable
piece of drafting. Lord Cairns supported it heartily, and it was
piloted through the house of commons by two law officers, Sir
John Coleridge and Sir George Jessel (both afterwards eminent
judges), who were highly qualified to speak respectively for the
common law and the equity side.

The act was a piece of tidying up upon the largest scale in a
field littered with the most venerable survivals from the middle
ages. Down to 1873 modern England retained two legal systems
side by side—the common law administered in one set of courts, °
and equity, which overrode it, administered in another. The act
‘fused’ them by providing that they should be administered con-
currently in every court by every judge, and that, where their
rules conflicted, the rules of equity should prevail. But it did
more; it remodelled the courts themselves. At that time there
were still three separate common law courts of unlimited juris-
diction—Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, and Exchequer. Each
had a chief and puisne judges; each traced jurisdiction back to
Edward I; and the only machinery which kept them at one was
the court called the Exchequer Chamber, in which appeals from
the judges of any of them were heard by judges of the other two.
The Court of Chancery, which administered equity, had since
1851 been regularly organized in two ‘instances’—the firstmanned
by the lord chancellor, the master of the rolls, and three vice-

I The other members were: Lord Hatherley, Sir W. Erle (chief justice of the
common pleas), Sir James Wilde (afterwards Lord Penzance), Sir R. Phillimore,
Mr. G. Ward Hunt, Mr. H. C. E. Childers, Lord Justice James, Mr. Baron (after-
wards Lord) Bramwell, Mr. Justice (afterwards Lord) Blackburn, Sir Montague
Smith, Sir R. Collier (afterwards Lord Monkswell), Sir John Coleridge (afterwards
Lord Coleridge, Lord Chief Justice), Sir R. Palmer (afterwards Lord Selborne,
Lord Chancellor), Sir J. Karslake, Mr. (afterwards Mr. Justice) Quain, Mr.

H. Rothery, Mr. Ayrton, Mr. W. G. Bateson, Mr. John Hollams, and Mr. F. D.
Lowndes. No English lawyer can fail to note the professional weight of these names.

Politically they comprised both parties.



18 GLADSTONE'’S PRIME

chancellors, the second by two lords justices sitting with the lord
chancellor asa court of appeal.’ Further, special branches of the
law, on whose history the Roman system had exerted more in-
fluence, were dealt with by three special courts—the High Court
of Admiralty, the Court of Probate, and the Court for Divorce
and Matrimonial Causes. From decisions in all these seven
courts appeal in the final instance lay to the house of lords.

By the Act of 1873 all seven were united to form one Supreme
Court of Judicature. An eighth, the London Bankruptcy Court,
was left outside at the time, but it came in afterwards. At first
the old titles were maintained, and what had been separate
courts became separate divisions. But a section of the act author-
ized the Crown to abolish offices and merge divisions; and by
1880 they were reduced (as had always been intended) to the
triple scheme which still obtains. In one respect only did Lord
Selborne overshoot his mark. He organized his supreme court
in two instances—a high court and an appeal court; and in con-
formity with the practice of continental judicatures he intended
decisions of the latter to be final. So his act abolished the appeal
jurisdiction of the house of lords. But this alarmed the peers,
and led to a political agitation. The conservative leaders became
involved ; and following their victory at the polls in 1874 an
amending act was passed by Lord Cairns in 1876, restoring a
final appeal to the house of lords past the appeal court, and
constituting the lords’ tribunal for that purpose in the form with
which we have since been familiar.

Lord Selborne’s reform might be taken as a classic example
of spectacular change carried through by consent. The construc-
tion of the present Central Law Courts, which was then in hand,
no doubt helped to commend unity to the judges and the legal
profession. Great tact and patience were nevertheless required
to realize it. But the method permitted nothing revolutionary;
and the scheme left standing many features which were and are
anomalous among the judicatures of Europe. For instance, it
provided for no decentralization of even the high court’s justice,
except on the common law side through the ancient and cum-
brous device of travelling assizes; and it retained the necessity,
amazing to a continental lawyer, that every kind of appeal

I There were also ancient chancery courts in Lancashire and Durham: these
Lord Selborne left standing, and they still afford the sole provision made for
chancery litigation (above county court level) outside London.



DECLINE OF THE GOVERNMENT 19

should be heard in London only. Whether Lord Selborne
could have innovated more, had he wished, may be argued.

But the fate of his scheme for a single appeal does not encourage
the idea. ‘

Such being the Gladstone government’s two outstanding con-
tributions to national progress during the part of its career sub-
sequent to the outbreak of the Franco-Prussian war, let us now
trace the diary and brief chronicle of that period. August 1870
is a watershed in the administration’s fortunes. Before that date
it had been popular as well as strenuous, backed by a majority
in the country no less than in the house. But from about then a
change set in. The majority at Westminster remained, though
nerve-shaken by adverse by-elections; but that in the constitu-
encies continuously trickled away.

The earliest weakening was due to radical and nonconformist
disappointment over the compromise policy of Forster’s Educa-
tion Act. Forster’s own constituents at Bradford carried a vote of
censure on him at his first meeting after the act was passed. Next,
aswe haveseen, came patriotic misgivings about the London Con-
ference’s surrender to Russia in the matter of the Black Sea. A
little later came further shocks to patriotic feeling in connexion
with the Alabama claims. This matter, though not finally settled
till 1872, arose wholly out of events in the sixties, and for con-
venience its fuller treatment in this history has been left to the
volume covering that period, where details of its various phases -
will be given. Here it may suffice to say, that in 1871-2 three
separate occasions arose, when British pride was severely
wounded. The first was in April of the former year, when the
United States asked us to admit inadmissible principles; the
second in the following December, when she revived before the
arbitrators her so-called Indirect Claims; and the third in Sep-
tember 1872, when the arbitrators called on Great Britain to
pay 15,000,000 dollars by way of damages. The Gladstone
government had on each of these occasions the moral courage to
take a wise but unpopular course. Posterity praises its extreme
wisdom ; but what stood out at the time was its extreme un-
popularity.

The year 1871, besides the big agitation against Gardwell,
witnessed a teacup storm over the budget. Down to and includ-
ing 1870, the finance of the Gladstone government was plain
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sailing. The chancellor of the exchequer, Robert Lowe,! had a
buoyant revenue and thrifty colleagues. Butin 1871 money had
to be found for the army increases inspired by the Franco-Prus-
sian war. Lowe proposed to raise a million by a tax on matches.
‘These were still comparatively a new article in Europe, and some
foreign governments had already made money out of them, as
notafew havesince. Lowe’sidea, therefore, was perfectly sound;
and the Latin pun Ex luce lucellum, which was to adorn the revenue
stamps on the match-boxes, is still remembered as typical of his
wit and scholarship. However, the match manufacturers pro-
tested that, if matches were dearer, people would go back to
tinder and their trade would be ruined. Foreign analogies show
this to have been absurd; but unluckily for Lowe the principal
match factory was in London. A pathetic rabble of its humble
workers, chiefly very poor women, marched towards the house of
commons, and were dispersed by police. The episode so affected
the house that Lowe had to withdraw his tax, and get the money
by raising income-tax instead. The fiscal results of this reverse
were trifling ; but the effect on public opinion, with the ‘sporting’
interest which was then taken in parliament, was quite appreci-
able for the government’s prestige. Lowe, in particular, never
recovered his house of commons reputation, which till then had
stood singularly high.

Hubbubs were raised shortly afterwards over two appoint-
ments which the prime minister made. One was judicial, the
other ecclesiastical. They are known as the Collier and the
Ewelme cases. In the first a public reproof was administered to
the government by Cockburn, the lord chief justice. There can
be little doubt now that he was wrong, and that Hatherley, Glad-
stone, and Roundell Palmer were right. Yet it is not helpful to a
government that it should collide with the lord chief justice.

But a much deeper source of unpopularity lay behind—one
which produced results not for a day but for generations. In the
summer of 1871 Bruce,? the home secretary, introduced his first

* B. 1811. Educated at Winchester and University College, Oxford. 1842-50
in Australia, where he was active at the bar and in the politics of Sydney. In 1852
and 1855, held minor offices under Aberdeen and Palmerston; in 1866 led the
‘Adullamites’ against the Whig Reform Bill; 186873, chancellor of the exchequer;
1873-4, home secretary; 1880, created Viscount Sherbrooke. An' albino, and,
though a great reader, could never use his eyes without pain; d. 1892.

> Henry Austin Bruce, b. 1815; educated at Swansea Grammar School; barrister 3
home secretary, 1868-73; created Lord Aberdare, 1873, and was lord president of
the council 1873—4; d. 18gs5.
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and most drastic Licensing Bill. It raised a storm of opposition
from the publicans and the liquor trade generally; and as the
chief temperance organization in politics, the United Kingdom
Alliance, refused (because it did not embody their particular
panacea, Local Veto) to give it any effective counter-support,
it had to be withdrawn. In 1872 he tried again, and passed a
weaker and yet still very contentious act. It was in debate upon
this in the house of lords, that the eloquent Dr. Magee, then
bishop of Peterborough, made his famous avowal that he would
like to see ‘England free better than England sober’. Its passage
led to actual rioting in various towns; but it was enforced.
From midsummer 1871 till the dissolution of 1874 nearly every
public-house in the United Kingdom was an active committee-
room for the conservative party. The consequences of this upon
actual voting, well attested by contemporary evidence,* prob-
ably outweighed all the other factors in the government’s un-
popularity. But the current of it ran deeper; for here—little
realized, perhaps, at the time—was one of the source-points in
the history of parties. Down to then the liquor industry, like
other industrial interests, was apt to be liberal. One member
(Stansfeld) of this very cabinet was a brewer. The liberal
Dickens had glorified drink. The head of the great firm of Bass
sat in parliament from 1848 to 1883 as liberal member for Derby.
Till then, too, the conservative party lacked an adequate material
basis. Whigs and tories alike in the old oligarchic days had rested
on the support of great landed families. After 1832, and again
after 1867, the widening of the franchise compelled a correspond-
ing widening of parties; and so the liberal and conservative
parties were gradually evolved. But the liberals had been far
more successful in enrolling permanent interests under their ban-
ner. By championing economic liberty and class emancipation,
they had won over the business classes generally. After 1860 they
had paid increasing attention to the lower sections of the middle
class and the upper strata of the wage-earners; and since these
were mainly nonconformist, had enrolled nonconformity. By so
doing they revived the historic tie between the tory party and the
established church. But Anglicanism alone was neither strong

I e.g. Annual Register. Gladstone’s own view of the ‘immediately operative causes’
which defeated him at the polls may be read in a letter to his brother Robertson
of 6 February 1874: ‘I have no doubt what is the principal. We have been borne
down in a torrent of gin and beer.” (Morley’s Life, bk. vi, chap. 14.)
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enough nor rich enough for a party to live on. Fertile in ideas,
Disraeli had missed the truth that in England no party exists by
ideas only; and down to 1870 he had failed to place any strong
new interest on his side. That was why his. bold franchise bid
in 1867 led to his own discomfiture.

But from 1871 onward to the end of our period the conservative
party made good this lack. Money, workers, and support of
every kind flowed to it inexhaustibly from the liquor trade. The
more the liberals came to rely on the chapels, the more the public-
houses rallied to their opponents. When political ‘machines’
developed in the eighties, the need for a permanent large in-
come at the head-quarters of each party was vastly increased. But
for money derived from brewers and distillers, it is very doubtful
if the conservatives could have met it. Party funds being secret,
nothing about them can be affirmed certainly; but nobody will
dispute that during the forty years before 1914 a very large con-
servative income came from this source. Nor wasmoneyall. Few
people are so well placed to influence voters as publicans; and
there practically ceased to be any liberal publicans.

These facts, whose objective interest is considerable, have sel-
dom been objectively discussed. They provide no small part of
the explanation why conservatism was so much more successful
in the forty years after 1871 than in the forty years before that
date. But the liberals made them subjects for question-begging
abuse. And the conservatives were a little shamefaced, and
avoided talking much about them. It is difficult to see how either
attitude was justified. Undeniable evils existed in the liquor
traffic, but the better leaders among those engaged in it were not
concerncd to defend them; while it was neither improper for the
trade, nor immoral for a party, to oppose political measures
which, whatever one thinks of them, were essentially pointed to
the goal of prohibition. Conservative shamefacedness, it may be
noted, did not extend from speech to action. For example, one
of the purest characters in front bench politics, no less a man than
A. J. Balfour, sat from 1885 to 1905 for East Manchester. All
the time that he did so, the seat was reputed in the gift of certain
local breweries ; and the chairman of his committee was the lead-
ing representative of the liquor trade in the public life of Man-
chester.

The by-elections began to tell their story from the date of
Bruce’s 1871 bill. In the summer of that year the sitting liberal



THE UNIVERSITY TESTS ACT 23

member for East Surrey died; at the by-election the seat was
lost, the conservatives being 300 votes up, and the liberals 1,300
down, on a poll of under 7,000. Some months later another
liberal seat fell vacant at Plymouth; and it too was lost, though
the liberal candidate was local and popular, and the conservative
a complete stranger. So the swing continued throughout 1872-3.
Yet at Westminster the government not only retained large
majorities, but thanks mainly to Gladstone’s eloquence had regu-
larly the best of it in debates. In 1871 they carried two measures
of much social importance, a Trade Union Act! and a Univer-
sity Tests Act. The latter made an epoch in the universities of
Oxford and Cambridge, since it threw open for the first time all
lay posts, in the colleges as well as the universities, to men of all
creeds upon equal terms. Thus the church of England lost one
of her last obviously anachronistic privileges; and that it should
be withdrawn by so ardent a churchman as Mr. Gladstone lent
a certain dignity to the proceeding. Gladstone’s assent to the
principle (earlier championed by Goschen and Sir John Cole-
ridge) was not quickly won. But, once convinced, he forced
the measure through against a house of lords opposition; led, it
seems strange to record, by the great Lord Salisbury, who had
succeeded to his title three years earlier and taken a similar line
against Gladstone’s disestablishment of the Irish church. In
the same year an act was passed, whereby the Poor Law Board,
the local government section of the home office, the medical
department of the privy council, and some other oddments were
thrown together to form the local government board (precursor
of the ministry of health) ; of which Stansfeld,? the author of the
act, became the first president, retaining his seat in the cabinet.
It was no fault of this capable minister that this was not followed
by a large constructive reform of local government throughout
the country. But Gladstone neither then nor at any other time,
as his letters and policies plainly show, had any adequate sense
of the importance of local government.

The following year saw the passage of the Ballot Act 1872. It
commended itself as a further step in liberal emancipation. Vot-

I See Chapter IV.

? James Stansfeld, b. 1820. Educated (Dissenter) at University College, Lon-
don. Brewer, and friend of Mazzini. M.P. 1859-95; minor Ministerial posts, 1863,
1866, 1868, 1869; entered Cabinet as President of the Poor Law Board, 1871. From

1874 to 1886 agitated for repeal of the Contagious Diseases Acts. President of the
Local Government Board, 1886; G.C.B. 1895; d. 1898, .
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ing was for the first time in British experience made secret. The
history of this measure (for which there had not been much
popular demand, though it had figured in advanced programmes
for half a century) illustrates the frequent futility of political
prophecy. During the debates both hopes and fears were ex-
pressed as to its result in England. Neither were borne out by
the sequel; England was not deeply affected. But where the
- acthadrevolutionary consequences, which its authors had neither
foreseen nor intended, was in Ireland.

A young Irish landowner, then twenty-six years of age and
living quietly aloof from politics in the county Wicklow, per-
ceived the possibilities in a flash. Though a protestant, he had
imbibed strong anti-English feelings from his American mother;
and a certain sympathy with Fenianism had striven in him with
a sense of its hopelessness. But ‘Now’, he said, ‘something can be
done, if full advantage will be taken of this Ballot Act’. Hitherto
the Irish voter, powerless against the intimidation of his social
superiors, had returned members to one or other of the two
English parliamentary parties. He need do so no longer. ‘An
independent Irish party, free from the touch of English influence,
was the thing wanted, and this party could be elected under the
Ballot Act.” The name of the young Irishman was Charles
Stewart Parnell; and it is curious to reflect that but for the un-
designed gift of this act the whole of his meteoric career, with its
profound reactions upon English history for halfa century, might
never have occurred.?

It was from Ireland, as it happened, that the government’s
first defeat came. At the beginning of 1873 Gladstone grasped
a particularly dangerous nettle. He introduced an Irish Uni-
versity Bill. Its difficult aim was to create a university, to which
Irish Roman catholics would resort, without going beyond what
a protestant parliament would sanction. At first it was well
received, and Archbishop Manning, head of the Roman church
in England, favoured it; as did Delane of The Times. But in fact
it fell between two stools. Cardinal Cullen marshalled the
Irish hierarchy in opposition, and on the other side it became
anathema, not only to the presbyterian general assembly, but
to radical educationists headed by Professor Fawcett. Dis-
raeli could not but exploit such an opening, and on the night of
March 11-12 the bill was defeated on second reading by 287

' Barry O’Brien, Life of Parnell (189g), ch. ii.
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votes to 284, 43 liberals (including g5 Irish) voting against the
government.

On this Gladstone resigned, and suggested that Disraeli should
take office with a minority administration. Twelve years later
he made an exactly analogous suggestion, when Lord Salisbury
was his opponent; and Lord Salisbury acted on it, with bad re-
sults to himself. Disraeli, however, was too wily a bird to be
caught by chaff; and after a week’s crisis the Gladstone cabinet,
fearing to risk a dissolution, had to resume its tasks in the same
parliament. It attempted nothing more that session beyond
passing the great Judicature Act; and soon after the house rose
an attempt was made to propitiate public opinion by removing
the two most unpopular ministers, Bruce and Lowe, not indeed
from the cabinet, but from the posts in which they were obnoxi-
ous. Bruce, ennobled as Lord Aberdare, became lord president
of the council; Lowe replaced him as home secretary; and Glad-
stone himself took over his old post at the exchequer. About the
same time Coleridge and Jessel both received judgeships, and
two notable men, Sir Henry James? and Sir William Harcourt,?
became the new law officers. Lyon Playfair* became postmaster-
general.

These changes proved short-lived. Early in January 1874 yet
another by-election (at Stroud) went against the government;
and Gladstone (who ten months earlier had been telling the
queen that his work was done, his mandate exhausted, and he
himself in need of a long rest) declared on 24 January his inten-
tion of dissolving parliament.5 His oddly chosen platform was

I Lowe’s removal had been precipitated by the discovery of financial irregulari-
ties at the Post Office, for which he, the postmaster-general (Monsell), and the com-
missioner of public works (Ayrton) had each a ministerial responsibility. Monsell
was dismissed ; Ayrton, like Lowe, transferred.

2 B. at Hereford 1828, son of a local doctor. Educated at Cheltenham; very suc-
cessful barrister; M.P. 1869-95; attorney-general, 1873—4 and 1880-5; declined
lord chancellorship and went liberal unionist, 1886; as Lord James of Hereford,
was chancellor of the duchy in Salisbury’s third cabinet, 1895-1902; d. 1911.

3 B. 1827, grandson of archbishop of York. Educated at Trinity College, Cam-
bridge; barrister; wrote ‘Historicus’ letters, 1863 ; M.P. 1868—1904; professor of inter-
national law at Cambridge, 1869; solicitor-general, 1873—4; home secretary, 1880-
5; chancellor of the exchequer, 1886 and 1892-5; liberal leader, 1896-8; d. 1904.

4 B. in India, 1819. Chemist; studied at St. Andrews, Glasgow, London, Gies-
sen; managed print-works at Clithero, 1840-3; professor of chemistry at Edinburgh,
1858-68; M.P. 1868-92; postmaster-general, 1873—4; vice-president of council,
1886; pecrage (as Lord Playfair), 1892; d. 1898.

5 In Lord Askwith’s Life of Lord Fames of Hereford (1930) the curious will find
given (pp. 65—9) from James’s inside knowledge a probably correct explanation of
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a proposal to abolish income-tax. A general election followed
without delay, and was over by the middle of February. The
conservatives secured a majority of 83 in Great Britain; in the
whole house of commons, owing to the new emergence of an
Irish home rule party, it was harder to compute, but could in
no case be reckoned below 48. On 17 February Gladstone re-
signed. His memorable first administration—by far the most
successful of the four which he headed, and under many aspects
the greatest during the long reign of Queen Victoria—was at
an end.

Two separate topics may close this chapter. The first concerns
the situation of the Crown and its wearer.

There can be no doubt that by the beginning of 1871 the
queen had grown seriously unpopular. There were many causes.
Subconsciously the displacement of a monarchy by a republic
in Paris may have operated as one. But the chief was her per-
sistence in retirement since the death of the prince consort over
nine years earlier. There was a widespread feeling that she
neglected her national duty, and did not earn the large grants
made to her and her family by parliament. Thus when in the
spring her fourth daughter, Louise, married the eldest son of a
wealthy subject, the duke of Argyll, big popular meetings at
Birmingham and Nottingham passed resolutions condemning
the grants voted to the young couple.

But in this the year proved a turning-point. An illness of the
queen in the early autumn recalled some sympathy to her. Much
greater sympathy followed very soon after, when on 8 December
it became known that the prince of Wales was dangerously ill
with enteric fever. For about a week he hung between death and
life, while the whole nation listened at the door of his sick-room.
On the tenth anniversary of his father’s death he turned the
corner; and his eventual recovery evoked a burst of enthusiasm
which founded his own popularity and restored his mother’s.’

Although thenceforward the queen’s reputation grew rapidly,

Gladstone’s final haste to dissolve before parliament reassembled. James as at-
torney-general had advised (contrary to his predecessor, Coleridge) that by taking
on the chancellorship of the exchequer Gladstone had accepted an ‘office of profit’
under the 6 Anne, c. 7, and unless he secured re-election in his constituency, could
not speak or vote in the house without incurring penalties. His Greenwich seat
was deemed too unsafe for a by-election; but it might be held at a general election,
as in fact it-was,
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till in the last two decades of her life it became almost a religion,
her actual power within the state declined. We have seen how
Cardwell and Gladstone in 1870 wrested control over the army
from her by making the commander—m—chlef sub_]ect to the secre-

tary of state instead of to the sovereign direct. Durmg Glad-
~stone’s first premlershlp she was not so hostile to him personally,
as she afterwards became under Disraeli’s tutoring ; though their
correspondence shows tendencies to estrangement from August
1871 onwards.? Theliberal leader on his part always treated her
with the utmost consideration, and more than once stretched his
own influence to the limit in order to make her wishes prevail
in an unsympathetic house of commons.

Our other topic is the Ashanti campaign of 1873—4, a ‘little
war’ of more than average interest. It arose substantially out of
our embargo on the slave trade, but proximately from the acces-
sion in 1867 to the Ashanti throne of a warrior monarch, Kofi
Kari-kari (‘King Coffee’), and the conclusion in 1871 of an
Anglo-Dutch treaty. Under the latter (in exchange for our dis-
interesting ourselves in the coast of Sumatra) the Dutch trans-
ferred to us their forts on the Gold Coast. These had hitherto
been dotted along the seaboard in and out with our own, in a
manner which prevented either Power from obtaining much ter-
ritorial control. The chief of them was Elmina, which we took
over on 2 April 1872, and which Kofi had long coveted for a
coastal slave-emporium.

The Ashantis were an inland group of very warlike, pure negro,
fetish-worshipping tribes federated under a king at Kumasi.
Access to them was difficult owing to the dense and fever-haunted
tropical forest, in and behind which they lived. They had often
harried our adjacent ‘friendlies’ and attacked our settlements
with success. In 1824 a British governor, Sir Charles McCarthy,
had been killed by them in battle with nearly all his officers; and
his skull was in use at Kumasi as a royal drinking-cup. More
recently in the sixties they had twice inflicted on us small but
unavenged defeats; but our increased activity against slave-
trading menaced the chief source of their king’s wealth. Kofi
now claimed Elmina; and after a bickering negotiation (compli-
cated by his holding four Europeans in captivity at Kumasi) he
invaded the British protected area with three armies early in
1873, easily routed the Fanti ‘friendlies’, and advanced to within

I See P. Guedalla, The Queen and Mr. Gladstone, 1 (1933).
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twelve miles of the British head-quarters at Cape Coast Castle.
Fighting took place in June within Elmina itself, where a few
hundred marines, Hausas, and West Indian troops held the fort
and won a battle in the town. Fortunately for us, the invaders
suffered much from disease.

The Gladstone government, impelled by Lord Kimberley, the
colonial secretary, despite the opposition of Goschen, decided
to employ soldiers, drive out the enemy, and teach him a per-
manent lesson. In September Sir Garnet Wolseley sailed for
Cape Coast, with the rank of major-general, to combine the
positions of administrator and commander-in-chief. An able
staff went with him to prepare plans, roads, and transport; and
2,400 white troops followed, but were delayed till nearly Christ-
mas for climatic reasons. Wolseley’s problem was to reach
Kumasi and return by the end of February; since early in March
the worst rainy season would begin and the rivers be flooded. It
was essentially a time-campaign. When he arrived at Cape
Coast, he found that of 140 Englishmen then ashore only 22
remained fit for duty; and he knew that ‘every extra day the
war lasted meant more deaths from fever’.

He started on 6 January 1874, and after a great deal of hard
fighting in the gloom of the forest, including two pitched battles,
reached Kumasi on 4 February with the loss of 16 officers and
men killed and something under 400 wounded. The king had
fled, and still withheld agreement to terms; whereupon, accord-
ing to plan, his great palace was destroyed, his capital burned,
and the British force marched safely back. Ontheway messengers
bearing gold came after it from the king; a draft treaty was
handed to them; and a month later it was signed. The king
renounced his claims over the British and ex-Dutch spheres;
promised free trade and an open road to Kumasi; pledged him-
self to endeavour to stop human sacrifices; and undertook to pay
a war indemnity of 50,000 ounces of gold by instalments.

The weak point in these terms was that they left intact the
Ashanti military confederacy, which had to be tackled again a
generation later. Nevertheless the episode was decisive for the
history of British West Africa. The fever-stricken Guinea sea-
board had a bad name at home, and many would have been
willing to see us pushed off it. Wolseley’s success averted that;
and so saved in the acorn the brilliant modern development of
our Gold Coast colony.
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The cost of the operations was £900,000. Militarily they re-
flected great credit on the commander, who received a grant of
£ 25,000 from parliament for his services. But the other officers
employed were a picked body; and seven of the survivors after-
wards became respectively, Field-Marshal Sir Evelyn Wood,
Field Marshal Lord Methuen, General Sir H. Brackenbury,
General Sir Redvers Buller, General Sir W. Butler, General Sir
J. Frederick Maurice, and Lieutenant-General Sir George Col-
ley. The newspaper correspondents were also remarkable; they
were Winwood Reade! and H. M. Stanley. The latter, who had
already in 1871 ‘found Livingstone’, was fated subsequently to
pierce the twilight of many African forests, but of none more for-
bidding than the primeval belt whose glooms formed the screen
before blood-stained Kumasi.

! Remembered now for a still-read book, The Martyrdom of Man.
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ISRAELL, whom the general election of 1874 placed for the
D first time in his long career at the head of an assured parlia-
mentary majority, was on many showings a master-mind. He
saw far and deep, with uncanny flashes of something like pro-
phecy. His position had been won against immense obstacles
by brain and wiil-power alone. For over twenty-five years he
had led the conservative party in the house of commons (the
longest continuous leadership of which our politics holds record) ;
with but three brief intervals in office between long spells in
opposition. Despite his excellence in debate, his main bent was
imaginative and constructive; and one must regret that he never
had a chance to employ it freely in tasks of government, until he
had crossed the threshold of his seventieth year.

Fourteen months earlier his devoted wife had died. To him
this was a peculiarly weakening loss; for, though he had a genius
for making men follow him and greatly excelled Gladstone in
their personal management, his inner nature only derived joy
and sustenance from the society of women. After his wife’s
death he sought to solace his craving, partly in a romantic attach-
ment to two elderly sisters, the countess of Bradford and the
dowager countess of Chesterfield ;! partly in a fantastic devotion
towards the person of Queen Victoria; whom he figured as a
second Gloriana and styled, to hisintimates, ‘the Faery’. Butthese
were make-believes; his loneliness was real. Then gout crept
over him with intermittent but deadly crescendos; while old age
and widowhood proved poor equipments for supporting an office
which twice tired out within five years even the iron vigour of
Gladstone. That his long Ministry was not more fruitful may
largely be thus explained.

But there were other reasons. He could not skate so boldly in
office as he had in opposition over the thin ice between his own
reforming ideas and the property interests of those who had made
him their champion. He had begun life as a radical, diagnosing
England as ‘two nations’, rich and poor, and proclaiming the

' He wrote to them almost daily, and the letters (edited by Lord Zetland) are

valuable documents regarding his premiership. So are his letters to the queen,
printed in Buckle’s Life. ‘
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supreme need to make them one. He still cared sincerely for
social reform; but few, if any, of his followers in parliament sup-
ported him for its sake. Leading the opposition to Gladstone he
had taxed his rival’s reforms with menacing ‘every institution and
every interest, every class and every calling in the country’ and
planning to ‘despoil churches and plunder landlords’.! Such
slogans are defensive, not progressive; they had made him the
rallying-point for the interests which were kicking at change. It
was a legitimate position for a conservative leader, but not one
where he could take reform for his first motto, even when quali-
fied as ‘social’ to distinguish it from the liberal brand. He needed
others, and he chose two—the monarchy and the empire. Both
remained written on the conservative banner for half a century
after his death.

The second alone had much influence on political events.
Between 1874 and 1914, while the person of the monarch may
even have gained importance as a figure-head, it steadily lost
power as a factor in government. This resulted from the demo-
cratizing of parliament in 1867 and 1884; for a constitutional
sovereign, while able to stand up against the ministers of an oli-
garchic parliament in the name of the unrepresented democracy,
becomes powerless against men carrying the credentials of demo-
cracy itself. After Disraeli’s death the process went on under
liberals or conservatives indifferently ; no memory of his roman-
ticism could move his party to arrest it. But with imperialism
the case was different. Though later some liberals cared more
for it than some conservatives (Lord Rosebery more than Lord
Salisbury, for instance), Disraeli’s initiative made it, on the whole,
a conservative preserve. And though time altered much from
the Disraelian conception (in which India counted for nearly
everything, and the self-governing colonies, despite the emphasis
laid on them in his famous Crystal Palace speech,? for relatively
little), yet he here was a genuine founder, and his idea, apart
from the bias of his personal Orientalism, proved longer-sighted
than his contemporaries could know. Meanwhile the course of
his premiership, as we shall see, shows the dazzle of imperialism
soon outshining the sober glow of social reform, and luring Dis-
raeli onward, first to triumphant climax, and then to anti-climax.

He began by forming a distinctly able cabinet. His greatest
initial catch was Lord Salisbury; who had severed himself from

! Speech at Manchester, 3 April 1872. 2 24 June 1872.
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the conservative front bench in 1867 in dislike of Disraeli’s fran-
chise extension, and increased a rising reputation by formidable
skirmishing on the party’s right flank, till induced now to rejoin
as secretary for India. The temper and mind of this great man
were remarkably unlike Disraeli’s; and it was not till the later
stages of the Eastern crisis that they worked really well together.
Both had a strong vein of political realism, and both were great
makers of epigrams. But the sombre and negative cast of Salis-
bury’s powerful intelligence had little in common, save a kind of
Italian subtlety, with the gay adventure, constructive imagina-
tion, and incurable romanticism of the older leader. The brilli-
ant but erratic fourth earl of Carnarvon,® who had seceded with
Salisbury in 1867, rejoined with him now, taking the colonial
office. The fifteenth earl of Derby (son of the earl who was thrice
premier and ‘Rupert of debate’) became foreign secretary; while
the progressive Lord Cairns, weighty in cabinet, resumed the
post of lord chancellor, and the duke of Richmond became Presi-
dent of the council, and leader of the upper house. In the com-
mons the ablest ministers, after their chief, were Sir Stafford
Northcote? at the exchequer, Gathorne Hardy? at the war office,
G. Ward Hunt* at the admiralty, Richard Assheton Crosss at
the home office, and Sir Michael Hicks Beach® as chief secretary
for Ireland. Of these Sir Stafford Northcote stood for sound
finance and sober respectability in general. The next two were

T Carnarvon (1831-90) had been Salisbury’s contemporary both at Eton and at
Christ Church, Oxford. Colonial secretary, 1866—7 and 1874-8; Irish viceroy,
1885-6.

# B. 1818. Educated at Eton and Balliol College, Oxford. Succeeded to
baronetcy, 1851; M.P. 1855-85; financial secretary, treasury, 1859; president,
Board of Trade, 1866; chancellor of the exchequer, 1874-80; leader of conserva-
tive party in house of commons, 1876-85; created earl of Iddesleigh and appointed
first lord, treasury, 1885; foreign secretary, 1886; d. 1887.

3 B. 1814. Educated at Shrewsbury and Oriel College, Oxford. M.P. 1856—48;
created Viscount Cranbrook, 1878; earl, 1892. Minor offices, 1859 and 1866;
home secretary, 1867; secretary for war, 1874; for India, 1878; lord president of
the council, 1885-92; d. 1906. _

4 B. 1825. Educated at Eton and Christ Church, Oxford. M.P. from 1857
financial secretary to treasury, 1866-8; chancellor of the exchequer, Feb. 1 to
December 1868; first lord, admiralty, 1874; died in office (of gout), 1877.

5 B. 1823. Educated at Rugby and Trinity College, Cambridge. M.P, 1857-86;
viscount, 1886. Home secretary, 1874-80 and 1885-6; secretary for India, 1886—
92; lord privy seal, 1895-1900; d. 1914. :

® B. 1837. Educated at Eton and Christ Church, Oxford. Succeeded to
baronetcy, 1854; M.P. 1864-1905; chief secretary, Ireland, 1874--8 and 1886-7%;
colonial secretary, 1878-80; chancellor of the exchequer, 1885-6 and 1895-1g902;
created viscount St. Aldwyn, 1905; earl, 1914; d. 1916. Nicknamed Black Micl.ael.
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both capable departmental heads, and Gathorne Hardy a
good deal more—one of the best debaters and most esteemed
figures in parliament; a counterpart to Gardwell, whom he feli-
citously succeeded. Cross was a little-known Lancashire bank-
director, put straight into high office to frame social reforms,
which he did to admiration; he was popularly deemed a ‘“find’ of
Disraeli’s, but in fact had been at school and college with Lord
Derby. Lastly, Sir Michael Hicks Beach, who was not in the
cabinet at first, compelled admission to it in the following year
by his outstanding ability; a man who, though he never became
prime minister, had certainly more capacity for that or any other
high office than many whose luck has carried them to the summit.

This strong team had but a weak one facing it; for the defeat
of the liberal government had almost redissolved their party into
its original and warring elements. Gladstone himself, on resign-
ing office in February 1874, had privately resigned the liberal
leadership as well. At his colleagues’ request this was temporarily
camouflaged as a holiday; and he wrote a formal letter to Lord
Granville (12 March 18%4), saying that he needed rest, and could
not give more than occasional attendance in the house of com-
mons during the present session. But in January of the following
year he publicly retired, and Lord Hartington (afterwards the
eighth and greatest duke of Devonshire) succeeded him as the
liberal leader. The weary ex-premier seems for the time to have
thought the scope for reform exhausted—an idea which infuri-
ated a rising school of young radicals, still weak in parliament,
but fast coming increasingly to sway the party outside. John
Morley in letters and journalism, Sir Charles Dilke in the house
of commons, and Joseph Chamberlain in provincial politics, may
be taken as types and leaders of these men. Hartington was
chosen to conciliate them; of the whigs he was the one whom they
least disliked. Their sharpest veto was against Forster; whom
nonconformists had never forgiven for the compronuses of the
1870 Education Act.?

Under the conditions of the period a government starting in
February could hardly get into its stride the same year; and the
1874 session was uneventful. Gladstone had promised to abolish
income-tax; Northcote was content to lower it by a penny, and

I See letter of Chamberlain, printed in J. L. Garvin’s Life, i (1932), 222. Forster,
who had been brought up as a quaker (and was the brother-in-law of Matthew
Arnold), really stood far nearer the left than Hartington,
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spend the rest of a £5% millions surplus on abolishing the sugar
duties and permitting small increases in both army and navy
estimates. Cross carried a Licensing Act, which made some
prompt concessions to the liquor interests; though they were
disappointed at its not more fully repealing Bruce’s.! Only one
attempt was, in fact, made to reverse Liberal legislation, and
that was dropped.?2 The chief debates of the session arose over
a Public Worship Bill introduced in the house of lords by the
archbishop of Canterbury (Dr. Tait) to curb the catholicizing
movement in the established church, which was then termed
ritualism. The veteran evangelical, Lord Shaftesbury, having
considerably altered this by an amendment which set up a lawyer
as ecclesiastical judge, Disraeli, under strong pressure from the
queen, virtually adopted it as a government measure; and after
a conflict between the houses over a detail had been resolved
by the commons giving way, it became law, Lord Penzance
being transferred from the probate and divorce division to fill the
new judgeship. Two of the prime minister’s colleagues, Lord
Salisbury and Gathorne Hardy, differed from their chief about
this measure.? On the liberal benches it drew vigorous support
from Sir William Harcourt, then and always a zealous Erastian,
but was passionately opposed by Gladstone. During the recess
the latter contributed an article on ritualism to the Contemporary
Review, which ran into fifteen editions; and followed it up with a
pamphlet on the Vatican Decrees of 1870, of which 100,000
copies were sold within a month.

Trade, which had boomed in England since the Franco-
Prussian war, was less good this year. It was the beginning,
though not realized at the time, of what economists have since
called the Great Depression of the seventies. There were sporadic
strikes of coal-miners and iron-workers against reductions of
wages; but the movement, that attracted most rotice, was the
strike of farm labourers in Suffolk, followed by a general lock-
out of agricultural trade-unionists in the eastern counties. It

I The chief parts of the 1872 act, which the 1874 act repealed, were s. 35 (which
gave the police a most sweeping right of entry) and ss. 1g—22 with the first schedule
(which prohibited adulteration). Right of entry was given in more guarded form.
The hours of closing were.also modified.

2 An Endowed Schools Act Amendment Bill.

3 A speech on it by Salisbury evoked Disraeli’s famous reference to him (5 August
1874) as ‘not a man who measures his words’ but ‘a great master of gibes and
flouts and jeers’. Salisbury never entirely ceased to live up to this description.
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lasted eighteen weeks; cost Joseph Arch’s National Agricultural
Labourers’ Union (founded two years earlier) nearly £25,000;
and ended in the defeat of the 2,400 men locked out, of whom
440 emigrated, while 400 more moved to other parts of England.
Butitroused new agrarian sympathies among the urban radicals,
particularly in Birmingham. Abroad the chief scene of unrest
was Spain; where a year of revolutions began with the fall of
Castelar’s republic and ended with the legitimist restoration of
Alfonso XII.T Otherwise the principal events on the continent
were two peaceful international conferences: that at Berne,
where on g October 1874 was signed the International Postal
Convention (still the basis of postal communication between
countries) ; and that at Brussels (convened by Tsar Alexander IT)
on the Laws of War. The declarations signed at the latter
by all the European Powers (but not ratified) revealed a certain
divergence between British and continental views on this topic;
they were twenty-five years later incorporated for the most part
in the first Hague Convention. As a sequel to the Ashanti war
(recounted in our last chapter) Great Britain declared the aboli-
tion of slavery on the Gold Coast; and in the Pacific she annexed
the 1slands of Fiji.2

The 1875 session was far more productive—indeed quite an
annus mirabilis for useful domestic legislation. Ministers worked
from half a dozen sides to redeem Disraeli’s promises of social
reform. His home secretary, Cross, sponsored a group of impor-
tant measures—a Trade Union Act amending the Gladstonian
Act of 1871 in a sense decidedly more favourable to the trade
unions ;3 an Artisans’ Dwellings Act, which is one of the milestones
in English legislation on the housing problem; and a Sale of Food
and Drugs Act, which was the first really comprehensive measure
on its subject and remained the principal statute till 1928.4

I Castelar was an eloquent contributor to Morley’s Fortnightly Review, and with
him, as with Gambetta, both Dilke and Morley had certain contacts.

2 Lord Carnarvon thus defined the motives for their annexation: ‘Looking to the
opinion of New Zealand and Australia and, as far as it can be gathered, of parlia-
ment and this country, and looking also to the advantages which these islands pos-
sess as an intermediate station between America and Australia, and the risks of
great disorders arising unless some government is constituted’ (Queen Victoria’s
Letters, 11. 11 (1926), 344).

3 For details see Chapter 1V.

4 Well planned though this act was, it did not repair all the mischief done by

Cross’s own repeal in the previous year of the adulteration provisions in Bruce’s
Licensing Act. For it only forbade ingredients which would ‘render the article
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Even more epoch-making was the great Public Health Act 1875,
Mainly a consolidation statute (incorporating features from over
100 acts, many of them local), it roused no controversy. But few
measures have rendered more social service; and until 1937 it
remained the backbone of our sanitary law, despite the passing
of long acts to supplement or amend it in 1907 and 1925. Sanitas
santtatum, omnia sanitas had been the motto propounded by Dis-
raeli in 1872.) These admirable statutes proved not only his
own good faith, but the reality of the neglects with which he had
taunted the official liberals. In contrast with the latter, Cham-
berlain (now the radical mayor of Birmingham) soon came to be
on excellent terms both with Cross and also with Disraeli’s presi-
dent of the local government board, G. Sclater-Booth.? By per-
sonal interviews he helped them to improve their measures; and
they in turn, when Chamberlain’s bold scheme for slum-clear-
ance and rebuilding in central Birmingham required sanction,
gave him very timely support. It has been said that Disraeli’s
franchise extension of 1864 was ‘the death-warrant of laisser-.
faire’.? Certainly this first full session, in which its author was
free to legislate, drove a remarkable number of nails into laisser-
faire’s coffin. Inthesamesummer Northcote’s budget established
the New Sinking Fund. Itsidea wassimple. The interest on the
National Debt was then £27,200,000; the Fund was to be £28
millions; there would be a margin of £800,000 to pay off debt
within the first year, and ever-increasing margins in subsequent
years, as the lessening of debt lessened the sum due for interest.
Here too a gap in Gladstone’s statesmanship was filled. The one
flaw was the liability of the Fund to be raided by perplexed chan-
cellors of the exchequer. Unfortunately Northcote himself set
the example only four years later, to pay for the Zulu war.
While the main bills went forward in the commons, the lord
chancellor and the duke of Richmond were busy in the lords.
The duke’s Agricultural Holdings Act was the first to compensate
displaced tenants for agricultural improvements. Cairns’s Land

injurious to health’. Thus it failed to cover such practices+as putting salt in beer
to create thirst; which Bruce’s Act had expressly prohibited.

L Selected Speeches (1882), i1. 511,

* B. 1826. Educated at Winchester, and Balliol College, Oxford. M.P. from
1857; financial secretary, treasury, 1868; president, local government board, 1874~
80; chairman of grand committee in the house of commons, 1880; 1st Baron Basing,
1887; d. 1894. 3 J. A. Williamson, The Evolution of England (1931), 430;
cp. the thesis of A. V. Dicey’s Relation between Law and Public Opinion in England
during the Nincteenth Century (1905).
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Transfer Act dealt with land registration; repealed Lord West-
bury’s unsuccessful Act of 1862; and laid down the general lines
on which the subject has since been treated in England. But by
contrast with Cross’s, these measures revealed the limitations of
conservative reform. They were over-tentative. For the Agri-
cultural Holdings Act the liberals substituted a better one eight
years later. But the half-hearted methods of Cairns’s land regis-
tration unfortunately held their ground. To them it is due that
England did not secure within the period of this volume the
boon of cheap, simple, and secure land-transfer, as practised
almost all over the continent and in the Dominions.

This year, like its predecessor, brought declining trade and
witnessed some stirrings of social unrest. Over the South Wales
coal-field there was a great strike and lock-out, which lasted from
January to May and involved ironworkers as well as miners. It
was, too, during the summer, that the author® of the ‘Plimsoll
Mark’ made (22 July 1875) a memorable ‘scene’ in the house of
commons in protest against the postponement of a bill to prevent
the sacrifice of seamen’s lives through the overloading of ill-
found and over-insured ships. His outburst could be justified by
its motive, and in part by its results. A temporary bill went
through in a few days, and its principles were made permanent
in the Merchant Shipping Act of the following year. But the
example of success through disorder did immediate injury to
parliament, and has ever since furnished the favourite precedent
for those desirous of injuring it further.

Three months after the close of the reforming session Disraeli
—his star still in the ascendant—brought off a famous stroke in
quite another field. This was the British government’s purchase,
for £4 millions, of the Khedive Ismail’s shares in the Suez Canal
Company. Opened only six years earlier, the canal had changed
the sea-route from England to India, and transferred to Egypt
most of the strategic importance which before belonged to the
Cape of Good Hope. Nothing, however, had as yet been done to
give us any control, or even locus stand:, in relation to this vital
new artery of empire. But the spendthrift Ismail owned about
seven-sixteenths (not actually a controlling interest, be it noted)
of the shares in the French company which had constructed it.
Already in December 1870, when Lord Granville was foreign
secretary and France in the throes of her war with Prussia, he

1 Samuecl Plimsoll (1824-98), the ‘sailors’ friend’; M.P. 1868-8o.
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had not merely offered to sell this interest to Great Britain, but
had suggested (apparently with Ferdinand de Lesseps’s’ con-
currence) that she should buy up the whole of what was then a
non-paying concern. This unique opportunity was rejected by
the foreign office—very mistakenly, as one can now see. The
public knew nothing about it. But the Khedive’s financial
straits continued. By the middle of November 1875 he was
negotiating with two French groups for the mortgage or sale of
his shares, when news that they were in the market came again
to the foreign office, brought this time by a patriotic journalist,
Frederick Greenwood. Once more the department pooh-poohed
the idea. But when it got past the ultra-timid Lord Derby to the
bold eye of the prime minister, it was seen in a very different
light. Itis possible, as Mr. Buckle, his biographer, suggests, that
through the Rothschilds he had been partly prepared for it; the
terms (criticized by Northcote), on which he obtained the money
from their firm, rather hint some obligation towards them.? Be
that as it may, there is no doubt that the decision to purchase
was entirely Disraeli’s, and that he carried it in the cabinet
against strong opposition.

It was recognized both at home and abroad as an act of
national leadership. Even in France, where many resented it,
the government put a good face on the transaction, and Lesseps
issued a circular in its favour. Bismarck professed himself en-
thusiastic. Gladstone’s only criticism was that the bargain might
prove bad business. Here he showed less than his usual financial
acumen; for in fact during the fifty years following the purchase
the original sum was repaid in dividends and interest about eight
times over. The English public welcomed it as securing the route
to India. In itself it contributed little to this; and its principal
direct fruit was merely to assist in obtaining more reasonable
tolls for the merchant shipping which used the canal (then nearly
four-fifths British). It did, however, give England a new con-
cern and standing in Egypt, which she began almost at once to
develop; and this led on, as will be shown later, to her eventually
taking control of the country. \

The premier’s next enterprise brought together two objects of
his special interest—the English monarchy and the Indian em-

! The French engineer (1805-94) who had formed the Suez Canal Company
and constructed the canal.

* Life of Beaconsfield, v (1g20), 439—41.
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pire. It was a proposal to add ‘Empress of India’ to the queen’s
titles. He wanted to utilize—what a successful visit paid by the
prince of Wales to India that very winter brought out—the special
glamour of monarchy for the Oriental imagination. He felt
thedifference which it might make to an Indian, ifhe could regard
his sovereign, not as the queen (or king) of a distant and alien
island, but as the empress (or emperor) of his own country. The
new title by implication recognized the latter as a separate
entity in the world, with a monarch of its own who was proud of
it; and nobody who now reflects on the trend of the twentieth
century towards a distinct and autonomous India federated
under the Crown, can deny here the strangely forward-looking
quality of Disraeli’s thought. By contrast the criticisms, not
merely of the caustic Lowe or the cautious Hartington, but of
what probably were then a decided majority among educated
Englishmen, seem to-day pedantic. They split hairs over the
word ‘Empress’; recent memories of Napoleon III and Maxi-
milian of Mexico tarnished it; above all, it was ‘un-English’.
Disraeli replied that it was not for use in England, but in India;
and he recalled that it had been sufficiently favoured by Queen
Elizabeth for her to let Spenser employ it in his famous dedica-
tion of the Faerie Queene. Hostile amendments by Hartington in
the commons and Shaftesbury in the lords were both defeated;
and the new title became law, to the advantage of the Indian
connexion. Queen Victoria was deeply galled by the opposi-
tion’s attitude. It helped to fix the anti-liberal bias of her later
years.

The other legislative achievements of 1876 were not remark-
able. Lord Cairns carried the amendment to Lord Selborne’s
Judicature Act, which we noted in the previous chapter.! To
do him justice, he did so reluctantly; both in 1874 and in 1875
he had tried to pass amendments, which would not have involved
giving a double appeal. But the feelings in his party were too
strong for him. Only one reforming measure of this year com-
pares with those of 1875—Lord Sandon’s Education Act. Forster
in 1870 had not made primary education compulsory, for the
reason (among others) that the new schools for it had first to be
built. The 1876 act compelled local authorities to appoint atten-
dance committees; declared that it was the duty of parents to
send their children to school from the age of 5 to that of 10, and

! p. 18, above.
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later, failing certain certificates of proficiency or attendance, up
to 14; and ordered boards of guardians to pay the fees for children
of very poor parents. Compulsion, though indirectly and ten-
tatively, was thus introduced, and with it a step towards free
education. Northcote’s third budget (for over £%%2 millions as
against under /%2 millions in the last budget under Gladstone
three years before) showed a slight deficit; and he had to reimpose
the penny which he took off the income-tax in 1874. Therewith
vanished the last hope that Gladstone’s idea of abolishing the
tax might be realized. Northcote signalized his sense of its per-
manence by extending its exemption-limit from £100 to £150.

The other constructive bills brought in this year (which were
neither few nor unimportant) all failed to become law; being,
‘in effect, snowed under by the pressure of foreign events, to which
we must now turn our attention. Before doing so, let us note the
transference (August 1876) of Disraeli to the house of lords as
earl of Beaconsfield. The motive was the state of his health. His
private letters show how seriously he suffered from gout. In the
house of commons he had set, nevertheless, an example of regular
attendance early and late; and still to outside observation kept
the flag of his old jaunty courage flying.* Probably the foreign
crisis was the last straw; for Lord Derby’s weakness threw its
burdens increasingly on the prime minister. His wife had been
created Viscountess Beaconsfield four years before her death,
and the new title united him to her memory. His leadership of
the commons devolved upon Northcote; a respectable adjutant,
but not a brilliant captain.

Turkey had been bolstered up by Great Britain and France
in the Crimean war in the belief that she could be induced to set
her house in order. But for the following twenty years that belief
was falsified. By the early seventies her finances grew desperate.
On the one hand she could not pay or organize properly either
her administration or her troops. On the other, her ever-growing
taxes (exacted by tax-farmers) were a spur to local revolts. ,

At this time Turkey-in-Europe still included most of the Bal-
kan peninsula. Of the four Christian races who, together with
Albanians and Turks, made up its population, the Greeks (only

! See letter by Prof. A. E. Housman, The Times, 25 November 1932, giving his

personal recollection of Disraeli’s demeanour in the house a week before he made
his last speech there.



THE BALKAN PROBLEM 41

a minority of them) lived in a small independent kingdom (not
then including even Thessaly) at the southern end. Similarly
of the Serbs a part (but only a minority) lived in what was then
the dependent principality of Serbia, or in the independent rock-
fastness called Montenegro. Ofthe Rumanians (or ‘Vlachs’) the
majority lived in the Rumanian principality. By contrast, the
Bulgars, who were the single most numerous race in the territory
directly ruled by Turkey, had no home of their own outside it.
They were almost unknown to European statesmen. But in 1870
the Sultan, at the instance of Russia, allowed them to have a
religious head of their own, the ‘Exarch’, instead of being ranked,
as previously, under the Greek patriarch at Constantinople. This
change, which took effect in 1872, rapidly stimulated their sense
of nationality.

Turkish misrule of the Christian races, being chronic and in-
tolerable, could not remain indefinitely a feature of modern
Europe. Three broad alternatives might now be discerned:
(1) reform of Turkey itself from within; (2) absorption of Tur-
key-in-Europe by Russia and Austria-Hungary, with or with-
out a partition of the rest of Turkey, in which Great Britain,
France, and Italy might find Asiatic or African ‘compensations’;
(3) development of the Christian races in four independent
nation-states, with or without the Moslem Albanians as a fifth.
When Great Britain’s pro-Turkish policy was crystallized thirty
years earlier, it is fair to say that the third alternative had scarcely
dawned; and that, if the second were (as it was) deemed irrecon-
cilable with British interests, it only remained, with however
little confidence, to embrace the first. By 1875 events both in
the Balkans and outside it had made the third far more practic-
able. Itis to the credit of Gladstone and the discredit of Disraeli,
that the one saw, and the other missed, what in course of history
was to prove the solution. Yet the obstacles to it were far greater
than Gladstone realized, and not least (what nobody, save per-
haps the Turks, fully appreciated at the time) the deadly rivalries
between the Christian races themselves. If Disraeli narrowed his
vision to the first two alternatives, so did Andrassy and Gort-
chakov.! Russia in the seventies was unquestionably an aggres-

I Gortchakov, as the subsequent terms at San Stefano showed, valued Balkan
nationalism solely by way of cloak for Russian advance. Andrassy did not pretend
to value it at all. He accurately perceived in the little Serb principality a seed of
danger for a dual monarchy which had Serb-speaking populations in both its
halves; and his main purpose was, in Bosnia-Herzegovina, to forestall its growth.
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sive Power; following the collapse of Napoleon III’s European
hegemony and the akrogation of ilie Black Sea clauses, expan-
sionist Pan-Slavism attained its highest vogue among her official
classes. Disraeli, with his special interest in India and in Eng-
land’s new route to it, could not be indifferent to the threat which
thus overhung the eastern Mediterranean. He sought to parry
it, and at the same time to avoid war; and in this dual purpose
(whatever be thought of his policy in longer perspective) he suc-
ceeded against odds. Where motive and result were so clear, it
seems superfluous to impute also (as Gladstone did') a racial
bias. Still it is true that Disraeli, although a baptized and con-
forming member of the Church of England, preserved valued
contacts with the heads of the Jewish community in Europe,
and that that community was and continued to be extremely
pro-Turkish in outlook.

About midsummer 1875, following a bad harvest in 1874, the
warlike Serbs of Herzegovina rose in rebellion against taxes.
Volunteers from Serbia helped them, and soon the rising spread
all over Bosnia. The Powers made various attempts to localize
it, Austria-Hungary taking the lead, because her territory ad-
_]omed Bosnia, and her foreign minister, Andrassy, was secretly
ambitious to occupy it. In August Austrla-Hungary, Germany,
and Russia (the governments composing the Dreikaiserbund)
began conferring at Vienna. But Great Britain was not invited;
and Disraeli, whose ambassador at Constantinople, Sir H. Elliott,
was excessively pro-Turkish, started feeling his way towards a
policy of hisown. At the Guildhall, on g November 1875, he took
occasion to assert that British interests in the Eastern Question
were not less important than those of the three Eastern Powers.

On 1 December the Sultan sanctioned a scheme of reforms. It
was good on paper, but nobody (save perhaps Elliott) believed
init. On 30 December Andriassy issued on behalf of the Eastern
Powers a Note, which Disraeli and Lord Derby, against Elliott’s
opinion, accepted. The Note expressed the fear that (as actually
happened) Bulgaria would rise when the snows melted, and
Serbia and Montenegro would be drawn into the struggle. To
forestall this it proposed another set of reforms. The Sultan
accepted them on paper, but obstructed their going any farther.
Nationalist feeling began stirring in Turkey, and on 6 May 1876
a Moslem mob at Salonica murdered (with curious impartiality)

! Lord Morley, Life (1903), bk. vii, ch. iv, § 2.
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the German and the French consuls. Punishment and recom-
pense were eventually conceded ; but meanwhile (13 May) came
a second circular from the Eastern Powers, the so-called Berlin
Memorandum. The pith of it was that Turkey should conclude
an armistice with the rebels for two months, and during that
period carry out the programme of the Andrissy Note. At
this point Disraeli and Lord Derby, following Elliott’s advice,
launched Great Britain on a course of her own. They rejected
the Berlin proposals.

Here was a parting of the ways, which was bound to have far-
reaching consequences. What was Disraeli’s motive? Primarily
fear of Russia. He saw behind the Berlin Memorandum two
men, Gortchakov and Bismarck, whom he deeply distrusted, and
who had once before caballed to trick England over the Black Sea
- clauses.! Linked with them was Andrassy, whom (rightly enough)
he regarded as an intriguer playing a double game.? The tradi-
tional British policy was to support Turkey, and Elliott at Con-
stantinople incarnated it. But it needs to be noted that Elliott’s
most famous predecessor took another view. Lord Stratford de
Redcliffe, now in his ninetieth year, but still mentally vigorous,
thought the Memorandum should have been accepted. So did
the Opposition leaders, and so did opinion in France. Disraeli
himself wavered. On 24 May he ordered the British fleet to
Besika Bay; but on g—10 June he made in secret a fruitless over-
ture to Russia for a direct Anglo-Russian agreement.?

The immediate effect was to raise the temperature of Turkish
nationalism. A ‘reform’ Ministry took office. On 30 May 1876
the Sultan Abdul Aziz was deposed, and a week later he com-
mitted suicide with a pair of scissors. His successor, Murad V,
only reigned three months; on 31 August he too was deposed ;
and his early death, given out as suicide, followed in due course.
The throne passed to Abdul Hamid I, who was destined to retain
it for thirty-three years. Meanwhile at the beginning of July
Serbia declared war. Her army was commanded and largely
officered by Russians; and on 8 July the Tsar Alexander II and
the Emperor Franz Josef met at Reichstadt, accompanied by
their principal ministers, to divide the skin of the Turkish lion.

I p. 4, above.

2 Letters to Lady Bradford, 6 September 1875 and 15 November 1875.

3 R. W. Seton-Watson, Disraeli, Gladstone, and the Eastern Question (1935), pp. 40-3.
The approach was to Shuvalov, the Russian ambassador in London. Disraeli made
another, again without result, in February 1877 (ibid., pp. 159-60).



44 THE RULE OF DISRAELI

Terms of division were secretly agreed; but Serbia’s ensuing
defeats made them for the time quite inapplicable. Indeed after
Abdul Hamid’s accession there was even a withdrawal of the
Berlin Memorandum—hailed by Disraeli as justifying the British
abstention.

Already, however, before Serbia’s entry, events had begun in
another area, which, as they tardilyand gradually became known
to Europe, swung the moral balance heavily against the Porte.
Farly in May 1876 risings of comitadjis® occurred in Bulgaria.
In answer the Turkish government let loose against the Bul-
gar population the armed irregulars known as Bashi-Bazouks.
Through May and June they committed appalling massacres, in
which both sexes and all ages suffered. In one of the Bulgar
administrative districts the subsequent official British estimate
was that 12,000 Christians perished. Torture, rape, flogging, and
pillage accompanied the killings. The miscreants were rewarded
and their leaders decorated ; norze were punished.

Disraeli was heavily handicapped in dealing with this matter
by the mistakes of Elliott, whose pro-Turkish bias long led him
to minimize the facts. Elliott himself had one excuse, since the
first damning official report from the spot (that of the British
vice-consul at Adrianople) failed to reach him. But its contents
became known to the Daily News, then the organ of advanced
liberalism in London; and they came before the public in its
pages on 23 June. Relying on Elliott, Disraeli belittled the story,
and treated the atrocities as ‘to a large extent inventions’. But
they were only too true; and each week brought confirmation,
till at the beginning of September an official report by Walter
Baring, one of Elliott’s subordinates, placed an appalling cata-
logue of horrors beyond further dispute. Disraeli’s letters show
his own reaction to have been twofold. First, while unable to
condemn the ambassador in public, he was justly furious in
private at the false position in which his ‘lamentable want of
-energy and deficiency of information’ had placed the govern-
ment. Secondly, he realized that the impression produced in
England by events in Bulgaria had ‘completely destroyed sym-
pathy with Turkey’, and rendered British intervention against
a Russian declaration of war ‘practically impossible’. Within

! i.e. armed guerrillas directed by a revolutionary committee,
 Letter to Lord Derby, 7 August 1846,
3 Letter to Elliott, 29 August 1876.
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a few days of his writing these last words appeared Gladstone’s
pamphlet, The Bulgarian Horrors and the Question of the East; and
with it began the most famous political campaign ever waged
by a popular leader in the annals of English democracy. ‘From
that time forward,” wrote Gladstone® twenty years later, ‘till the
final consummation in 1879-80, I made the Eastern question
the main business of my life.’

The pamphlet sold 40,000 copies within three or four days.
It contained the famous demand that the Turks should clear out
‘bag and baggage’.? Gladstone followed it up with a tremendous
open-air speech at Blackheath to his constituents, and a little
later went on a round of great meetings. Before launching his
pamphlet he had secured qualified assents from Hartington and
Granville, the liberal leaders; but it really was his personal fight.
He swept popular feeling, especially in the north, and not it
only; great noblemen backed him, like the duke of Argyll, great
publicists, like Delane of The Times; the leading historians—
Carlyle, Froude, Freeman, Acton, Stubbs, J. R. Green—were
found in singular unanimity on his side; with them were Tenny-
son, Darwin, Ruskin, Burne-Jones, and the higher intelligentsia
generally. Gladstone spoke in the spirit of Milton’s sonnet On the
late Massacre in Piedmont; the strength of his eloquence was a mas-
sive appeal to elemental humanity and justice. Its political
wisdom, beyond this, lay in his discernment of, and reliance on,
the spirit of nationality. The workings of his own mind were
certainly biased by some less worthy factors—his ecclesiastical
interest in the Greek church was one, the personal influence of
MadameNovikov,?another. But the spell which bound his audi-
ences to him was what J. R. Green called at the time ‘his warm
ardour for all that is noble and good’;* and it stirred some of the
profoundest depths in the English nature.

To Disraeli (now Lord Beaconsfield) viewing affairs as a diplo-
mat his rival’s irruption seemed wholly ill timed. Were not the
Moscow Pan-Slavists pressing Russia to start a war of Balkan
conquest under pretext of philanthropy? Was it not the task of
British statesmanship to hold her back, without war, by showing

I Quoted by Morley, Life, bk. vii, ch. iv, § 1.

? Not, however, (as often supposed) from all Turkey-in-Europe, but from ‘the
province they have desolated and profaned’, i.e. Bulgaria.

3 A clever Russian lady, then new to England, who came to be for about two

decades perhaps the most notable mouthpiece of Tsarist Russia in English society.
4 Letters of J. R. Green (1g01), p. 446.
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a firm front? Gladstone sabotaged this; for he divided Britain’s
front, and sanctified Russia’s pretext. Thus the duel between the
veteran champions returned to the foreground, and with it quite
a new intensity inflamed their partisans. Not that the prime
minister any longer shared Elliott’s tenderness towards Turkey.
At the Guildhall in November he might declare in public for
Russia’s benefit that, if war were forced on England, she ‘would
not terminate till right was done’. But at Constantinople he put
the strongest pressure on the Porte to concede an armistice to the
defeated Serbians. Only under threat of Elliott’s withdrawal
was this obtained. There followed (12 December 1876 to 20
January 1877) a conference of the Powers in the Turkish capital,
to which Lord Salisbury was the British delegate. Travelling
via Paris, Berlin, Vienna, and Rome, he consulted those govern-
ments on his way, and in the conference itself he established very
considerable accord with Ignatiev, the Pan-Slavist Russian am-
bassador, who showed unexpected moderation. The Powers
agreed on a programme of reforms, and if Turkey had accepted
them, there would have been peace all round. But Turkey would
not. The Young Ottoman leader, Midhat Pasha, was now in
power, and had induced Abdul Hamid to grant a constitution.
Under cover of this he fought the Powers with the usual weapons
of Turkish procrastination; and finally, when the Sultan him-
self favoured accepting their programme, prevailed on the Turk-
ish grand council to reject it. Two motives stiffened Midhat. He
believed that the Russian government (with reason, as the event
showed) would shrink from engaging its army; and he was not
convinced that, when Salisbury threatened leaving Turkey to her
fate, he represented the real intention of the British government.
For the latter disastrous illusion Elliott and some of his subor-
dinates were in part to blame. There is no evidence that Lord
Beaconsfield was; though some passages in his letters show that
he was far from understanding or sympathizing with every step
in Salisbury’s masterly negotiations.

The breakdown of the Constantinople Conference meant a
Russo-Turkish war. It did not come at once; there were more
parleys, and even another protocol from the Powers to the Porte.
But on 24 April 1877 hostilities began. Russia had bought off
Austria-Hungary beforehand by a promise of Bosnia-Herzego-
vina. Great Britain declared neutrality, subject to her vital
interests being respected, among which she particularized the



RUSSO-TURKISH WAR 47

maintenance of free communication with the East through the
Suez Canal, the exclusion of Egypt from the sphere of military
operations, and the recognition by Russia of the inviolability of
Constantinople, with the navigation of the Straits. Gortchakov
assented on all points. Those regarding Constantinople and the
Straits were old, arid harked back; those about Egypt and the
Canal were new, and pointed forward.

Fighting continued for nine months—till the armistice of
Adrianople (g1 January 1878). At the beginning the Russians
advanced easily. But soon after midsummer, when their armies
were entangled in the Balkans, the Turks turned on them, and
under two notable new generals, Osman and Suleiman, won a
series of victories. Osman Pasha threw himself into a great en-
trenched camp at Plevna, where he defied and defeated the
Tsar’s armies formonths. These eventsroused in England afierce
counterblast to the Gladstonian agitation. The old anti-Russian
feeling surged up; and the spectacle of the dreaded aggressive
Power hurling its huge semi-barbaric hosts in vain against the
gallant resistance of a weaker foe, who had for long been Britain’s
ally, wiped out for many the memory of the Bulgarian massacres.
No one felt this more than Queen Victoria, whose mind often
mirrored remarkably that of the ‘man in the street’.? Fortunately
her eagerness for war found no echo in the cabinet; though there
was a widening cleft there between Lord Carnarvon and Lord
Derby, who desired peace at any price, and those who shared
the prime minister’s view, that the way to save peace and British
interests together was to show ourselves unshrinking. Lord Salis-
bury bridged it till Derby’s indecisions became too much for him.2

The war was decided by numbers, ruthlessly spent. By 10 De-
cember 1877 Plevna was starved out, and Osman capitulated.
All knew it for the beginning of the end. But to advance and
support large armies through the snow-bound Balkan mountains
in midwinter without railways took time; and the final Turkish
defeats occurred a month later. In face of them Queen Victoria,

I Reading the very crude expression of her attitude in her letters at this time, one
is tempted to wonder whether some earlier hint of it may have been what reached
Midhat Pasha and induced him to disbelieve the official warnings that Great Britain
would stand aside. But of this no evidence exists.

2 ‘Making a featherbed walk’, he wrote on 4 October 1876, is nothing to the
difficulty of making an irresolute man look two inches into the future’ (Lady G.
Cecil, Life, ii. 89). Gathorne Hardy commented similarly in his diary (Life (1910),
by his son, ii. 49).
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in a letter to her premier of 10 January 1848, even mooted her
own abdication, so deeply did her warlike spirit resent the ‘low
tone’ of the country and the cabinet. Turkey was now suing
Russia for an armistice; but the Tsar’s troops still advanced, and
on 20 January they occupied Adrianople. The crisis had come.
On 23 January the British cabinet ordered the Mediterranean
fleet to steam through the Dardanelles to Constantinople, and
asked parliament to vote £6 millions for military purposes. A
week later Russia granted Turkey an armistice.

The cabinet decision caused Derby and Carnarvon to resign;
though when the order to the fleet was countermanded, Derby
was persuaded to stay on. A week after the armistice it was
reported that the Russians were in Constantinople. The queen
pressed her ministers to declare war; but they were content to
send a portion of the fleet to Constantinople ‘“for the protection
of life and property’, while parliament passed the £6 millions
vote without debate. The Russians answered our naval move by
moving forward their army; whose outposts sighted the minarets
of Stamboul only to gaze at the same time on the warning sil-
houettes of the British ironclads. A war fever flared up in Eng-
land; this was the period of the famous music-hall song which
added fJingoism’ to the English vocabulary.! And for some
months peace was in danger. It was saved by two things—the
exhaustion of Russia, who could scarcely face a new war, and the
policy of Beaconsfield, who, as is now fairly clear, had never
intended to make one. Certainly he would not for the mere pur-
pose of keeping Russian troops out of the Turkish capital ; as on
12 February the Turks were finally let know. On 19 February -
a sort of truce was arranged, whereby Russia undertook not
to occupy Gallipoli, in return for Great Britain’s not landing
troops in Turkey.

But on 3 March 1878 the belligerents signed the treaty of San
Stefano. Its terms were strongly Pan-Slavist, and neither Great
Britain nor Austria-Hungary could stomach them. Andrassy
proposed its revision by a European conference. Russia would
not accept unless the scope of discussion were strictly delimited
in advance; Great Britain insisted that the conference must have

I We don’t want to fight;
But by Jingo, if we do,
We’ve got the men, we’ve got the ships;
We’ve got the money too.
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a free hand, and the whole treaty go into the melting-pot. On
27 March Lord Beaconsfield persuaded his cabinet to call up
the reserves immediately and summon to the Mediterranean
a large body of Indian troops.! These martial decisions were
unanimous, save for Lord Derby; who now finally resigned, and
was succeeded at the foreign office by Lord Salisbury. The
vacancy thus created at the India office was filled by Gathorne
Hardy, who went to the House of Lords as Viscount Cranbrook.
Carnarvon’s post at the colonial office had fallen to Sir M. Hicks
Beach.

‘The new foreign minister had mastered the facts of the Eastern
Question more fully than any other British statesman, and he
signalized his advent by issuing to the Powers almost at once a
most able Circular Note. Though answered at length by Prince
Gortchakov, it really convinced the chancelleries, and brought
down Bismarck from the fence in favour of an unlimited
conference.? The outcome was the famous Congress of Berlin
(13 June to 13 July 1848). It was the most imposing gathering of
diplomats which Europe had seen since the Congress of Vienna
sixty-three years earlier; while the choice of meeting-ground
marked the continental primacy to which Germany had been
raised by the 1870 war. Great Britain sent three representatives
—her prime minister, her foreign secretary, and her able Berlin
ambassador, Lord Odo Russell.? The success of the congress
was largely, though not wholly, assured by secret conventions
concluded between the Powers beforehand. Great Britain signed
three of them—with Russia (30 May), with Austria-Hungary
(6 June), and with Turkey (4 June).# Within the lines thus
chalked, a subtle and at times risky game was played between the

I Eventually only 7,000 came; they reached Malta in May. There was a little-
known precedent for bringing them; for in 1801 a contingent of 2,000 Indians had
reinforced Sir Ralph Abercromby’s army against the French in Egypt.

3 As originally planned, of ambassadors. Gortchakov took the lead in making
it a congress of heads of governments and special plenipotentiaries.

3 Lord Salisbury took his nephew A. J. Balfour with him as his secretary; so that
three successive conservative prime ministers of England were among those present.
The list similarly included three chancellors of Germany—Bismarck, Hohenlohe,
and the then youthful Biilow. To Lord Odo Russell Beaconsfield afterwards offered a
peerage; but the head of his family, the duke of Bedford, refused to endow it, on the
ground that no Russell should receive a peerage, even for official services, from any
but Whig hands. On Gladstone’sreturn to power herelented ; and Lord Odo became
the first Lord Ampthill. The incident, typical in all but its date, illustrated how
closely the ideas of family and party were linked in the minds of the whig magnates.

4 All were sccret. But shortly after the congress began the Anglo-Russian
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two veterans of the tournament, Prince Gortchakov (now 80) and
Lord Beaconsfield (in his 74th year). The genius for suave yet
formidable bargaining, which the latter had matured during
forty-one years of parliamentary experience, was abetted by the
active support of Andrassy, the acquiescence of Bismarck, and
the distrust towards Russia which, in regard to the most conten-
- tious issue, inspired Italy and France. There was a crisis on
22 June when Beaconsfield backed up a sort of ultimatum to
Russia by ordering a special train; but Bismarck, assured that he
was in earnest, prevailed on the Russians to give way. Andrassy
obtained all that he wished, and Beaconsfield all that he con-
tended for; while Turkey herself was allowed scarcely more voice
in her fate than Germany at Versailles in 191g.

Beaconsfield’s return from Berlin was a veritable triumph. In
characteristic phrase he told his shouting fellow countrymen
that he brought back ‘peace with honour’. It was indeed the
climax of his personal career. Starting from nothing, he had
made himself first a brilliant adventurer, then a party leader,
then a national leader, and now a dominant international figure.
For the moment all England was with him; and had he dissolved
parliament another seven-year mandate seemed assured. He
decided against it. The moment passed. Thenceforward fate
smiled on him no more.

What was his achievement worth? The treaty of San Stefano
had been thoroughly bad. Russia made war in the name of
liberty; she made peace in the spirit of annexation. In Asia this
was undisguised ; though she had been much helped in her cam-
paign by the Christian Armenians, she merely swallowed slices
of their territory without any attempt to free their nation,
whether under Turkey’s flag or her own. And a condition at-
tached to the war indemnity opened prospects of further mouth-
fuls. In Europe annexation had mostly to be cloaked; but the
cloak was thin. The plan was to restrict as much as possible all
the non-Slav races, and among the Slavs to plump for the Bul-
gars; whose political self-consciousness was least developed, and
whose language and liturgy were nearest the Russian. Accord-
ingly the Rumanians, despite their war services to Russia, were
despoiled of Rumanian Bessarabia, in order that the Tsar might
once more control the lower Danube; their ‘compensation’ in the

Convention was divulged to the Globe newspaper by a copying-clerk employed
(at 84. an hour!) in the foreign office. No serious harm resulted.
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Dobrudja south of its delta was frankly contemptuous. Turkey
on the mainland was left in effective ownership of nothing but
Thrace, the Chalcidic peninsula, the (almost isolated) city of
Salonica, Thessaly, Epirus, and Albania. Nearly all the rest,
including large districts in Macedonia which were predominantly
Serb or Greek, was shaped into a Big Bulgaria, whose organiza-
tion was to be in Russian hands. Territorially this formed a
quadrilateral between the Danube, the Black Sea, the Aegean,
and the mountains of Albania; with ports on both seas, which as
Russian bases could command either. Serbia and tiny Monte-
negro were both enlarged and declared independent; but both
remained very small. Greece got nothing, and saw her irredenta,
which was larger than herself, partitioned between Turks and
Bulgars. Bosnia-Herzegovina was to fly the Turkish flag, but to
undergo an international control as proposed by the Constanti-
nople conference. (It was reserved, of course, as ‘compensation’
for Austria-Hungary.)

The Berlin Congress did a service by destroying this treaty
without the cost of further war. But the particular changes
which it made, though less unjust on balance, were quite as
selfishly inspired. Nothing was done for Rumania—why should
anybody save Russia’s ally from Russia?? Nothing adequate was
done for Greece. Big Bulgaria, the main bone of contention, was
trisected. The Macedonian vilayets with their Bulgar, Serb,
and Greek populations were returned bodily to Turkey; the
northern tract (Bulgar) between the Danube and the Balkan
range was made a dependent principality to be organized by
Russia; the central tract (equally Bulgar) between the Balkan
and Rhodope ranges became a special Turkish province (Eastern
Rumelia) under a Christian governor. The motive for dividing
the last two was purely strategic; it gave the Turks against Russia
the military benefit of the Balkan barrier. All this was Beacons-
field’s concern. Austria-Hungary, on her part, secured the right
to occupy and administer Bosnia-Herzegovina; pushed Monte-
negro back again from the Adriatic; and reopened between her
and Serbia a corridor for her own Drang nach Osten*—her historic

urge towards Salonica.

I Great Britain did propose the restoration of her Bessarabian territory, but such

quixotic wisdom received no support.
2 The correct application of this phrase, which by English writers has often been

misapplied.
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‘These dispositions are related by so direct a pedigree to the
occasions of the Great War in 1914 that they cannot be passed
without comment. Two features were especially bad. One was
the transfer of Bosnia-Herzegovina to Austria-Hungary in a f9rm
which denied, without extinguishing, the irredentist aspirations
of Serbia. But no one could stop Andrdssy’s achieving this; it
was the great victory of his brilliant diplomacy—one of those
fatal monuments over which the irony of history inscribes
Juvenal’s line: Magnaque numinibus vota exauditc maligmis. On
Beaconsfield’s side of the treaty, the division of Bulgaria south
of the Balkan range from Bulgaria north of it did no great harm
nor good in the sequel; it was ended within eight years. But
his return of the Macedonian vilayets to Turkey without any
stipulation for Christian governors was the second fatal mistake.
It ushered in thirty-four years of misrule, comitadji-fighting,
and massacre in that large and miserable area; and the best that
can be said in its favour is that it did not, like the San Stefano
treaty, prejudge unfairly the ultimate claims of the rival Chris-
tian nationalities.

In his general aim—to fend off Russia from Constantinople—
he succeeded remarkably. Nor is the subsequent history of
politics in Sofia any proof that what he feared (and Russia hoped)
of the Big Bulgaria was mistaken. Big Bulgaria would necessarily
have been much more subservient to the Tsar, because she would
have had so many Greeks and Serbs to coerce; what enabled
little Bulgaria to be independent was her compact homogeneity.
'Yet this damming of the Russian current had results not foreseen
in 1878. In a profounder sense than Bosnia-Herzegovina or
Macedom‘a it caused.the 1914 War. For the deeper source of
that c?nf‘hct was the mtersect'ion at Constantinople of two rival
imperial ‘urges’—that of Russia southward to the Mediterranean
o kot Semany asaedsong the lne B,
e deve?oseedetr;l?nic stoo(cll,.Ger.many s ambition could
e e s It> " 18 later direction; and although the

gantic torce seeking imperial outlets in a pre-

empted world might in any case have caused an explosion, it
would not have been that explosion. And here we nllja t’ 1

later oracle ‘of Lord Beaconsfield’s, in a letter of 4 NO‘,;:;S;
I {38?,’ that, next to making a tolerable settlement for the Porte’
his ‘great object was to break up, and permanent] ’
' Quoted by Sir H., Drummond W lﬁ“, : .n y prevent, the

olf, Rambling Recollections (1908), ii. 263,
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alliance of the three Empires’, and that he had completely suc-
ceeded. It is indeed true that the first rift between St. Peters-
burg and Berlin, and the first strong drawing-together of Berlin
and Vienna, may alike be dated from this congress; and in that
sense it originated, under Lord Beaconsfield’s manipulation, the
grouping from which the World War resulted.

A word more must be said of the congress’s dealings with
Turkey-in-Asia. It sanctioned large strategic annexations by
Russia at the south-east corner of the Black Sea, but suppressed
her trick about the war indemnity. It also sanctioned the transfer
of Cyprus to British occupation and administration, as had been
arranged in the Anglo-Turkish Convention of 4 June. By the
latter Great Britain had contracted a defensive alliance with
Turkey, engaging herself to defend Turkey-in-Asia, while the
Sultan pledged himself to introduce reforms and protect the
Christian inhabitants in consultation with her. Little was to
come from this to Englishmen in future, save the mortification of
responsibility for Armenian massacres which they could not pre-
vent. Butinjudging Lord Beaconsfield’s policy one must remem-
ber that it was never carried through. He had in mind a very
considerable penetration of the east of Asiatic Turkey by friendly
British influence, so that something like a British protectorate
would link the Mediterranean with Middle Asia and the Persian
Gulf route to India. For this the island of Cyprus lying opposite
Alexandretta was not ill suited; and Lord Beaconsfield sent
British military consuls to Armenia to be the organizers of Tur-
key’s frontier defence. Had the plan continued, it would perhaps
have saved the Armenians; for the military consuls, being of
value to the Turks, might have been listened to by them. But
when Gladstone returned to power in 1880 he withdrew these
officers, and sent ordinary political consuls instead; and they,
being regarded by the Turks as undesired interlopers, were help-
less save to witness and report. As for Cyprus, Great Britain’s
occupation of Egypt in 1882 gave her fleet the use of ports which
rendered those of the island superfluous. But previously it pos-
sessed no other base in the Mediterranean east of Malta, and lay
during the 1876-8 crisis in an open roadstead off the Turkish
coast at Besika Bay. France was the only Power to take um-
brage and demand ‘compensation’. She was appeased by Great
Britain’s secret consent to the seizure of Tunis; which, with en-
couragement from Bismarck, she carried out in 1881.
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The settlement after Waterloo had been followed by a period of
381 years, during which no war occurred between Great Powers.
The similar period after the treaty of Berlin was just over 36
years. The difference is not great enough to disentitie Beacons-
field and Bismarck to some, at least, of the credit which it has
become fashionable to bestow on Castlercagh and Metternich.

During the 1877 and 18%8 sessions, while the Near East ab-
sorbed the ageing premier, the trade decline, which had begun
three years earlier, deepened into one of the main ‘cyclical’
depressions of the nineteenth century. Alone it was bad enough,
bringing wage-reductions and industrial conflicts in trade after
trade. But with it came an entirely new feature—an intense
agricultural depression, which extended to every part of Europe
served by railways, and which was due to the novel competition
of transatlantic prairie-grown grain with European. The eco-
nomics of this will be shown in Chapter IV ; here we note merely
the political side. Almost simultaneously in 1879 the bitter cry
of the home farmers in the different European countries shaped
itself into a demand upon their respective parliaments for a tariff
on cereals. In Berlin and in Paris it was heard; Germany and
France both imposed duties and, although at high cost to the
rest of the community, saved their farms and farmers. In London
it was not heard. At the parting of the ways the British govern-
ment took the other turning.

The peculiar thing is that this happened, not under a liberal
ministry aggressively pledged to free trade, but under a conserva-
tive premier, and one who three decades earlier had ousted Peel
from the leadership of his party on this very issue. Yet what Peel
had done ther} left English agriculture flourishing; from what
Beacqnsﬁeld did now it has never recovered. Whether his course
was right or wrong, it is hard to approve it from his own stand-
point, or toregard thespeeches!in which he justified it as showing
T T (Z 1;:ontmz:lnt in t}]?s matter was r.mh-
The continent wished to reser\F Pfﬁe tf(‘) o th? best salicts,
Bendl, not Bevine conses %‘) ve them for conscripts; but Eng-

ption, did not care what became of them.

: %sPeciall.y" that of 29 April 1879, which descends to pure Micawberism
rince Bilow (Imperial Germany, Eng. version (1914), 215) quotes with ap.)proval

the saying of Prince Guido Henckel: ‘Agri . .
industry must pay for them,’ griculture must provide our soldiers, and



RISE OF PARNELL 55

With economic discontent in the country, and Gladstone thun-
dering against the premier on provincial platforms, the opposi-
tion at Westminster began to pull itself together. In 1877 the
whig leaders first supported the radical demand for the extension
of a popular franchise to the county constituencies. Hartington
spoke for it; Gladstone gave it his vote; only Lowe and Goschen
remained aloof. A by-election in 1876 had brought Chamber-
lain to the house as member for a safe seat in Birmingham; and
the new method of political organization, which held that city
for radicalism, began to spread its tentacles outside. A great
step was taken when on g1 May 1877, with Mr. Gladstone’s
presence and blessing, the National Liberal Federation came to
birth. Its first head-quarters were at Birmingham, and Cham-
berlain was its first president. Ostensibly formed to extend to the
liberal party all over the country the benefits of organization on
the Birmingham model (‘the Caucus’, as it was then called), it
served also to strengthen radicals against whigs within the ranks
which uneasily combined them.

Another cloud which began gathering in these years was that
of a militant agitation for Irish Home Rule. The phrase ‘Home
Rule’ had been invented by Isaac Butt,' as a more positive and
less offensive version of the old demand for ‘Repeal’ of the union.
- The movement was launched under his inspiration at a Dublin
meeting in 1870; and in 1874 it carried some 59 seats at the
general election. In that year and the three following Butt, who
“was both an able and a winning speaker, put his case before the
house of commons in a conciliatory and constitutional manner.
He was uniformly ignored and rebuffed. In April 1877, when
his party’s annual home rule motion was defeated by 417 votes
to 67, only one English member (Sir Wilfred Lawson) spoke for
'it, and only eight gave it their votes. The result was that certain
of Butt’s followers, who preferred more drastic methods, gained
the upper hand; and in 1878 he resigned the Irish leadership,
and made way for them.

The chiefto displace him was Charles Stewart Parnell, a young
man of whom we caught a glimpse in the last chapter. Parnell
entered parliament at a by-election in April 1875; and by a coin-

1 B. 1813; educated at Trinity College, Dublin, where he was professor of
political economy 1836—41. At first conservative, and opposed O’Connell; 1852
65, in parliament as ‘liberal conservative’; 1865-9, appeared as counsel for all the
Fenian prisoners; 1871—9, sat as home ruler. Like Parnell, was a protestant; .

1879.
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cidence took his seat on the very day when the first notable effort
in Irish obstruction was made—by a Fenian, Joseph Biggar.
Some months later he witnessed and pondered the disorderly
success of Plimsoll.? But it was not till the session of 1877 that
he himself came to the front as an obstructionist; having in the
interval quietly strengthened his position with the two leading
and rival forces in Nationalist Ireland, the Roman Catholic
Church and the Irish Republican Brotherhood; to neither of
which did he belong. His tactics offended Butt, but he soon
brushed Butt aside. By July of that year he and his band had
gained such skill in obstruction, that they twice kept the house
of commons up all night—the second time till 2 p.m., a 26 hours’
sitting. Such performances have since become commonplaces of
parliamentarism in many lands. But then they were almost un-
heard of, and the sensation was immense. Sir Stafford Northcote,
as leader of the house, carried two anti-obstructionist rules; the
Irishmen soon got round them; and in 1848 he had a committee
appointed to consider the problem. But it proved very baffling
on its technical side. Early in 1879 he moved six resolutions
to deal with it. Five had to be abandoned; and the sixth, after
consuming three nights in debate, was passed with amendments
which rendered it nugatory. “

These manceuvres partly explain why the Disraelian govern-
ment, after its fruitful start, became so barren of legislation during
its later years. But their full effect on Ireland and on Parnell’s
fortunes was due to the coincidence of the agricultural slump.
Just as the liberals had forgotten Ireland when they passed the
Ballot Act, so the conservatives forgot her when they decided
not to protect farming. In Great Britain a policy, which sacri-
ficed the rural to the urban populations, did at least favour the
large majority. But Ireland, save round Belfast, was a nation of
agriculturalists; and, excepting the graziers, ruin fell on them all,
The vast majority were tenants holding from landlords at rents
which the fall in agricultural prices made it impossible to pay.
Embittered by differences of religion and race, the relations of
landlord and tenant in Ireland had already for two centuries
rcsem})led a smouldering civil war. The Gladstone Act of 1870
Bivn a7 conrd ey by
B IIBDut ent o e Times rccorc.le.d a widespread as-
£ : within three years the crisis in rural economy

. .
P. 37 above, 2 Quoted in dnnual Register, (134)-(135).
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tore it to shreds, and created the worst situation since the famine.
The terrible murder of Lord Leitrim in Donegal (2 April 1878)
was the first thunderclap in the storm. Two Fenians, frowned on
by their organizations, but much helped by fellow members,
resolved to seize its opportunities. One was Michael Davitt,*
who had been released in December 1877 after serving seven
years and seven months in penal servitude for treason-felony.
The other was John Devoy of the Clan-na-Gael, the American
branch of the Irish Republican Brotherhood. At first theagrarian
revolt spread unhelped by the parliamentarians. But on 7 June .
1879, a month after Butt’s death, Parnell threw his mantle over
it. On 21 October the Irish National Land League was formed,
with Parnell as president, two Fenians (Biggar and Egan) as
treasurers, and two more Fenians (Davitt and Brennan) as secre-
taries. Thenceforward the concerted deployment of Irish revolu-
tionary forces on two fronts—at Westminster and over the Irish
countryside—confronted British statesmanship with an unparal-
leled challenge.

Grave as were these troubles near home, the cabinet was
more engrossed, and the public imagination more struck, by two
blood-curdling disasters in distant fields—that of Isandhlwana
(22 January 1879) and that of Kabul (3 September 1879). Both
were incidental to ‘forward’ policies; and they helped to swing
the see-saw of British public opinion heavily against Disraelian
imperialism. What had touched its zenith of popularity in July
1878 approached its nadir fourteen months later.

Let us take the South African story first. Lord Carnarvon,
who became colonial secretary in 1874, had during his earlier
tenure of the same office sponsored the Act of 1867 which
federated Canada. It became now his leading idea to federate
- South Africa. His predecessor, Lord Kimberley, had favoured
the project; and the native peril, which then confronted the four
white South African communities, gave it much plausibility.
But Carnarvon acted without tact. His first proposals were ill

! Michael Davitt (1846—1906), born co. Mayo; aged 6 when his father was evicted
and emigrated to Lancashire; aged 11 when as child-worker in a cotton-mill he lost
his right arm in the machinery. Joined I.R.B. 1865; organizing secretary for Eng-
land and Scotland, 1868; sentenced to twelve years’ penal servitude, 1870; released
by efforts of Isaac Butt, December 1877; in America and with Henry George, 1878;
launched Irish agrarian revolt, 1879; M.P. 1880—99; conflict with Parnell over land
nationalization, 1882; anti-Parnellite, 1892; helped the Boers, 1900—2. Chief repre-
sentative of Collectivism within the Irish Nationalist movement.
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received in South Africa; and when he sent out J. A. F .roud.e on
a personal mission to explain them, that distinguished h}storlan’s
two visits (1874 and 1875) only increased the local distrust of
Downing Street. A negotiation (1876) with the Orange Free
State, whereby the latter for a lump sum of £90,000 abandoned
its claim to the Kimberley diamonds field, was Carnarvon’s sole
success in this quarter.

But by 1876 the problem of white versus black approached a
crisis. Besides many minor factors in it, there were two main
ones—Zululand and the Transvaal. Zululand was a Bantu mili-
tary monarchy, whose king, Keshwayo,! maintained a highly
drilled army of nearly 40,000 celibate athlete-warriors. It had
been traditional for each of them to ‘wash his spear’, and the
history of the conquering kingdom (founded by Keshwayo’s
grandfather) had been one of incessant wars and aggressions.
The white communities most threatened were Natal and the
Transvaal, and the condition of the latter gave a standing pro-
vocation. Its Republic, now under President Burgers, was
chronically lawless and insolvent. When by the Sands River
Convention of 1852 it had been given its independence, a condi-
tion had been made that there should be no slavery. The only
effect was that in the Transvaal the word ‘apprentice’ was substi-
tuted for ‘slave’. Kaffir children were kidnapped and trained to
work in the fields, had their price, and were unprotected by law.
Wagon-loads of them were sold or bartered.?2 Moreover groups
of individual farmers were constantly encroaching on native
lands round them. The result was frequent fighting.

In 1875 in a war against a Bantu chief named Sekukuni the
Boers were seriously defeated. Burgers found himself with no
troops and an empty treasury. Accordingly he hired a force of
filibusters (under one Schlickmann,? a Prussian ex-officer), who
received no pay or supplies, but were to reimburse themselves
by plunder. They committed hideous barbarities, butchering
women an‘d children, and cutting the throats of the wounded.,
Kaffir feeling was stung to desperation; there were mutterings
in the Zulu thunderclf)ud; and on 22 September 1876 Lord Car-
narvon wrote to the high commissioner that such a war men

aced
" So spelt by Theal and by African schol .
England at the time was Cetewayo. olars generally. But the form in use in

* H.Rider Haggard, Cetewayo and His White Neighbours (1882), ch. ii.

* He had been an unsuccessful dj ; n e
seem to have come from there., 'gger at the diamond fields. Most of his filibusters
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the peace of all South Africa, and he must insist on its being
stopped.

Early in 1877 strong steps were taken. There had come to
England for a conference Sir Theophilus Shepstone, minister for
native affairs in Natal, now a man of 60, having started life as a
Kaffir interpreter 42 years earlier. He was utterly fearless, and
thoroughly understood natives, especially Zulus; but, as events
showed, he misjudged the Boers. Carnarvon sent him to the
Transvaal to confer with Burgers and discuss confederation, with
discretion to arrange bringing the country under the British flag.
Arriving in Pretoria with a few civil servants and twenty-five
mounted police, he found that Burgers had only 12s. 64. in the
treasury. No taxes and no salaries were being paid; the jails had
been opened because they could not feed the prisoners. Sekukuni
and Keshwayo were both threatening, and there seemed every
prospect of an appalling wipe-out. If Great Britain would not
act, Burgers talked of calling in Germany. But he and his friends
were willing to be annexed, on two conditions—that they should
themselves receive pensions or offices, and that in public they
should be allowed to protest against the change. With the first
condition it was easy to comply; but Shepstone made the fatal
mistake of also accepting the second.! After eleven weeks’
discussion he proclaimed the annexation of the country
(12 April 1877).

Meanwhile Carnarvon had sent to South Africa a new high
commissioner—Sir Bartle Frere. Frere was an Indian civilian,
whose record in India before, during, and after the Mutiny had
been one of solid as well as brilliant success. He had the makings
of an admirable viceroy; and had he been appointed instead of
Lord Lytton in 1876, the mistakes of the latter’s Afghan policy
- would very probably have been avoided. Of South Africa he
knew nothing. He had only been sixteen days in the country
when the news of Shepstone’s action at Pretoria reached Cape-
town. Itcame to him as a shock, but he could do nothing. Car-
narvon, irregularly and unwisely, had given Shepstone a special
authority independent of the high commissioner.

! Burgers ‘actually assisted in the wording of the proclamation, by which indepen-
dence was to be destroyed, and submitted in turn for the special commissioner’s
[i.e. Shepstone’s] approval the protest which it would be necessary for him to make’!
(G. M. Theal, History of South Africa from 1873 to 1884 (1919),1.271.) Itisnotsurpris-

ing that, when the displaced Boer Government unanimously passed the protest on
11 April, the British representatives were unimpressed. But they were wrong.
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Frere decided to address himself to the various native menaces.
He spent the rest of 1877 on some successful operations against
the Kaffirs in the Transkei, known as the Gaika and Galeka wars.
In 1878 he started negotiating with Keshwayo. The first point
was to clear up a boundary dispute between Zululand and the
Transvaal. This was referred to an arbitration, whose award
went mainly in Keshwayo’s favour, and ali that was incumbent
on Frere was to proclaim it. But he had become deeply impressed
with the menace of the Zulu military system. In October and
November he and the local commander-in-chief, General Thesi-
ger,’ wrote home repeatedly asking for additional troops against
a Zulu war. The cabinet refused them, and urged peace; but
later, growing anxious because the quickest message took two
to three weeks,? they judged it safest to send some. Frere’s
answer was to launch at the Zulus (11 December 1848) an ulti-
matum which he knew they could not accept. Thus he com-
mitted his country to a serious war, not only without leave, but
contrary to instructions.

‘The Prime Minister in cabinet was exasperated, and nearly all
his colleagues favoured recalling Frere. But the queen defended
him, as did Hicks Beach, who had become colonial secretary
after Carnarvon’s departure; and these two prevailed. The ulti- .
matum expired in a month, and on 12 January 1879 Lord
Chelmsford marched into Zululand. Ten days later occurred
the Isandhlwana disaster. Lured by a Zulu feint the British
general led most of his force some way from his camp. When he
returned, he found the camp pillaged and almost every living
soul init slaughtered.* Under-rating the Zulus, he had neglected
the regular precaution of laagering the wagons.* The impor-
tance of this was illustrated the same night at the small post of
Rorke’s Drift, where a force of only 103 men with 35 sick in hos-

T Son of the first Lord Chelmsford (1 794-1878), one-time conservative lord chan-

cellor, and father of the notable Indian viceroy (18681 3 :
father’s title in December of this year, i3 933)- He succeeded to his

? There being then no cable beyond Cape Verde.

3 Fifty white ofﬁccrs and 776 N.C.O.s and men were killed ; nearly all belonging
to the 24th. Regiment (South Wales Borderers), by men of whose 2nd battalion
Roch’s. I.).nft alsq was garrisoned. Only about 40 Europeans got away, all the
whxt.e civilians (Fh‘lVCI‘S, &c.) being massacred ; and about 800 men of vario:,ls black
c:iﬁt;lngcr}ts perished too. All the slain were disembowelled. The Zulu losses were
s cavier.

¢ Atleast twoseparate Boers—one no less a person th
him i an Paul Kruger— I
specially about it, P a ger—had warned
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pital held a laager successfully against a great host of Zulus, and
inflicted such losses as mitigated the moral effect of the day’s
victory. But Chelmsford had to execute a perilous retreat, and
it was only a day short of four calendar months before his troops
could reoccupy the battle-field and take up the bodies.

The news of Isandhlwana reached England on 11 February,
and the public received it badly. The cabinet at once sent off
to Chelmsford not only all the cavalry, artillery, and stores for
which he asked, but five battalions of infantry instead of his
three. Beaconsfield had been very ill served both by him and by
Frere; yet in parliament he defended each, and did not recall
either, Months passed, and smaller blunders recurred. Early
in June the Prince Imperial of France (only son of Napoleon 11I),
who served with the British as a volunteer, lost his life in a trifling
skirmish. Just before this the cabinet had decided to send out
Wolseley as commander-in-chief and high commissioner for
Natal. He arrived on 28 June to find Chelmsford carrying out
dispositions which six days later at the battle of Ulundi destroyed
the Zulu army. In the sequel Keshwayo was captured and de-
ported ; while Wolseley broke up Zululand into eight principali-
ties under as many separate chiefs.

So ended an inglorious but costly war, to pay for which Sir
Stafford Northcote suspended the Sinking Fund. Opinion in
England was led by Gladstone to view it as a typical example of
Beaconsfield’s forward policy and a wanton aggression against
the Zulus. It certainly was not the first, for Frere had acted
against the premier’s wishes. Norwasitaltogether thesecond ; for
the Zulu military system was not really compatible with settled
life in South Africa, nor could anything but force end it. The
true inopportuneness of the war lay in its bearing on the annexa-
~ tion of the Transvaal. This had gone through without a blow,
because the Boers were in terror of Keshwayo.! Had it been
followed up by giving them a constitution like Cape Colony’s
under the British flag, it might have been a success. The first
error was to impose an illiberal Crown Colony government. But
the second was to destroy Keshwayo. Theremoval of his menace
bore the same relation to the subsequent successful revolt of
the Transvaal, as the expulsion of France from Canada in the
eighteenth century bore to the revolt of the thirteen colonies.
The prime fault was Carnarvon’s in 1877, when he divided

! Theal (op. cit.) disputes this, but the evidence seems against him,



62 THE RULE OF DISRAELI

authority between two men—Shepstone and Frere—who took
hold of the problem by opposite handles. Militarily most credit
belongs to the Zulus. Ineffective with their few fire-arms, they
carried spearmanship to the highest level reached by man. But
white troops, it must be remembered, had still no machine-guns.

Let us turn now to the Afghan troubles. We must go back to
1876, when the second Lord Lytton® was appointed viceroy of
India with instructions to seek to induce Sher Ali, then Amir of
Afghanistan, to receive a friendly mission. This conformed with
a ‘forward’ theory of forestalling Russian invasion. He was
authorized to promise the Amir to continue his subsidy, and also
to assist him materially, in a clear case, against unprovoked
aggression. But Sher Ali must admit British agents to his frontier
positions. There followed early in 1877 a conference at Peshawar
between Sir Lewis Pelly and two Afghan representatives. It
broke down on the Amir’s refusal of the British condition. Mean-
time in December 1876 the Treaty of Jacobabad, concluded
through Captain Sandeman,? had confirmed an agreement of
1854 with the Khan of Kalat, which enabled British troops to
be stationed at Quetta, a base for striking at Kandahar.

After the breakdown at Peshawar over a year passed. The
home government and the viceroy pulled opposite ways. In
Europe war threatened; in India famine pressed. But Sher Ali
from 1873 onwards had been making military preparations on a
vast scale, for which Russia paid.3 In July 1878 a Russian Mission
under General Stoletov appeared in Kabul. On this Lord Lyt-
ton announced that a British Mission would be sent likewise. It
was dispatched under Sir Neville Chamberlain; but Sher Ali
had it turned back at the frontier. There followed a British
ultimatum,* which the Amir ignored; and finally three British

! Edward Robert Lytton (1831-92), son of Edward Bulwer, first Baron Lytton
(1803-73), the wgll-known novelist and politician. Educated at Harrow and Bonn:
1849.—74’ filled minor diplomatic appointments; 1874—6, minister at Lisbon : 18 6-’
8o, viceroy of India; 1887-91, ambassador at Paris. Created earl 1880 Pu’blis}71cd
mi.ny poems, much read in their day, under pseudonym ‘Owen i\iercciith’.

Robert Groves San.dcman (1835—92), afterwards knighted, a Scotsman from
}?crth, son of a gcn.cral in the East India Company’s service; author of the fam
i?aninian.iisiimbu} le};iCh Baluchistan is governed by local ,chicfs under. the Kl?:ri

alat wi ¢ british government as arbiter . f
dc;almg with chiefs and headmen, all of whom O\t::rt:e::stt }:;Z;. h?ﬁgcrwarccf:ozcilm

: k(t)rcd I}{]ol}c&ts, fofty-?nedf ears in India (18g7), ch. xlviii. ° i

ach of the stages leading up to this Lytton wo i 1
Cranbrook, all the ablest men in the cabinet {Bcaconsiglélcc?, ?;ﬁ:gfx;yvihg:{ri?cg:;?sg
3 3
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armies invaded Afghanistan. The first moved through the
Khyber Pass and took Jalalabad. The second under General
Roberts’ operated by the Kurram Pass, and won a brilliant vic-
tory at Peiwar Kotal. The third, starting from Quetta, occupied
Pishin and (earlyin January 1879) Kandahar. These movements
overwhelmed Sher Ali; in February, while making for Russian
Turkestan, he died. His son, Yakub Khan, succeeded, and
began negotiating with the British. On 26 May was signed the
treaty of Gandamak. By it the Afghans ceded military control
over the passes, and accepted British control of foreign policy
with a British minister at Kabul. Sir Louis Cavagnari? took up
residence there accordingly; and the Beaconsfield government,
though severely criticized, not only by Gladstone at home, but
by men trained after Lord Lawrence’s tradition in the Punjab,
scemed brilliantly to have attained all its Afghan objectives.

Then the blow fell. On g September Afghan soldiers, alleged
to be mutinous, stormed the Legation at Kabul. The Minister
and the whole of his suite and escort were massacred. The news
reached England three days later, and created a profound revul-
sion against the Beaconsfield policy. Itwas the shock of Isandhl-
wana redoubled.

The war began over again. Roberts, in what he himself
thought his hardest and best Indian campaign, marched by the
Kurram Pass to Kabul, defeating the rebels at Charasiab on the
way. The ambiguous Yakub, who early had fled to him, abdi-
cated at the capital. In the south the British force at Kandahar
was reinforced. A pause ensued. It was not the end of the
Afghan trouble, but it was as far as we can take it under the
Beaconsfield government and in the present chapter. To this
point the net effect on home opinion had been to fortify Glad-

stone’s anti-Imperialist agitation.
| ThlS last reached a climax in the famous Mldlothlan campaign

and Northcote) were trying to stop him. Their arguments, with the story of how
Lytton got his way, may be studied in Buckle, Life of Beaconsfield, vi. 380-8. It is
an extreme instance of a strong cabinet being over-ridden by the ‘man on the spot’.
Salisbury blamed Beaconsfield for weakness (Lord Balfour, Chapters of Autobio-
graphy, p. 114).

I Frederick Sleigh Roberts (1832-1914) had by then served twenty-seven years
in India and reached the rank of major-general. This was his first command as a
general officer on active service.

2 Among Lord Lytton’s mistakes was the choice of a man who to the Afghans
was an object of special suspicion. See the evidence of the head missionary of
Peshawar, quoted in J. Martineau’s Life of Frere (1895), 1i. 156-7.
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launched by the veteran on 24 November. From Liverpool to
Edinburgh with three speeches on the way; a week of Brobding-
nagian oratory in Midlothian itself; a visit to Glasgow; and then
back in the same manner. What made it historic was not merely
the force and scale of Gladstone’s eloquence, but the fact that
before him it had never been the etiquette for leading British
statesmen to ‘stump the country’ in that fashion. Queen Vic-
toria was scandalized at the innovation. But though Beacons-
field abstained from following suit, it was, of course, the natural
corollary of the franchise-widening which he himself had carried.

There was now a marked reunion of liberal forces. But the
conservatives were far from realizing how the tide flowed. A
by-election at Liverpool had raised their spirits; and after the
famous barrister, Sir Edward Clarke, won another for them at
Southwark, the Prime Minister judged it opportune (8 March
1880) to announce a dissolution, making Irish Home Rule his
main issue. Gladstone followed with his second Midlothian
Campaign; and most of the polls were declared in the first week
of April. With economic discontent and the Irish vote both on
their side, the liberals swept the board. Their majority in the
new house of commons was 137 over the conservatives, the Irish
nationalists winning 65 seats as a third party. Both Queen Vic-
toria and Lord Beaconsfield were sincerely surprised; a circum- -
stance which shows how little the workings of a democratic
electorate had yet come to be understood.

Without meeting the new parliament the conservative cabinet
resigned. To its foes the defeat of the Beaconsfield system was
like a victory over forces of darkness. Gladstone wrote to the
duke of Argyll that it had ‘given joy to the large majority of the
civilized world’.* Radical Morley wrote to radical Chamberlain
‘I only now begin to realize what a horrid and dismal time we
have had fo.r the last four years’.2 But perhaps it was less a
system than it seemed. Lord Salisbury, in a private confidence,
criticized the. record (?f his late chief.> He described him as ‘a
man WhO,.Wl.th all his great qualities, was unable to decide a
general pnnmple. of action, or to ensure that when decided on
1:, }il(')lg:gl E,eﬁcjglnedro}lt by bis .subordinates’, and ‘a statesman

political principle was that the Party must on

' Lord Morley, Life of Gladstone (1 Ichnvin

il 903), bk. vii, ch. viii.

: J. L. Garvin, Life of Chamberlain, i (1932), 290. .
Lord Balfour, Chapters of Autobiography (1930), pp. 113~1 4o
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no account be broken up’. ‘Exceedingly short-sighted, though
very clear-sighted,” he said, ‘he neither could nor would look
far ahead.” These have since been common charges against
many prime ministers. Yet in his own way Lord Beaconsfield
was longer-sighted than Lord Salisbury. The latter in January
1902 concluded an Anglo-Japanese Alliance. But it is doubtful
whether, as Lord Beaconsfield did,! he foresaw it—and the
coming dominance of Japan in the Far East—as early as
September 1875.

! Lord Zetland, Letters of Disraeli to Lady Bradford and Lady Chesterfield (1929),
1. 287.
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owN to Lord Beaconsfield’s resignation, Lord Hartington
had been the liberal leader in the commons and Lord
Granville in the lords. The queen invited each to form a
ministry; but they declined. That new portent, the Midlothian
campaign, had in fact swept their claims away. Gladstone had
gone behind parliament to the people, which for the first time
virtually chose its own premier. He told Hartington (who put
the question to him at the queen’s request) that he would accept
no subordinate office. At once his accession to the highest
became inevitable.

But in selecting his ministers he acted differently, and almost
kicked down the radical ladder by which he had climbed. Eight
of his eleven colleagues in the cabinet were whigs. One of the
three others, Forster, had parted company with radicalism ten
years earlier; another, John Bright, was now but the shadow of
a great name. The only effective radical admitted was Joseph
Chamberlain; and to him was assigned the then humblest
cabinet office, the board of trade. Even Dilke, whose following
in the party was very large and who worked with Chamberlain in
a sort of duumvirate, could obtain nothing better than an under-
secretaryship—to Granville at the foreign office. Fawcett! be-
came postmaster-general outside the cabinet; while Trevelyan,?
who had worked very hard in the Disraeli parliament, took a
post but little higher than he had filled twelve years earlier as a
young man of 30. Lowe, however, the veteran anti-Radical, was
made Viscount Sherbrooke and dropped.

From this one-sided start much of Gladstone’s failure in his
1880-5 administration may be traced. For never in the modern

! Henry Fawcett, b. 1833; educated at Trini Hall, Cambridge: bli
shooting accident, 1858. Professor of political ;Zonomy at Camgx":iagiln?gg -t-)g a’
M.P. 1865-84; postmaster-general, 1880-4; d. 1884. ’ s

2 Gcor.gc.: Otto Trevelyan, b. 1838, son of Sir Charles Trevelyan (1807-86), the
famous civil servant, and nephew of Macaulay, whose life he wrote. Educatc’d at
Harr.ow and Trinity College, Cambridge. M.P. 1865-86 and 1887-97; lord of the
ad;mralty, 1858—70; later took the lead in pressing for extension of p(gpulair fran-
chise to counties; parliamentary secretary to the admiralty, 18802 chief secreta
for Ireland, 1882—4; chancellor, duchy of Lancaster, 1884—5; sccr,ctary for Scorz

land, 1886 and 1802z,
Ia;”; t‘l " j‘é‘ 1892-5. Succeeded to baronetcy, 1886; notable author; O.M.
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era has a triumphant house of commons majority achieved so
little. A fever ranin the veins of that parliament, as in those of no
other through the nineteenth century. The reason was not
merely the continuing economic unrest outside, nor the new
phenomenon of two oppositions—an Irish as well as a conserva-
tive. It was that, besides normal and open conflict between
majority and minorities, there persisted a hidden one within the
majority itself, which palsied the government’s counsels and
zigzagged its policy. Gladstone had induced extremes to meet
in attacking Beaconsfield, but not in the pursuit of any positive
programme. His own method of adjustment, which was to be
radical in the open and whiggish behind the scenes, allowed
neither side to feel secure. Now, too, that he was past 70, mere
egotism grew on him; and with it a habit of playing the mystery-
man and puzzling his followers by unexpected moves.

Discredit dogged the very first meetings of the house of com-
mons. Charles Bradlaugh,! well known as a lecturer and pam-
phleteer against Christianity, had been returned as a radical for
Northampton. He claimed to make affirmation of allegiance
instead of taking the parliamentary oath. The proper course for
the Speaker, Sir Henry Brand,? was to allow him to do so, with
a warning that he risked being sued for penalties in the courts.
The issue turned wholly on the legal construction of certain
statutes; and judges, not members of parliament, were the people
to decide it. But Brand fumbled, and referred it to the house,
which in turn referred it to a select committee. The committee,
by a majority of one, decided against the right to affirm; and
thereupon Bradlaugh came forward to swear in the ordinary
way. Once again Brand fumbled; and instead of safeguarding
the clear right of a duly elected member, allowed a debate to
develop, which ended in the passage of an arbitrary amendment
debarring Bradlaugh from oath and affirmation alike. By these
repeated errors a weak Speaker brought about one of the least
creditable episodes in the history of parliament. It had been Sir
Henry Drummond Wolff and Lord Randolph Churchill (shortly

I B. in London 1833. Began life as errand-boy; later, enlisted; bought his dis-
charge, 1853; became solicitor’s clerk and (under name ‘Iconoclast’) secularist
lecturer. Tried with Mrs. Annie Besant in 1876 for re-publishing a Neo-Malthusian
pamphlet; sentenced to 6 months’ imprisonment and £200 fine, but conviction
quashed on appeal. M.P. from 1880 to 1891, when he died.

2 1814—92. Speaker from 1872 to 1884, when he became the first Viscount
Hampden.
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with A. J. Balfour and John Gorst to form a clique of four; nick-
named ‘the Fourth Party’, but in fact a ‘ginger’ group inside the
conservative opposition), who first saw the political possibilities
lurking in the religious issue. Not only might they rally their
own benches against the ‘Radical atheist’, but a great many non-
conformist radicals and the whole Irish party (under Cardinal
Manning’s direct instigation) could be brought into the same
lobby. Gladstone, than whom no more devout Churchman
lived, pleaded finely for tolerance. But he could not command
a majority. The ins and outs of the persecution are not worth
tracing here; suffice it that, though Bradlaugh went thrice to his
constituency and secured re-election, and though at all times he
was willing to take the ordinary oath, he could not sit in parlia-
ment as of assured right till 1886.! His personal demeanour
remained lofty and, save on one occasion, dignified. But the
successive incidents, from his committal to the Clock Tower
(1880) and his forcible ejection by ten policemen (1881) down
to the egregious judicial decision in the Court of Appeal (1885),2
greatly damaged the ministry by dividing its majority and ex-
hibiting it in postures of impotence. Northcote also showed
pitiably; for it was plain that he abetted the bullying by his
young bloods, not because he believed in it, but because he feared
the bullies. "

The new government inherited two problems of empire—in
South Africa and in Afghanistan. Both were on the brink of new
troubles. In South Africa the Zulus had been crushed, but the
annexed Boers were approaching revolt. Dutch opinion through-
out South Africa was unanimous in demanding the restoration
of the Transvaal republic, which Gladstone’s speeches had led
them to expect from him. But the cabinet decided against it,
and Frere, despite radical protests at home, was not at once
recal.lc?d. Still working for a federation of the four white com-
munities (Capq Colony, Natal, the Transvaal, and the Orange
Free State}, he induced the Sprigg Government to propose in the
Cgpe parliament a scheme for a federating conference. It was
rejected on 25 June 1880 by the influence of the delegates (Kru&er
and Joubert) from the Transvaal independence committee. IO-Iis

! The knot was then cut by the new Speak 1y
. peaker, Peel, who peremptoril i
allow any member to interfere between another member :fnd tth:) ozl;.hy. r?Ii‘llllscerccltgg

he rendered ridicul T
fevered 18805 lhg u‘;:?, not merely the spineless Brand, but the whole record of the

3 14 Q.B.D. 667.
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recall (1 August) followed; but freedom for the Transvaal did
not—neither the disannexation, which Gladstone and Harting-
ton had championed out of office, nor the self-government under
the Crown, for which Frere had pressed earnestly and still did.
By December the Boers’ patience was exhausted. They took up
arms, and British authority in their land was quickly reduced
to four little garrisons, all beleaguered.

Wolseley had by now gone home, and the British forces left
in Natal were commanded by Sir George Colley. He was a good
officer, but neither he nor any one else had realized that the
Boers, who five years earlier under the wretched Burgers régime
had let a Kaffir chief defeat them, were, when properly led, the
finest mounted infantry in the world. Advancing to the Trans-
vaal border with 1,500 men, he sustained a reverse at Laing’s
Nek. A month later he advanced again; and on Majuba Hill
his little force of 359 men was decisively defeated, and he himself
killed (27 February 1881). Piet Joubert commanded with great
skill the attacking Boers.

What was Gladstone to do? Go on fighting for an annexation
in which he disbelieved, and risk a rebellion of the Cape Dutch?
Or make peace, conceding to force what he had refused to reason,
and leaving the Boers arrogant as well as injured? He took the
latter course. Perhaps, could he have foreseen 1899—-1902, he
might have chosen otherwise; though, as we shall see later on,
the war of those years had many more immediate causes—the
growth of the gold-mines, the grievances of the Uitlanders, the
Jameson Raid, and the diplomacy of Lord Milner—besides this,
which was its most ultimate root. The Pretoria Convention of
1881 recognized the independence of the Transvaal, subject to
British suzerainty, including control of its foreign relations.
Three years later the London Convention of 1884 modified the
terms in certain respects. Trouble was laid up for the future,
because this second instrument, while it preserved the British
control over treaties (save with the Orange Free State), did not
repeat the word suzerainty. Meanwhile in 1883 Paul Kruger,
who had headed the revolt, became (at the age of 58) president
of the South African republic; to which office he was continuously
re-elected while the republic lasted.

In Afghanistan the Beaconsfield Government had already
by March 1880 decided to evacuate the north. Lord Lytton
had dropped his partition scheme, but proposed retaining a gar-
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rison at Kandahar. His successor as viceroy, the Marquess of
Ripon,! resolved to give up even that. A nephew of Sher Al
Abdurrahman, was recognized as Amir, and installed at Kabul
within three months. Unfortunately Kandahar was treated
separately, and in July another Afghan claimant, Ayub Khan,
marched against it. General Burrows set out from Kandahar to
check him with about 2,500 men, and on the 27th was heavily
defeated at Maiwand.? Besieged in Kandahar, the remains of the
British southern force was in great danger, till relieved by the
action of General Roberts from Kabul. Roberts’s spectacular
march, transporting a force of 10,000 fighting men and over
8,000 camp followers in 28 days for a distance of g1 miles without
a base, invites comparisons (though on a smaller scale) with
General Sherman’s ‘march to the sea’ through Georgia in 1864.3
The complete victory, which crowned it, restored our prestige
after Maiwand without undoing our decision to evacuate; and
after some ups and downs Abdurrahman acquired the whole
country. No British resident was sent to Kabul. But by express
agreement with the Amir Great Britain was to control his foreign
relations, to guarantee him against external aggression, and to
pay him a subsidy. On these terms Abdurrahman consolidated
his kingdom until his death in 1go1. :

Ill health had largely disabled Lord Beaconsfield since his fal
from office. He delivered his last notable speech in a debate on
the evacuation of Kandahar. This was on g March 1881, and
on 19 April he died. Through forty-four years he had displayed
at Westminster a unique personality. Of Gladstone or Palmer-
ston or Peel it may be said that they differed from other parlia-
mentarians rather in size than in kind. Towering over their rank
and file like the heroes in Homer, they yet were of like parts
and passions with them. Lord Beaconsfield never was. His party
had followed him after 1846 because, when they craved for a
lead, he gave them one, and no one else could. T hey came to

! George Frederick Samuel Robinson, second earl and first marquis, b. 1827
Ec}ucatcd by private tutors only; a ‘Christian Socialist’ with F, D. Ma,urice and
Kingsley; MP 1852; under-secretaryships, 1859 and 1861; secretary for war
1863; .for Indla,' 1866; lord president of the council, 1868-73; became a Romax;
catholic, 1874; viceroy of India, 1880—4; first lord of the admiralty, 1886; coloniai
secretary, 1892—5; lord privy seal, 1905-8; d. 1909. ’ ’

? Figures on Burrows’s side were: total engaged, 2
2 guns (R.H.A.) lost.

* Afghanistanbeing almostroadless, Robertshad tomar 1 1
. ) : . chwithout asingle wheeled
vehicle. His only artillery were three batteries of mountain-guns on mulgc-back.

»476; killed, 934 ; missing, 175;
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trust him, to idolize, and even to love ; but they never understood
him. And he, with all his passion for England, remained deeply
un-English. Idealist and cynic, prophet and tactician, genius
and charlatan in one, men took him for a flaunting melodramatist
until they experienced him as a deadly fighter. A radical by
origin and instinct, he remade the conservative party; but
though he ruled its counsels so long, it was only warily and
within limits that he ever shaped them to hisideas. Disputes over
his career have turned less on facts than on moral values. More
than half a century after his death there is still argument about
them.

The succession to his party leadership was divided between
Lord Salisbury in the lords and Sir Stafford Northcote in the
commons. The historic Gladstone-Disraeli duel was over. Glad-
stone himself remained another fourteen years in public life—
far longer, it must be remembered, than any one at the time could
foresee. But new men of genius rose up beside him. The eighties
brought five into the foremost rank. The eldest of them, Joseph
Chamberlain (born 1836), was the son of a dissenting shop-
keeper; and he had made his sufficient fortune by his own
exertions, not in any of the few genteel professions, where he
might have rubbed shoulders with younger sons of hereditary
landowners, but as a manufacturer of screws in plebeian Birming-
ham.? The rest of our quintet, however, who were in a remark-
able degree born contemporaries—C. S. Parnell (1846), Lord
Rosebery (1847), A. J. Balfour (1848), and Lord Randolph
Churchill (1849)—were all scions of the landowning oligarchy
which had ruled Great Britain and Ireland for two centuries.
And subject to personal differences there was not one of them but
illustrated typically the strength and weaknesses of the aristo-
‘cratic temperament. Few then realized their class’s impending
eclipse; though the fateful decision about agriculture in 18489
had in truth already determined it. Almost one might style this
brilliant band the last of the patricians.

The dominating issues in home politics during this govern-
ment’s life were Irish. The story in detail is tangled. But its
main phases stand fairly distinct.

I Only two persons of similar origin had sat on a front bench before him—
Bright, whom Gladstone had first coaxed into his cabinet in 1868, and W. H.
Smith, whom an irresistible bonhomie had carried into Beaconsfield’s in 1877.
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At the outset in 1880 the queen’s speech announced that the
coercion statute passed by the conservatives would be let lapse
on 1 June. Ministers hoped to govern Ireland by the ordinary
law. This policy could only have succeeded if coupled with
measures of instant relief; for below the surface fury of Michael
Davitt’s Land League (with campaign-funds now pouring in
from America and Australia) the root of the agrarian trouble was,
as General Gordon testified in a memorable letter, sheer misery.
‘That of the evicted tenants brooked no delay. Yet it was not till
the Irish party had introduced a bill to give them compensation,
that the government, after some manceuvring, adopted the
principle in a measure of its own. Itssecond reading in the com-
mons was carried by 299 to 217, but about 50 liberals abstained
and 20 voted against. Consequently (by 282 to 51) the lords
threw it out; and the year passed leaving the sufferers without
legal redress.! By autumn they had grown utterly desperate, and
the whole fabric of Irish society was shaken. ‘Captain Moonlight’
ruled three provinces and much of the fourth. Rickswereburned,
cattle maimed, dwelling-houses fired into after dark. Individuals
woke to find graves dug before their doors; others were dragged
from their beds and assaulted by masked bands. Only life was
spared; and even that limit disappeared after the atrocious
murder of Lord Mountmorres in County Galway.? On 19 Sep-
tember, at Ennis, Parnell urged that any one taking a farm
from which a tenant had been evicted should be ‘isolated from
his kind as if he were a leper of old’. The first person to be thus
treated was a certain Captain Boycott, the agent of a large
landowner in County Mayo; and his name has added a word to
the English language. An expedition to relieve him organized

! The following table (given in Barry O’Brien’s Pa

the deepening agricultural depression led to evictio
led on to increases in outrages.

rnell, ch. xi) shows clearly how
ns, and how increases in them

Per:vons Agrarian
Year evicted outrages
1877 2,177 . 236
1878 4,679  gor
1879 6,239 863
1880 10,457 2,590

* His body with six revolver bullets in it was found with
A cottager near the spot would not allow it to be b
a surgeon to ascertain whether life was extinct.
armed police; and the drivers refused
were never discovered,

in a mile of his house.
rought across his threshold for
) His coffin had to be escorted by
to carry 1t from the hearse. His murderers
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from Ulster only served to advertise the success of the method;
which soon became a universal weapon. When the government
could stand it no more, a prosecution for conspiracy waslaunched
(2 November 1830) against the Land League, with Parnell and
13 others named as defendants. The trial was protracted from
13 December to 25 January. It ended in a disagreement of the
jury. For the Parnellites the result was a triumph. Bonfires
blazed from the Irish hills.

The second phase was coercion. Lord Cowper, the viceroy,
and W. E. Forster, the chief secretary, had both been early con-
verted to it by Dublin Castle. Its opponents in the cabinet were
Gladstone, Chamberlain, and Bright; but they had to give way.
Forster introduced his Coercion Bill on 24 January, and an orgy
of obstruction followed. From g1 January to 2 February the
house sat forty-one continuous hours; until Speaker Brand, on
his own authority, took the division on the first reading. Next
day Gladstone moved a closure resolution, and it was carried
after tense scenes, during which most of the Irish members were
suspended. Its terms mark a modest stage in the tightening of
parliamentary procedure; as amended, it laid down that, if a
motion declaring the business urgent were supported by forty
members rising in their places, it should be put without debate,
and, if carried by not less than three to one in a house of not less
than goo, should give the Speaker a free hand to regulate the
business for the time being. Even with this aid the bill did not
become law till 2 March. Its main feature was a suspension of
the Habeas Corpus Act; it conferred on the Irish executive an
absolute power of arbitrary and preventive arrest.

But it was not in Gladstone’s statecraft to pursue coercion
alone. He must couple redress with it. On 7 April 1881 he
~ brought in his second great measure of Irish land reform. Its
completeness astonished Irish and English members alike.
Following the report of a commission presided over by Lord
Bessborough, it gave the tenants the ‘three F’s’ (Fixity of tenure,
Fair rents, Free sale), for which they had been agitating since
Butt’s day, and against which Northcote had unwisely committed
himself the previous autumn. Its chief flaw was its occasion; as
too often in England’s dealings with Ireland, the administration
conceded to violence and crime what it had denied to reason
and justice. This fact governed the tactics of Parnell; who never
disarmed for an instant, and cven persuaded three-fifths of his
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followers to abstain from supporting the bill on second reading.
He did indeed take care to save it from being weakened in
committee; but two days after it was through the commons he
deliberately provoked a scene there, got himself expelled, and
went on to deter the tenants from dropping their agitation and
rushing into the act’s new land courts. His course was shrewd
in every aspect; it won better eventual terms from the courts;
and it preserved for him the support of the Irish-American
extremists. But how, then, while coercion lasted, could he be left
free? At Leeds on 7 October Gladstone declared that ‘the re-
sources of civilization were not exhausted’; and six days later the
Irish leader was imprisoned in Kilmainham Jail. He had
wanted this for private as well as public reasons; having already
formed with the wife of Captain O’Shea, an Irish Liberal M.P.,
the liaison whose disclosure in 18go ruined him.! He was in
custody for nearly six months, till April 1882, under rather lax
conditions which permitted him not a little communication with
the outer world.
Forster’s coercion ran on for that period, lasting thus for about
a year in all. Itwas a total failure. True, a No Rent movement,
which the Land League launched in answer to Parnell’s arrest,
came to nothing because the priests opposed it. True, the League,
too, was, in form, suppressed. But if we compare the ten months
following Forster’s act with the ten preceding it, we find that
the number of agrarian outrages, instead of declining, had risen
by 6o per cent., while the number of homicides and cases of firing
at the person had trebled. So matters moved to the third phase—
the so-called Kilmainham Treaty. On 10 April Parnell was
permitted leave from prison to visit a married sister, whose son
was dying in Paris. At Eltham his own daughter, born in
Feb.ruary, was.also dying; and he went there both on his way to
Paris and on.hls way back. He thus saw O’Shea, through whom
communications were opened up by Chamberlain and Glad-
stone. Both sides wanted a settlement, and there was but one
hard obstalee. Some 100,000 Irish tenants owed large arrears
?}f é‘CIrJl;.n dTXIC tth;:)se were palq they .could not takt? advantage of
» but all remained liable to be evicted. Parnell

I Mrs. O’Shea was expecting a child, who was Parnell’

be out of t}}c way during her confinement, lest it should
closure. Prison achieved this,

was born on 16 February 188

s; and he was anxious to
e ‘ precipitate a public dis-
esides conferring the halo of martyrdom. The child
2. See Appendix B.



KILMAINHAM AND PHOENIX PARK 75

insisted on a bill to wipe the arrears off with a contribution of
money from some public source. Chamberlain had already seen
the need for this, and to him is due the main credit for meeting it.
A secret informal bargain was struck that the government should
bring in a satisfactory Arrears Bill, while Parnell should use his
influence to end crime and disorder. Co-operation was to replace
coercion. Parnell, Dillon, and O’Kelly, the three Irish members
in Kilmainham, were released (2 May 1882), as was Davitt from
Dartmoor four days later. Lord Cowper, the viceroy, and For-
ster, the chief secretary, resigned. Their places were taken by
Lord Spencer! and Lord Frederick Cavendish. The choice of the
latter (a younger brother of Lord Hartington, who had married
a niece of Mrs. Gladstone) illustrated the premier’s preference
for whigs. The natural man to have sent was Chamberlain,
whose practical genius had procured the treaty.

It was indeed a fair prospect, but tragedy almost immediately
overcast it. On 6 May Lord Spencer arrived in Dublin. After
the pageant of his entry Lord Frederick Cavendish was walking
in the Phoenix Park with Mr. Burke, the under-secretary, when
a band of men surprised the pair within sight and hearing of the
Viceregal Lodge, and hacked them to death with long surgical
knives. The assassins, who for nearly the rest of 1882 baffled
detection, belonged to the ‘Invincibles’—a small murder club,
of which Dublin Castle, arresting suspects right and left, had
remained in ignorance. Their object was to kill Burke; Caven-
dish only suffered because he was in Burke’s company. But it
was the death of this newly arrived, innocent, and very amiable
chief secretary, which made the act appear one of peculiar horror,
even to Fenians. Parnell’s iron composure was, for once, shaken.?

! John Poyntz Spencer, fifth earl (1835-1910), had the unique experience of
" being Gladstone’s colleague in all his four cabinets. In 1868-74, and again in
1882—5, he was Irish viceroy; in 1880—2, and again in 1886, lord president of the
council; in 18g2-5, first lord of the admiralty. Descended fromn the great earl of
Sunderland and the great duke of Marlborough, he was one of the few whig
aristocrats who did not desert Gladstone over home rule in 1886. Educated at
Harrow and Trinity College, Cambridge. Thrice M.F.H. of the Pytchley. Sobri-
quet (from the colour of his beard) : “The Red Earl’.

2 Dilke wrote: ‘Early on Sunday morning the 7th, Parnell came to see me with
Justin McCarthy. He was white and apparently terror-stricken. He thought the
blow was aimed at him and that, if people kept their heads and the new policy
prevailed, he himself would be the next victim of the secret societies’ (Gwynn and
Tuckwell, Life of Sir Charles W. Dilke, 1. 441). At Westminster Parnell habitually
carried a revolver in his overcoat. (Sir Alfred Pease, Elections and Recollections,
p- 279; Lord Desborough confirmed this to me of his own knowledge.)
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He felt, as he told Davitt, that he had himself been stabbed in the
back. With Dillon and Davitt he signed a condemnatory mani-
festo.

Both on his side and on Gladstone’s a real attempt was made
to save the Kilmainham alliance. The premier sent as Caven-
dish’s successor Trevelyan, an undoubted radical. But a new
and stiffer Crimes Bill was inevitable; and, as inevitably, the
Parnellites had to oppose it. "An Arrears Act was passed, butin a
form not generous enough for most of the tenants to be able to
use. Moreover the Invincibles were still unknown, and ghastly
murders by their organization and others went on increasingly.
On 17 August occurred the most horrible, perhaps, of all Irish
agrarian crimes, the massacre at Maamtrasna; where an entire
household—father, mother, three sons, and a daughter—were
stabbed and battered as they slept and left for dead, only one
(a little boy) surviving his wounds.! The year established a
record of 26 murders and 58 attempted murders; but just before
it closed, a feature of the new Coercion Act—power to magis-
trates to hold secret inquiries and examine witnesses on oath,
before anybody was definitely charged—bore its fruit in the
arrest of the Invincibles. Two of them turned queen’s evidence,
the most important, James Carey, being a councillor of the.
Dublin Corporation; and in the following April they were
brought to trial. The story of Phoenix Park was completely
exposed; five of those concerned in it were hanged, and three
sent to penal servitude for life; while Carey, whom it was sought
to smuggle away to Natal, was shot dead by an avenger on ship-
board before arriving there. As 1883 went on, Irish affairs grew
quicter. Parnell was at the height of his influence, and in
December received a presentation of £38,000 collected for him
all over the world. But alike for personal and political reasons
he wanted a temporary appeasement; and, though his colleagues
chafed and murmured, the working of the 1881 Land Act helped

' The ten men concerned in this butchery were seen by watchers, and all sub-
sequently arrested. Two turned queen’s evidence, eight were senten’ced to death,
il;utth (;2&: nt}:)c; til}:zepzvh% hlad entered t.he victims’ cabin were actually h.anged. Light

ychology of parties by the fact that not merely did the Parnel-

lites plead repeatedly for the prisoners, but in Jul 1
repea . , y 1885 Lord Randolph Churchill
and even Sir Michael Hicks Beach took sides with them as against Lf))rd Spencer.
Lord Carnarvon, however, on going into the matter found it quite impossible to do
other than Lord Spencer had done. For the dreadful incident at the execution,

which so affected Irish feeling, see the account b iggi
~m ) y Mr. F. J. Higginbott 'y
Vivid Life (1934), pp. 40-3), one of the few eyewitnesses. R
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him to obtain it. It lasted more or less till the end of this Parlia-
ment, despite a series of dynamite outrages in London, which
kept England from forgetting that the Irish movement was
revolutionary.

We turn now to the government’s chief innovation in foreign
policy—the British occupation of Egypt.

Following the purchase of the Suez Canal shares in 1875,
British interest in Egypt grew. That same month an expert,
Stephen Cave, was sent to report on its finances. In April 1876
the extravagant Khedive Ismail suspended payment of his debts,
and in May under pressure from France instituted the Caisse de
la Dette publigue. Four Powers (France, Great Britain, Italy, and
Austria-Hungary) were invited to nominate commissioners.
Lord Derby, however, shrank from nominating one; and it was
not till after an Anglo-French Mission (Goschen® and Joubert)
had visited Egypt, and a Dual Control (with a Frenchman and
an Englishman as controllers-general) had been set up, and the
Caisse had been broadened into a Commission, that early in 1878
two British representatives, Sir C. Rivers Wilson and Major
Evelyn Baring,? took up their positions in Cairo. Thus began a
Franco-British Condominium. At first a number of reforms were
made, but Ismail soon reacted recklessly against them; and in
June 1878 the Powersinduced the Sultan to depose him in favour
of his son Tewfik. In all this the initiatives came from France,
whose government strongly supported the bondholders of
the Egyptian debt. Lords Derby, Beaconsfield, and Salisbury -
were each in turn reluctant to act; and though Baring, less
for the bondholders than for good government and peace,
was insistent that they should, he had little backing until, in
1880, he left Egypt. In July of that year, after the change of
government in England, Egypt made a sort of composition with
her creditors.

Already in 1879 there had been a mutiny of the Egyptian army

I See note on p. 8, ante.

2 B. 1841 at Cromer Hall, Norfolk; educated at the Ordnance School, Car-
shalton, and the R.M.A., Woolwich; entered the Royal Artillery, 1858. In India
1872-6 as secretary to his cousin Lord Northbrook, then viceroy; in Egypt 1878-80
controlling finance; in India 18803 as financial member of the viceroy’s (Lord
Ripon’s) council; in Egypt 1883—-1907 as British consul-general and virtual ruler
of the country. Created Baron Cromer, 1892; viscount, 1899; earl, 1go1. First
cousin to Sir Edward Grey (foreign secretary, 1905-16); d. 1917.
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officers to obtain arrears of pay. It was quelled, and the arrears
paid up; but discontent remained. The severe retrenchments,
which the new European officials demanded in both military and
civil establishments, were contrasted bitterly with the high
salaries which they themselves drew; and in this way the unrest
became anti-foreign. Early in 1881 Colonel Arabi Pasha ap-
peared as leader of a fresh officer-protest, which compelled
Tewfik to dismiss his war minister. Arabi, who was a native
Egyptian, not a Turk, roused the feelings of his countrymen, not
merely against Europeans, but against the official clique of Turks,
Circassians, and other Levantines, who were about the Khedive.
On 10 September he struck again; surrounded the Khedive’s
palace; and in the name of the army demanded the dismissal
of all the ministers, the convocation of the notables, the estab-
lishment of a constitution, and the increase of the army from
4,000 men to 18,000. The khedive was left helpless; he had to
accept; and with that the Franco-British condominium was criti-
cally shaken. The two Powers were united in guarding against an
intrusion by Turkey, but in little else. Gambetta, who became
French prime minister in November, tried to promote a policy
of joint intervention. Granville received his advances coldly.
The Gladstone cabinet was divided between its reluctance to
intervene and its unwillingness to see another Power intervene
without it. With much reason it felt that a joint Anglo-French
occupation would be unworkable, and preferred the idea (which
France opposed) of employing a Turkish army as the common
instrument. On 8 January 1882, at Gambetta’s instance, the
two Powers declared to Tewfik in a Joint Note that his mainten-
ance on the throne was considered by them indispensable to the
welfare of Egypt. The Note only exasperated the Egyptian
nationalists; knowing how France, but a few months before, had
forcibly transferred Tunis and its Bey from the Ottoman empire
to her own, they suspected her of scheming to do the same here.
It also gave umbrage to the four other Great Powers; who in a
Memorandum to Turkey declared against individual action by
France and Great Britain. But on 26 January the Gambetta
ministry resigned, after a defeat in the French Chamber on a
home issue; and as an immediate result Arabi Pasha carried out
(3.1 Janua.ry) at .Calro a sort of coup d’état, dismissing the prime
minister, imposing a new constitution, and making himself
minister of war. No intervention followed. M. de Freycinet, who
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had succeeded Gambetta, represented the view (which was also
Clemenceau’s) that France must avoid risks outside Europe, in
order to meet those within it.! Besides, both in England and
France there were liberal sympathies with Arabi as an eman-
cipator of his people. Months of criss-cross negotiation followed,
in which all the Powers took some part; and theidea of a mandate
to Turkey might have gone through, had not the Sultan himself
shuffled. Meanwhile Arabi’s supporters grew out of hand. In
May British and French fleets were sent to Alexandria as a pre-
caution against disorder. On 11 June nationalist riots broke out
in the city under their eyes; the victims included fifty Europeans
dead and over sixty wounded, the British consul among them.
Order was restored by troops of the Khedive ; but Arabi remained.
dominant. His soldiers began feverishly fortifying Alexandria.
Admiral Seymour pointed out that the new batteries threatened
the fleets, and on g July received authority, if the operation were
persisted in, to silence the guns and destroy the earthworks. On
11 July things came to a head; the French Admiral Conrad,
under orders from Paris, steamed away with his ships; and the
English fleet single-handed silenced the forts after a 104 hours’
bombardment. Nine days later the Gladstone cabinet decided
to send an army under Sir Garnet Wolseley. France was invited
to join, but the Freycinet cabinet would not go beyond defending
the Canal. Even that was too much for the French chamber;
which on 29 July overthrew the government.

England therefore went forward alone; and Wolseley, by a
victory based on that rarest of military feats, a long and com-
pletely successful night-march, destroyed the whole power of
Arabi at Tel-el-Kebir (13 September 1882). There never was
a tidier operation. The British casualties were under 450. A
cavalry dash on Cairo succeeded the rout and obtained the
surrender of the remaining enemy forces. The fruit of Gardwell’s
reforms was seen in the promptitude which had collected 16,400
British troops and shipped them with all needful supplies over
a sea-distance about equal to the crossing of the Atlantic. This
was unparalleled in our military annals, and it backed our
diplomacy with a new prestige which lasted till 18g9. Where

I As Paul Deschanel puts it (Gambetta, p. 321 of the English version) : “The whole
period of French history that we are studying is dominated by the German terror.
. . . The disaster of 1882 in the Mediterranean was the direct outcome of our defeats
in 1870 on the Continent.’
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France, the second continental Power, had shivered on the brink
and abandoned the fruits of a seventy-year effort, Great Britain
had jumped in and finished her affair in two months.

Yet the end proved only a beginning. Bright, who was a
quaker, had resigned from the cabinet on the bombardment of
Alexandria. The rest had felt constrained to intervention on
account of the Suez Canal; but they hoped we should withdraw
again almost at once. Their spokesmen kept saying so. But
gradually it was found impossible. Egypt after the collapses
of Ismail and Arabi was a house whose roof and walls had fallen
in. For the sake, not only of the bondholders, but of many other
interests, Europe was bound to insist on its rebuilding. But be-
cause of the Canal we could not afford to let another Power come
in and do the work. Itisa pity that Gladstone and his colleagues
were so slow to face this. Following Tel-el-Kebir the world was
quite ready for them to declare either annexation or a protec-
torate; and had they taken the latter course and straightened
out the tangle of khedivial obligations to other Powers, it would
have saved us many difficulties and dangers later, not only in
Egypt, but on the larger chessboard of diplomacy. However, in
September 1883 they made an historic appointment. Major
Evelyn Baring had been in India since 1880 as finance member
of the viceroy’s council. He was recalled, knighted, and sent to -
Egypt as British agent and consul-general. He held the post for
over twenty-three years.

Before he reached Cairo a decision had been taken there whose
consequences proved a boomerang for the Gladstone cabinet.
‘T'wo years earlier a native of Dongola, with a varied record as a
slave-trader and an Egyptian official, had proclaimed himself
a Mahdi, or Messiah, and raised a revolt in Kordofan. Mis-
government throughout the vast areas known as the Egyptian
Sudan had since 1880 been so atrocious, that his movement
spread like wildfire. For an insolvent and disorganized Egypt
the only sane policy was to give way, retaining at furthest Khar-
toum and the province of Sennaar. But the khedive’s ministers
wanted more; and e.ncouraged by trivial successes they sent an
army under an Enghshﬂofﬁcer, Hicks Pasha, to attack the Mahdi
1?1€hlsst:;,mbcuotm}l)trrg;;ar;1elclle gi’)llztl(s}nlacgslzmet éught.to havc.z vetoed
washing its hands. This, as soon a One-d i attm%de of
Hicks Pasha and his Egy}’)tians wer N T s m1sta}<e.
~ ¢ cut to pieces by the Mahdists
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(5 November 1883), and London was confronted with a much
aggravated problem.

I't was now wisely decided to evacuate the whole Sudan south
of Wady Halfa. But a great difficulty arose about the many and
scattered Egyptian garrisons. On the Red Sea side, to which the
rising had extended, an Egyptian force under a British officer
was holding Suakim, and could easily be succoured (as it soon
had to be) by British and Indian sea-borne troops. But what ofall
the inland garrisons whose centre was Khartoum? After much
debate between London and Cairo it was decided to dispatch
to the Sudan General Charles Gordon.! He left London on
18 January 1884, destined originally for Suakim, but diverted
at Cairo to Khartoum. Baring’s assent had been reluctant; he
feared sending an Englishman, lest a British army might be
needed to extricate him; and he feared sending Gordon, lest
his fanatical courage should lead him too far. Events proved
these qualms only too well founded. The plan’s chief sponsors
inside the government were Hartington, Granville, Northbrook,
and Dilke.

Gordon went to Khartoum as governor-general with secret
instructions to evacuate, which he made the serious mistake of
divulging at Berber on his way up the Nile. But on his arrival
in February he formulated another plan; it was to commission
Zobeir Pasha as governor-general of the Sudan to hold Khar-
toum and the Nile valley against the Mahdi. Zobeir was a former
slave-trader; Gordon had fought against him and killed his son;
but he respected his strong qualities, and wished to use them.
What stood in the way was English public sentiment. The
cabinet overcame their own distaste for employing a poacher as
gamekeeper; but they felt they could not overcome that of the
house of commons.? Late in March the plan was finally nega-

I Charles George Gordon (1833-85) entered the Royal Engineers, 1852; served
before Sebastopol, 1855; took part in British capture of Peking, 1860; served under
the Chinese government, 1863-5, and suppressed the Tai-Ping rebellion, winning
thirty-three battles; served in the Sudan, 1873-6 and 1877-80, suppressing the
slave-trade and establishing order over vast areas. He was perhaps the finest speci-
men of the heroic Victorian type—a Bible-taught Evangelical, fearless, tireless,
incorruptible; following the call of duty through fields of desperate adventure.
Greatly interested in social questions, he spent much of his spare time during home
appointments on ‘ragged schools’ and other personal work for poor boys. For an
exhaustive refutation of the charge of intemperance, light-heartedly revived against
him by the late Mr. Lytton Strachey (Eminent Victorians (1918), p. 234), see Dr.
B. M. Allen’s Gordon and the Sudan (1931), at pp. 82-101.

2 Partly because the prime minister was laid up with a throat affection and could
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tived. Thenceforth all was drift. In May Berber fell to the Mah-
dists, and Gordon in Khartoum was cut off. How was he to be
extricated? Already Baring (26 March) and Wolseley (8 April)
had separately urged the government to make immediate pre-
parations for a military expedition. But Gladstone’s one-track
mind was immersed in his Refoerm Bill, and the cabinet inexcus-
ably delayed decision till August. For this Baring afterwards’
laid the chief blame on the premier; but Harcourt, Granville,
and Northbrook must certainly shareit. The ministers who most
faced the need were Hartington and Selborne.?

Four months too late Wolseley was appointed to command an
expedition, for which scarcely any preparation had been made.
He reached Cairo early in September, and was not able to start
from Wady Halfa until 5 October. For three months a most
gallant army marched and fought its way against time up the
uncharted Nile, while all England counted its daily steps. The
river in the 850 miles of its course between' Wady Halfa and
Khartoum describes two large curves in the form of an S; to cut
across the second of these a picked force under Sir Herbert
Stewart traversed 150 miles of the Bayuda desert, winning a
desperate victory at Abu Klea. Two days later, when close to the
river, its general was mortally wounded—a fatal mishap, for his
successor was an officer of far less experience and resolution. On
the morning of 21 January the force made contact with Gordon’s
four steamboats sent down from Khartoum. Had they gone up-
stream with reinforcements that same afternoon they would have

not speak. But they underrated the asset of Gordon’s own immense popularity.
Lord Morley comments justly on the whole episode: “To run all the risks involved
in the dispatch of Gordon, and then immediately to refuse the request that he
f}frsli:te?ﬂy rcpresilntcd ais furnishing him his only chance, was an incghcrcnce that

e Parhament and people of England have n > (Li '
R peop g ot often surpassed’ (Life of Gladstorwf

' Lord Cromer, Modern Egypt (1908), ii. 17.

? The Gladstone Papers at the British Museum show that in July 1884 a remark-
able series of written pleadings on the subject was circulated to the cabinet. They
are: (1) a Cabinet Minute by Harcourt against sending a relief expedition, dated
the 24th; (2) a Memorandum by Lord Selborne in favour of sending one’ dated
the 29th; (3) a rejoinder from Gladstone himself against sending, dated th’c oth
Harcourt, arguing with obvious animus, based himself mainly <;n statcrﬁcn%s b :
Gor.don’s brother, Sir H. Gordon, which were well calculated to irritate th::’
cabinet’s more pacific section. Selborne took what on the whole must be pro-
no.ufxced anaccurate and even prophetic view of the facts and the issue GIadstoII)le’s
I‘C_]f'_)l'nder has nearly every merit except realism. It is most cogent ax.ld ersuasive
writing. But we can see now that he misread the evidence and quite mislc):onceivcd
both what was happening at Khartoum and what was likely to happen.
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reached the besieged town on the 25th at latest. But the start
was inexcusably delayed for three days; they did not arrive till
the 28th; and the place had been stormed and Gordon killed on
the 26th. It was only by prodigies of ingenious resource that he
had defended it so long.?

No single event in Gladstone’s career made him more un-
popular. Queen Victoria, sharing (as so often) the feelings of
‘the man in the street’, sent him an angry telegram en c/air. Much
now is known that was then obscure; and in the light of it the
verdict appears not unjust. Gordon’s own conduct contributed
to the disaster—in particular, his unwillingness to leave outlying
garrisons to their fate. But the prime cause was the cabinet’s
inconsequence and neglect of facts. A vote of censure in the
commons was only defeated by fourteen votes. On the military
side, however, though the Nile expedition missed its aim, its
conduct was such as to enhance still further our already very high
prestige.

It was decided to retain Suakim in any case, partly as a check
on slave-trading across the Red Sea. But should Wolseley go on
and reconquer Khartoum, or should we withdraw behind the
Wady Halfa frontier? Events in another quarter suddenly en-
forced the wisdom of the second course. On g0 March 1885 a
Russian force attacked and defeated an Afghan force at Penjdeh,
the centre of a fertile district on the Afghan-Turcoman frontier,
which Russia wished to earmark in advance of the proceedings
of a Boundary Commission. Itwasa sharp reminder of the threat
to North-west India, and for some weeks Great Britain and Rus-
sia seemed on the verge of war. But on this occasion the diplo-
macy of Gladstone and Granville showed better than on any
other. They happily balanced firmness with conciliation. The
‘Sudan commitment was promptly liquidated; and a Vote of
Credit for £11 millions (on 27 April) taught Russia that we were
not to be trifled with. But our proposals were moderate and
mediatory; Lord Dufferin, as viceroy, handled the Amir with
much tact; and early in May the tension relaxed. A mooted
compromise, whereby Russia should have Penjdeh while the im-
portant Zufilkar Pass, which she also coveted, should go to
Afghanistan, was fiercely criticized by the conservatives; who
even divided the house against the government. By one of the

I For the most mature modern study of this famous tragedy, see Dr. B. M. Allen’s
Gordon and the Sudan.



84 THE ASCENDANCY OF PARNELL

ironies of politics they were in office a few months later, and it
was by Lord R. Churchill and Lord Salishury that this com-
promise, a good one in all the circumstances, was eventually
(10 September) carried through. The episode revealed the wis-
dom of Gladstone’s withdrawal from Afghanistan in 1880, which
had enabled Afghan Nationalism to show a united front against
Russian aggression.

In reviewing these foreign episodes it is necessary to glance
back at the orientations of the Great Powers. Since 1871 Ger-
many under Bismarck had been the leading Power, and Bis-
marck’s chief preoccupation had been fear of France. In 1872
he had formed the Dreikaiserbund—an entente between the Ger-
man, Russian, and Austrian Emperors. In 1875 the German
general staff had pressed for a preventive war to crush France’s
revival; the idea was nipped in the bud by Tsar Alexander 11,
with some support from Queen Victoria; but the Dreikaiserbund
survived this difference. It did not, however, survive the Con-
gress of Berlin in 1878; when the Balkan rivalries of Russia and
Austria-Hungary placed Bismarck in a dilemma, and the adroit
pressure of Beaconsfield so sharpened it that the German chan-
cellor was compelled to come on the Austrian side and deeply
mortified St. Petersburg. There followed in 1879 an alliance
between Germany and Austria-Hungary. Meanwhile with the
idea of dividing Great Britain from France Bismarck had made
repeated suggestions to us to appropriate Egypt; and to effect a
similar division between France and Italy he urged France to
take Tunis. Thelatter project rather suited Great Britain, which
preferred not to see both shores of the Mediterranean’s wasp-
waist held by a single Power; and at Berlin in 1878 Beaconsfield
and Salisbnry had urged it on the French delegate, Waddington.
It was carried out in 1881, and our own occupation of Egypt in
1882, and both the cleavages which Bismarck desired resulted.
That between England and France over Egypt lasted twenty
years, and that.between France and Italy over Tunis cannot yet
be deemed extinct after more than half a century. From both
Qermany derlved.far-reaching gains. Italy was driven almost
immediately to join her and Austria-Hungary in what thence-
fort.h bc?camc the Triple Alliance (20 May 1882). Great Britain’s
subj ection was more subtle. The Gladstone cabinet had followed
:;/e;lcts w1th0’1‘1t' understanding thcm.. They had never wanted

cupy Egypt; and there is nothing to show that they ever
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measured up what estrangement from France would involve
for the occupants of an Egypt which was allowed to remain
legally in pawn and in bondage to the Powers atlarge. They not
only missed the opportunity of altering the country’s status after
Tel-el-Kebir; but in 1884, when an Egyptian loan was in the
offing and Baring pressed them to guarantee it, they refused.
The consequence was that the 1885 loan of £9 millions was
guaranteed by all the European Powers, and all six of them
obtained seats on the commission of the debt. Now the commis-
sion’s powers were such that Egypt could not in the long run be
governed without its consent; and as the French and Russian
commissioners habitually opposed us, it meant that we could not
get on without keeping the Powers of the Triple Alliance—in
primis Germany—on our side. When Lord Rosebery became
foreign secretary in February 1886, Baring put the position to
him in plain words.

“The point’, he wrote, ‘which I venture to press earnestly on your
attention is the necessity of working well with Germany. Berlin and
not Cairo is the real centre of gravity of Egyptian affairs. If we drift
again into the same position in which we were a year ago—that is to
say, into a position in which every Power except Italy is unkindly—
no efforts to put matters right locally will avail; if, on the other hand,
we are well with Bismarck, we have a chance of gradually solving
our difficulties here.’

Such was the hidden bondage into which Gladstone’s policy
delivered us. That it did not detract even more than was the
case from our ‘splendid isolation’ in the period before 1899, may
be ascribed partly to Lord Salisbury’s diplomatic gifts, partly to
the unique position of our navy, and not a little to the reputation
which Cardwell’s reforms and Wolseley’s genius had won for
‘our army as an overseas striking force.

Gladstone’s record in foreign affairs has been the subject of
much controversy. Many revere him as the great champion of
right in international dealings; many others accuse him of sheer
incompetence. There is truth behind both views. The watch-
word of his party was ‘Peace, retrenchment, and reform’; and his
own twin passions in politics were for justice and for sound finance.

1 Letter dated g February 1886 (quoted in Lord Zetland’s Lord Cromer at p. 128).
The reference to ‘a year ago’ is to a period when Bismarck, in his early aspirations
after colonies, had found Gladstone unaccommodating and had applied the screw.
See also Viscount Grey, Twenty-Five Years, i. 7—11, for a striking description of the
same situation six years later.
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He was a peace-lover, and he disliked on principle any kind of
‘forward’ policy, partly because it might be unjust, partly because
it was likely to increase expenditure. In the harsh Bismarckian
age he stood for the humaner liberalism of the mid-nineteenth
century; and the value of that attitude can be appreciated to-day,
when we see to what Bismarckianism led. But unlike Disraeli,
he never really studied or understood the subtler realities of
foreign affairs and the relationships of the Powers. Lord Cromer,
who had intimate experience, and down to 1884 had been a
liberal with radical leanings, pronounced him ‘wholly ignorant’
in this domain.! Hissupporters blamed him for occupying Egypt
in 1882 ; his adversaries, for abandoning Gordon in 1884. Yet
the first course was inevitable, and the second, though distress-
ing, left no permanent mark on the world. His real fault was
that when he went into Egypt he went half-heartedly and with-
out forethought; and consequently did so on the wrong terms.
Their mischief was only overcome in Egypt itself by Cromer’s
extraordinary talent; but outside they prevented Great Britain
right down to 1914 from ever exerting a free and completely
detached influence on the groupings of the other Powers. This
was a real factor in the eventual Armageddon.

We resume now the course of home affairs. Down to the begin-
nings of 1884 the English radicals who returned Gladstone to
power four years earlier had got very little for their votes. Ireland
so constantly ‘blocked the way’, that in the first three sessions
no large controversial government measure affecting England
was attempted. The year 1880 saw the passage of a Burials Act,
which laid to rest a long-standing nonconformist grievance; and
of the Ground Game Act, which similarly remedied an old com-
plaint of tenant farmers. Chamberlain at the board of trade took
up Plimsoll’s work for sailors, and cleverly got through a Sea-
men’s Wages Act and a Grain Cargoes Act. In 1881 flogging was
finally abolished in both the army and the navy. 1882 brought
two acts of far-reaching social importance. One, the Married
Women’s Property Act (following but greatly extending an act
of 1870), granted to married women for the first time in England
rights of scparate ownership over everykind of property, assimilat-
ing them in this respect to the unmarried. The other, the Settled
Land Act, broke down the bars on land transfer, which a dozen

! Lord Zetland, Lord Cromer (1932), p. 121.
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generations of conveyancers had contrived for the protection of
the great hereditary estates, and enabled settled land to be freely
sold or let on long building lease, subject only to the capital sums
thus realized being paid over to trustees of the settlement. These
acts were not party measures; the lord chancellor, Selborne,
carried the first, and his conservative predecessor, Earl Cairns,
the second ; but both, in fact, illustrated and promoted the pass-
ing of the English governing class from a landowning to a com-
mercial basis. In the same year Chamberlain sponsored the first
Electric Lighting Act—unhappily on lines which later proved
mischievous. In 188g, with better inspiration, he passed two
very big commercial measures—the Bankruptcy Act and the
Patents Act; and Sir Henry James, the attorney-general, carried
the first reasonably effective Corrupt Practices Act to prevent
abuses at elections. The greater output this year perhaps came
about because the house of commons for the first time tried dele-
gating work to ‘Grand’ or ‘Standing’ Committees.

But by now the disappointed radicals could endure being
baulked nolonger. Theyhad found in Chamberlainaspokesman
of shattering force. The speeches which he then delivered elec-
trified England with a demagogic and class-war note never heard
before from a minister of the Crown. Here, for instance, 1s his
famous retort (30 March 1883) to an attack by one of the con-
servative leaders:

‘Lord Salisbury constitutes himself the spokesman of a class—of
the class to which he himself belongs, who ftoil not neither do they spin;
whose fortunes—as in his case—have originated by grants made in
times gone by for the services which courtiers rendered kings, and
have since grown and increased, while they have slept, by levying
an increased share on all that other men have done by toil and labour
. to add to the general wealth and prosperity of the country.’

Terrible words, unlocking pent forces never hitherto in England
made so articulate. By autumn he had forced the cabinet to find
time and courage for a first-class controversial measure—fran-
chise reform. Since 1867 there had been different electorates in
the borough and in the county constituencies. In the former,
householders had a vote as such; in the latter, they had not.
Thus the towns were democratic, but the English countryside
remained under the territorial oligarchy—an electoral difference
which corresponded (save in mining areas) to a difference in
the structure of social life. In the seventies an agitation for
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democratizing the county franchise had been pioneered by
Trevelyan, who annually moved a motion about it. In 1877
Hartington, representing the whigs, had, as we saw in our last
chapter, accepted the principle. But now, when it came to details,
there were some to which he strongly demurred ; and it was only
after a severe struggle that Chamberlain overcame his resistance
in the cabinet. Early in 1884 the bill passed the commons easily,
Goschen alone opposing it from the whig angle. Butin the lords
the conservatives were very hostile; Lord Salisbury was an
extremist on the question; and as they durst not kill the bill
directly, they held it up with a demand that a Redistribution
Bill should be passed first, reckoning that in the storm of local
jealousies raised by the latter both bills would founder.? Glad-
stone denied the right of the second chamber to force a dissolu-
tion on this issue, and called an autumn session to resubmit the
bill. Meanwhile a fierce popular agitation stirred the country;
the phrases ‘the Peers against the People’ and ‘Mend them or
end them’ (coined by Chamberlain and Morley respectively)
now first became battle-cries; and the veteran Bright propounded
a scheme, not so unlike that enacted twenty-seven years later,
whereby the lords were to have a suspensory instead of an abso-
lute veto. But there were many in high places who dreaded
extremes—not least the queen and the prime minister; and even-
tually by a direct negotiation between Gladstone and Salisbury
the Franchise Bill and a scheme of redistribution were passed as
agreed measures. The United Kingdom electorate was raised
from about 3 millions to about 5 millions. Seventy-nine towns
of less than 15,000 population ceased to be seats; 36 of less than
50,000 lost one of their two members. The universities and the
boroughs between 50,000 and 165,000 alone remained two-
member constituencies; the rest of the country, rural and urban,
was artificially chopped up into single-member divisions; and
the historic communitates (counties and boroughs) ceased to be,
as such, tl}e basis of the house of commons. The individual for
the first time became the unit, and numerical equality (‘one
vote, one value’) the master principle. ,
Two features of this legislation call for comment. . First, it
extended the franchise to Ireland on the same terms as England,

¢ : .
These tactics were not extemporized ; they had been foreseen and recommended

by Lord Beaconsfield himself on the morrow of th 1
e 1880 election (Earl (A. J.
Balfour, Chapters of Autobiography (1930), p. 126). ( )
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while maintaining the full number of Irish seats. Secondly, it
abolished the plural-member! system under which the house of
commons had been predominantly elected, substituting single-
member constituencies. The first meant that all over Ireland,
outside the north-east corner, liberals and tories would be swept
away, and Parnell would reign supreme over a parliamentary
contingent much larger than a population basis warranted. The
second put a stop to the liberal party’s convenient device of
running whigs and radicals in double harness, one of each per
contest. This really spelled the end of the whigs. Neither feature
was designed to effect what it actually did. The first (against
which Hartington had striven) was pressed by Chamberlain and
the radicals on grounds of abstract principle; Parnell, grimly
aware of what it would mean in practice, sat very tight, doing
what occasions required of him, no more. The second was urged
by Hicks Beach on the disinterested ground that, unless two-
member counties were divided, their new electorates would be
unwieldy.

Whatever stimulus the franchise victory brought to the flag-
ging fortunes of the government was soon dissipated by the news
of the tragedy at Khartoum. Thenceforward it was doomed.
Apart from the Penjdeh affair and the Sudan evacuation, the
only important political episode before its fall was an attempt of
Chamberlain, supported by Gladstone, to promote for Ireland
a scheme of devolution involving county boards and a national
council. At one stage he thought to obtain the assent of Parnell
through O’Shea; though that unreliable intermediary only
ended by sowing mutual distrust in the two men. Later, Car-
dinal Manning secured for him the support of the Irish hier-
archy. But the scheme, opposed by the viceroy, Lord Spencer,
failed to pass the cabinet, all the commoners except Hartington
being in its favour and all the peers save Granville against. The
cleavage which had paralysed the Administration for so much of
its five years was complete. A tender of Chamberlain’s resigna-
tion was followed by Dilke’s, and the government was for some
weeks on the verge of breaking up, when it was defeated in the
house. Parnell had been approached from another side. Lord

! In addition to the prevailing two-member constituencies there had been created
in 1867 a certain number with three, in which each elector had only two votes;
the object being to give the third seat to the minority, where any large minority
existed. But these also were now swept away.
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Randolph Churchill, now by far the most active and aggressive
force in the conservative party, had publicly angled for his sup-
port on terms of discontinuing coercion; and this offer had been
confirmed in a secret official undertaking given to Justin Mc-
Carthy, Parnell’s first lieutenant.! Consequently on 8 June 1885,
when Hicks Beach moved an amendment to the budget, the
Irish vote enabled it to be carried by 264 to 252. As many as
76 liberals did not vote. Gladstone resigned the next day.

The situation was very like that of March 1873, when Disraeli
warily refused office and Gladstone had to go on again. But
Lord Salisbury was less wary; and after exacting a pledge of
tolerance from his opponent pending the general election, he
formed a minority government (24 June 1885), which lasted
almost exactly seven months. Perhaps the most notable thing
about this ministry was the choice of its head. At that date it
was inevitable; for the conservative leadership in the house of
commons was practically in dispute between Sir Stafford North-
cote and Lord Randolph Churchill. The latter, who had risen
like a meteor in the lifetime of the parliament, filled the part of
a conservative Chamberlain. As the radical leader fought the
whigs, so the tory democrat had fought his party’s ‘old gang’;
and as Chamberlain had riveted his power by forming the
National Liberal Federation, so Lord Randolph centred his on
the National Union of Conservative Associations—a ‘caucus’
directly copying the liberal one. In 1884 he had brought off
against his official leaders a bold and precarious stroke, resign-
ing from the chair of the National Union and being triumphantly
re-clected. At present he was just too young, and his already un-
rivalled popularity too recent, for him to take office as the party
leader; but conceivably he might have done so had Gladstone
lasted his full term. In that case conservatism would have re-
sumed Disraeli’s tradition; for Churchill was a democrat and a
social reformer. Salisbury was neither; a very great foreign
nﬁnister, he represented in home affairs the merely anti-progres-
sive section of his party. At a period when swiftly changing
conditions called for legislative action, he stood nearly always
on the side of doing nothing. Nor was his new post congenial;
‘he complained’, said Lord Carnarvon in November 1 885, ‘of his
office of Prime Minister, which he detested, though he liked the

' See McCarthy’s detailed account in his speech at Hull, 15 December 1887.



SALISBURY’S FIRST MINISTRY 91

Foreign Office’.? Yet his elevation in this interim fashion had
long results. It made him premier for over 133 out of the next
17 years. _~ :

The cabinet was composed mainly of ex-ministers. Its chief
new-comer was Churchill, who became secretary for India.
Earl Cairns having died the previous April, a Tory lawyer of
far less progressive outlook, Hardinge Giffard, took his place on
the woolsack with the title Lord Halsbury. The earl of Car-
narvon, who had twice quitted a Disraeli ministry—in 1864 with,
and in 1878 without, the approval of Lord Salisbury—went to
Ireland as viceroy. For the rest, Northcote became earl of Iddes-
leigh and lord president of the council, and Hicks Beach became
chancellor of the exchequer and leader of the house of commons.
Lord Salisbury’s promising nephew, A. J. Balfour, entered the
cabinet as president of the local government board.

Only two episodes of note occurred during the seven months.
One was the annexation of Upper Burma, for which, as Indian
secretary, Lord Randolph Churchill was immediately respon-
sible. Lower (or, as it was then called, British) Burma had been
conquered in the wars of 1824 and 1852, and was administered
from Rangoon by a chief commissioner under the government of
India. Upper Burma remained a native kingdom with its capital
at Mandalay. The last king, Thibaw (then spelt Theebaw),
who reigned from 1878, was barbarous and incompetent. His
ministers thought nothing of appointing notorious brigands as
provincial governors. Lord Salisbury was against intervention;
but the French in Tongking, flushed with conquest, began
sending emissaries into Burma. After a’ temporary check in
Tongking they were reconsidering their position, when Thibaw
chose the moment to commit the final outrage of confiscating
the Bombay-Burma Company’s property, in order to transfer
its rights to French rivals. Unaware that the French were no
longer inclined to accept the transfer, he refused arbitration.
In October we sent an ultimatum; in November 10,000 troops
from India occupied Mandalay, after suffering barely a dozen
casualties. Thibaw was deported; and on 1 January 1886 the
whole kingdom was annexed to the Crown. But a sporadic
struggle, half warfare and half dacoity, went on for another two
years.

The other episode concerned Ireland. The conservatives had

! Sir Arthur Hardinge, The Fourth Earl of Carnarvon (1925), iii. 198.
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come in by Parnell’s support, and were anxious to retain it.
They redeemed their promise about coercion. The system of
‘irm government’, which Lord Spencer had carried out for
three years with steadily increasing success, came abruptly to an
end. The Irish leader had advocated a peasant proprietary; and
to please him there was carried the first state-assisted scheme of
Irish land purchase—known as Lord Ashbourne’s Act. The new
viceroy, who had passed the act federating Canada in 1867 and
whom we saw trying to federate South Africa in our last chapter,
favoured giving Ireland a home rule status similar to that of a
Canadian province inside the dominion. In July he held special
secret conversations with Justin McCarthy, and on one famous
occasion (1 August 1885) with Parnell himself. Ten months
later, in debate before the vote on the Home Rule Bill, Parnell
revealed this approach; and the conservatives excused it as ten-
tative (which it clearly was) and unauthorized (which it cer-
tainly was not). We know now that Lord Carnarvon consulted
Lord Salisbury before the interview, and reported fully to him at
Hatfield immediately after. As for Parnell, he cared not from
whom he got Home Rule, provided he got it. Party for party, he
rather preferred the conservatives, because they could control
the house oflords. Confident in his coming strength, he declared
in August that the Irish in the new parliament would have ‘a
platform with only one plank, and that one plank National
Independence’. With the English press in full cry, both Harting-
ton and Chamberlain rebuked this. But Churchill’s and Salis-
bury’s speeches noticeably refrained from doing so, and Glad-
stone’s Hawarden manifesto kept a wide door open.

‘The month of September brought a diversion in the form of a
tremendous series of election speeches delivered by Chamberlain
all over the country. This was his famous campaign for the‘un-
authorized programme’. His scheme of social and agrarian re-
form looks moderate enough in the perspective of to-day, but it
made the ears of every one who heard it tingle. The queen was
horrified, and Lord Iddesleigh called him Jack Cade. The
country discerned that, after Gladstone, he was now the strongest
personality in English politics. Unhappily for himself Parnell
did not see it. He and Chamberlain were blinded towards each
other by O’Shea’s deception.

Meanwhile, wholly unknown to the public and his principal
celleagues, Gladstone was viewing politics from a quite new
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angle.” At least as far back as the beginning of August he had
reached the momentous conclusion that home rule must come.
Two things had especially helped to convert him—first, the rever-
sal of Lord Spencer’s policy by the conservatives, which supplied
public proof that Ireland could never be treated consistently and
outside party in the house of commons; and secondly, the conver-
sion (which, of course, was an official secret) of some very highly
placed men in Dublin Castle, including Sir Robert Hamilton,
who four years earlier had succeeded the murdered Burke as its
head. But in his seventy-sixth year the veteran ex-Premier was
not at all anxious to sponsor a change of this magnitude himself.
To convert the liberals would be difficult, and, if he succeeded,
would only throw the conservative party, including the house of
lords, against the policy. Pondering the precedents of 1829g
(Catholic Emancipation), 1846 (repeal of the Corn Laws), and
1867 (democratization of the franchise), he asked himself whether
the better method would not be that which they exemplified—
reform by a conservative leader receiving liberal support against
his own dissentients. And much that he knew or had been told
led him to expect such a role from Lord Salisbury.? Accordingly,
while convinced of the need in his own mind, he was very anxious
to do nothing which might queer the conservative government’s
pitch. He felt that he must keep his lips sealed; for Lord Salis-
bury could not easily commend to his followers anything that
already bore a liberal hall-mark. He felt also a profound distaste
for anything like ‘bidding” between the parties for the Irish vote.
That Parnell had contacts with Lord Carnarvon he knew from
the best source—Parnell himself.

But to the Irish leader ‘bidding’ appeared naturally in a dif-
ferent light. His duty was to secure in advance of the general
election the best terms that he could for his cause. He had a
valuable asset to trade with—the Irish vote in the English
boroughs; it had been well drilled, and he could throw it which
way he chose. His regular intermediary in negotiating with
Gladstone was Mrs. O’Shea; and on 3o October, a few weeks
after Lord Salisbury had made a remarkably pro-Irish speech

I Cp. Lord Morley’s Life (bk. ix, ch. 1); Lord Gladstone, After Thirty Years
(1928), p. 282; Barry O’Brien, Life of Parnell, ch. 18; J. L. Garvin, Life of Joseph
Chamberlain, i1 (1933), bk. vi. But see Appendix A, mfra, for some lights thrown
on the matter by anpubllshcd documents in the Gladstone Papers.

2 Cp., e.g., G. W. E. Russell, Malcolm MacColl: Memoirs and Correspondence (1014),
p- 122. But again see Appendix A.
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at Newport, he forwarded through her a ‘scheme’ of so much
home rule as he would like Gladstone to adopt. The dose was
moderate—more so than Gladstone’s own bill of the following
year. But the liberal statesman returned no answer until after
the general election, and his public utterances were of Delphic
ambiguity. Nothing was left for Parnell to do but to make the
best bargain that he could with the tories. Nobody now knows
just what his understanding was, for it must have been contingent
upon something which did not happen, viz. a conservative, or at
least a conservative-Parnellite, majority. But on 21 November,
two days before the first pollings, he cast the die. A mani-
festo was issued ordering the Irish'in Great Britain to vote con-
servative.

The electoral result was soon seen. Partly through the Irish
vote and partly because they had not forgotten Gordon, London,
- Liverpool, Manchester, and the towns generally, turned against
Gladstone. But in the counties the new electors, kindled by the
‘unauthorized programme’, repaid the party which had enfran-
chised them. On balance the majority of liberals over conserva-
tives in the new house totalled 86. Parnell, however, had swept
catholic Ireland, and his swollen following reached exactly the
same figure.! Thus the situation for which he had been working
during five years was realized with fantastic precision. He be-
came visibly the arbiter in parliament; though, while he could
keep either English party out of office, only the liberals were
strong enough for him to put them in.

On 19 December, after all but a few of the results were known,
Mrs. O’Shea on Parnell’s behalf wrote to Gladstone again, ask-
ing for an answer about his ‘scheme’. Gladstone replied at once,
and correspondence was resumed, yet still upon the basis that the
tory-Parnellite alliance continued, and that Gladstone wanted
it to continue. As late as Christmas Eve he declared in a letter
to her (i.e. in effect, to Parnell): ‘My wish and hope still are,
that Ministers should propose some adequate and honourable
plan for settling the question of Irish government, and that the
Nationalists should continue in amicable relations with them
for that purpqse.’ A few days earlier, meeting Balfour at the
duke of Westminster’s house, he had told him (and through him

' In 1880 the Irish home rulers elected had nominally numbered 60. But many

of these were really liberals, and Parnell’s fizhting nucl .
35. In 1885 the whole 86 were solid. ghting Aucicus conlprisedl onlyashiotlt
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Lord Salisbury) that, if the conservatives took this course, they
could count on his support. But even as he spoke the prospect
was doomed. The fatal blow had been dealt by Gladstone’s son
and secretary, Herbert. From good but mistaken motives, and
under circumstances that need not concern us, the young man
on 15 December disclosed to certain editors the secret of his
father’s conversion. Statements based on his indiscretion ap-
peared in two papers on the 17th and in all the press on the 18th.
It was impossible for Gladstone to deny them save in terms which
could easily be seen through; and after Christmas speculation
about his attitude drowned every other topic in politics. Events
moved almost at once towards a rupture of the alliance between
Parnell and the tories, and the substitution of one between him
and Gladstone. Carnarvon gave up the viceroyalty, and the
chief secretary, Sir W. Hart Dyke, also resigned. Gladstone was
left to break, as best he could, the effect of his conversion on his
colleagues and his party generally; while the conservatives re-
formed to fight on new and favourable ground as the defenders
of the Union against moonlighters and cattle-maimers.
Things could scarcely have turned out worse for home rule.
On the surface both English parties showed badly. Lord Salis-
bury looked as if he dropped Parnell because the election results
deprived him of usefulness; while Gladstone incurred the charge
of corruptly capitulating to the Irish chief for the sake of regain-
ing office. Neither tale was true, but the latter was by far the
more damaging. The situation was in other respects topsy-
turvy. Parnell’s election manifesto turned into a terrible blun-
der; for he had handed between 25 and 40 seats to the tories,
and every one of these would now mean a vote against home rule.
Besides, it had injured or irritated great numbers of liberals, and
rendered it very much harder for Gladstone to convert his party.
- Fundamentally, however, Parnell had made a worse mistake
than that. All through his career, in practising oderint dum
metuant towards the English politicians, he had forgotten that
there was an England behind them. He had never tired of say-
ing that he held himself responsible to his countrymen only, and
did not in the least care what the English thought or said about
him; his whole attitude expressed a deliberate hatred towards
their nation, which was not unnaturally returned. Moreover
some features in the Irish revolution—the shooting from behind
hedges, the hideous maiming of animals, the boycotting, and
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secret murder clubs—had been peculiarly repugnant to English-
men’s common instincts. If their short memories could.have
amnestied such things, the dynamite outrages at Westminster
and the Tower that very year were there to prevent oblivion. To
concede home rule to Parnell seemed like handing over Ireland
to a king of the ogres. .

For Gladstone his son’s indiscretion had destroyed all the fruits
of his own costly reticence. He saw precipitated the very con-
juncture which he wished to avoid. But he steeled himself to go
on. His hardest task was with his leading colleagues—Harting-
ton, Chamberlain, Bright, Harcourt, Selborne, and James. They
had an indisputable grievance. Yet they could allow much for
the veteran’s tactics ; they knew it was second nature to him to feel
his way, to hide his further objectives, to keep surprisés up his
sleeve. Perhaps if he had brought them privately together and
explained with candour, not only what he had concealed, but
why he had concealed it, they might have yielded. He never did.
One difficulty was that his reticence had not been impartial;
he had told to some more than to others. In fine, he handled
them badly; of those six only Harcourt came over.

His worst error related to Chamberlain. He entirely under-
rated his importance, hiding the truth from him after he had |
confided it to others, under circumstances which rendered con-
cealment very like deception. Yet it was Chamberlain who
destroyed his scheme. It was not merely that he made by far
the most powerful speeches against it.- The hostility of the con-
servatives could be discounted; so could the estrangement of
Hartington and the whigs; but that of the radical leader could
not be. His following all over the country was exceedingly large;
and his attitude threw against the bill, when it came to polling,
hundreds of thousands of the very voters who otherwise would
have felt bound by Gladstone’s lead. Yet here it may be that no
tact could have averted the schism. Chamberlain was not merely
acting in pique; and he certainly was not seeking his self-interest,
which lay plainly in following the party ticket. The sharp line
which he drew between his own proposals for devolution and
Gladstone’s for home rule may or may not convince us, but it was
sincere. Against giving Ireland anything to be called a parlia-
ment he really was a conscientious objector.

‘A few days after the queen’s speech Hicks Beach on behalf
of the government gave notice of a Coercion Bill. Next day
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(27 January 1886) ministers were defeated on an English agrarian
amendment (“Three acres and a cow’) moved by Chamberlain’s
henchman Jesse Collings. Lord Salisbury resigned the following
morning ; and Gladstone formed his third cabinet (g February)
amid a general confusion. It was no secret now that he was con-
verted to home rule, but it remained very uncertain what his
Home Rule Bill would be like. Hartington and Goschen de-
clined all offers, and Sir H. James, the previous attorney-general,
refused the lord chancellorship—said to have been never before
refused in modern times. Chamberlain joined the administra-
tion, but very doubtfully; and he only took the presidency of the
local government board. Sir William Harcourt became chan-
cellor of the exchequer, and Hugh Childers home secretary, their
previous positions being thus exchanged. Morley, who in un-
wonted divergence from Chamberlain was the strongest home
ruler in his party, entered the cabinet as chief secretary for Ire-
land ; while Lord Rosebery, then a mediator between whigs and
radicals, went for the first time to the foreign office.? Dilke was
not included because he had been made co-respondent in a
divorce case the trial of which was to open nine days later. Per-
haps the most impressive convert to home rule was Lord Spen-
cer. Eight months before he had headed opposition inside the
earlier cabinet to Chamberlain’s council scheme. Now he had
become convinced that no ‘firm’ government of Ireland was
feasible, since he saw the success of his own interrupted and lightly
thrown away even by a conservative ministry.

Events in the drama moved fast. On 26 March 1886, when the
Home Rule Bill was before the cabinet, Chamberlain and Tre-
velyan, the two leading radicals, with some minor ministers,
resigned. On 8 April amid phenomenal public excitement the
bill was introduced by Gladstone in a masterly g33-hour speech.
Its plan was to set up an Irish parliament and executive in Dublin,
which should have powers of legislation and control over all but

I According to Lady G. Cecil (Life of Robert Marquess éf Salisbury, 111 (1931), 225),
Queen Victoria vetoed Granville’s return to it, and also exacted from Lord Rose-
bery a promise that he would continue Lord Salisbury’s policy. The first would be
an exercise of the prerogative well recognized and illustrated in other instances.
The second would not. Lord Crewe, however (in Lord Rosebery (1931), 1. 259-62),
puts a good deal of water into Lady G. Cecil’s wine, averring of Granville that ‘not
only Queen Victoria but all his senior colleagues believed that foreign affairs ought
to pass into younger and stronger hands’, and of Rosebery that his motive for con-

tinuity was that ‘he and Gladstone both felt that their predecessor’s policy had been
prudent’. Granville went to the colonial office instead.
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reserved subjects. The chiefcategories reserved were those affect-
ing the Crown, peace and war, the defence forces, foreign and
colonial relations, customs and excise, trade and navigation, post
office, coinage, and legal tender. One-fifteenth of the charges
in the United Kingdom budget for ‘imperial’ purposes (i.e.
debt interest, defence expenditure, and some other heads) was
to be defrayed by Ireland; the rest of the revenue raised there
(subject to a large charge in the early years for the constabulary)
would be at the disposal of the Dublin parliament and govern-
ment. To safeguard the Irish minority, the new legislature was
to consist of two ‘orders’—in effect, a chamber and a senate, the
latter about half as numerous as the former and including at the
start the 28 elective Irish peers. But there were not to be two
houses; the ‘orders’ would form but a single chamber; though
they could vote separately when desired, and each had a suspen-
sory veto over measures brought in by the other. No Irish mem-
bers were to sit at Westminster unless summoned thither for the
special task of revising the Home Rule Act. Future Irish judges
would be appointed by the Irish government, paid by the Irish
exchequer, and enjoy security of tenure on terms exactly analo-
gous to the English. There were to be full rights of appeal from
the Irish courts to the judicial committee of the privy council in
London, which was also to be the forum for deciding whether
any act of the Irish parliament or government was ultra vires.
An essential part of the policy, though cast in a separate bill,
was a plan for simultaneously buying out the landlords. Of all
those details the one most criticized was the exclusion of the
Irish members from Westminster. Sick as they were of Irish
obstruction, many Englishmen at first liked this. Later it was
seen to destroy the stability of the whole scheme; since Ireland
could never be held long under a British parliament, which
would fix her taxes and pocket about 40 per cent. of the proceeds
but in which she would be unrepresented. On 27 May, when ié
was too late, Gladstone offered to reconsider this feature.

The measure never reached the lords, but on sixteen days in
the commons it was debated at very high levels of eloquence and
?;igci?grégchG;?iitZ?; slé(?ke five times with cgmpelling power.

: y directed the conservative opposition, to
whlc}} new force: came from the side of Ulster. But the fate of
::)he bill rested with the liberal dissentients. The leaders of their

pposite wings, Hartington and Chamberlain, happened to be
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two of the very strongest parliamentary debaters known in
modern times, and each intervened with crushing effect. Pos-
sibly an even deadlier blow was struck outside. The only sur-
vivor of the great figures coeval with Gladstone, John Bright,
made no speech; but a week before the fateful division he wrote
a short weighty letter of condemnation. About 1 a.m. on 8 June
1886 the second reading was defeated in a full house by 343 votes
to 313. Some g3 liberals voted in the majority. |

It was not a wide margin of defeat, nor did Gladstone yet
despair. A month earlier the National Liberal Federation had
declared on his side, and save in Chamberlain’s Birmingham
territory most of the party’s local associations did likewise. He
decided to dissolve; and in July the liberals and Parnellites, who
seven months before had appealed against each other to the
electors, engaged as allies in a common campaign. On the other
side the conservatives gave support to the dissentient liberals:
But it now appeared how much more anti-home rule the country
was than the house. Three hundred and ninety-four seats fell
to the victors (316 conservatives and 78 dissentient liberals) ; the
vanquished had but 276 (191 liberals and 85 nationalists). Glad-
stone resigned at once, and Lord Salisbury returned to office
with a composite majority of 118.

So ended the most dramatic thirteen months in modern Eng-
lish party history. The consequences went farther than then
appeared. The liberals, hitherto normally the dominant party
and expecting to be still more so on the widened franchise, were
for the moment disrupted and defeated. No one foresaw that,
excepting one brief triennium, their defeat would last nineteen
years.

The parliament elected in December 1885 is notable as being
the first since 1832 in which the British two-party system was
broken up by the appearance of a permanent third party, allied
to neither of the others, and strong enough to prevent either of
them from having a working majority without it. Had Glad-
stone been unwilling to concede home rule, his alternative would
have been to agree with Salisbury on a truce for the purpose of
joint opposition to Parnell. But such an alliance could not have
lasted long, since the recent conservative flirtation with the Irish
party had destroyed faith in a disinterested anti-Parnellite front.
And another dissolution, bringing back Parnell in undiminished
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strength, would probably have renewed the same arithmetical
problem. '

How this would have been resolved, it is idle to speculate; for
Gladstone, by embracing home rule, did at least restore the two-
party system. In form and spirit the Irish remained a separate
organization; but in fact down to 1914 they were linked with
the liberal party as being the only one from which they could
expect home rule. Moreover it resulted from their having a
national instead of a doctrinal basis that, though solid, they
could not expand. The ‘86 of ’86’ proved to be their high-
water mark.

Little noticed by the magnates of politics, the seed of a much
more radical challenge to the system was sown during this very
period. Following the failure of chartism, socialist ideas became
nearly extinct in England for a quarter of a century, though the
greatest socialist of the period, Karl Marx, was living as an exile
in London nearly all the time. In the seventies the exiles were
reinforced by many from France after the fall of the Paris com-
mune, and towards 1880 they began to make contacts with
the London radical clubs. In 1881 the Democratic (afterwards
Social Democratic) Federation was founded by H. M. Hynd-
man, an ex-conservative journalist and stockbroker, who had
studied Marx in a French translation. It became the first modern
English socialist body; and when in 1883 William Morris joined
it, his fame as a poet and art-craftsman brought it for a while a
number of pioneers in art or ideas. At the end of 1884 he left
it and founded the Socialist League; and meanwhile in January
of that year another set of men, very young and still obscure, but
brilliantly gifted, had founded the Fabian Society. In the winter
of 1885-6, when trade was bad, the Social Democratic Federa-
tion leaders organized meetings and marches of the unemployed.
On 7 February 1886 a meeting held by them in Trafalgar Square
led to considerable disorder, and windows were broken in Pall
Mall. For this four notable men—H. M. Hyndman, John
Burns,! H. H. Charppion, and Jack Williams—were prosecuted
at Bow Street; but in April an Old Bailey jury acquitted them

I B. 1858 in London of Scottish descent; went to w

engineer’s apprentice; learned to speak on the temperance
to trade unionism; early member of the Socjal Democrati
in London open-air agitation, 1886-7; and in the Dock Strike 1889; L.C.C
1889; M.P. 1892; president of the local government board, 1905-;4' pre’sidént. oi'
the board of trade, 1914; resigned at the outbreak of the European “,/ar.

ork at ten; at fourteen,
platform, passing thence
¢ Federation; prominent
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after a four-day trial. On 21 February a monster concourse of
50,000 in Hyde Park was broken up by the police.

Similar unemployed disturbances occurred in Manchester and
elsewhere. And the more seminal LLondon movements had also
their counterparts in the provinces. Edward Carpenter! (later
to become the uuthor and composer of England, Arise!) began
his propaganda in Sheffield the same year that Morris became a
socialist. A branch ofthe S.D.F. was formed in Glasgow in 1884.
A special stirring was that in the coal-fields. Before the Franchise
reform of 1884 very few miners had votes; then they were vir-
tually all enfranchised ; and very soon they began to talk of put-
ting up candidates of their own instead of voting for the squires
and carpet-baggers who had hitherto represented most of their
constituencies. One of the first to think thus was a young ex-
miner at Cumnock, who in 1886 after years of effort succeeded
in launching an Ayrshire Miners’ Union. His name was James
Keir Hardie, and we shall hear of him later.2

As yet, however, labour in parliament meant trade-union
officials elected as liberals. The first to become a minister
was Henry Broadhurst, originally an Oxfordshire stonemason;

whom Gladstone made under-secretary at the home office
in 1886.

I See p. 161.

2 B. 1856 in Lanarkshire, son of a ship’s carpenter; at seven went to work in
Glasgow; employed in coal-mines from ten to twenty; learned to speak on the
temperance platform, passing thence to trade unionism; dismissed and boycotted
by employers, was in 1879 elected a miners’ agent; in 1880 moved to Ayrshire to
organize miners there; in 1886, first secretary of the Scottish Miners’ Federation;
in 1888, first secretary of the Scottish Labour party; M.P. 1892-5; first chairman
of the I.LL.P. 1893 ; M.P. again, 1900-15; chairman and leader of the parliamentary
labour party, 1906 and 1907; d. 1915.



IV
FECONOMICS AND INSTITUTIONS, 1870-86

rrErR Waterloo the populations of what are now the four
A chief western countries had been approximately:

France (1821) . . : : 50°4 millions
Germany (lands of the subsequent Reich,

1815) : . . . . . 2I 5
United Kingdom (1821) . 1 o eZC I T
United States (1820) . . : . 96

Thus France still had a very long lead, though she was by no
means such a disproportionate giant among nations as she had
been in the later seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. The
United Kingdom was much farther behind in reality than the
table suggests, for nearly a third (6-8 millions) of its total lived
in Ireland, whose population, whether in peace or in war, was
in the main a source of more weakness than strength. Germany,
too, was still subdivided into a large number of separate sove-
reign states.
After the Franco-Prussian war the order was as follows:

Germany (1871) . - . . . 41 millions
United States (1870) - . . 385
France (1872) : . . - z GO
United Kingdom (1871) - - . g8

to which United Italy must now be added with a population (in
1871) of 26-8 millions. The reversal of positions between France
and Germany had been accentuated by the transfer of Alsace-
Lorraine; but France had fallen to third place before that. Ger-
many passed her about 1851, and the United States about 1868.
The United Kingdom did not pass her till 18go;! and it is impor-
tant to remember throughout the period of the previous chapters
that France, not England, was and always had been the larger
of the leading liberal Powers in nineteenth-century Europe—
hence the heavy setback to European liberalism after her over-
throw at the hands of Bismarck. The United Kingdom had fallen
behind Germany in consequence of Ireland ; whose population
(partly through the Famine but chiefly through emigration to
the United States) had not merely stopped growing, butactually

. I Even then Francc, by Mulhall’s reckoning, had over 11 per cent. more men
capable of bearing arms (M. G. Mulhall, 4th ed. (1899), Dictionary of Statistics).
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declined to 5°4 millions. But the island of Great Britain had risen
from 14 to 26 millions, of which 22-7 were in England and Wales;
a remarkable performance, seeing that in the same period it had
colonized Australia and New Zealand and sent a very large out-
flow to North America.

. Ten years later the same tendencies had gone still farther and
the order then became:

United States (1880) . . . . 50°1 millions
Germany (1880) . . . . . 452
France (1881) . o . . . 896 =,
United Kingdom (1881) . . . 352
Italy (1881) . . ’ . . . 284 ,,

The bearing of these figures on the risk of a French revanche
against Germany is obvious. Yet Bismarck did not feel safe till
he had formed the Triple Alliance of Germany, Austria-Hun-
gary, and Italy, which at its inception in 1882 had a combined
census population of 1114 millions. The next largest fighting
and diplomatic unit in Europe was Tsarist Russia with a popula-
tion on this continent (very difficult to mobilize) of 87 millions.
Within the United Kingdom Ireland had fallen to 5°1 millions;
Great Britain was 29+7 millions (less than 14 millions over Italy);
and 26 millions were in England and Wales, showing a density
of 446 per square mile, the highest in the world except Belgium.
When Gladstone first proposed home rule in 1886, the Irish
population was smaller than when Pitt passed the Act of Union.
Great Britain, on the other hand, had come near to trebling hers;
so that the risks to be apprehended from a decontrolled Ireland
were immensely less than they had been during the French wars.
But English opinion was slow to grasp this.

Population in England and Wales during the decade 1871-81
still grew rapidly. The increase over the ten years reached 16-9
per cent. ; it was 19-63 per cent. in the towns and 7-42 per cent.
even in the country. The mean birth-rate! for the decade was
354 per thousand and for the quinquennium 1881-5 it was 33-3.
By comparison the French birth-rate during the latter period

! The recorded birth-rate had been rising gradually since the forties, and the
highest point, 36-3, was reached in 1876. But the rise, which was in all slight, is
believed to be explained by gradually improved registration. Birth registration |
was first enforced under penalty in 1873. There is no evidence that the birth-rate
ever changed appreciably before 1877. What had quickened the growth of popula-
tion was the fall in the death-rate. (Cp. Harold Wright, Population (1923), pp.
101-6.)
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was 24-7, and the highest of the German birth-rates (that in in-
dustrial Saxony) was 41-g. The slight drop shown above in the
English rate meant more than then appeared; for the sequel
showed it continuous. It started from the year 1877, when a
prosecution of Bradlaugh' and Mrs. Besant? for publishing a
Malthusian pamphlet served to give methods of birth control
their first really wide advertisement in England. Its significance
was masked forsome time by the lower British death-rate; which,
at 21 per thousand for the United Kingdom in the decade 1871~
80, contrasted markedly with 24-g in France and 2%-1 in Ger-
many. In 1886, the last year in the series that we are consider-
ing, the excess of births over deaths was in England and Wales
13°3, in Germany 108, and in France 1°4.

The result of all this was that England throughout the period
of our first three chapters still had both the courage and the
difficulties of a rapidly growing community. If families of ten
or twelve children were no longer so common among the busi-
ness and professional classes as they had been a generation earlier,
families of six or eight were still normal, and the modern cne-
child or two-child family did not, as a type, exist. And while
population grew, wealth grew considerably faster. According to
an estimate by Sir Robert Giffen, the wealth of Great Britain
in 1875 was £8,548 millions, but in 1885 it was £10,03% millions.
The relative position of the western countries may be gauged
more or less by the figures of their external trade.

Foreign Trade in Lmillions

(Mulhall’s figures)

1870 1880 1889
United Kingdom . 547 698 740
France . . 227 339 811
Germany . . 212 204 367
United States . . 2 165 308 320
Belgium and Holland . 136 237 310
British Colonies . 128 203 298
Italy . ; . 5 66 91 94

* Sec above, p. 67. This prosecution h i i
. ] . 67. ad much to do with the anim
against him at Westminster. ks shows

* Annie Wood, b. in London of Irish
1867; separated from him, 1873;
radical for about ten years;
the essayists; transferred her
sophist leader and became.

Parents, 1847; married Rev. Frank Besant,
1673; associated with Bradlaugh as freethinker and
_].omed the Fabian Socicty, 1885, and became one of
interest to theosophy, 1889; settled in India as theo-
prominent in Indian nationalist movement; d. 1933.
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At the climax (about 1870) of the period of unparalleled pros-
perity, which began with the Californian and Australian gold
discoveries towards the end of the forties, British trade had
reached its relative zenith. The above table gives some idea of
its extraordinary lead. It will be seen that it largely exceeded
the trade of France, Germany, and Italy put together; and if you
added to it that of the British colonies, you could throw in that
of the United States on the other side and still beat the combina-
tion. By 1880 neither of those things held good ; and though the
increment of British trade was a very large one, it was much less
than the increments of French and German added together, and
not much more than the American alone. Any doubt that we
were relatively losing ground is completely removed by the 1889
figures, which show a German increment approaching double
the British and a Belgo-Dutch increment equalling the German.
Nevertheless even in 1889 British trade greatly exceeded that of
the two next countries put together.

The expanding modern production, of which all these growths
were an expression, was essentially based on expanding facilities
for transport. Just as in the beginning it had been the port of
Liverpool which gave rise to the Manchester cotton industry and
not vice versa, so it was the English invention of railways which
enabled the United States to become a great nation and later
rendered possible the pivotal iron and steel industry of Germany.*
Before railways America could only be colonized effectively near
the coast or up the rivers; and down to Pitt’s day the European
Powers valued a good sugar island like Jamaica or Guadeloupe
much above slices of the unprofitable, because inaccessible, main-
land. It had been the railways which opened up the prairies,
and now it was the steamers which brought the prairie wheat
into the markets of Europe. To provide rails, engines, and
engined ships new methods had to be discovered for producing
cheaply in sufficient quantities first iron and then steel ; and these,
too, England successively invented and pioneered.?

The iron age and the earlier railway age lie just behind this vo-
lume; but the steel age and the age of the triumphant steamships
comerightintoit. Bessemer’s process, the first for producing steel
cheaply on a large scale, had been patented in 1856; but it was

! To bring Germany’s ores to her coal required an overland haul of 150 miles.
3 In what immediately follows I am much indebted to the second volume (1932)
of Prof. J. H. Clapham’s masterly Economic History of Modern Britain.
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only in the seventies that steel really began to oust puddled iron.
Of pig-iron, the basis of them both, the output in Great Britain
exceeded that of all the rest of the world at so late a date as 1871.
Of puddled iron, a craft-product in which she held a long lead
through the number of her skilled puddlers, she seems to have
produced something like g million tons a year in 1872-3. There-
after there was a drop during the great depression; in 1882 the
figure was as high as 2-8 millions again ; but from 1884 it dropped
permanently owing to the growing substitution of steel all round.
Yet steel itself until the middle eighties was subject to a similar
British primacy. Down to 1849 both the large-scale processes
for making it—the Bessemer converter and the Siemens-Martin
open-hearth—could only use iron obtained from non-phosphoric
ores; and, the principal sources of such ores being Sweden and
Spain, they could very cheaply be shipped in the one case to
Middlesbrough and the north-east coast, in the other to South
Wales and Barrow-in-Furness. But the French and German
coal-fields, being inland, could not advantageously get them ;and
the abundant native ores within their reach were all phosphoric.
It was an Englishman, Sidney Gilchrist Thomas,! who discovered
how to make steel out of phosphoric iron by a method applicable
to either converter or open-hearth ; it was at Blaenavon and Dow-
lais that the first trials were made; and it was at the Bolckow-
Vaughan works in Middlesbrough that success (1879) was
proved. Onesometimes hears it said reproachfully that foreigners
were left to utilize this English invention. But the reason is that
they stood to gain most. It was a minor point for England to use
her native ores, though most of them are phosphoric; but a major
point that she lost her peculiar advantage. On the other hand,
the discovery created a gigantic German steel industry which
would not have been possible without it; and this, which by 1895
had a larger output than the British, played a very important
part in predisposing Germany to aggressive war and enabling

her after 1914 to sustain and prolong it. Also it had much to do
with the curtailment of Great Britain’s trade by German com-

' B. 1850 in London of a Welsh father; educated at Dulwich College; at
sevenieen became a clerk at Marlborough St. police-court; transferred to Thames
Qohcc-court, which he did not leave till 1879. Studied metallurgy at South Ken-
sington and experimented in a backyard; found the theory of his discovery, 1875;
first patent, 1877; final success, 1879; died of consumption, 1885. His coadjutor

{Kfasl his cousin, Percy Gilchrist, afterwards F.R.S., an ironworks-chemist in South
ales.
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petltlon from the middle eighties onward; for in the long pre-
vious period of her uncontested supremacy metallurgy had been
the very heart of her success.

The British railway systems changed over from iron to steel
in the seventies; the North-Eastern ceased buying iron rails in
1877.1 Their lay-out had by 1870 been completed in its main
features. But to the 15,620 miles then existing some 2,285 were
added by 1880, and another 2,150 by 18g0. These extensions
were mostly minor lines, though they did much to open up the
more secluded counties. But on major routes some of the largest
works were then carried out; in 1886 the Severn Tunnel was
opened, and about the same time the Forth Bridge was begun.
Generally speaking, however, the big advances in British trans-
port between 1870 and 1886 were not internal but external. If
the country owed much to metallurgy, it owed yet more to the
sea; and now, as the two joined forces, British shipbuilding and
shipping reached an extreme pre-eminence. For most of the
period construction was in iron, not steel, because iron was
cheaper; and to this was due our continued large output of
iron down to 1884 after the railwayshad ceased to useit. Wooden
- ships and sailing ships were still built, but iron and steam steadily
encroached. The fastest sailing-ships of the sixties (down to the
celebrated Cutty Sark of 1869) had been ‘composites’ (wooden
walls on an iron frame), and this fashion was not extinct in the
early eighties.? But iron sailing-ships had also been largely
built since 1860; and the launch of the famous Loch Garry? (1875)
confirmed iron as best till about 1884, when steel superseded it.
For steamers iron had come in decisively, when the screw super-
seded the paddle; but the fuel consumption of all the earlier
steamers was so high that for voyages of any length they were
almost confined to passengers and light valuable freight. The
use of compound engines* in a series of improved forms reduced
fuel consumption between 1863 and 1872 by one-half, and the

I Clapham, op. cit., p. 53.

2 The conservatism of the admiralty used ‘composite’ structure even with steam
propulsion till quite a late date. One of the author’s earliest memories is the launch
of a ‘screw composite gunvessel’ of g50 tons (H.M.S. Racer) at Devonport in 1884.

Such vessels were not ill suited for prolonged absences ‘showing the flag’ in distant
seas, as their coppered bottoms fouled less than iron.

3 Both the Cutty Sark and the Loch Garry are illustrated in R. J. Cornewall Jones’s
The British Merchant Service (1898) at p. 236.

4+ Chiefly the invention of John Elder of Glasgow (1824-69), a great genius
suddenly cut off. See D.N.B.
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tonnage saved from coal became available for goods. This was
one of the main factors in the sudden flooding of Europe by cheap
American wheat a few years later. Meanwhile the supersession
of sails by steam is shown in the following table:

Tonnage on the British Register

Sail Steam
1870 . . 4,580,000 901,000
1875 . e 4,200,000 1,900,000
1881 ., . 3,690,000 3,005,000
1885 . . 3,400,000 4,000,000

The tonnage of new ships builtin the United Kingdom from 1871
to 1880 inclusive was: sail 1,390,000, steam 3,190,000. Remark-
able as a productive effort in relation to the resources of the
period, it implies an even steeper increase in the volume of sea-
borne trade, since each steamer could make many more voyages
than a sailing-ship in the same time. The opening of the Suez
Canal in 1869 caused the downfall of the China tea-clippers,
fastest of sailing craft.' The speed of steamers took a jump in
1881 with the advent of the triple-expansion engine.? This was
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