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Programme du cours de préparation 3 'oral de YUELEC2 en L3 S6

L’oral de civilisation sera préparé dans le cadre d’un TD de 2 heures par semaine. Il portera sur une
liste d’une dizaine de textes de longueur moyenne, qui seront distribués sous forme de brochure au
début du second semestre. Des extraits seront étudiés en cours. L’oral portera sur des extraits non vus
pendant le semestre, afin de vérifier que I'ensemble des documents aura été lu. L'ouvrage suivant, qui
aidera les étudiants a contextualiser les textes étudiés, devra étre achetéetlu:

Francoise Grellet, dir., Crossing Boundaries. Histoire et culture des pays du monde anglophone, Rennes,
Presses universitaires de Rennes, 2012

1. Religion and politics (17th century)

John Locke, Letter Concerning Toleration, 1689 J\ 2

2. Democracy for rich white men only ? (long 19" century)
, 2.0
Thomas Paine, Rights of Man, 1791-92 i\

Thomas Babington Macaulay, “Reform that you may preserve” speech delivered in the House of
Commons on March 2, 1831 to support the Reform Bill rvg {

Frederick Douglass’s 1848 open letter to his former master, Thomas Auld, published in the North Star rhl

Emmeline Pankhurst’'s 1913 “freedom or death” speech '\ . 1-1‘6

3. American capitalism and imperialism (1880-1914)
Andrew Carnegie’s 1889 “Gospel of Wealth” '\ .bo

Theodore Roosevelt’s 1904 State of the Union Address {(which contains, among other things, his
famous corollary to the Monroe Doctrine) r 66

4. Segregation and Apartheid (1960s) %
.00

Nelson Mandela’s 1964 Rivonia Trial Speech ﬁ'

Martin Luther King’s 1968 “I've been to the Mountaintop” Speech ﬁt - ? 3

5. Class culture and class politics in Postwar Britain ’
Margaret Thatcher’s 1975 speech to the Conservative Party conference ’\ - é
Jeremy Corbyn’s May 9, 2017 Campaign Speech ’\ - 10‘

Mary Lou McDonald’s 2022 Speech on the Centenary of the Outbreak of the Civil War f, lo [{.
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THE EMERGENCE

OF. A MODERN NATION (1500-1688)?

CHRONOLOGY
Politics and Society Culture
1509 | Accession of Henry VIII
1516 More, Utopia .
1517 | Luther's Wittenberg theses
1534 | Act of Supremacy
#1543

Spheres

Copemicus, On the Revolutions of the Heavenly | '

Death of Henry VIII and accession of
Edward VI

Death of Edward VI and accession of Mary I

Death of Mary I and accession of Elizabeth I .

Acts of Supremacy and Uniformity

Thirty-Nine Articles of the Anglican Church

Faxe's Book of Martyrs, depicting the sufferings
of Protestants in the reign of Mary 1

1560-67

John Knox establishes Calvinism in Scotland

1577

Sir Francis Drake begins his circumnavigation
of the Globe

|1585-95

Nicholas Hilliard founds the British School of
miniature painting (or limning)

Execution of Mary, Queen of Scots

Marlowe, Doctor Faustus (or later?)

Spanish Armada defeated
Shakespeare's first plays (see p. 24)
Spenser, The Faerie Queene
Plague in London Shakespeare, Venus and Adonis
Shakespeare, The Rape of Lucrece

Hooker, Of the Lawes of Ecclesiastical Polity

Sidney, Apologie for Poetrie (written in the 1580s)

B Bacon, Essays
James V1, The True Lawe of Free Monarchies
The Globe theatre is built
Essex Rebellion: the Earl of Essex, a former
' royal favourite, leads a rebellion against
Elizabeth I, is found guilty of treason and
executed in the Tower of London
1603 | Death of Elizabeth I and accession of James VI
of Scotland to English throne as James I
1605 | Gunpowder Plot Bacon, The Advancement of Learning
1606 Jonson, Volpone
1609 Shakespeare, Sonsets
1611 | King James Bible
1612 Shakespeare’s last plays (see p. 24)
Webster, The Duchess of Malf
1614 * | Raleigh, The History of the World
Jonson, Bartholomew Fair
1620 |The Pilgrim Fathers sail to America on the Baéon, Novum Organum
Mayflower
1625 | Death of James I and accession of Charles 1
1627 | Bacon, The New Atlantis
1628 | Petition of Right
1629 | Parlisment dissolved: no Parliament until 1640 | Rubens paints the ceiling of the Banqueting
House in Whitehall
1632 Van Dyck in England: large-scale portraits of
the king
1633 | Donne, Poems




T 1639 | First Bishops’ War, a reaction to Charles I's
attempt at imposing a Book of Common Prayer B
on Presbyterian Scotland
1640 | Long Parliamént, operating until 1653
1641 |The Grand Remonstrance: statement of the
King's errors and list of needed reforms
1642 | First Civil War Theatres are closed
1644 Milton, Areopagitica
1645 | Execution of Archbishop William Laud
Creation of the New Model Army by Qliver
Cromwell
1648 | Second Civil War
1649 | Trial and execution of Charles I: abolition | Milton, The Tenure of Kings and Magistrates
of monarchy and England declared a Com-
monwealth
1650-60 Marvell writes his main poems |
1651 Hobbes, Leviathan
|._1653 Cromwell becomes Lord Protector
1656 Harrington, The Commonwealth of Oceana
1658 | Death of Cromwell: Britain governed by his Milton starts writing Paradise Lost (published
son, then by Parliament . . 1667)
1660 | Declaration of Breda: Charles II promiises a Pepys begins writing his diary
general amnesty and freedom of conscience Royal Society founded
Accession of Charles TI: Restoration
1665 | The Great Plague
1666 The Great Fire of London ;
1673 | A Test Act excludes Catholics from public
office - o
1678 | Exclusion Crisis (until 1681): attempts to Bunyan, The Pilgrim’s Progress
excludé Charles II's brother, James, Duke -of .
York, from the succession to the throne
1679 |Habeas Corpus
1680 Filmer, Patriarcha
1685 | Death of Charles Il and accession of James I
1687 Newton, Principia-
1688 | The Glorious Revalution




IMAGINING THE NEW WORLD (1620-1776)

CHRQNOLOGY

Politics and Society

Culture

1607

The first British settlement in America is
established in Jamestown, Virginia

1608

John Smith, A True Relation of Virginia

1614

Pocahontas, a Nadve-Anieﬁcan princess, marries
John Rolfe )

1619

First colonial assembly in Virginia under Gov. Sit
George Yeardley

The first shipment of Black slaves arrives in
Virginia; where the cultivation of tobacco is
starting to develop

1620

The Mayflower reaches the shores of America.
Those who would later be called the Pilgrim
Fathers establish the Plymouth colony, of which

William Bradford becomes governor in 1621, ,'

and sign the Mayflower Compact to lay down
the rules governing their life in the New World

1621

The Pilgrims in Plymouth celebrate the harvest
with Indian leaders, in what will later become

the Thanksgiving celebration

1622

Indian massacre in Jamestown, Va.

1624

.| John Smith, General History of Virginia, New

England and the Summer Isles

1630

Arriving on the Arbella, John Winthrop founds

the Massachusetts Bay Colony and becomes its.

governor

The Great Migration begins. Between 1630 and
1640, approximately 20,000 pilgrims come to
New England '

William Bradford starts writing Of Plymouth
Plantation

john Winthrop, “A Model of Christian Charity”.
Winthrop begins keeping his journal (published
in the 19 century as The History of New England
from 1630 to 1649)

1636

Roger Williams founds Providence, after being
banned from Massachusetts
Harvard College is founded




Politics and Society

Culture

1637

Anne Hutchinson is tried by the General Court
of Massachusetts and expelled from the colony
the next year. She flees to Rhode Island with her
husband

Thomas Morton, New English Canaan

1644

Robert Williams, The Bloody Tement of
Persecution, for Cause of Conscience

1646

Massachusetts Bay, Plymouth, Connecticut,
and New Haven colonies form the New England
Federation

1647

John Cotton, The Bloody Tenent, Washed, and
Made White in the Blood of the Lamb

1650

Anne Bradstreet, The Tenth Muse, Lately Sprung
Up in America (poetry)

1662

Signing of the Half-Way Covenant in Boston;
the modifications in the rules of Church
membership are meant to go against the decli-
ning rate of conversion )

1670

Joh Eliot, A Brief Narrative of the Progress of the
Gospel amongst the Indians in New England, in
the Year 1670

1676

Metacom's War (also called King Philip’s War)
between settlers and Indian tribes in Massachusetts
Bacon's rebellion is quelled by Governor
Berkeley in Virginia

Increase Mather, A Brief History of the War with
the Indians in New Evgland

1681

The Quaker William Penn founds the colony of
Pennsylvania ‘

Mary Rowlandson, The Sovereignty and Goodness

1682
of God

1691 | Plymouth Colony is absorbed by Massachusetts

1692 | Salem witchcraft trials

1700 Samuel Sewall, The Selling of Joseph

1702 Cotton Mather, Magnalia Chiisti Amaricana; or,
the Ecclesiastical History of New England

1704 Boston News Letter, first successful American

newspaper, is created (ceases publication in 1776)

1705

Virginia slave code, establishing the status of
slaves as property

1706

Cotton Mather, The Negro Christianized

1707

John Williams, The Redeemed Captive

1718

Foundation of New Orleans by the French

Benjamin Franklin founds the first circulating

1741

1731
library in Philadelphia
1732 . Benjamin Franklin, Poor Richard's Almanack
1734 | Evangelical revival in Massachusetts led by
Jonathan Edwards (“The Great Awakening’)
Jonathan Edwards, “Sinners in the Hands of an

Angry God”
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CATHOLICS AND PROTESTANTS

’ CATHOLICS

ANGLICANS LUTHERANS CALVINISTS
|
|
BASIC intermediaries no intermediaries
DISAGREEMENT g (Bible translated into French, German...)
WAYS to - faith + faith faith - faith +
SALVATION - behaviour . - predestination
(indulgences, NB: faith + social
charity) = a success =2 signs
means
CHURCH - hierarchy - hierarchy no hierarchy
ORGANIZATION|- Pope, - King, >>
archbishops, archbishops, sects
bishops... bishops...=
state church
CULT - 7 sacraments - 2 sacraments
- trans- ~ bread and wine= symbols
substantion
> ceremonies ceremonies simple metings
- Virgin Mary,
the Saints
CCL: |importance / importance given to reason, reflectionm
senses,
feelings
POLITICAL obedience sense of individual value
BEHAVIOUR ineqality Jleritical turn of mind
> monarchy > democracy
-ITERACY slow quicker progress
l [}
{ATERIAL - distrust - sign of"election’ >> spirit of enterprise
- charity for (|- contempt for

SUCCESS

the poor

the poor: lazy? (working is praying)
not elect ?
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john Locke, A Letter Concerning Toleration {1689)

The toleration of those that differ from others in matters of retigion, is so agreeable to the
gospel of Jesus Christ, and to the genuine reason of mankind, that it seems monstrous for men to be
so blind, as not to perceive the necessity and advantage of it, in so clear a light. { will not here tax the
pride and ambition of some, the passion and uncharitable zeal of others. These are faults from which
human affairs can perhaps scarce ever be perfectly freed; but yet such as nobody will bear the plain
imputation of, without covering them with some specious colour; and so pretend to commendation,
whilst they are carried away by their own irregutar passions. But however, that some may not colour
their spirit of persecution and unchristian cruelty, with a pretence of care of the public weal, and
observation of the laws; and that others, under pretence of religion, may not seek impunity for their
fibertinism and licentiousness; in a word, that none may impose either upon himself or athers, by the
pretences of loyalty and obedience to the prince, or of tenderness and sincerity in the worship of God;
| esteerm it above all things necessary to distinguish exactly the business of civil government from that
of religion, and to settle the just bounds that lie between the one and the other. If this be not done,
there can be no end put to the controversies that wifl be always arising between those that have, or
at least pretend to have, on the one side, a concernment for the interest of men’s souls, and, on the
other side, a care of the commonwealth.

The commonwealth seems to me to be a society of men constituted only for the procuring,
preserving, and advancing their own civil interests.

Civil interest 1 call fife, liberty, health, and indolency of body: and the possession of outward
things, such as money, fands, houses, furniture, and the like.

It is the duty of the civil magistrate, by the impartial execution of equal laws, to secure unto all
the people in general, and to every one of his subjects in particular, the just possession of these things
belonging to this life. If any one presume to violate the laws of public justice and equity, established
for the preservation of these things, his presumption is to be checked by the fear of punishment,
consisting in the deprivation or diminution of those civil interests, or goods, which otherwise he might
and ought to enjoy. But seeing no man does willingly suffer himself to be punished by the deprivation
of any part of his goods, and much less of his liberty or life, therefore is the magistrate armed with the
force and strength of all his subjects, in order to the punishment of those that violate any other man’s
rights.

Now that the whole jurisdiction of the magistrate reaches only to these civil concernments;
and that all civit power, right, and dominion, is bounded and confined to the only care of promoting
these things; and that it neither can nor ought in any manner 1o be extended to the salvation of souls;
these following considerations seem unto me abundantly to demonstrate.

First, Because the care of soulsis not committed to the civil magistrate, any more than to other
men. It is not committed unto him, | say, by God; because it appears not that God has ever given any
such authority to one man over another, as to com pel any one to his religion. Nor can any such power
be vestad in the magistrate by the consent of the people; because no man can so far abandon the care
of his own salvation, as blindly to leave it to the choice of any other, whether prince or subject, to
prescribe to him what faith or worship he shalt embrace. For no man can, if he would, conform his faith
to the dictates of another. All the life and power of true religion consists in the inward and full
persuasion of the mind; and faith is not faith, without helieving. Whatever profession we make, to
whatever outward worship we conform, if we are not fully satisfied in our own mind that the one is
true, and the other well-pleasing unto God, such profession and such practice, far from being any
furtherance, are indeed great obstacles to our salvation. For in this manner, instead of expiating ather
sins by the exercise of religion, 1 say in offering thus unto God Almighty such a worship as we esteemn
to be displeasing unto him, we add unto the number of our other sins, those also of hypocrisy, and
contempt of his Divine Majesty.

In the second place, The care of souls cannot belong to the civil magistrate, pbecause his power
consists only in outward force: but true and saving religion consists in the inward persuasion of the
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mind, without which nothing can be acceptable to God. And such is the nature of the understanding,
that it cannot be compelled to the belief of any thing by outward force. Confiscation of estate,
imprisonment, torments, nothing of that nature can have any such efficacy as to make men change
the tnward judgment that they have framed of things.

it may indeed be alleged, that the magistrate may make use of arguments, and thereby draw
the heterodox into the way of truth, and procure their salvation. | grant it; but this is common to him
with other men. In teaching, instructing, and redressing the erroneous by reason, he may certainly do
what becomes any good rnan to do. Magistracy does not oblige him to put off either humanity or
christianity. But it is one thing to persuade, another to command; one thing to press with arguments,
another with penalties. This the civil power alone has a right to do; to the other, good-will is authority
enough. Every man has commission to admonish, exhort, convince another of errour, and by reasoning
to draw him into truth: but to give laws, receive obedience, and compel with the sword, belongs to
none but the magistrate. And upon this ground I affirm, that the magistrate’s power extends not to
the establishing of any article of faith, or forms of worship, by the force of his laws. For laws are ofno
force at all without penalties, and penalties in this case are absolutely impertinent; because they are
not proper to convince the mind. Neither the profession of any articles of faith, nor the conformity to
any outward form of worship, as has been already said, can be available to the salvation of souls, unless
the truth of the one, and the acceptableness of the other unto God, be thoroughly believed by those
that so profess and practise. But penaities are no ways capable to produce such belief. Itis only light
and evidence that can work a change in men'’s opinions; and that light can in no manner proceed from
corporal sufferings, or any other outward penalties.

In the third place, The care of the salvation of men’s souls cannot belong to the magistrate;
because, though the rigour of laws and the force of penalties were capable to convince and change
men’s minds, yet would not that help at all to the salvation of their souls. For, there being but one
truth, one way to heaven; what hopes is there that more men would be led into it, if they had no other
rule to follow but the religion of the court, and were put under a necessity to quit the light of their
own reason, to oppose the dictates of their own consciences, and blindly to resign up themselves to
the will of their governors, and to the religion which either ignorance, ambition, or superstition had
chanced to establish in the countries where they were born? In the variety and contradiction of
opinions in religion, wherein the princes of the world are as much divided as in their secular interests,
the narrow way would be much straitened; one country alone would be in the right, and all the rest of
the world put under an obligation of following their princes in the ways that lead to destruction: and
that which heightens the absurdity, and very ill suits the notion of a deity, men would owe their eternal
happiness or misery to the places of their nativity.

These considerations, to omit many others that might have been urged to the same purpose,
seem unto me sufficient to conclude, that all the power of civil government relates only to men'’s civil
interests, is confined to the care of the things of this world, and hath nothing to do with the world to
come.

Let us now consider what a church is. A church then { take to be a voluntary society of men,
joining themselves together of their own accord in order to the public worshipping of God, in such a
manner as they judge acceptable to him, and effectual to the salvation of their souls.

i say, it is a free and voluntary society. Nobody is born a member of any church; otherwise the
religion of parents would descend unto children, by the same right of inheritance as their temporal
estates, and every one would hold his faith by the same tenure he does his lands; than which nothing
can be imagined more absurd. Thus therefore that matter stands, No man by nature is bound unto any
particular church or sect, but every one joins himself voluntarily to that society in which he believes he
has found that profession and worship which is truly acceptable to God. The hopes of salvation, as it
was the only cause of his entrance into that communion, sg it can be the only reason of his stay there.
For if afterwards he discover any thing either erroneous in the doctrine, or inCONgruous in the worship
of that society to which he has joined himself, why should it not be as free for him to go out as it was
to enter? No member of a religious society can be tried with any other bonds but what proceed fram
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the certain expectation of eternal life. A church then is a society of members voluntarily uniting to this
end.

ft follows now that we consider what is the power of this church, and unto what laws it is
subject.

Forasmuch as no sodiety, how free soever, or upon whatsoever slight occasion instituted
(whether of phitosophers for learning, of merchants for commerce, or of men of leisure for mutual
conversation and discourse,} no church or company, | say, canin the least subsist and hold together,
but will presently dissolve and break to pieces, unless it be regutated by some laws, and the members
all consent to observe some order. Place and time of meeting must be agreed on; rules for admitting
and excluding members must be established: distinction of officers, and putting things into a regular
course, and such like, cannot be omitted. But since the joining together of several members into this
church-society, as has afready been demonstrated, is absolutely free and spontaneous, it nacessarily
follows, that the right of making its laws can belong to none but the society itself, or at least, which is
the same thing, to those whom the society by common consent has authorised thereunto.

Some perhaps may object, that no such society can be said to be a true church, uniass it have
in it a bishop, or presbyter, with ruling authority derived from the very apostles, and continued down
unto the present time by an uninterrupted succession.

To these | answer. in the first place, Let them show me the edict by which Christ has imposed
that law upon his church, And let not any man think me impertinent, if, in a thing of this consequence,
t require that the terms of that edict be very express and positive.— For the promise he has made us,
that “wheresoever two or three are gathered together in his name, he will be in the midst of them,”
Matth. xviii. Z0. seems to imply the contrary. Whether such an assembly want any thing necessary to
a true church, pray do you consider. Certain 1 am, that nothing can be there wanting unto the salvation
of souls, which is sufficient for our purpose.

Next, pray observe how great have always been the divisions amongst even those who lay so
much stress upon the divine institution, and continued succession of a certain order of rulers in the
church. Now their very dissension unavoidably puts us upon a necessity of deliberating, and
consequently allows a liberty of choosing that, which upon consideration we prefer.

And, in the last place, 1 consent that these men have a ruler of their church, established by
such a long series of succession as they judge necessary, provided t may have liberty at the same time
to join myself to that society, inwhich lam persuaded those things are to be found which are necessary
to the salvation of my soul. In this manner ecclesiastical liberty will be preserved on all sides, and no
man will have a legislator imposed upon him, but whom himself has chosen.

But since men are so solicitous about the true church, | would only ask them here by the way,
if it be not more agreeable to the Church of Christ to make the conditions of her communion consist
in such things, and such things only, as the Holy Spirit has in the Holy Scriptures declared, in express
words, to be necessary to saivation? | ask, | say, whether this be not more agreeable to the church of
Christ, than for men to impose their own inventions and interpretations upon others, as if they were
of divine authority; and to establish by ecclesiastical laws, as absolutely necessary to the profession of
Christianity, such things as the Holy Scriptures do either not mention, or at lest not expressly
command? Whosoever requires those things in order to ecclesiastical communion, which Christ does
not require in order to life eternal, he may perhaps indeed constitute a society accommodated to his
own opinion, and his own advantage; but how that can be called the church of Christ, which is
established upon taws that are not his, and which exciudes such persons from its communion, as he
will one day receive into the kingdom of heaven, 1 understand not. But this being not a proper place to
inquire into the marks of the true church, | will only mind those that contend so earnestly for the
decrees of their own society, and that cry out continually the churoh, the church, with as much noise,
and perhaps upon the same principle, [16] as the Ephesian silversmiths did for their Diana; this, 1 say,
I desire to mind them of, that the Gospel frequently declares, that the true discipies of Christ must
suffer persecution; but that the chusch of Christ should persecute others, and force others by fire and
sword to embrace her faith and doctrine, { could never yet find in any of the books of the New
Testament.
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The end of a religious society, as has already been said, is the public worship of God, and by
means thereof the acquisition of eternal life. All discipline ought therefore to tend to that end, and ali
ecclesiastical faws to be thereunto confined. Nothing ought, nor can be transacted in this society,
relating to the possession of civil and worldly goods. No force is here to be made use of, upon any
occasion whatsoever: for force belongs wholly to the civil magistrate, and the possession of all outward
goods is subject to his jurisdiction.

But it may be asked, by what means then shall ecclesiastical laws be established, if they must
be thus destitute of all compulsive power? | answer, they must be established by means suitable to
the nature of such things, whereof the external profession and observation, if not proceeding from a
thorough conviction and approbation of the mind, is altogether useless and unprofitable, The arms by
which the members of this society are to be kept within their duty, are exhortations, admonitions, and
advice. if by these means the offenders will not be reclaimed, and the erroneous convinced, there
remains nothing farther to be done, but that such subborn and obstinate persons, who give no ground
to hope for their reformation, should be cast out and separated from the society. This is the last and
utmost force of ecclesiastical authority: no other punishinent can thereby be inflicted, than that the
relation ceasing between the body and the mernber which is cut off, the person so condemned ceases
to be a part of that church.

These things being thus determined, let us inquire in the next place, how far the duty of
Toleration extends, and what is required from every ane by it.

And first, § hold, that no church is bound by the duty of Toleration to retain any such person in
her bosom, as after admonition continues obstinately to offend against the laws of the sociely. For
these being the condition of communion, and the bond of society, if the breach of them were
permitted without any animadversion, the society would immediately be thereby dissolved. But
nevertheless in all such cases care is to be taken that the sentence of excommunication, and the
execution thereof, carry with it no rough usage, of word or action, whereby the ejected person may
any ways be damnified in body or estate. For all force, as has often been said, belongs only to the
magistrate, nor ought any private persons, at any time, to use force; unless it be in self-defence against
unjust violence, Excommunication neither does nor can deprive the excommunicated person of any of
those civit goods that he formerly possessed. All those things belong to the civil goverament, and are
under the magistrate’s protection. The whole force of excommunication consists only in this, that the
resolution of the society in that respect being dectared, the union that was between the body and
some member, comes thereby to be dissolved; and that relation ceasing, the participation of some
certain things which the society communicated to its members, and unto which no man has any civit
right, comes also to cease. for there is no civil injury done unto the excommunicated person by the
church minister’s refusing him that bread and wine, in the celebration of the Lord’s supper, which was
not bought with his, but other men’s money.

secondly: no private person has any right in any manner to prejudice another person in his civit
enjoyments, because he is of another church or religion. All the rights and franchises that belong o
him as & man, or as a denison, are inviolably to be preserved to him. These are not the business of
religion. No violence nor injury is to be offered him, whether he be christian or pagan. Nay, we must
not content ourselves with the narrow neasures of bare justice: charity, bounty, and liberality must
be added to it. This the Gospel [18] enjoins, this reason directs, and this that natural fetlowship we are
born into requires of us. If any man efr from the right way, it is his own misfortune, no injury to thee:
nor therefore art thou to punish him in the things of this life, because thou supposest he will be
miserable in that which is to come.

What | say concerning the mutual toleration of private persons differing from one another in
religion, | understand also of particular churches; which stand as it were in the same relation to each
other as private persons among themselves; nor has any ong of them any manner of jurisdiction over
any other, no not even when the civit magistrate, asit sometimes happens, comes to be of this or the
other communion. For the civil government can give no new right to the church, nor the church to the
civil government. 5o that whether the magistrate join himself to any church, or separate from it, the
church remains always as it was befare, a free and voluntary society. It neither acquires the power of
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the sword by the magistrate’s coming to it, nor does it lose the right of instruction and
excommunication by his going from it. This is the fundamental and immutable right of a spontaneous
society, that it has to remove any of its members who transgress the rules of its institution: but it
cannot, by the accession of any new members, acquire any right of jurisdiction over those that are not
joined with it. And therefore peace, equity, and friendship, are always mutually to be observed by
particular churches, in the same manner as by private persons, without any pretence of superiority or
jurisdiction over one ancther,

That the thing may be made yet clearer by an example; let us suppose two churches, the one
of arminians, the other of calvinists, residing in the city of Constantinopte. Wilt any one say, that either
of these churches has right to deprive the members of the other of their estates and liberty, as we see
practised elsewhere, because of their differing from it in some doctrines or ceremonies; whilst the
Turks in the mean while silently stand by, and laugh to see with what inhuman cruelty christians thus
rage against christians? But if one of these churches hath this power of treating the other ill, task which
of them it is to whom that power belongs, and by what right? it will be answered, undoubtedly, that it
is the orthadox church which has the right of authority over the erroneous or heretical. Thisis, in great
and specious words, to say just nothing at all. For every church is orthodox to itself; to others,
erroneous or heretical. Whatsoever any church believes, it believes to be true; and the contrary
thereunto it pronounces to be errour. So that the controversy between these churches about the truth
of their doctrines, and the purity of their worship, is on both sides equal; nor is there any judge, either
at Constantinople, or elsewhere upon earth, by whose sentence it can be determined. The decision of
that question belongs only to the Supreme Judge of all men, to whom atso alone belongs the
punishment of the erroneous. in the mean while, let those men consider how heinously they sin, who,
adding injustice, if not their errour, yet certainly to their pride, do rashily and arrogantly take upon
them to misuse the servants of another master, who are not at all accountable to them.

Nay, further: if it could be manifest which of these two dissenting churches were in the right
way, there would not acerue thereby unto the orthodox any right of destroying the other. For churches
have neither any jurisdiction in worldly matters, nor are fire and sword any proper instruments
wherewith to convince men’s minds of errour, and inform them of the truth. Let us suppose,
nevertheless, that the civil magistrate is inclined to favour one of them, and to put his sword into their
hands, that, by his consent, they might chastise the dissenters as they pleased. Will any man say, that
any right can be derived unto a christian church, over its brethren, from a Turkish emperor? An infidel,
who has himself no authority to punish christians for the articles of their faith, cannot confer such an
authority upon any society of christians, nor give unto them a right which he has not himself. This
would be the case at Constantinople. And the reason of the thing is the same in any christian kingdom.
The civil power [20] is the same in every place: nor can that power, in the hands of a christian prince,
confer any greater authority upon the church, than in the hands of a heathen; which is to say, just
none atall.

Nevertheless, it is worthy to be observed, and lamented, that the most violent of these
defenders of the truth, the opposers of errour, the exclaimers against schism, do hardly ever let loose
this their zeal for God, with which they are 50 warmed and inflamed, unless where they have the civil
magistrate on their side. But 50 soon as ever court-favour has given them the better end of the staff,
and they begin to feel themselves the stronger; then presently peace and charity are to be laid aside:
otherwise, they are refigiously tobe observed, Where they have not the power to carry on persecution,
and to become masters, there they desireto {iva upon fair terms and preach up toleration. When they
are not strengthened with the civil power, then they can bear most patiently, and unmovedly, the
contagion of idolatry, superstition, and heresy in their neighbourhood; of which, on other occasions,
the interest of religion makes them to be extremely apprehensive. They do not forwardly attack those
errours which are in fashion at court, or are countenanced by the government. Here they can be
content to spare their arguments: which yet, with their leave, is the only right method of propagating
truth; which has no such way of prevailing, as when strong arguments and good reason are joined with
the softness of civility and good usage.
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No-body therefore, in fine, neither single persons, nor churches, nay, nor even
commonwealths, have any just titie to invade the civil rights and worldly goods of each other, upon
pretence of religion. Those that are of another opinion, would do well to consider with themseives
how pernicious a seed of discord and war, how powerful a provocation to endiess hatreds, rapines,
and slaughters, they thereby furnish unto mankind. No peace and security, no not so much as commaon
friendship, can ever be established or preserved amongst men, s0 tong as this opinion prevails “that
dominion is founded in grace, and that religion is to be propagated by force of arms.”

In the third place: Let us see what the duty of toleration requires from those who are
distinguished from the rest of mankind, from the laity, as they please to call us, by some ecclesiastical
character and office; whether they be bishops, priests, presbyters, ministers, or hawever else dignified
or distinguished. 1t is not my business to enquire here into the original of the power or dignity of the
clergy. This only | say, that whencesoever their authority be sprung, since itis ecclesiastical, it oughtto
be confined within the bounds of the church, nor ¢an it in any manner be extended to civil affairs;
because the church itself is a thing absolutely separate and distinct from the commonweaith. The
houndaries on bath sides are fixed and immoveable. He jumbles heaven and earth together, the things
most remote and opposite, who mixes these societies, which are, in their original, end, business, and
in every thing, perfectly distinct, and infinitely different from each other. No man therefore, with
whatsoever ecclesiastical office he be dignified, can deprive another man that is not of his church and
faith, either of liberty, or of any part of his worldly goods, upon the account of that difference whichis
between them in religion. For whatsoever is not lawful to the whole church cannot by any ecclesiastical
right, become lawful to any of its members.

But this is not all. It is not enough that ecdlesiastical men abstain from violence and rapine, and
all manner of persecution. He that pretends to be a successor of the apostles, and takes upon him the
office of teaching, is obliged also to admonish his hearers of the duties of peace and good-will towards
all men; as well towards the erroneous as the orthodox; towards those that differ from them in faith
and worship, as well as towards those that agree with them therein: and he ought industriously to
exhort alt men, whether private persons or magistrates, if any such there be in his church, to charity,
meekness, and toleration; and diligently endeavour to allay and temper all that heat, and unrea sonable
averseness of mind, which either any man’s fiery zeal for his own sect, or the craft of others, has
kindled against dissenters. | will not undertake to represent how happy and how great would be the
fruit, both in church and state, if the pulpits every-where sounded with this doctrine of peace and
roleration; lest | should seem to reflect too severely upon those men whose dignity | desire not to
detract from, nor would have it diminished either by others or themselves. But this | say, that thus it
ought to be. And if any one that professes himself to be a minister of the word of God, a preacher of
the gospel of peace, teach otherwise; he either understands not, or neglects the business of his calling,
and shall one day give account thereof unto the Prince of Peace. If christians are to be admonished
that they abstain from all manner of revenge, even after repeated provocations and multiplied injuries;
how much more ought they who suffer nothing, who have had no harm done them, to forbear
violence, and abstain from all manner of ifl usage towards those from whom they have received none?
This caution and temper they ought certainly to use towards those who mind only their own business,
and are solicitous for nothing but that, whatever men think of them, they may worship Gad in that
manner which they are persuaded is acceptable to him, and in which they have the strongest hopes of
eternal salvation. In private domestic affairs, in the management of estates, in the conservation of
bodily health, every man may consider what suits his own conveniency, and follow what course he
likes best. No man complains of the it management of his neighbour’s affairs. No man is angry with
another for an errour committed in sowing his land, or in marrying his daughter. No-body corrects a
spendthrift for consuming his substance in taverns. Let any man pull down, or build, or make
whatsoever expences he pleases, no-body murmurs, no-body controls him; he has his liberty. But if
any man do not frequent the church, if he do not there conform his behaviour exactly to the
accustomed ceremonies, or if he brings not his children to be initiated in the sacred mysteries of this
or the other congregation; this immediately causes an uproar, and the neighbourhood is filled with
noise and clamour. Every one is ready to be the avenger of so great a crime. And the zealots hardly
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have patience to refrain from violence and rapine, so long till the cause be heard, and the poor man
be, according to form, cendemned to the foss of liberty, goods or life. Oh that our ecclesiastical orators,
of every sect, would apply themselves, with all the strength of argument that they are able, to the
confounding of men’s errours! But let them spare their persons, Let them not supply their want of
reasons with the instruments of force, which belong to another jurisdiction, and do ill become a
churchman’s hands. Let them not call in the magistrate’s authority to the aid of their eloquence, or
learning; lest perhaps, whilst they pretend only love for the truth, this their intemperate zeal, breathing
nothing but fire and sword, betray their ambition, and show that what they desire is temporal
dominion. For it will be very difficult to persuade men of sense, that he, who with dry eyes, and
satisfaction of mind, can deliver his brother unto the executioner, 10 be burnt alive, does sincerely and
heartily concern himself to save that brother from the flames of hell in the world to come.

In the last place. Let us now consider what is the magistrate’s duty in the business of toleration:
which is certainly very considerable.

We have already proved that the care of souls does not belong to the magistrate: not a
magisterial care, | mean, if | may so call it, which consists in prescribing by laws, and compeliing by
punishments. But a charitable care, which consists in teaching, admonishing, and persuading, cannot
be denied unto any man, The care therefore of every man's soul belongs unto himsetf, and is to be left
unto himself. But what if he neglect the care of his soul? | answer, what if he neglect the care of his
health, or of his estate; which things are nearlier related to the government of the magistrate than the
other? Will the magistrate provide by an express law, that such an one shall nat become poor or sick?
Laws provide, as much as is possible, that the [24] goods and health of subjects be not injured by the
fraud or violence of others; they do not guard them from the negligence or ill-husbandry of the
possessors themselves, No man can be forced to be rich or healthful, whether he will or no. Nay God
himself will not save men against their wills. Let us suppose, however, that some prince were desirous
to force his subjects to accurnulate riches, or to preserve the health and strength of their bodies. Shall
it be provided hy law, that they must consult none but Roman physicians, and shall every one be bound
to live according to their prescriptions? What shall no potion, no broth, be taken, but what is prepared
either in the Vatican, suppose, or in a geneva shop? Or, to make these subjects rich, shall they all be
obliged by law to become merchants, of musicians? Or, shall every one turn victualler, or smith,
because there are some that maintain their families plentifully, and grow rich in those professions?
But it may be said, there are a thousand ways to wealth, but one only way to heaven. It is well said
indeed, especially by those that piead for compelling men into this or the other way; for if there were
several ways that lead thither, there would not be so much as a pretence left for compulsion. But now,
if | be marching on with my utmost vigour, in that way which, according to the sacred geography, leads
straight to Jerusalem; why am | beaten and ilt-used by others, because, perhaps, | wear not buskins;
because my hair is not of the right cut; because, perhaps, | have not been dipt in the right fashion;
because | eat flesh upon the road, or some other food which agrees with my stomach; because t avoid
certain by-ways, which seem unto me to lead into briars or precipices; because, amongst the several
paths that are in the same road, | choose that to walk in which seems to be the straightest and cleanest;
because | avoid to keep company with some travellers that are less grave, and others that are mare
sour than they ought to be; or in fine, because ! follow a guide that either is, or is not, cloathed in
white, and crowned with a mitre? Certainly, if we consider right, we shalt find that for the most part
they are such frivolous things as these, that, without any prejudice to religion to the salvation of souls,
if not accompanied with superstition or hypocrisy, might either be observed or omitted; 1 say, they are
such like things as these, which breed implacable enmities among christian brethren, who are all
agreed in the substantial and truly fundamental part of religion.

But let us grant unto these zealots, who condemn all things that are not of their mode, that
from these circumstances arise different ends. What shall we conclude from thence? There is only one
of these which is the true way to eternal happiness. But, in this great variety of ways that men follow,
it is still doubted which is this right one. Now neither the care of the commonwealth, nor the right of
enacting laws, does discover this way that leads to heaven more certainly tathe magistrate than every
private man’s search and study discovers it unto himself. | have a weak body, sunk under & languishing
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disease, for which, 1 suppose, there is only one remedy, but that unknown. Does it therefore belong
unto the magistrate to prescribe me a remedy, because there is but one, and because it is unknown?
Because there is but one way for me to escape death, will it therefore be safe for me to do whatsoever
the magistrate ordains? Those things that every man ought sincerely to inquire into himself, and by
meditation, study, search, and his own endeavours, attain the knowledge of, cannot be looked upon
as the peculiar profession of any one sort of men. Princes indeed are born superiour unto other men
in power, but in nature equal. Neither the right, nor the artof ruling, does necessarily carry along with
it the certain knowledge of other things; and least of all of the true religion; for if it were so, how could
it come to pass that the lords of the earth should differ so vastly as they do in religious matters? But
let us grant that it is probable the way to eternal life may be better known by a prince than by his
subjects; or at least, that in this incertitude of things, the safestand most commodious way for private
persons is to follow his dictates. You will say, what then? If he should bid you follow merchandize for
your livelihood, would you dedline that course for [26] fear it should not succeed? 1 answer, | would
turn merchant upon the prince’s command, because in case | should have ill success in trade, he is
abundantly able to make up my loss some other way. If it be true, as he pretends, that he desires |
should thrive and grow rich, he can set me up again when unsuccessful voyages have broke me, But
this is not the case, in the things that regard the life to come. If there | take a wrong course, if in that
respect | am once undone, it is not in the magistrate’s power to repair my loss, to ease my suffering,
or to restore me in any measure, much less entirely to a good estate. What security can be given for
the kingdom of heaven?

Perhaps some will say, that they do not suppose this infallible judgment that all men are bound
to follow in the affairs of religion, to be in the civil magistrate, but in the church. What the church has
determined, that the civil magistrate orders to be observed; and he provides by his authority, that
nobady shall either act or believe, in the business of religion, otherwise than the church teaches; so
that the judgment of those thingsis in the church. The magistrate himself yields obedience thereurnto,
and requires the like obedience from others. | answer: Who sees not how frequently the name of the
church, which was so venerable In the time of the apostles, has been made use of to throw dust in
people’s eyes, in following ages? But however, in the present case it helps us not. The one only narrow
way which leads to heaven is not better known to the magistrate than to private persons, and
therefore | cannot safely take him for my guide, who may probably be as ignorant of the way as myself,
and who certainly is less concerned for my salvation than | myself am. Amongst so many kings of the
jews, how many of them were there whom any lsraelite, thus blindly following, had not fallen into
idolatry, and thereby into destruction? Yet nevertheless, you bid me be of good courage, and tell me
that all is now safe and secure, because the magistrate does not now enjoin the observance of his own
decrees in matters of refigion, but only the decrees of the church. Of what church, | beseech you? Of
that [27] which certainly likes him best. As if he that compels me by laws and penalties to enter into
this or the other church, did not interpose his own judgment in the matter. What difference is there
whether he lead me himself or deliver me over to be led by others? | depend both ways upon his wilf,
and it is he that determines both ways of my eternal state. Would an Israelite, that had worshipped
Baal upon the command of his king, have been in any better condition, because somebody had told
him that the king ordered nothing in religion upon his own head, nor commanded any thing to be done
by his subjects in divine worship, but what was approved by the counsel of priests, and declared to be
of divine right by the doctors of the church? If the religion of any church become therefore true and
saving, because the head of that sect, the prelates and priests, and those of that tribe, do all of them,
with all their might, extol and praise it: what religion can ever be accounted erroneous, false and
destructive? 1 am doubtful concerning the doctrine of the socinians, | am suspicious of the way of
worship practised by the papists or lutherans; will it be ever a jot the cafer for me to join either unto
the one or the other of those churches, upon the magistrate’s command, because he commands
nothing in religion but by the authority and counsel of the doctors of that church?

But to speak the truth, we must acknowledge that the church, if a convention of clergymen,
making canons, must be called by that name, is for the most part more apt to be influenced by the
court, than the court by the church. How the church was under the vidissitude of orthodox and arian
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emperors is very well knowm, Or if those things be too remote, our modern English history affords us
fresher examples, in the reigns of Henry VIl Edward Vi. Mary, and Elizabeth, how easily and smoothly
the-clergy changed their decrees, their articles of faith, their form of worship, every thing, according
to the inclination of those kings and queens. Yet were those kings and queens of such different minds,
in points of religion, and enjeined thereupon such different things, that no man in his wits, | [28] had
almost said none but an atheist, will presume to say that any sincere and upright worshipper of God
could, with a safe conscience, obey their several decrees, To conclude, 1t is the same thing whether a
king that prescribes laws to another man’s religion pretend to do it by his own judgment, or by the
ecclesiastical authority and advice of others. The decisions of church-men, whose differences and
disputes are sufficiently known, cannot be any sounder, or safer than his: nor can all their suffrages
joined together add any new strength unto the civil power. Though this also must e taken notice of
that princes seldom have any regard to the suffrages of ecclesiastics that are not favourers of their
own Faith and way of worship.

But after all, the principal consideration, and which absolutely determines this controversy, is
this: Although the magistrate’s opinion in religion be sound, and the way that he appaints be truly
evangelical, yet if | be not thoroughly persuaded thereof in my own mind, there will be no safety for
me in following it. No way whatsoever that | shall walk in against the dictates of my conscience, will
ever bring me to the mansions of the blessed. | may grow rich by an art that 1 take not delight in; | may
be cured of some disease by remedies that1 have not faith in; but 1 cannot be saved by a religion that
| distrust, and by a worship that | abhor. it is in vain for an unbeliever to take up the outward show of
anather man's profession. Faith only, and inward sincerity, are the things that procure acceptance with
God. The most likely and most approved remedy can have no effect upon the patient, if his stomach
reject it as soon as taken; and you will in vain cram a medicinedown a sick man’s throat, which his
particular constitution will be sure to turn into poison. In a word; Whatsoever may be doubtful in
religion, yet this at leastis certain, that no religion, which 1 believe not to be true, can be either true or
profitable unto me. In vain therefore do princes compel their subjects to come into their church-
comimunion, under pretence of saving their-souls. If they-believe, they will come of their own accord;
if they believe not, their coming will [29] nothing avail them. How great soever, in fine, may be the
pretence of good-will and charity, and concern for the salvation of men's souls, men cannot be forced
to be saved whether they will or no; and therefore when all is done, they must be left to their own
consciences.
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NATURE AND CULTURE:
THE AMBIGUITIES OF AN AGE OF MUTATIONS (1 789—1837)

CHRONOLOGY
Polites and Society Culture

1789 | French Revolution Bentham, Introduction to the Principles of
Morals and Legislation
Blake, Songs of Innocence

1790 | . Burke, Reflections on the Revolution in France

1791-92 o Paine, The Rights of Man
1792 _ . Wollstonecraft, A Vindication of the Rights of
: . Woman

1793 | War with revolutionary France (ends in 1802) | Godwin, Political Justice

1794 Radcliffe, The Mysteries of Udolpho

Theories about the “Picturesque movement”:
Uvedale Price, Essay on the Picturesque;
" | Richard Payne Knight, The Landscape, a Poem
. Blake, Songs of Experience

1798 Wordsworth and Coleridge, Lyrical Ballads
Malthus, Essay on she Principle of Population

1800 | Act of Union with Ireland
1802 | Factories Act

1803 | War with France (ends in 1815)
1805 . Wordsworth starts writing The Prelude

1807 | Abolition of slave trade in the British Empire
1811/ | “Luddite” Riots Austen, Sense and Sensibility

1813 | Robert Owen sets up his factory in New Lanark | Owen, New Vision of Society
) Austen, Pride and Prejudice

1814 Scott, Waverley
1815 | Victory over Napoleon '
Com Laws passed
1816 ' Coleridge, Kubla Khan
1817 } Keats, Poents’
+ | Coleridge, Biographia Literaria
1818 Austen, Northanger Abbey

M. Shelley, Frankenstein
1819 | Peterloo massacre: workers killed at a|Lord Byron, Don Juan

Parliamentary reform meeting Scott, lvanhoe
1820 | Accession of George IV P.B. Shelley, Prometheus Unbound
Keats, Odes
1821 : De Quincey, Confessions of an English Opium
Eater

1825 | Cotton Mills and Factories Act
First English railway opened

1828 | Repeal of Test'and Corporation Acts, which
made holding of public office conditional
on receiving Holy Communion accarding to
' | Anglican rites

1829 | Catholic Emancipation Act
1830 | Accession of William IV
1831 | Swing Riots )

1832 | Reform Act Tennyson, Poems
‘ 1833 | Abolition of slavery in the British empire
Factory Act
1834 | Poor Law Amendment Act
1837 | Accession of Queen Victoria Dickens, Oliver Twist
N Carlyle, The French Revolution
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SHAPING THE NATION (1776-1860)

CHRONOLOGY' .

To avoid overlaps and repetitions, the following chronology is common to |

chapters IX and X: Shaping the Nation—Tears in the National Fabric.

Politics and Soclety

Culture

1754

Beginning of the Seven Years' War (or “French
and Indian War")

1762

Louisiana is transferred from France to Spain by
the Treaty of Fontainebleau

John Woolman, “Considerations on Keeping
Negroes” (non-fiction)

1763

The Treaty of Paris ends the Seven Years' War.
The British gain contro} of New France {Canada)
A royal proclamation forbids settlements by

‘Whites west of the Appalachian mountains

1764

Sugar Act and Currency Act are passed

James Otls, The Rights of the British Colonies
Asserted and Proved (non-fiction)

1765

The Stamp Act gives rise to strong protests
among the colonists, and is eventually repealed
(in 1766)

The Stamp Act Congress, meeting in New York,
adopts a Declaration of Rights and Grievances

1767

Townshend Acts tax products such as paper, tea
or ofl

Daniel Boone starts exploring territories west of
the Appalachians

1770

Boston Massacre: British soldiers kill five
civilians. The event is exploited by orators who
want British troops removed from the city

1771

" | Philip Freneau, “A Poem on the Rising Glory of

America” (poetry)

1773

Tea Act, leading to the Boston Tea Party, during
which settlers dressed as Indians drop shipments
of tea into the bay as a sign of protest against the
Townshend Act :

Phillis Wheatley, Poems on Various Subjects,
Religious and Moral (poetry)

1774

Parliament passes Coercive Acts (called
“Intolerable Acts” by the colonists) imposing
severe restrictions on Massachusetts’ political
independence

The first Continental Congress meets in
Philadelphia

Edmund Burke makes a speech in front of
the British Parliament to support repeal of the
Townshend tea tax

Thomas Jefferson, A Summary View of the Rights
of British America (non-fiction)

1775

Beginning of the Revolutionary War with the
battles of Lexington and Concord

George Washington is named Commander in
Chief .

At the Battle of Bunker Hill, the British defeat
the Americans but lose hundreds of men

Samuel Jolinson, “Taxation, No Tyranny” (non-
fiction)

1776

Congress adopts the Declaration of Indepen-
dence

Thomas Paine, Common Sense (non-fiction)

1778

France allies itself with the Insurgents against
the British

1781

Ratification of the Articles of the Confederation
The British (under the leadership of General
Cornwallis) surrender at Yorktown, Va

1782

St. John de Crévecoeur, Letters from an American
Farmer (non-fiction) =~

11783

The Treaty of Paris ends the war

1786

Shay's rebellion in central Massachusetts
Virginia Statute for Religious Freedom

Thomas Jefferson, Notes on the State Virginia
(non-fiction)

1787

The Constitutional Convention meets in
Philadelphia

The Northwest Ordinance bans slavery from the
newly created Northwest territory

“Publius” (James Malison, John Jay, Alexander
Hamilton) starts publishing articles defending
the Constitution, later collected as The Federalist
Papers (non-fiction)

1788

The United States Constitution is adopted after
being ratified by New Hampshire

1789

George Washington inaugurated president of
the U.S.

1791

Adoption of the Bill of Rights




1793

Engineer Eli Whitney invents the cotton gin

1794

Benjamin Franklin, Autobiography

1799

Death of George Washington

Charles Brockden Brown, Ormond and Edgar Huntly

1803

Louisiana purchase: Napoleon sells Louisiana
Territory to the U.S.

-

1804

Lewis and Clark expedition (will reach the
Pacific Ocean in 1805)

Aaron Bur kills Alexander Hamilton in a duel
Independence of Haiti

1806

Noah Webster, Compendious Dictionary of the
English Language '

1808

Congress outlaws the importation of African
slaves

1812

U.S. declares war on Great Britain (1812-14)

1816

Foundation of the American Colonization

Society by Henry Clay

=

Politics and Society

Culture

1817

Beginning of the construction of the Erie Canal

John Trumibull, Declaration of Independence
(painting)

1819

East Florida ceded to the U.S. by Spain
Financial panic

Washington Irving, The Sketch Book

1820

Missour! compromise outlaws slavery north of
‘the parallel 36°30'

1823

President Monroe outlines his-“doctrine” on
foreign affairs in his message to Congress, stating
that European incursions on the American conti-
nent will be considered as an aggression

James Fenimore Cooper, The Pioneers ‘

1826

“Thomas Jefferson and John Adams die on

the 50t anniversary of the Declaration of
independence

James Fenimore Cooper, The Last of the
Mobhicans

1828

Andrew Jackson elected president, a victory for
the newly formed Democratic Party

English Language
Crow” in Kentucky

Noah Webster, An American Dictionary of the |

Thomas Rice introduces minstrel character "Jim |

1829

David Walker, Appeal (non-fiction)

1831

Nat Turner leadls a slave insurfection in Virginia

William L. Garrison founds The Liberator

1832

| Foundation of the American Anti-Slavery Society

by the Tappan brothers

1836

Transcendental Club founded ih Concord
Ralph Waldo Emerson, Nature (non-fiction)

1837

George C. Calhoun, “Slavery, a Positive Good"
Ralph Waldo Emerson, “The American Scholar”
(non-fiction) ' : ) ‘

1839

Samuel Morton, Crania Américana (non-fiction) '

1840

Edgar Allan Poe, Tales of The Grotesque and the
Arabesquie B

1843

Henry Highland Gemet, “Call to Rebellion”
(non-fiction)

1845

Annexation of Texas; “Manifest Destiny” is
coined

Frederick Douglass, The Narrative of the Life of
Frederick Douglass

1846

Beginning of the Mexican War (ending with the

1847

1848 Guadalupe Hidalgo Treaty)

Henry W. Longfellow, Evangeline (poetry)

1848

Seneca Falls Convention promotes equality for
women o - .

1849

California Gold Rush

Asher B, Durand, Kindred Spirits (painting)

1850

The 1850 Compromise settles the border
between Mexico and the USA, and intro(?uces
a stricter Fugitive Slave Clause

Nathaniel Hawthorne, The Scarlet Latter,

1851

Herman Melville, Moby Dick
Sojourner Truth, *Aren't I a Woman?”

(non-fiction)

| 1852

Harriet Beecher Stawe, Uncle Tom's Cabin
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Thomas Paine, Rights of Man (Part }l), 1792
CHAPTER IV: “OF CONSTITUTIONS”

[...] After the declaration of independence, it became consistent with the principie on
which representative government is founded, that the authority of congress should be defined
and established, Whether that authority should be more or less than congress then
discretionarily exercised was not the question. It was merely the rectitude of the measure.

For this purpose, the act, called the act of confederation {which was a sort of imperfect
federal constitution), was proposed, and, after long deliberation, was concluded in the year
1781. It was not the act of congress, because itis repugnant to the principles of representative
government that a body should give power to itself. Congress first informed the several states,
of the powers which it conceived were necessary to be invested in the union, to enable it to
perform the duties and services required from it; and the states severally agreed with each
other, and concentrated in congress those powers.

{t may not be improper to observe that in both those instances (the one of
Pennsylvania, and the other of the United States), there is no such thing as the idea of a
compact between the people on one side, and the government on the other. The compact
was that of the people with each other, to produce and constitute a government. To suppose
that any government can be a party ina compact with the whole people, is to suppose it t0
have existence before it can have a right to exist. The only instance in which a compact can
take place between the people and those who exercise the government, is, that the people
shall pay them, while they choose to employ them.

Government is not a trade which any man, or any body of men, has a right to set up
and exercise for his own emolument, butis altogether a trust, in right of those by whom that
trust is delegated, and by whom it is always resumeable. It has of itself no rights; they are
altogether duties.

Having thus given two instances of the original formation of a constitution, [ will show
the manner in which both have been changed since their first establishment.

The powers vested in the governments of the several states, by the state constitutions,
were found, upon experience, to be too great; and those vested in the federal government,
by the act of confederation, too little. The defect was not in the principle, but in the
distribution of power.

Numerous publications, in pamphlets and in the newspapers, appeared, on the
propriety and necessity of new modelling the federal government. After some time of public
discussion, carried on through the channel of the press, and in conversations, the state of
Virginia, experiencing some inconvenience with respect to commerce, proposed holding a
continental conference; in consequence of which, a deputation from five or six state
assemblies met at Annapolis, in Maryland, in 1786. This meeting, not conceiving itself
sufficiently authorised to gointo the business of a reform, did no more than state their general
opinions of the propriety of the measure, and recommend that a convention of all the states
should be held the year fallowing.

The convention met at Philadelphia in May, 1787, of which General Washington was
elected president. He was not at that time connected with any of the state governments, or
with congress. He delivered up his commission when the war ended, and since then had lived
a private citizen.

The convention went deeply into all the subjects; and having, after a variety of debate
and investigation, agreed among themselves upon the several parts of a federal constitution,
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the next question was, the manner of giving it authority and practice.

For this purpose they did not, like a cabal of courtiers, send for a Dutch Stadtholder, or
a German Elector; but they referred the whole matter to the sense and interest of the country.

They first directed that the proposed constitution should be published. Secondly, that
each state should elect a convention, expressly for the purpose of taking it into consideration,
and of ratifying or rejecting it; and that as soon as the approbation and ratification of any nine
states should be given, that those states shall proceed to the election of their proportion of
members to the new federal government; and that the operation of it should then begin, and
the former federal government cease.

The several states proceeded accordingly to elect their conventions. Some of those
conventions ratified the constitution by very large majorities, and two or three unanimously.
In others there were much debate and division of opinion. In the Massachusetts convention,
which met at Boston, the majority was not above nineteen or twenty, in about three hundred
members: but such is the nature of representative government, that it quietly decides all
matters by majority. After the debate in the Massachusetts convention was closed, and the
vote taken, the objecting members rose and declared, "That though they had argued and
voted against it, because certain parts appeared to them in a different light to what they
appeared to other members; yet, as the vote had decided in favour of the constitution as
proposed, they should give it the same practical support as if they had for it."

As soon as nine states had concurred {and the rest followed in the order their
conventions were elected), the old fabric of the fede ral government was taken down, and the
new one erected, of which General Washington is president.—In this place | cannot help
remarking, that the character and services of this gentieman are sufficient to put all those men
called kings to shame. While they are receiving from the sweat and labours of mankind, a
prodigality of pay, to which neither their abilities nor their services can entitle them, heis
rendering every service in his power, and refusing every pecuniary reward. He accepted no
pay as commander-in-chief; he accepts none as president of the United States.

After the new federal constitution was established, the state of Pennsylvania,
conceiving that some parts of its own constitution required to be altered, elected a convention
for that purpose. The proposed alterations were published, and the people concurring therein,
they were established.

In forming those constitutions, or in altering them, little or no inconvenience took
ptace. The ordinary course of things was not interrupted, and the advantages have been much.
It is always the interest of a far greater number of people in a nation to have things right, than
to let them remain wrong; and when public matters are open to debate, and the public
judgment free, it will not decide wrong, unless it decides too hastily.

in the two instances of changing the constitutions, the governments then in being were
not actors either way. Government has no right to make itself a party in any debate respecting
the principles or modes of forming, or of changing, constitutions. it is not for the benefit of
those who exercise the powers of government that constitutions, and the governments
issuing from them, are established. In all those matters the right of judging and acting are in
those who pay, and not in those who receive.

A constitution is the property of a nation, and not of those who exercise the
government. All the constitutions of America are declared to be established on the authority
of the people. in France, the word nation is used instead of the people; but in both cases, a
constitution is a thing antecedent to the government, and always distinct there from.

in England it is not difficult to perceive that everything has a constitution, except the

2.1



95

100

105

110

115

120

125

130

135

nation. Every society and association that is esta blished, first agreed upon a number of original
articles, digested into form, which are its constitution, It then appointed its officers, whose
powers and authorities are described in that constitution, and the government of that society
then commenced. Those officers, by whatever name they are called, have no authority to add
to, alter, or abridge the original articles. It is only to the constituting power that this right
belongs.

From the want of understanding the difference between a constitution and a
government, Dr. Johnson, and all writers of his description, have always bewildered
themselves. They could not but perceive, that there must necessarily be a controlling power
existing somewhere, and they placed this power in the discretion of the persons exercising
the government, instead of placingitina constitution formed by the nation. Whenitisina
constitution, it has the nation for its support, and the natural and the political controlling
powers are together. The jaws which are enacted by governments, control men only as
individuals, but the nation, through its constitution, controls the whole government, and has
a natural ability to do so. The final controlling power, therefore, and the original constituting
power, are one and the same power.

Dr. johnson could not have advanced such a position in any country where there was
a constitution; and he is himself an evidence that no such thing as a constitution exists in
England. But it may be putasa question, not improper to be investigated, that if a constitution
does not exist, how came the idea of its existence so generaily established?

In order to decide this question, it is necessary to consider a constitution in both its
cases:—First, as creating a government and giving it powers. secondly, as regulating and
restraining the powers so given.

If we begin with William of Normandy, we find that the government of England was
originally a tyranny, founded on an invasion and conguest of the country. This being admitted,
it will then appear, that the exertion of the nation, at different periods, to abate that tyranny,
and render it less intolerable, has been credited for a constitution.

Magna Charta, as it was called (it is now like an almanack of the same date}, was no
more than compelling the government to renounce @ part of its assumptions. It did not create
and give powers to government in a manner a constitution does; but was, as far as it went, of
the nature of a re-conquest, and not a constitution; for could the nation have totally expelled
the usurpation, as France has dene its despotism, it would then have had a constitution to
form.

The history of the Edwards and the Henries, and up to the commencement of the
Stuarts, exhibits as many instances of tyranny as could be acted within the limits to which the
nation had restricted it. The Stuarts endeavoured to pass those limits, and their fate is well
known. In all those instances we see nothing of a constitution, but only of restrictions on
assumed power.

After this, another William, descended from the same stock, and claiming from the
same origin, gained possession; and of the two evils, James and William, the nation preferred
what it thought the least; since, from circumstances, it must take one. The act, called the Bili
of Rights, comes here into view. What is it, but a bargain, which the parts of the government
made with each other to divide powers, profits, and privileges? You shall have so much, and |
will have the rest; and with respect to the nation, it said, for your share, You shall have the
right of petitioning. This being the case, the bill of rights is more properly a bill of wrongs, and
of insult. As to what is called the convention parliament, it was a thing that made itself, and
then made the authority by which it acted. A few persons got together, and called the mselves
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by that name. Several of them had never been elected, and none of them for the purpose.

Erom the time of William a species of government arose, issuing out of this coalition
bill of rights; and more o, since the corruption introduced at the Hanover succession by the
agency of Walpole; that can be described by no other name than a despotic legislation. Though
the parts may embarrass each other, the whole has no bounds; and the only right it
acknowledges out of itself, is the right of petitioning. Where then is the constitution either
that gives or restrains power?

it is not because a part of the government is elective, that makes it less a despotism, if
the persons so elected possess afterwards, as a parliament, unlimited powers. Election, in this
case, becomes separated from representation, and the candidates are candidates for
despotism.

{ cannot believe that any nation, reasoning on its own rights, would have thought of
calling these things a constitution, if the cry of constitution had not been set up by the
government, It has got into circulation like the words bore and quoz {quiz], by being chalked
up in the speeches of parliament, as those words were on window shutters and doorposts;
but whatever the constitution may be in other respects, it has undoubtedly been the most
productive machine of taxation that was ever invented. The taxes in France, under the new
constitution, are not quite thirteen shillings per head, and the taxes in England, under what is
called its present constitution, are forty-eight shillings and sixpence per head—men, women,
and children—amounting to nearly seventeen millions sterling, besides the expense of
collecting, which is upwards of a million more.

in a country like England, where the whote of the civil Government is executed by the
people of every town and county, by means of parish officers, magistrates, quarterly sessions,
juries, and assize; without any troubte to what is called the government or any other expense
to the revenue than the salary of the judges, it is astonishing how such a mass of taxes can be
employed. Not even the internal defence of the country is paid out of the revenue. On all
occasions, whether real or contrived, recourse is continually had to new loans and new taxes.
No wonder, then, that a machine of government so advantageous to the advocates of a court,
should be so triumphantly extolled! No wonder, that St. James's or St. Stephen's should echo
with the continual cry of constitution; no wonder, that the French revolution should be
reprabated, and the res-publica treated with reproach! The red book of England, like the red
book of France, will explain the reason.

{ will now, by way of relaxation, tum a thought or two to Mr. Burke. | ask his pardon
for neglecting him so long.

»America," says he {in his speech on the Canada Constitution bill), "never dreamed of
such absurd doctrine as the Rights of Man."

Mr. Burke is such a bold presumer, and advances his assertions and his premises with
such a deficlency of judgment, that, without troubling ourselves about principles of philosophy
or politics, the mere logical conclusions they produce, are ridiculous. For instance,

if governments, as Mr. Burke asserts, are not founded on the Rights of Man, and are
founded on any rights at all, they consequently must be founded on the right of something
that is not man. What then is that something?

Generally speaking, we know of no other creatures that inhabit the earth than man
and beast; and in all cases, where only two things offer themselves, and one must be admitted,
a negation proved on any one, amounts to an affirmative on the other; and therefore, Mr.
Burke, by proving against the Rights of Man, proves in behalf of the beast; and consequently,
proves that government is a beast; and as difficult things sometimes explain each other, we
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now see the origin of keeping wild beasts in the Tower; for they certainly can be of no other
use than to show the origin of the government. They are in the place of a constitution. O John
Bull, what honours thou hast lost by not being a wild beast. Thou mightest, on Mr. Burke's
system, have been in the Tower for life.

if Mr. Burke's arguments have not weight enough to keep one serious, the faultis less
mine than his; and as { am willing to make an apology to the reader for the liberty | have taken,
{ hope Mr. Burke will also make his for giving the cause.

Having thus paid Mr. Burke the compliment of remembering him, | return to the
subject.

£rom the want of a constitution in England to restrain and regulate the wild impulse of
power, many of the laws are irrational and tyrannical, and the administration of them vague
and problematical.

The attention of the government of England (for | rather choose to call it by this name
than the English government) appears, since its political connection with Germany, to have
been so completely engrossed and absorbed by foreign affairs, and the means of raising taxes,
that it seems to exist for no other purposes. Domestic concerns are neglected; and with
respect to regular law, there is scarcely such a thing.

Almost every case must now be determined by some precedent, be that precedent
good or bad, or whether it properly applies or not; and the practice is become so general as
to suggest a suspicion, that it proceeds from a deeper policy than at first sight appears.

Since the revolution of America, and more so since that of France, this preaching up
the doctrines of precedents, drawn from times and circumstances antecedent to those events,
has been the studied practice of the English government. The generality of those precedents
are founded on principles and opinions, the reverse of what they ought; and the greater
distance of time they are drawn from, the more they are to be suspected. But by associating
those precedents with a superstitious reverence for ancient things, as monks show relics and
call them holy, the generality of mankind are deceived into the design. Governments now act
as if they were afraid to awaken a single reflection in man, They are softly leading him to the
sepulchre of precedents, to deaden his faculties and call attention from the scene of
revolutions. They feel that he is arriving at knowledge faster than they wish, and their policy
of precedents is the barometer of their fears. This political popery, like the ecclesiastical
popery of old, has had its day, and is hastening to its exit. The ragged relicand the antiquated
precedent, the monk and the monarch, will moulder together.

Government by precedent, withoutany regard to the principle of the precedent, is one
of the vilest systems that can be set up. in numerous instances, the precedent ought to
operate as a warning, and not as an example, and requires to be shunned instead of imitated;
hut instead of this, precedents are raken in the lump, and put at once for constitution and for
law.

Fither the doctrine of precedents is policy to keep a man in a state of ignorance, or it
is a practical confession that wisdom degenerates in governments as governments increase in
age, and can only hobble along by the stilts and crutches of precedents. How s it that the
same persons who would proudly be thought wiser than their predecessors, appear at the
same time only as the ghosts of departed wisdom? How strangely is antiquity treated! To
some purposes itis spoken of as the times of darkness and ignorance, and to answer others,
it is put for the light of the world.

if the doctrine of precedents is to he followed, the expenses of government need not
continue the same. Why pay men extravagantly, who have but little to do? If everything that
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can happen is already in precedent, legislation is at an end, and precedent, like a dictionary,
determines every case. Either, therefore, government has arrived at its dotage, and requires
to be renavated, or all the occasions for exercising its wisdom have occurred.

We now see all over Europe, and particularly in England, the curious phenomenon of
a nation looking one way, and the government the other—the one forward and the other
backward. |f governments are to go on by precedent, while nations go on by improvement,
they must at last come t0 3 final separation; and the sooner, and the more civilly they
determine this point, the better.

Having thus spoken of constitutions generally, as things distinct from actuat
governments, let us proceed to consider the parts of which a constitution is composed.

Opinions differ more on this subject than with respect to the whole. That a nation
ought to have a constitution, as a rule for the conduct of its government, is a simple question
in which all men, not directly courtiers, will agree. It is only on the component parts that
questions and opinions multiply.

But this difficulty, like every other, will diminish when put into a train of being rightly
understood.

The first thing is, that a nation has a right to astablish a constitution.

Whether it exercises this right in the most judicious manner at first is quite another
case. It exercises it agreeably to the judgment it possesses; and by continuing to do so, all
errors will at last be exploded.

When this right is established in a nation, there is no fear that it will be employed to
its own injury. A nation can have no interest in being wrong.

Though all the constitutions of America are on one general principle, yet nc two of
them are exactly alike in their component parts, of in the distribution of the powers which
they give to the actual governments. Some are more, and others less complex.

In forming a constitution, it is first necessary 1o consider what are the ends for which
government is necessary? Secondly, what are the best means, and the least expensive, for
accomplishing those ends?

Government is nothing more than a national association; and the object of this
association is the good of ali, as well individually as collectively. Every man wishes o pursue
his occupation, and to enjoy the fruits of his labours and the produce of his property in peace
and safety, and with the least possible expense. When these things are accomplished, all the
objects for which government ought to be established are answered.

it has been customary to consider government under three distinct general heads. The
legislative, the executive, and the judicial.

But if we permit our judgment to act unincumbered by the habit of multiplied terms,
we can perceive no more than two divisions of power, of which civil government is composed,
namely, that of legislating or enacting laws, and that of executing or administering them.
Everything, therefore, appertaining to civil government, classes itself under one or other of
these two divisions.

S0 far as regards the execution of the laws, that which is called the judicial power, is
strictly and properly the executive power of every country. It is that power to which every
individual has appeal, and which causes the laws to be executed; neither have we any other
clear idea with respect to the official execution of the laws. in England, and also in America
and France, this power begins with the magistrate, and proceeds up through all the courts of

judicature. '
| leave to courtiers to explain what is meant by calling monarchy the executive power.
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it is merely a name in which acts of government are done; and any other, or none at all, would
answer the same purpose. Laws have neither more nor less authority on this account. 1t must
be from the justness of their principles, and the interest which a nation feels therein, that they
derive support; if they require any other than this, it is a sign that something in the system of
gavernment is imperfect, Laws difficult to be executed cannot be generally good.

With respect to the organization of the legislative power, different modes have been
adopted in different countries. In America it is generally composed of two houses. In France it
consists but of one, but in both countries, it is wholly by representation.

The case is, that mankind (from the long tyranny of assumed power) have had so few
opportunities of making the necessary trials on modes and principles of government, in order
to discover the best, that government is but now beginning to be known, and experience is
yet wanting to determine many particulars.

The objections against two houses are, first, that there is an inconsistency in any part
of a whole legisiature, coming to a final determination by vote on any matter, whilst that
matter, with respect to that whole, is yet only in a train of deliberation, and consequently
open to new iHustrations.

secondly, That by taking the vote on each, as a separate body, it always admits of the
possibility, and is often the case in practice, that the minority governs the majority, and that,
in some instances, to a degree of great inconsistency.

Thirdly, That two houses arbitrarily checking or controiling each other is inconsistent;
pecause it cannot be proved on the principles of just representation, that either shouid be
wiser or better than the other. They may check in the wrong as well as in the right therefore
to give the power where we cannot give the wisdom to use it, nor be assured of its being
rightly used, renders the hazard at least equal to the precaution.’

The objection against a single house is, that it is always in 2 condition of committing
itself too soon.—But it should at the same time be remembered, that when there is a
constitution which defines the power, and establishes the principles within which a legislature
shall act, there is already a more effectual check provided, and more powerfully operating,
than any other check can be. For example,

Were a Bill to be brought into any of the American legislatures simifar to that which

1 With respect to the two houses, of which the English patliament is composed, they appear 0 be
effectually influenced into one, and, as a legistature, to have no temper of its own. The minister,
whoever he at any time rmay be, touches it as with an opium wand, and it sieeps obedience.

But if we look at the distinct abilities of the two houses, the difference will appear so great, as to show
the inconsistency of placing power where there can be no certainty of the judgment to useit. Wretched
as the state of representation is in Engtand, Ttis manhood compared with what is calted the house of
Lords; and so little is this nick-named house regarded, that the people scarcely enquire at any time
what it is doing. It appears also to be most under influence, and the furthest removed from the general
interest of the nation. In the debate on engaging in the Russian and Turkish war, the majority in the
house of peers in favor of it was upwards of ninety, when in the other house, which was more than
double its numbers, the majority was sixty-three.

The proceedings on Mr. Fox's bill, respecting the rights of juries, merits also to be noticed. The persons
called the peers were not the objects of that bill. They are already in possession of more privileges
than that bill gave to others. They are their own jury, and if anyone of that house were prosecuted for
a libel, he would not suffer, even upon conviction, for the first offense. Such inequality in laws ought
not to exist in any country. The French constitution says, that the law is-the same to every individual,

whether to Protect or to punish. Ali are equal in its sight.
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was passed into an act by the English parliament, at the commencement of George the First,
to extend the duration of the assemblies to a longer period than they now sit, the check is in
the constitution, which in effect says, Thus far shalt thou go and no further.

But in order to remove the cbjection against a single house {that of acting with too
quick an impulse), and at the same time to avoid the inconsistencies, in some cases
absurdities, arising from two houses, the following method has been proposed as an
improvement upon both. -

First, To have but one representation.

secondly, To divide that representation, by lot, into two or three parts.

Thirdly, That every proposed bilt shall be first debated in those parts by succession,
that they may become the hearers of each other, but without taking any vote. After which the
whole representation to assemble for a general debate and determination by vote.

To this proposed improvement has been added another, for the purpose of keeping
the representation in the state of constant renovation; which is, that one-third of the
representation of each county, shall go out at the expiration of one year, and the number be
replaced by new elections. Another third at the expiration of the second year replaced in like
manner, and every third year to be a general election.?

But in whatever manner the separate parts of a constitution may be arranged, there is
one genera! principle that distinguishes freedom from slavery, which s, that all hereditary
government over a people is to them a species of slavery, and representative government is
freedom.

Considering government in the only light in which it should be considered, that of a
National Association, it ought to he so constructed as not to be disordered by any accident
happening among the parts; and, therefore, no extraordinary power, capable of producing
such an effect, should be lodged in the hands of any individual. The death, sickness, absence
or defection, of any one individual in a government, ought to be a matter of no more
consequence, with respect to the nation, than if the same circumstance had taken place in a
member of the English Parliament, or the French National Assembly.

Scarcely anything presents a more degrading character of national greatness, than its
being thrown into confusion, by anything happening 10 of acted by any individual; and the
ridiculousness of the scene is often increased by the natural insignificance of the person by
whom it is occasioned. Were a government so constructed, that it could not go on unless a
goose or a gander were present in the senate, the difficulties would be just as great and 25
real, on the flight or sickness of the goose, or the gander, as if it were called 2 King. We laugh
at individuals for the silly difficulties they make to themselves, without perceiving that the
greatest of all ridicuious things are acted in governments.

All the constitutions of America are on a plan that excludes the childish
embarrassments which occur in monarchical countries. No suspension of government can
there take place for a moment, from any circumstances whatever. The system of
representation provides for everything, and is the only system in which nations and
governments can always appear in their proper character.

As extraordinary power ought notto be lodged in the hands of any individual, so ought
there to be no appropriations of public money to any person, beyond what his servicesin a
state may be worth. It signifies not whether a man be called a president, a king, an emperor,

P

2 ps to the state of representation in England, it is too absurd to be reasoned upon. Almost all the represented
parts are decreasing in population, and the unrepresented parts are increasing. A general convention of the
nation is necessary to take the whole form of government into consideration.

2F



355

360

365

370

375

380

385

390

395

400

a senator, or by any other name which propriety or folly may devise or arrogance assume, it
is only a certain service he can performin the state; and the service of any such individual in
the routine of office, whether such office be called monarchical, presidential, senatorial, or by
any other name or title, can never exceed the value of ten thousand pounds a year. All the
great services that are done in the world are performed by volunteer characters, who accept
nothing for them; but the routine of office is always regulated to such a general standard of
abilities as to be within the compass of numbers in every country to perform, and therefore
cannot merit very extraordinary recompense. Government, says swift, is a Plain thing, and
fitted to the capacity of many heads.

it is inhuman to talk of a million sterling a year, paid out of the public taxes of any
country, for the support of any individual, whilst thousands who are forced to contribute
thereto, are pining with want, and struggling with misery. Government does not consist in a
contrast between prisons and palaces, between poverty and pomp; it is not instituted to rob
the needy of his mite, and increase the wretchedness of the wretched.—But on this part of
the subject | shall speak hereafter, and confine myself at present to political observations.

When extraordinary power and extraordinary pay are allotted to any individual in a
government, he becomes the center, round which every kind of corruption generates and
forms. Give to any man a million a year, and add thereto the power of creating and disposing
of places, at the expense of a country, and the liberties of that country are no longer secure.
What is called the splendour of a throne is no other than the corruption of the state. it is made
up of a band of parasites, living in luxurious indolence, out of the public taxes.

When once such a vicious system is established it becomes the guard and protection
of all inferior abuses. The man who is in the receipt of a million a year is the last person to
promote a spirit of reform, lest, inthe event, it should reach to himself. it is always his interest
to defend inferior abuses, as so many outworks to protect the citadel; and on this species of
political fortification, all the parts have such a common dependence that it is never to be
expected they will attack each other.

Monarchy would not have continued so many ages in the world, had it not been for
the abuses it protects. It is the master-fraud, which shelters all others. By admitting a
participation of the spoil, it makes itself friends; and when it ceases to do this it will cease to
be the idol of courtiers.

As the principle on which constitutions -are now formed rejects all hereditary
pretensions to government, it also rejects all that catalogue of assumptions known by the
name of prerogatives.

i there is any government where prerogatives might with apparent safety be
entrusted to any individual, itis in the federal government of America. The president of the
United States of America is elected only for four years. He is not only responsible inthe general
sense of the word, but a particular mode is laid down in the constitution for trying him. He
cannot be elected under thirty-five years of age; and he must be a native of the country.

in a comparison of these cases with the Government of England, the difference when
applied to the latteramountstoan absurdity. in England the person who exercises prerogative
is often a foreigner; always half a foreigner, and always married to a foreigner. He is never in
full natural or political connection with the country, is not responsible for anything, and
becomes of age at eighteen years; yet such a person is permitted to form foreign alliances,
without even the knowledge of the nation, and to make war and peace without its consent.

But this is not all. Though such a person cannot dispose of the government in the
manner of a testator, he dictates the marriage connections, which, in effect, accomplish a
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great part of the same end. He cannot directly bequeath half the government 1o Prussia, but
he can form a marriage partnership that will produce almost the same thing. Under such
circumstances, it is happy for England that she is not situated on the Continent, or she might,
like Holland, fall under the dictatorship of Prussia. Holland, by marriage, is as effectually
governed by Prussia, as if the old tyranny of bequeathing the government had been the
means.

The presidency in America (or, as it is sometimes called, the executive) is the only office
from which a fareigner is excluded, and in England it is the only one to which he is admitted.
A foreigner cannot be a member of Parliament, but he may be what is called a king. If there is
any reason for excluding foreigners, it ought to be from those offices where mischief can most
be acted, and where, by uniting every bias of interest and attachment, the trust is best
secured. But as nations proceed in the great business of forming constitutions, they will
examine with more precision into the nature and business of that department which is called
the executive. What the legislative and judicial departments are every ane can see; but with
respect to what, in Europe, is called the executive, as distinct from those two, it is either a
political superfiuity or a chaos of unknown things.

Some kind of official department, to which reports shall be made from the different
parts of a nation, or from abroad, to be laid before the national representatives, is all that is
necessary; but there is no consistency in calfing this the executive; neither can it be considered
in any other light than as inferior to the legislative. The sovereign authority in any country is
the power of making laws, and everything else is an official department.

Next to the arrangement of the principles and the organization of the several parts of
a constitution, is the provision to be made for the support of the persons to whom the nation
shall confide the administration of the constitutional powers.

A nation can have no right to the time and services of any person at his own expense,
whom it may choose to employ or entrust in any department whatever; neither can any
reason be given for making provision for the support of any one part of a government and not
for the other.

But admitting that the honour of being entrusted with any part of a government is to
be considered a sufficient reward, it ought to be so to every person alike. {f the members of
the legislature of any country are to serve at their own expense that which is called the
executive, whether monarchical or by any other name, ought to serve in like manner. it is
inconsistent to pay the one, and accept the setvice of the other gratis.

In America, every department in the government is decently provided for; but no one
is extravagantly paid. Every member of Congress, and of the Assemblies, is allowed a
sufficiency for his expenses, Whereas in England, a most prodigal provision is made for the
support of one part of the Government, and none for the other, the consequence of which is
that the one is furnished with the means of corruption and the other is put into the condition
of being corrupted. Less than a fourth part of such expense, applied as it is in America, would
remedy a great part of the corruption.

Another refarm in the American constitution is the exploding all oaths of personality.
The oath of allegiance in America is to the nation only. The putting any individual as a figure
for a nation is improper. The happiness of a nation is the superior object, and therefore the
intention of an oath of allegiance ought not to be obscured by being figuratively taken, to, or
in the name of, any person. The oath, called the civic oath, in France, viz., "the nation, the law,
and the king," is improper. If taken at all, it ought to be as in America, to the nation only. The
law may or may not be good; but, in this place, it can have no other meaning, than as being
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conducive to the happiness of a nation, and therefore is included in it, The remainder of the
osth Is improper, on the ground, that all personal oaths ought to be abolished. They are the
remains of tyranny on one part and slavery on the othar; and the name of the Creator ought
not to be introduced to witneds the degradation of his creation; or if taken, as i aslraady
mentioned, as figurative of the nation, it is in this place redundant, But whatever apology may
bie rvadie for oaths at the first establishment of a government, they ought not 1o be permitted
afterwards. If & povernment requires the support of oaths, it Is 3 sign that It is not worth
supporting, and ought not to be supported. Make government what it ought to be, and it will
support itself, ‘ '

To conclude this part of the subject:—One of the greatest improvements that have
been made for the perpetual security and progress of constitutional liberty, Is the provision
which the new constitutions make for occasionally revising, altering, and arending them.

The principle upon which Mr. Burke formed his political creed, that of “binding and
cantrolling posterity 1o the end of time, and of rencuncing and abdicating the rights of all
posterity, for éver,” is now become too detestable 16 be made @ subject of debate; and
therefore, | pass it ovar with no other notice than exposing it.

Government is but now baglnning ta be known. Hitharto it has been the mere enercise
of power, which forbade all -effeciual enquiry into tights, and grounded itgalf wholly on
possession. While the enerny of liberty was its judge, the.g;mgms;ﬁfaf its principles must have
been small indeed. The constitutions of America, and also that of F rance, have either affixed
a period for their revision, of lald down the moda by which iniprovement shall be made, It is
perhaps imipossible to establish anything that combines principles with opiriions and practice,
which the progress of circumstances, through a length of years, will not in some measure
derange, of rendar inconsistent; and, therefore, fo privent inconveniencas accumulating, Bl
they discourage reformations or provoke revolutions, it is best to provide the means of
regulating them as they occur. The Rights of Man are the rights-of all generations of men, and
cannot be moneoolised by any. That which s worth following, will be foliowed for the sake of
its worth, and 1t is in this that its security lias; and ot in any conditions with which it may be
ahcumbered. Whan & man leaves property to his heirs, he does not onnect it with an
obligation that. they shall accept ir. why, then, should we do cthenwise with respect to
constitutions '

The best constitution that could now be devised, consistent with the condition of the

present moment, may ba far short of thatexcellénce which a few years may afford. There is &

morning of reason dsing upon man on the subject of government, that has not appearsd

before. As the barbarism of the present old governments expires, the moral conditions of

nations with respect to each other will be changed. Man will not be brought up with the savage
1dea of considering his species as his enemy, because the accident of birth gave the individuals
axlstence in countries distinguished by different names; and as constitutions have always
same relation to external as well as 1o domestic gircumstances, the means of benefitting by
every change, foreign or domestic, should be 3 part of every constitution. Lo
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The House of Commons on the 2nd of March, 1831.

On Tuesday, the first of March, 1831, Lord John Russell moved the
House of Commons for leave to bring in a Bill to amend the
representation of the people in England and Wales. The discus-
sion occupied seven nights. At length, on the morning of Thurs-
day, the tenth of March, the motion was carried without a divi-
sion. The following Speech was made on the second night of the
debate.

It is a circumstance, Sir, of happy augqury for the motion be-
fore the House, that almost all those who have opposed it

have declared themselves hostile on principle to Parliamentary
Reform. Two Members, I think, have confessed that, though

they disapprove of the plan now submitted to us, they are
forced to admit the necessity of a change in the Representa-
tive system. Yet even those gentlemen have used, as far as

I have observed, no arguments which would not apply as
strongly to the most moderate change as to that which has

been proposed by His Majesty's Government. I say, Sir, that

I consider this as a circumstance of happy augury. For what

I feared was, not the opposition of those who are averse to all
Reform, but the disunion of reformers. I knew that, during
three months, every reformer had been employed in conjec-
turing what the plan of the Government would be. I knew

that every reformer had imagined in his own mind a scheme
differing doubtless in some points from that which my noble
friend, the Paymaster of the Forces, has developed. I felt
therefore great apprehension that one person would be dis-
satisfied with one part of the bill, that another person would
be dissatisfied with another part, and that thus our whole
strength would be wasted in internal dissensions. That
apprehension is now at an end. I have seen with delight the
perfect concord which prevails among all who deserve the

name of reformers in this House ; and I trust that I may con-
sider it as an omen of the concord which will prevail among
reformers throughout the country. I will not, Sir, at present
express any opinion as to the details of the bill ; but, having
during the last twenty-four hours given the most diligent
consideration to its general principles, I have no hesitation
in pronouncing it a wise, noble, and comprehensive measure,
skilfully framed for the healing of great distempers, for the
securing at once of the public liberties and of the public re-
pose, and for the reconciling and knitting together of all the
orders of the State.

The honourable Baronet who has just sat down*, has told

us, that the Ministers have attempted to unite two inconsis-
tent principles in one abortive measure. Those were his very
words. He thinks, if I understand him rightly, that we ought
either to leave the representative system such as it is, or to
make it perfectly symmetrical. I think, Sir, that the Ministers
would have acted unwisely if they had taken either course.
Their principle is plain, rational, and consistent. It is this,
to admit the middle class to a large and direct share in the
representation, without any violent shock to the institutions
of our country. I understand those cheers : but surely the
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gentlemen who utter them will allow that the change which

will be made in our institutions by this bill is far less violent
than that which, according to the honourable Baronet, ought

to be made if we make any Reform at all. I praise the
Ministers for not attempting, at the present time, to make

the representation uniform. I praise them for not effacing the
old distinction between the towns and the counties, and for
not assigning Members to districts, according to the Ameri-
can practice, by the Rule of Three. The Goverament has,

in my opinion, done all that was necessary for the removal

of a great practical evil, and no more than was necessary.

I consider this, Sir, as a practical question. I rest my
opinion on nc general theory of government. T distrust all
general theories of government. I will not positively say,
that there is any form of polity which may not, in some con-
ceivable circumstances, be the best possible. I believe that
there are societies in which every man may safely be admitted
to vote. Gentlemen may cheer, but such is my opinion. I

say, Sir, that there are countries hi which the condition of the
labouring classes is such that they may safely be entrusted
with the right of electing Members of the Legislature. If

the labourers of England were in that state in which I, from
my soul wish to see them, if employment were always plenti-
ful, wages always high, food always cheap, if a large family
were considered not as an encumbrance but as a blessing, the
principal objections to Universal Suffrage would, I think,

be removed. Universal Suffrage exists in the United States
without producing any very frightful consequences ; and I do
not believe, that the people of those States, or of any part of
the world, are in any good quality naturally superior to our
own countrymen. But, unhappily, the labouring classes in
England, and in all old countries, are occasionally in a state
of great distress. Some of the causes of this distress are, T
fear, beyond the control of the Government. We know what
effect distress produces, even on people more intelligent than
the great body of the labouring classes can possibly be. We
know that it makes even wise men irritable, unreasonable,
credulous, eager for immediate relief, heedless of remote con-
sequences. There is no quackery in medicine, religion, or
politics, which may not impose even on a powerful mind,

when that mind has been disordered by pain or fear. It is
therefore no reflection on the poorer class of Englishmen, who
are not, and who cannot in the nature of things be, highly
educated, to say that distress produces on them its natural
effects, those effects which it would produce on the Americans,
or on any other people, that it blinds their judgment, that it
inflames their passions, that it makes them prone to believe
those who flatter them, and to distrust those who would serve
them. For the sake, therefore, of the whole society, for the
sake of the labouring classes themselves, I hold it to be clearly
expedient that, in a country like this, the right of suffrage
should depend on a pecuniary qualification.

But, Sir, every argument which would induce me to oppose
Universal Suffrage, induces me to support the plan which is
now before us. I am opposed to Universal Suffrage, because

I think that it would produce a destructive revolution. I sup-
port this plan, because I am sure that it is our best security
against a revolution. The noble Paymaster of the Forces
hinted, delicately indeed and remotely, at this subject. He
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spoke of the danger of disappointing the expectations of the
nation ; and for this he was charged with threatening the
House. Sir, in the year 1817, the late Lord Londonderry
proposed a suspension of the Habeas Corpus Act. On that
occasion he told the House that, unless the measures which

he recommended were adopted, the public peace could not

be preserved. Was he accused of threatening the House?

Again, in the year 1819, he proposed the laws known by the
name of the Six Acts. He then told the House that, unless

the executive power were reinforced, all the institutions of the
country would be overturned by popular viclence. Was he

then accused of threatening the House? Will any gentleman

say that it is parliamentary and decorous to urge the danger
arising from popular discontent as an argument for severity;
but that it is unparliamentary and indecorous to urge that
same danger as an argument for conciliation P I, Sir, do
entertain great apprehension for the fate of my country. I

do in my conscience believe that, unless the plan proposed,
or some similar plan, be speedily adopted, great and terrible
calamities will befall us. Entertaining this opinion, I think
myself bound to state it, not as a threat, but as a reason. I
support this bill because it will improve our institutions ; but
I support it alsoc because it tends to preserve them. That we
may exclude those whom it is necessary to exclude, we must
admit those whom it may be safe to admit. At present we
cppose the schemes of revolutionists with only one half, with
only one quarter of our proper force. We say, and we say
justly, that it is not by mere numbers, but by property and
intelligence, that the nation ought to be governed. Yet,
saying this, we exclude from all share in the government great
masses of property and intelligence, great numbers of those
who are most interested in preserving tranquillity, and who
know best how to preserve it. We do more. We drive over

to the side of revolution those whom we shut out from

power. Is this a time when the cause of law and order can
spare one of its natural allies ?

My noble friend, the Paymaster of the Forces, happily

described the effect which some parts of our representative
system would produce on the mind of a foreigner, who had

heard much of our freedom and greatness. If, Sir, I wished

to make such a foreigner clearly understand what I consider

as the great defects of our system, I would conduct him

through that immense city which lies to the north of Great
Russell Street and Oxford Street, a city superior in size and in
population to the capitals of many mighty kingdoms ; and
probably superior in opulence, intelligence, and general re-
spectability, to any city in the world. I would conduct him
through that interminable succession of streets and sqguares,

all consisting of well built and well furnished houses. I would
make him observe the brilliancy of the shops, and the crowd

of well appointed equipages. I would show him that magni-

ficent circle of palaces which surrounds the Regent’s Park.

I would tell him, that the rental of this district was far greater
than that of the whole kingdom of Scotland, at the time of

the Union. And then I would tell him, that this was an un-
represented district. It is needless to give any more instances.
It is needless to speak of Manchester, Birmingham, Leeds,
Sheffield, with no representation, or of Edinburgh and Glas-
gow with a mock representation. If a property tax were

now imposed on the principle that no person who had less
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than a hundred and fifty pounds a year should contribute, I
should not be surprised to find that one half in number and
value of the contributors had no votes at all ; and it would,
beyond all doubt, be found that one fiftieth part in number

and value of the contributors had a larger share of the repre-
sentation than the other forty-nine fiftieths. This is not go-
vernment by property. It is government by certain detached
portions and fragments of property, selected from the rest, and
preferred to the rest, on no raticnal principle whatever.

To say that such a system is ancient is no defence. My
honourable friend, the Member for the University of Oxford*,
challenges us to show, that the Constitution was ever better
than it is. Sir, we are legislators, not antiquaries. The
question for us is, not whether the Constitution was better
formerly, but whether we can make it better now. In fact,
however, the system was not in ancient times by any means

so absurd as it is in our age. One noble Lord has to-night
told us that the town of Aldborough, which he represents,

was not larger in the time of Edward the First than it is at
present. The line of its walls, he assures us, may still be
traced. It is now built up to that line. He argues, there-
fore, that as the founders of our representative institutions
gave Members to Aldborough when it was as small as it now

is, those who would disfranchise it on account of its smallness
have no right to say that they are recurring to the original
principle of our representative institutions. But does the
noble Lord remember the change which has taken place in the
country during the last five centuries ? Does he remember

how much England has grown in population, while Aldborough
has been standing still P Does he consider, that in the time
of Edward the First the kingdom did not contain two millions
of inhabitants ? It now contains nearly fourteen millions.

A hamlet of the present day would have been a town of some
importance in the time of our early Parliaments. Aldborough
may be absolutely as considerable a place as ever. But com-
pared with the kingdom, it is much less considerable, by the
noble Lord’s own showing, than when it first, elected bur-
gesses. My honourable friend, the Member for the University
of Oxford, has collected numerous instances of the tyranny
which the kings and nobles anciently exercised, both over this
House and over the electors. It is not strange that, in times
when nothing was held sacred, the rights of the people, and
of the representatives of the people, should not have been held
sacred. The proceedings which my honourable friend has
mentioned, no more prove that, by the ancient constitution of
the realm, this House ocught to be a tool of the king and of
the aristocracy, than the Benevolences and the Shipmoney
prove their own legality, or than those unjustifiable arrests,
which took place long after the ratification of the great Charter,
and even after the Petition of Right, prove that the subject
was not anciently entitled to his personal liberty. We talk
of the wisdom of our ancestors : and in one respect at least
they were wiser than we. They legislated for their own times.
They looked at the England which was before them. They

did not think it necessary to give twice as many Members to
York as they gave to London, because York had been the
capital of Britain in the time of Constantius Chlorus ; and
they would have been amazed indeed if they had foreseen, that
a city of more than a hundred thousand inhabitants would be

LL{ left without Representatives in the nineteenth century, merely
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because it stood on ground which, in the thirteenth century,
had been occupied by a few huts. They framed a representa-

tive system, which, though not without defects and irregu-
larities, was well adapted to the state of England in their
time. But a great revolution took place. The character of

the old corperaticns changed. New forms of property came

into existence. New portions of society rose into importance.
There were in our rural districts rich cultivators, who were
not freeholders. There were in our capital rich traders, who
were not liverymen. Towns shrank into villages. Villages
swelled into cities larger than the London of the Plantagenets.
Unhappily, while the natural growth of society went on, the
artificial polity continued unchanged. The ancient form of

the representation remained ; and precisely because the form
remained, the spirit departed, Then came that pressure

almost to bursting, the new wine in the old bottles, the new
society under the old institutions. It is now time for us to
pay & decent, a rational, a manly reverence to our ancestors,
not by superstitiously adhering to what they, in other circum-
stances, did, but by doing what they, in our circumstances,
would have done. All history is full of revolutions, produced
by causes similar to those which are now operating in England.
A portion of the community which had been of no account

expands and becomes strong. It demands a place in the sys-

tem, suited, not to its former weakness, but to its present
power. If this is granted, all is well. If this is refused, then
comes the struggle between the young energy of one class

and the ancient privileges of another. Such was the struggle
between the Plebeians and the Patricians of Rome. Such was

the struggle of the Italian allies for admission to the full rights
of Roman citizens. Such was the struggle of our North

American colonies against the mother country. Such was

the struggle which the Third Estate of France maintained
against the aristocracy of birth. Such was the struggle

which the Roman Catholics of Ireland maintained against

the aristocracy of creed. Such is the struggle which the free
people of colour in Jamaica are now maintaining against the
aristocracy of skin. Such, finally, is the struggle which the
middle classes in England are maintaining against an aristo-
cracy of mere locality, against an aristocracy the principle of
which is to invest a hundred drunken potwallopers in ono

place, or the owner of a ruined hovel in another, with powers
which are withheld from cities renowned tc the furthest ends of
the earth, for the marvels of their wealth and of their industry.

But these great cities, says my honorable friend, the Mem-
ber for the University of Oxford, are virtually, though not
directly, represented. Are not the wishes of Manchester, he
asks, as much consulted as those of any town which sends
Members to Parliament? Now, Sir, I do not understand how

a power which is salutary when exercised virtually can be
noxious when exercised directly. If the wishes of Manchester
have as much weight with us as they would have under a
system which should give Representatives to Manchester,

how can there be any danger in giving Representatives to
Manchester ? A virtual Representative is, I presume, a man
who acts as a direct Representative would act : for surely it
would be absurd to say that a man virtually represents the
people of Manchester, who is in the habit of saying No, when
a man directly representing the people of Manchester would
say Aye. The utmost that can be expected from virtual
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Representation is that it may be as good as direct Represent-
ation. If so, why not grant direct Representation to places
which, as every body allows, ought, by some process or other,
to be represented ?

If it be said that there is an evil in change as change, I
answer that there is also an evil in discontent as discontent.
This, indeed, is the strongest part of our case. It is said that
the system works well. I deny it. I deny that a system

works well, which the people regard with aversion. We may

say here, that it is a good system and a perfect system. But
if any man were to say so to any six hundred and fifty-eight
respectable farmers or shopkeepers, chosen by lot in any part
of England, he would be hooted down, and laughed to scorn.

Are these the feelings with which any part of the government
ought to be regarded ? Above all, are these the feelings with
which the popular branch of the legislature ought to be re-
garded ? It is almost as essential to the utility of a House of
Commons, that it should possess the confidence of the people,
as that it should deserve that confidence. Unfortunately,

that which is in theory the popular part of our government, is
in practice the unpopular part. Who wishes to dethrone the
King? Who wishes to turn the Lords out of their House?

Here and there a crazy radical, whom the boys in the street
point at as he walks along. Who wishes to alter the consti-
tution of this House ? The whole people. It is natural that

it should be so. The House of Commons is, in the language

of Mr. Burke, a check, not on the people, but for the people.
While that check i1s efficient, there is no reason to fear that
the King or the nobles will oppress the people. But if that
check requires checking, how is it to be checked ? If the salt
shall lose its savour, wherewith shall we season it? The dis-
trust with which the nation regards this House may be unjust.
But what then? Can you remove that distrust? That it

exists cannot be denied. That it is an evil cannot be denied.
That it is an increasing evil cannot be denied. One gentle-
man tolls us that it has been produced by the late events in
France and Belgium ; another, that it is the effect of seditious
works which have lately been published. If this feeling be

of origin so recent, T have read history to little purpose. Sir,
this alarming discontent is not the growth of a day or of a
year. If there be any symptoms by which it is possible to
distinguish the chronic diseases of the body politic from its
passing inflammations, all those symptoms exist in the pre-
sent case. The taint has been gradually becoming more exten-
sive and more malignant, through the whole lifetime of two
generations. We have tried anodynes. We have tried cruel
operations. What are we to try now ? Who flatters himself

that he can turn this feeling back ? Does there remain any
argument which escaped the comprehensive intellect of Mr.
Burke, or the subtlety of Mr. Windham ? Does there remain

any species of coercion which was not tried by Mr. Pitt and
by Lord Londonderry ? We have had laws. We have had

blood. New treasons have been created. The Press has been
shackled. The Habeas Corpus Act has been suspended.

Public meetings have been prohibited. The event has proved
that these expedients were mere palliatives. You are at the
end of your palliatives. The evil remains. It is more formi-
dable than ever. What is to be done ?

Under such circumstances, a great plan of reconciliation,
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prepared by the Ministers of the Crown, has been brought
before us in a manner which gives additional lustre to a

noble name, inseparably associated during two centuries with
the dearest liberties of the English people. I will uot say,
that this plan is in all its details precisely such as I might
wish it to be ; but it is founded on a great and a sound prin-
ciple. It takes away a vast power from a few. It distributes
that power through the great mass of the middle order.

Every man, therefore, who thinks as I think is bound to

stand firmly by ministers who are resolved to stand or fall
with this measure. Were I one of them, I would sooner,
infinitely sooner, fall with such a measure than stand by any
other means that ever supported a Cabinet.

My honorable friend, the Member for the University of

Oxford, tells us, that if we pass this law, England will soon
be a republic. The reformed House of Commons will, ac-
cording to him, before it has sate ten years, depose the King
and expel the Lords from their House. Sir, if my honorable
friend could prove this, he would have succeeded in bringing
an argument for democracy, infinitely stronger than any that
is to be found in the works of Paine. My honorable friend’s
proposition is in fact this ; that our monarchical and aristo-
cratical institutions have no hold on the public mind of Eng-
land ; that these institutions are regarded with .aversion by
a decided majority of the middle c¢lass. This, Sir, I say, is
plainly deducible from his proposition ; for he tells us that
the Representatives of the middle class will inevitably abo-
lish royalty and nobility within ton years ; and there is surely
no reason to think that the Representatives of the middle
class will he more inclined to a democratic revolution than
their constituents. Row, Sir, if I were convinced that the
great body of the middle class in England look with aversion
on monarchy and aristocracy, I should be forced, much

against my will, to come to this conclusion, that monarchical
and aristocratical institutions are unsuited to my country.
Monarchy and aristocracy, valuable and useful as I think
them, are still valuable and useful as means, and not as ends.
The end of government is the happiness of the people : and

I do not conceive that, in a country like this, the happiness
of the people can be promoted by a form of government in
which the middle classes place no confidence, and which ex-
ists only because the middle classes have no organ by which
to make their sentiments known. But, Sir, I am fully con-
vinced that the middle classes sincerely wish to uphold the
Royal prerogatives and the constitutional rights of the Peers.
What facts does my honorable friend produce in support of

his opinion ? One fact only ; and that a fact which has ab-
solutely nothing to do with the question. The effect of this
Reform, he tells us, would be to make the House of Commons
allpowerful. It was allpowerful once before, in the begin-
ning of 1649. Then it cut off the head of the King, and
abolished the House of Peers. Therefore, if it again has

the supreme power, it will act in the same manner. Now,

Sir, it was not the House of Commons that cut off the head

of Charles the First ; nor was the House of Commons then
allpowerful. It had been greatly reduced in numbers by
successive expulsions. It was under the absolute dominion

of the army. A majority of the House was willing to take

the terms offered by the King. The soldiers turned out

the ¢ majority ; and the minority, not a sixth part of the
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whole House, passed those votes of which my honorable
friend spezks, votes of which the middle classes disapproved
then, and of which they disapprove still.

My honorable friend, and almost all the gentlemen who

have taken the same side with him in this Debate, have
dwelt much on the utility of close and rotten boroughs. It
is by means of such boroughs, they tell us, that the ablest
men have been introduced intc Parliament. It is true that
many distinguished persons have represented places of this
description. But, Sir, we must judge of a form of govern-
ment by its general tendency, not by happy accidents. Every
form of government has its happy accidents. Despotism has
its happy accidents. Yet we are not disposed to abolish all
constitutional checks, to place an absolute master over us,
and to take our chance whether he may be a Caligula or a
Marcus Aurelius. In whatever way the House of Commons

may be chosen, some able men will be chosen in that way who
would not be chosen in any other way. If there were a law
that the hundred tallest men in England should be Mem-

bers of Parliament, there would probably be some able men
among those who would come into the House by virtue of

this law. If the hundred persons whose names stand first in
the Alphabetical List of the Court Guide were made Members
of Parliament, there would probably be able men among

them. We read in ancient history, that a very able king

was elected by the neighing of his horse : but we shall
scarcely, I think, adopt this mode of election. In one of
the most celebrated republics of antiquity, Athens, Senators
and Magistrates were chosen by lot ; and sometimes the lot
fell fortunately. Once, for example, Socrates was in office.
A cruel and unjust proposition was made by a demagogue.
Socrates resisted it at the hazard of his own life. There is no
event in Grecilan history more interesting than that memo-
rable resistance. Yet who would have officers appointed

by lot, because the accident of the lot may have given to a
great and good man a power which he would probably never
have attained in any other way ? We must judge, as I said,
by the general tendency of a system. No person can doubt
that a House of Commons, chosen freely by the middle classes,
will contain many very able men. I do not say, that pre-
cisely the same able men who would find their way into the
present House of Commons will find their way into the re-
formed House : but that is not the question. No particular
man is necessary to the State. We may depend on it that,

if we provide the country with popular institutions, those in-
stitutions will provide it with great men.

There is another objection, which, I think, was first raised
by the honorable and learned Member for Newport. He

tells us that the elective franchise is property ; that to take
it away from a man who has not been judicially convicted

of malpractices is robbery; that no crime is proved against
the voters in the closed boroughs ; that no crime is even im-
puted to them in the preamble of the bill ; and that therefore
to disfranchise them without compensation would be an act

of revolutionary tyranny. The honorable and learned gentle-
man has compared the conduct of the present Ministers to

that of those odiocus tools of power, who, towards the close of
the reign of Charles the Second, seized the charters of the
Whig Corporations. Now, there was another precedent,
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which I wonder that he did not reccllect, both because it is
much more nearly in point than that to which he referred,

and because my noble friend, the Paymaster of the Forces, had
previously alluded to it. If the elective franchise is property,
if to disfranchise voters without a crime proved, or a com-
pensation given, be robbery, was there ever such an act of
robbery as the disfranchising of the Irish forty shilling free-
holders? Was any pecuniary compensation given to them?

Is it declared in the preamble of the bill which took away
their franchise, that they had been convicted of any offence.
Was any judicial inquiry instituted into their conduct ? Were
they even accused of any crime ? Or if you say that it was a
crime in the electors of Clare to vote for the honorable and
learned gentleman who now represents the county of Water-
ford, was a Protestant freeholder in Louth to be punished for
the crime of a Catholic freeholder in Clare ? If the principle
of the honorable and learned Member for Newport be sound,

the franchise of the Irish peasant was property. That fran-
chise the Ministers under whom the honorable and learned
Member held office did not scruple to take away. Will ho
accuse those Ministers of robbery ? If not, how can he bring
such an accusation against their successors ?

Every gentleman, I think, who has spoken from the other

side of the House, has alluded to the opinions which some

of His Majesty’s Ministers formerly entertained on the subject
of Reform. It would be officious in me. Sir, to undertake the
defence of gentlemen who are so well able te defend them-
selves. I will only say that, in my opinion, the country will
net think worse either of their capacity or of their patriotism,
because they have shown that they can profit by experience,
because they have learned to see the folly of delaying inevi-
table changes. There are others who ought to have learned

the same lesson. I say, Sir, that there are those who, I should
have thought, must have had enough to last them all their
lives of that humiliation which follows obstinate and boastful
resistance to changes rendered necessary by the progress of
society, and by the development of the human mind. Is it
possible that those persons can wish again to occupy a posi-
tion which can neither be defended or surrendered with

honour? I well remember. Sir, a certain evening in the

month, of May, 1827. I had not then the honor of a seat in
this House ; but I was an attentive observer of its proceedings.
The right honorable Baronet opposite, of whom personally T
desire to speak with that high respect which I feel for his
talents and his character, but of whose public conduct I must
speak with the sincerity required by my public duty, was then,
as he is now, out of office. He had just resigned the seals of
the Home Department, because he conceived that the recent
ministerial arrangements had been too favourable to the
Catholic claims. He rose to ask whether it was the intention
of the new Cabinet to repeal the Test and Corporation Acts,
and to reform the Parliament. He bound up, I well remember,
those two questions together; and he declared that, if the
Ministers should either attempt to repeal the Test and Cor-
poration Acts, or bring forward a measure of Parliamentary
Reform, he should think it his duty to oppose them to the
utmost. Since that declaration was made four years have
elapsed ; and what is now the state of the three questions
which then chiefly agitated the minds of men? What is be-

come of the Test and Corporation Acts ? They are repealed.
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By whom ? By the right honorable Baronet. What has be-

come of the Catholic disabilities? They are removed. By

whom ? By the right honorable Baronet. The question of
Parliamentary Reform is still behind. But signs, of which it is
impossible to misconceive the import, do most clearly indicate
that, unless that question also be speedily settled, property,
and order, and all the institutions of this great monarchy,
will be exposed to fearful peril. Is it possible that gentlemen
long versed in high political affairs cannot read these signs ?
Is it possible that they can really believe that the Represen-
tative system of England, such as it now is, will last till the
year 1860 ? If not, for what would they have us wait ? Would
they have us wait merely that we may show to all the world

how little we have profited by our own recent experience ?
Would they have us wait, that we may once again hit the

exact point where we can neither refuse with authority, nor
concede with grace? Would they have us wait, that the

numbers of the discontented party may become larger, its
demands higher, its feelings more acrimonious, its organisa-
tion more complete ? Would they have us wait till the whole
tragicomedy of 1827 has been acted over again ; till they have
been brought into office by a cry of “ No Reform,” to be re-
formers, as they were once before brought into cffice by a cry
of ™ No Popery,” to be emancipators ? Have they obliterated
from their minds — gladly, perhaps, would some among them
obliterate from their minds — the transactions of that year?
And have they forgotten all the transactions of the succeed-
ing year ? Have they forgotten how the spirit of liberty in
Ireland, debarred from its natural outlet, found a vent by
forbidden passages ? Have they forgotten how we were forced

to indulge the Catholics in all the licence of rebels, merely
because we chose to withhold from them the liberties of sub-
jects? Do they wait for associations more formidable than

that of the Corn Exchange, for contributions larger than the
Rent, for agitators more violent than those who, three years
ago, divided with the King and the Parliament the sovereignty
of Ireland? Do they wait for that last and most dreadful
paroxysm of popular rage, for that last and most cruel test of
military fidelity ? Let them wait, if their past experience
shall induce them to think that any high honor or any exqui-
site pleasure is to be obtained by a policy like this. Let them
wait, if this strange and fearful infatuation be indeed upcn
them, that they should not see with their eyes, or hear with
their ears, or understand with their heart. But let us know

our interest and our duty better. Turn where we may, with-

in, around, the voice of great events is proclaiming to us.
Reform, that you may preserve. Now, therefore, while every
thing at home and abroad forebodes ruin to those who persist

in a hopeless struggle against the spirit of the age, now, while
the crash of the proudest throne of the continent is still re-
sounding in our ears, now, while the roof of a British palace
affords an ignominious shelter to the exiled heir of forty kings,
now, while we see on every side ancient institutions subverted,
and great societies dissolved, now, while the heart of England
is still sound, now, while old feelings and old associations re-
tain a power and a charm which may too soon pass away,

now, in this your accepted time, now, in this your day of sal-
vation, take counsel, not of prejudice, not of party spirit, not
of the ignominious pride of a fatal consistency, but of history,
of reascon, of the ages which are past, of the signs of this
most portentous time. Pronounce in a manner worthy of the
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expectation with which this great debate has been anticipated,
and of the long remembrance which it will leave behind. Re-
new the youth of the State. Save property, divided against
itself. Save the multitude, endangered by its own ungovern-
able passions. Save the aristocracy, endangered by its own
unpopular power. Save the greatest, and fairest, and most highly civilised
community that ever existed, from calamities

which may in a few days sweep away all the rich heritage of
so many ages of wisdom and glory. The danger is terrible.

The time is short. If this bill should be rejected, I pray to
God that none of those who concur in rejecting it may ever
remember their votes with unavailing remorse, amidst the
wreck of laws, the confusion of ranks, the spoliation of pro-
perty, and the dissolution of social order.

Thomas Babington Macaulay



Frederick Douglass’s letter to Thomas Auld

TO MY OLD MASTER.

Thomas Auld,

Sir:

The long and intimate, though by no means friendly, relation which unhappily subsisted between you and myself,
leads me to hope that you will easily account for the great liberty which | now take in addressing you in this open
and public manner. The same fact may possibly remove any disagreeable surprise which you may experience on
again finding your name coupled with mine, in any other way than in an advertisement, accurately describing my
person, and offering a large sum for my arrest. In thus dragging you again before the public, | am aware that |
shall subject myself to no inconsiderable amount of censure. | shall probably be charged with an unwarrantable
if not a wanton and reckless disregard of the rights and proprieties of private life. There are those North as well
as South, who entertain a much higher respect for rights which are merely conventional, than they do for rights
which are personal and essential. Not a few there are in our country who, while they have no scruples against
robbing the laborer of the hard earned results of his patient industry, will be shocked by the extremely indelicate
manner of bringing your name before the public. Believing this to be the case, and wishing to meet every
reasonable or plausible objection to my conduct, | will frankly state the ground upon which [ justify myself in this
instance, as well as on former occasions when | have thought proper to mention your name in public. All will
agree that a man guilty of theft, robbery, or murder, has forfeited the right to concealment and private life; that
the community have a right to subject such persons to the most complete exposure. However much they may
desire retirement, and aim to conceal themselves and their movements from the popular gaze, the public have
a right to ferret them out, and bring their conduct before the proper tribunals of the country for investigation.
Sir, you will undoubtedly make the proper application of these generally admitted principles, and will easily see
the light in which you are regarded by me. | will not therefore manifest ill temper, by calling you hard names. |
know you to be a man of some intelligence, and can readily determine the precise estimate which | entertain of
your character. | may therefore indulge in language which may seem to others indirect and ambiguous, and yet
be quite well understood by yourself.

| have selected this day on which to address you, because it is the anniversary of my emancipation; and knowing
of no better way, | am led to this as the best mode of celebrating that truly important event. Just ten years ago
this beautiful September morning, yon bright sun beheld me a slave—a poor degraded chattel—trembling at the
sound of your voice, lamenting that | was a man, and wishing myself a brute. The hopes which | had treasured
up for weeks of a safe and successful escape from your grasp, were powerfully confronted at this last hour by
dark clouds of doubt and fear, making my person shake and my bosom to heave with the heavy contest between
hope and fear. | have no words to describe to you the deep agony of soul which | experienced on that never to
be forgotten morning—(for | left by daylight). | was making a leap in the dark. The probabilities, so far as | could
by reason determine them, were stoutly against the undertaking. The preliminaries and precautions | had
adopted previously, all worked badly. | was like one going to war without weapons—ten chances of defeat to
one of victory. One in whom | had confided, and one who had promised me assistance, appalled by fear at the
trial hour, deserted me, thus leaving the responsibility of success or failure solely with myself. You, sir, can never
know my feelings. As | look back to them, | can scarcely realize that | have passed through a scene so trying.
Trying however as they were, and gloomy as was the prospect, thanks be to the Most High, who is ever the God
of the oppressed, at the moment which was to determine my whole earthly career. His grace was sufficient, my
mind was made up. | embraced the golden opportunity, took the morning tide at the flood, and a free man,
young, active and strong, is the result.
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I have often thought | should like to explain to you the grounds upon which | have justified myself in running
away from you. | am almost ashamed to do so now, for by this time you may have discovered them yourself. |
will, however, glance at them. When yet but a child about six years old, | imbibed the determination to run away.
The very first mental effort that | now remember on my part, was an attempt to solve the mystery, Why am | a
slave? and with this question my youthful mind was troubled for many days, pressing upon me more heavily at
times than others. When | saw the slave-driver whip a slave woman, cut the blood out of her neck, and heard
her piteous cries, | went away into the corner of the fence, wept and pondered over the mystery. | had, through
some medium, | know not what, got some idea of God, the Creator of all mankind, the black and the white, and
that he had made the blacks to serve the whites as slaves. How he could do this and be good, | could not tell. |
was not satisfied with this theory, which made God responsible for slavery, for it pained me greatly, and | have
wept over it long and often. At one time, your first wife, Mrs. Lucretia, heard me singing and saw me shedding
tears, and asked of me the matter, but | was afraid to tell her. | was puzzled with this question, till one night,
while sitting in the kitchen, I heard some of the old slaves talking of their parents having been stolen from Africa
by white men, and were sold here as slaves. The whole mystery was solved at once. Very soon after this my aunt
Jinny and uncle Noah ran away, and the great noise made about it by your father-in-law, made me for the first
time acquainted with the fact, that there were free States as well as slave States. From that time, | resolved that
| would some day run away. The morality of the act, | dispose as follows: | am myself; you are yourself; we are
two distinct persons, equal persons. What you are, | am. You are a man, and so am |. God created both, and made
us separate beings. | am not by nature bound to you, or you to me. Nature does not make your existence depend
upon me, or mine to depend upon yours. | cannot walk upon your legs, or you upon mine. | cannot breathe for
you, or you for me; | must breathe for myself, and you for yourself. We are distinct persons, and are each equally
provided with faculties necessary to our individual existence. In leaving you, | took nothing but what belonged
to me, and in no way lessened your means for obtaining an honest living. Your faculties remained yours, and
mine became useful to their rightful owner. | therefore see no wrong in any part of the transaction. It is true, |
went off secretly, but that was more your fault than mine. Had | let you into the secret, you would have defeated
the enterprise entirely; but for this, I should have been really glad to have made you acquainted with my
intentions to leave.

You may perhaps want to know how | like my present condition. | am free to say, | greatly prefer it to that which
| occupied in Maryland. | am, however, by no means prejudiced against the State as such. Its geography, climate,
fertility and products, are such as to make it a very desirable abode for any man; and but for the existence of
slavery there, it is not impossible that | might again take up my abode in that State. It is not that | love Maryland
less, but freedom more. You will be surprised to learn that people at the North labor under the strange delusion
that if the slaves were emancipated at the South, they would flock to the North. So far from this being the case,
in that event, you would see many old and familiar faces back again to the South. The fact is, there are few here
who would not return to the South in the event of emancipation. We want to live in the land of our birth, and to
lay our bones by the side of our fathers'; and nothing short of an intense love of personal freedom keeps us from
the South. For the sake of this, most of us would live on a crust of bread and a cup of cold water.
Since | left you, | have had a rich experience. | have occupied stations which | never dreamed of when a slave.
Three out of the ten years since | left you, | spent as a common laborer on the wharves of New Bedford,
Massachusetts. It was there | earned my first free dollar. It was mine. I could spend it as | pleased. 1 could buy
hams or herring with it, without asking any odds of any body. That was a precious dollar to me. You remember
when | used to make seven or eight, or even nine dollars a week in Baltimore, you would take every cent of it
from me every Saturday night, saying that | belonged to you, and my earnings also. | never liked this conduct on
your part—to say the best, | thought it a little mean. 1 would not have served you so. But let that pass. | was a
little awkward about counting money in New England fashion when | first landed in New Bedford. | like to have
betrayed myself several times. | caught myself saying phip, for fourpence; and at one time a man actually charged
me with being a runaway, whereupon | was silly enough to become one by running away from him, for | was
greatly afraid he might adopt measures to get me again into slavery, a condition | then dreaded more than death.

| soon, however, learned to count money, as well as to make it, and got on swimmingly. | married soon after

leaving you: in fact, | was engaged to be married before | left you; and instead of finding my companion a burden,
she was truly a helpmeet. She went to live at service, and | to work on the wharf, and though we toiled hard the
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first winter, we never lived more happily. After remaining in New Bedford for three years, | met with Wm. Lloyd
Garrison, a person of whom you have possibly heard, as he is pretty generally known among slaveholders. He
put it into my head that | might make myself serviceable to the cause of the slave by devoting a portion of my
time to telling my own sorrows, and those of other slaves which had come under my observation. This was the
commencement of a higher state of existence than any to which I had ever aspired. | was thrown into society the
most pure, enlightened and benevolent that the country affords. Among these | have never forgotten you, but
have invariably made you the topic of conversation—thus giving you all the notoriety | could do. | need not tell
you that the opinion formed of you in these circles, is far from being favorable. They have little respect for your
honesty, and less for your religion.

But | was going on to relate to you something of my interesting experience. I had not long enjoyed the excellent
society to which | have referred, before the light of its excellence exerted a beneficial influence on my mind and
heart. Much of my early dislike of white persons was removed, and their manners, habits and customs, so entirely
unlike what | had been used to in the kitchen-quarters on the plantations of the South, fairly charmed me, and
gave me a strong disrelish for the coarse and degrading customs of my former condition. | therefore made an
effort so to improve my mind and deportment, as to be somewhat fitted to the station to which | seemed almost
providentially called. The transition from degradation to respectability was indeed great, and to get from one to
the other without carrying some marks of one's former condition, is truly a difficult matter. | would not have you
think that | am now entirely clear of all plantation peculiarities, but my friends here, while the{/ entertain the
strongest dislike to them, regard me with that charity to which my past life somewhat entitles me, so that my
condition in this respect is exceedingly pleasant. So far as my domestic affairs are concerned, | can boast of as
comfortable a dwelling as your own. | have an industrious and neat companion, and four dear children—the
oldest a girl of nine years, and three fine boys, the oldest eight, the next six, and the youngest four years old. The
three oldest are now going regularly to school—two can read and write, and the other can spell with tolerable
correctness words of two syllables: Dear fellows! They are all in comfortable beds, and are sound asleep,
perfectly secure under my own roof. There are no slaveholders here to rend my heart by snatching them from
my arms, or blast a mother's dearest hopes by tearing them from her bosom. These dear children are ours—not
to work up into rice, sugar and tobacco, but to watch over, regard, and protect, and to rear them up in the
nurture and admonition of the gospel—to train them up in the paths of wisdom and virtue, and, as far as we can
to make them useful to the world and to themselves. Ohl! sir, a slaveholder never appears to me so completely
an agent of hell, as when | think of and look upon my dear children. It is then that my feelings rise above my
control. | meant to have said more with respect to my own prosperity and happiness, but thoughts and feelings
which this recital has quickened unfits me to proceed further in that direction. The grim horrors of slavery rise in
all their ghastly terror before me, the wails of millions pierce my heart, and chill my blood. | remember the chain,
the gag, the bloody whip, the deathlike gloom overshadowing the broken spirit of the fettered bondman, the
appalling liability of his being torn away from wife and children, and sold like a beast in the market. Say not that
this is a picture of fancy. You well know that | wear stripes on my back inflicted by your direction; and that you,
while we were brothers in the same church, caused this right hand, with which | am now penning this letter, to
be closely tied to my left, and my person dragged at the pistol's mouth, fifteen miles, from the Bay side to Easton
to be sold like a beast in the market, for the alleged crime of intending to escape from your possession. All this
and more you remember, and know to be perfectly true, not only of yourself, but of nearly all of the slaveholders

around you.

At this moment, you are probably the guilty holder of at least three of my own dear sisters, and my only brother
in bondage. These you regard as your property. They are recorded on your ledger, or perhaps have been sold to
human flesh mongers, with a view to filling your own ever-hungry purse. Sir, | desire to know how and where
these dear sisters are. Have you sold them? Or are they still in your possession? What has become of them? Are
they living or dead? And my dear old grandmother, whom you turned out like an old horse, to die in the woods—
is she still alive? Write and let me know all about them. If my grandmother be still alive, she is of no service to
you, for by this time she must be nearly eighty years old—too old to be cared for by one to whom she has ceased
to be of service, send her to me at Rochester, or bring her to Philadelphia, and it shall be the crowning happiness
of my life to take care of her in her old age. Oh! She was to me a mather, and a father, so far as hard toil for my
comfort could make her such. Send me my grandmother! that | may watch over and take care of her in her old
age. And my sisters, let me know all about them. | would write to them, and learn all | want to know of them,
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without disturbing you in any way, but that, through your unrighteous conduct, they have been entirely deprived
of the power to read and write. You have kept them in utter ignorance, and have therefore robbed them of the
sweet enjoyments of writing or receiving letters from absent friends and relatives. Your wickedness and cruelty
committed in this respect on your fellow-creatures, are greater than all the stripes you have laid upon my back,
or theirs. It is an outrage upon the soul—a war upon the immortal spirit, and one for which you must give account
at the bar of our common Father and Creator.

The responsibility which you have assumed in this regard is truly awful—and how you could stagger under it
these many years is marvellous. Your mind must have become darkened, your heart hardened, your conscience
seared and petrified, or you would have long since thrown off the accursed load and sought relief at the hands
of a sin-forgiving God. How, let me ask, would you look upon me, were I some dark night in company with a band
of hardened villains, to enter the precincts of your elegant dwelling and seize the person of your own lovely
daughter Amanda, and carry her off from your family, friends and all the loved ones of her youth—make her my
slave—compel her to work, and take her wages—place her name on my ledger as property—disregard her
personal rights—fetter the powers of her immortal soul by denying her the right and privilege of learning to read
and write—feed her coarsely—clothe her scantily, and whip her on the naked back occasionally; more and still
more horrible, leave her unprotected—a degraded victim to the brutal lust of fiendish overseers, who would
pollute, blight, and blast her fair soul—rob her of all dignity—destroy her virtue, and annihilate all in her person
the graces that adorn the character of virtuous womanhood? | ask how would you regard me, if such were my
conduct? Oh! The vocabulary of the damned would not afford a word sufficiently infernal, to express your idea
of my God-provoking wickedness. Yet sir, your treatment of my beloved sisters is in all essential points, precisely
like the case | have now supposed. Damning as would be such a deed on my part, it would be no more so than
that which you have committed against me and my sisters.

| will now bring this letter to a close, you shall hear from me again unless you let me hear from you. I intend to
make use of you as a weapon with which to assail the system of slavery—as a means of concentrating public
attention on the system, and deepening their horror of trafficking in the souls and bodies of men. | shall make
use of you as a means of exposing the character of the American church and clergy—and as a means of bringing
this guilty nation with yourself to repentance. In doing this | entertain no malice towards you personally. There
is no roof under which you would be more safe than mine, and there is nothing in my house which you might
need for your comfort, which | would not readily grant. Indeed, | should esteem it a privilege, to set you an
example as to how mankind ought to treat each other.

I am your fellow man, but not your slave,
FREDERICK DOUGLASS.

P. S. I send a copy of the paper containing this letter, to save postage. F. D.

This letter was published in The North Star on September 3, 1848
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Emmeline Pankhurst’s Freedom or Death speech, delivered at Hartford, Connecticut - November 13, 1913.

Mrs. Hepburn, ladies and gentlemen:

Many people come to Hartford to address meetings as advocates of some reform. Tonight it is not to advocate a
reform that I address a meeting in Hartford. I do not come here as an advocate, because whatever position the
suffrage movement may occupy in the United States of America, in England it has passed beyond the realm of
advocacy and it has entered into the sphere of practical politics. It has become the subject of revolution and civil
war, and so tonight I am not here to advocate woman suffrage. American suffragists can do that very well for
themselves.

I am here as a soldier who has temporarily left the field of battle in order to explain - it seems strange it should
have to be explained - what civil war is like when civil war is waged by women. I am not only here as a soldier
temporarily absent from the field at battle; I am here - and that, I think, is the strangest part of my coming - I
am here as a person who, according to the law courts of my country, it has been decided, is of no value to the
community at all: and I am adjudged because of my life to be a dangerous person, under sentence of penal
servitude in a convict prison. So you see there is some special interest in hearing so unusual a person address
you. I dare say, in the minds of many of you - you will perhaps forgive me this personal touch - that I do not
look either very like a soldier or very like a convict, and yet I am both.

Now, first of all I want to make you understand the inevitableness of revolution and civil war, even on the part
of women, when you reach a certain stage in the development of a community's life. It is not at all difficult if
revolutionaries come to you from Russia, if they come to you from China, or from any other part of the world, if
they are men, to make you understand revolution in five minutes, every man and every woman to understand
revolutionary methods when they are adopted by men.

Many of you have expressed sympathy, probably even practical sympathy, with revolutionaries in Russia. I dare
say you have followed with considerable interest the story of how the Chinese revolutionary, Sun Yat-sen,
conducted the Chinese revolution from England. And yet I find in American newspapers there is a great deal of
misunderstanding of the fact that one of the chief minds engaged in conducting the women's revolution is, for
purposes of convenience, located in Paris. It is quite easy for you to understand - it would not be necessary for
me to enter into explanations at all - the desirability of revolution if I were a man, in any of these countries, even
in a part of the British Empire known to you as Ireland. If an Irish revolutionary had addressed this meeting, and
many have addressed meetings all over the United States during the last twenty or thirty years, it would not be
necessary for that revolutionary to explain the need of revolution beyond saying that the people of his country
were denied - and by people, meaning men - were denied the right of self-government. That would explain the
whole situation. If I were a man and I said to you, "I come from a country which professes to have representative
institutions and yet denies me, a taxpayer, an inhabitant of the country, representative rights," you would at
once understand that that human being, being a man, was justified in the adoption of revolutionary methods to
get representative institutions. But since I am a woman it is necessary in the twentieth century to explain why
women have adopted revolutionary methods in order to win the rights of citizenship.

You see, in spite of a good deal that we hear about revolutionary methods not being necessary for American
women, because American women are so well off, most of the men of the United States quite calmly acquiesce
in the fact that half of the community are deprived absolutely of citizen rights, and we women, in trying to make
our case clear, always have to make as part of our argument, and urge upon men in our audience the fact - a
very simple fact - that women are human beings. It is quite evident you do not all realize we are human beings
or it would not be necessary to argue with you that women may, suffering from intolerable injustice, be driven
to adopt revolutionary methods. We have, first of all to convince you we are human beings, and I hope to be able
to do that in the course of the evening before I sit down, but before doing that, I want to put a few political
arguments before you - not arguments for the suffrage, because I said when I opened, I didn't mean to do that
- but arguments for the adoption of militant methods in order to win political rights.

A great many of you have been led to believe, from the somewhat meager accounts you get in the newspapers,
that in England there is a strange manifestation taking place, a new form of hysteria being swept across part of
the feminist population of those Isles, and this manifestation takes the shape of irresponsible breaking of
windows, burning of letters, general inconvenience to respectable, honest business people who want to attend to
their business. It is very irrational you say: even if these women had sufficient intelligence to understand what
they were doing, and really did want the vote, they have adopted very irrational means for getting the vote. "How
are they going to persuade people that they ought to have the vote by breaking their windows?" you say. Now,
if you say that, it shows you do not understand the meaning of our revolution at all, and I want to show you that
when damage is done to property it is not done in order to convert people to woman suffrage at all. Itis a practical
political means, the only means we consider open to voteless persons to bring about a political situation, which
can only be solved by giving women the vote.

Suppose the men of Hartford had a grievance, and they laid that grievance before their legislature, and the
legislature obstinately refused to listen to them, or to remove their grievance, what would be the proper and the
constitutional and the practical way of getting their grievance removed? Well, it is perfectly obvious at the next
general election, when the legislature is elected, the men of Hartford in sufficient numbers would turn out that
legislature and elect a new one: entirely change the personnel of an obstinate legislature which would not remove
their grievance. It is perfectly simple and perfectly easy for voting communities to get their grievances removed
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if they act in combination and make an example of the legislature by changing the composition of the legislature
and sending better people to take the place of those who have failed to do justice.

But let the men of Hartford imagine that they were not in the position of being voters at all, that they were
governed without their consent being obtained, that the legislature turned an absolutely deaf ear to their
demands, what would the men of Hartford do then? They couldn't vote the legislature out. They would have to
choose; they would have to make a choice of two evils: they would either have to submit indefinitely to an unjust
state of affairs, or they would have to rise up and adopt some of the antiquated means by which men in the past
got their grievances remedied. We know what happened when your forefathers decided that they must have
representation for taxation, many, many years ago. When they felt they couldn't wait any longer, when they laid
all the arguments before an obstinate British government that they could think of, and when their arguments
were absolutely disregarded, when every other means had failed, they began by the tea party at Boston, and
they went on until they had won the independence of the United States of America. That is what happened in the
old days.

1t is perfectly evident to any logical mind that when you have got the vote, by the proper use of the vote in
sufficient numbers, by combination, you can get out of any legislature whatever you want, or, if you cannot get
it, you can send them about their business and choose other people who will be more attentive to your demands,
But, it is clear to the meanest intelligence that if you have not got the vote, you must either submit to laws just
or unjust, administration just or unjust, or the time inevitably comes when you will revolt against that injustice
and use violent means to put an end to it, That is so logically correct that we hear politicians today talk about the
inherent right of revolution and rebellion on the part of human beings suffering from an intolerable injustice, and
in England today we are having a situation brought about by men which exactly illustrates the case. We have got
in Ireland today a very serious situation. I refer to the fact that for generations Irish agitators, Irish lawbreakers,
Irish criminals, who have been sentenced to long terms of imprisonment in English convict prisons, have come
over to America and have asked the people of the United States to give them money, to send them help in various
forms to fight the Irish rebellion.

The Irish rebellion has at last, during the past few years, come into practical politics, and it has found shape in a
measure which has now passed through the House of Commons and through the House of Lords, giving what the
Irishmen so long wanted, home rule to Ireland. That is to say, next June, a parliament is going to be set up in
Dublin, an Irish parliament, for the management of Irish affairs quite distinct from the government in London.
The majority of men in Ireland desired it; presumably the majority of women acquiesced in their desire, but they
were not asked whether they wished it or not. It is certain that in the course of the Irish rebellion women have
taken a very prominent part; and it is rather a notable point to which I should like to call your attention, that
when the imprisonments of Irishmen took place in the course of their political rebellion they were put almost
invariably, after a certain amount of struggle, in the first division, and were treated as political offenders; but
when women, helping the men, got into the coils of the law, all those women in Ireland who were helping the
men to get home rule, were invariably treated as ordinary criminals and got ordinary criminals' treatment. You
see, ladies, even in a rebellion, there is an advantage in being a voter, and if you are not a voter you are liable
to get very much worse treatment than the voters, even the law-breaking voters, get. Now, the situation today
then is, that home rule for Ireland is to take effect early next year, or in the course of next year.

But there is a part of Ireland which does not want home rule. There is a part of Ireland which prefers to be
governed from London. That is the north of Ireland, in the County of Ulster. For racial reasons, for religious
reasons, for economic reasons, the majority of the people there do not want home rule at all. They call themselves
Loyalists, Unionists, and they want to maintain the union with Great Britain in its present form. Directly the home
rule bill passed, directly it was perfectly clear that Home Rule was to be granted, these people began to revolt.
They had a leader, a man who formed a part of the last Conservative administration, Sir Edward Carson. A
distinguished lawyer, a distinguished statesman: he is an Irishman. Sir Edward Carson came to be the leader of
the Ulster rebellion. He has advocated civil war: he has not only advocated civil war, he has urged the men of
Ulster to drill and prepare to fight if civil war comes to pass. The first stage in this rebellion was the signing of a
great declaration on behalf of the Union. It is rather notable that not only men signed that declaration, but women
signed it also; the women of Ulster were invited to sign the declaration along with the men. And to those people
who say that the province of woman is quite apart from politics, and that women by nature take no interest in
politics, I would like to say that more women signed that declaration than did men, considerably more.

Well, the last stage of this struggle, and the struggle is coming to a head, is this; that Sir Edward Carson has
been making speeches in which he has gloried in having broken the law; he has challenged the British government
to arrest him; arms have been shipped to Ireland; and there is not a club, a young men's club, a workingman's
club, or the middle class or the upper class men's club, where they are not drilling and preparing for civil war.
The law has already been broken, because there has been considerable riot in the streets of Belfast, and lives
even have been lost, and I want to say to you in this meeting how much have you heard of all this in the American
newspapers? Have you heard loud condemnation from English newspapers echoed in your own papers? No; the
newspapers and you have accepted quite calmly the fact that revolution is preparing in Ireland, and not one of
you, whether you are a newspaper editor writing leading articles in your sanctum, or whether you are a business
man or a professional man, not one of you has questioned the right of those men in Ulster, although they are
voters and have a constitutional means for getting redress for their grievances, the right of those men to resort

to revolution if everything else fails.

Well, there is another picture, another contrast I want to draw. We have Sir Edward Carson preaching revolut@on
and justifying bloodshed in defense of what he calls the rights of the manhood of Ulster, the right of having
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themselves governed in the way they prefer. He has not hesitated to advocate the shedding of blood because be
says it is quite worthwhile to shed blood, of your own and other people's, in defense of your citizen rights, in the
defense of your having the right to choose the form of government you wish. Sir Edward Carson has not been
arrested: Sir Edward Carson has not been charged with conspiracy; Sir Edward Carson has not been sent to jail.
He has been making precisely the same kind of speeches that I made up to the month of March last, with this
difference: that while he has justified the shedding of human blood in a revolution, I have always said that nothing
would bring me to the point of claiming that we should destroy human life in the course of our woman's agitation.
That is the only distinction between his speeches and mine, that he has advocated and justified the taking of life
where I have always stopped short in my justification, at property, at inanimate objects. 1 have always said
human life is sacred, and in a woman's revolution we respect human life, and we stop short of injury to human
life.

Now, to those people who say that women are better treated than men when they break the laws, to those people
who say that there is no need for women to take to methods of revolution, I want to draw this contrast; here is
Sir Edward Carson, a man who presumably by his education and training, ought to be more respectful of the law
than persons who are not either fit to understand the laws or to vote for those who make them. You have Sir
Edward Carson, a chartered libertine, going to and fro in England and in Ireland, making these speeches; whereas
you have me, a woman arrested and charged and sentenced to a long term of penal servitude for doing precisely
what he has done, although he has not had the justification that I have, because, again I want to call your
attention to the point, that Sir Edward Carson and his friends have the vote, and therefore have the legitimate
and proper way of getting redress for their grievances, whereas neither I nor any of the women have any
constitutional means whatever and no legitimate, recognized methods of getting redress or our grievances except
the methods of revolution and violence.

Well now, I want to argue with you as to whether our way is the right one: T want to explain all these things that
you have not understood: I want to make you understand exactly what our plan of campaign has been because
I have always felt that if you could only make people understand most people's hearts are in the right place and
most people's understandings are sound and most people are more or less logical - if you could only make them
understand.

Now, I want to come back to the point where I said, if the men of Hartford had a grievance and had no vote to
get their redress, if they felt that grievance sufficiently, they would be forced to adopt other methods. That brings
me to an explanation of these methods that you have not been able to understand. I am going to talk later on
about the grievances, but I want to first of all make you understand that this civil war carried on by women is
not the hysterical manifestation which you thought it was, but was carefully and logically thought out, and I think
when I have finished you will say, admitted the grievance, admitted the strength of the cause, that we could not
do anything else, that there was no other way, that we had either to submit to intolerable injustice and let the
woman's movement go back and remain in a worse position than it was before we began, or we had to go on
with these methods until victory was secured; and I want also to convince you that these methods are going to
win, because when you adopt the methods of revolution there are two justifications which I feel are necessary or
to be desired. The first is, that you have good cause for adopting your methods in the beginning, and secondly
that you have adopted methods which when pursued with sufficient courage and determination are bound, in the
long run, to win.

Now, it would take too long to trace the course of militant methods as adopted by women, because it is about
eight years since the word militant was first used to describe what we were doing; it is about eight years since
the first militant action was taken by women. It was not militant at all, except that it provoked militancy on the
part of those who were opposed to it. When women asked guestions in political meetings and failed to get
answers, they were not doing anything militant. To ask questions at political meetings is an acknowledged right
of all people who attend public meetings; certainly in my country, men have always done it, and I hope they do
it in America, because it seems to me that if you allow people to enter your legislatures without asking them any
questions as to what they are going to do when they get there you are not exercising your citizen rights and your
citizen duties as you ought. At any rate in Great Britain it is a custom, a time-honored one, to ask questions of
candidates for parliament and ask questions of members of the government. No man was ever put out of a public
meeting for asking a question until Votes for Women came onto the political horizon. The first people who were
put out of a political meeting for asking questions, were women; they were brutally ill-used; they found
themselves in jail before twenty-four hours had expired.

But instead of the newspapers, which are largely inspired by the politicians, putting militancy and the reproach
of militancy, if reproach there is, on the people who had assaulted the women, they actually said it was the
women who were militant and very much to blame. How different the reasoning is that men adopt when they are
discussing the cases of men and those of women. Had they been men who asked the questions, and had those
men been brutally ill-used, you would have heard a chorus of reprobation on the part of the people toward those
who refused to answer those questions. But as they were women who asked the questions, it was not the speakers
on the platform who would not answer them, who were to blame, or the ushers at the meeting; it was the poor
women who had had their bruises and their knocks and scratches, and who were put into prison for doing precisely
nothing but holding a protest meeting in the street after it was all over. However, we were called militant for
doing that, and we were quite willing to accept the name, because militancy for us is time-honored; you have the
church militant, and in the sense of spiritual militancy we were very militant indeed. We were determined to press
this question of the enfranchisement of women to the point where we were no longer to be ignored by the
politicians as had been the case for about fifty years, during which time women had patiently used every means
open to them to win their political enfranchisement.
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We found that all the fine phrases about freedom and liberty were entirely for male consumption, and that they
did not in any way apply to women. When it was said taxation without representation is tyranny, when it was
"Taxation of men without representation is tyranny," everybody quite calmly accepted the fact that women had
to pay taxes and even were sent to prison if they failed to pay them - quite right. We found that "Government of
the people, by the people and for the people," which is also a time-honored Liberal principle, was again only for
male consumption; half of the people were entirely ignored; it was the duty of women to pay their taxes and
obey the laws and look as pleasant as they could under the circumstances. In fact, every principle of liberty
enunciated in any civilized country on earth, with very few exceptions, was intended entirely for men, and when
women tried to force the putting into practice of these principles, for women, then they discovered they had come
into a very, very unpleasant situation indeed.

Now, I am going to pass rapidly over all the incidents that happened after the two first women went to prison for
asking questions of cabinet ministers, and come right up to the time when our militancy became real militancy,
when we organized ourselves on an army basis, when we determined, if necessary, to fight for our rights just as
our forefathers had fought for their rights. Then people began to say that while they believed they had no criticism
of militancy, as militancy, while they thought it was quite justifiable for people to revolt against intolerable
injustice, it was absurd and ridiculous for women to attempt it because women could not succeed. After all the
most practical criticism of our militancy coming from men has been the argument that it could not succeed. They
would say, "We would be with you if you could succeed but it is absurd for women who are the weaker sex, for
women who have not got the control of any large interests, for women who have got very little money, who have
peculiar duties as women, which handicaps them extremely - for example, the duty of caring for children - it is
absurd for women to think they can ever win their rights by fighting; you had far better give it up and submit
because there it is, you have always been subject and you always will be." Well now, that really became the
testing time. Then we women determined to show the world, that women, handicapped as women are, can still
fight and can still win, and now I want to show you how this plan of ours was carefully thought out, even our
attacks on private property, which has been so much misunderstood. I have managed in London to make
audiences of business men who came into the meetings very, very angry with us indeed, some of whom had their
telephonic communication cut off for several hours and had not been able to even get telegrams from their stock-
brokers in cities far distant, who naturally came to our meetings in a very angry frame of mind, understand the
situation: and if it has been possible to make them understand, if some of them even get fairly enthusiastic about
our methods, it ought to be possible, Mrs. Hepburn, for me to explain the situation to an audience in Hartford,
who, after all, are far enough off to be able to see, unlike men in our own country who are not able to see wood
for trees.

I would like to suggest that if later on, while I am explaining these matters to you, there comes into the mind of
any man or woman in the audience some better plan for getting what we want out of an obstinate government,
I would be thankful and grateful if that person, man or woman, would tell me of some better plan than ours for
dealing with the situation.

Here we have a political system where no reforms can get onto the statute book of the old country unless it is
initiated by the government of the country, by the cabinet, by the handful of people who really govern the country.
It doesn't matter whether you have practically every member of parliament on your side, you cannot get what
you want unless the cabinet initiate legislation, a situation by which the private member has become almost of
no account at all, the ordinary private member of parliament. He may introduce bills, but he knows himself that
he is only registering a pious opinion of a certain number of electors in his constituency; it may be his own; but
that pious opinion will never find its way onto the statute book of his country until the government in power, the
prime minister and his colleagues, introduces a government measure to carry that reform. Well then, the whole
problem of people who want reform is, to bring enough political pressure to bear upon the government to lead
them to initiate, to draft a hill, and introduce it in the first instance, into the House of Commons, force it through
the House of Commons, press it through the House of Lords, and finally land it safely, having passed through the
shoals and rapids of the parliamentary river, safely on the statute book as an Act of Parliament. Well, combinations
of voters have tried for generations, even with the power of the vote, to get their reforms registered in legislation,
and have failed. You have to get your cause made a first class measure; you have to make the situation in the
country so urgent and so pressing that it has become politically dangerous for the government to neglect that
question any longer, so politically expedient for them to do it that they realize they cannot present themselves
to the country at the next general election unless it has been done.

Well, that was the problem we had to face, and we faced it, a mere handful of women. Well, whether you like our
methods or not, we have succeeded in making woman suffrage one of the guestions which even cabinet ministers
now admit cannot indefinitely be neglected. It must be dealt with within a very short period of time. No other
methods than ours would have brought about that resuit. You may have sentimental articles in magazines by the
chancellor of the exchequer who seems to be able to spare time from his ordinary avocations to write magazine
articles telling you that militancy is a drag on the movement for woman suffrage. But our answer to that is,
methinks our gentlemen doth protest too much, because until militancy became to be known neither Mr. Lloyd
George nor any statesman, no, nor any member of parliament, ever thought it was necessary to mention the
subject of woman suffrage at all. Now they mention it constantly, to tell us what damage we have done to our
cause. They are all urging us to consider the serious position into which we have brought the cause of woman

suffrage.

Well now, let me come to the situation as we find it. We felt we had to rouse the public to such a point that they
would say to the government, you must give women the vote. We had to get the electors, we hqd to get Fhe
business interests, we had to get the professional interests, we had to get the men of leisure all unitedly saying
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to the government, relieve the strain of this situation and give women the vote; and that is a problem that I think
the most astute politician in this meeting would find very difficult. We have done it; we are doing it every day;
and I think when you take that fact into consideration you will realize why we have been attacking private
property, why we have been attacking the property of men so absorbed in their business that they generally
forget to vote in ordinary elections, why we have attacked the pleasures of men whose whole life is spent in a
round of pleasure, and who think politics so dull and so beneath their distinguished ossification that they hardly
know which party is in power. All these people have had to be moved in order to bring enough pressure to bear
upon the government to compel them to deal with the question of woman suffrage. And now that in itself is an
explanation. There is a homely English proverb which may help to clear the situation which is this: "You cannot
rouse the Britisher unless you touch his pocket." That is literally true. Perhaps you now can understand why we
women thought we must attack the thing that was of most value in modem life in order to make these people
wake up and realize that women wanted the vote, and that things were going to be very uncomfortable until
women got the vote, because it is not by making people comfortable you get things in practical life, it is by
making them uncomfortable. That is a homely truth that all of us have to learn.

I don't know, Mrs. Hepburn, whether I have used the domestic illustration in Hartford, but it is a very good one:
it is quite worth using again. You have two babies very hungry and wanting to be fed. One baby is a patient baby,
and waits indefinitely until its mother is ready to feed it. The other baby is an impatient baby and cries lustily,
screams and kicks and makes everybody unpleasant until it is fed. Well, we know perfectly well which baby is
attended to first. That is the whole history of politics. Putting sentiment aside, people who really want reforms
learn that lesson very quickly. It is only the people who are quite content to go on advocating them indefinitely
who play the part of the patient baby in politics. You have to make more noise than anybody else, you have to
make yourself more obtrusive than anybody else, you have to fill all the papers more than anybody else, in fact
you have to be there all the time and see that they do not snow you under, if you are really going to get your
reform realized.

That is what we women have been doing, and in the course of our desperate struggle we have had to make a
great many people very uncomfortable. Now, one woman was arrested on an occasion when a great many
windows were broken in London, as a protest against a piece of trickery on the part of the government, which
will be incredible in fifty years, when the history of the movement is read. Women broke some windows as a
protest: they broke a good many shopkeepers' windows: they broke the windows of shopkeepers where they
spent most of their money when they bought their hats and their clothing. They also broke the windows of many
of the clubs, the smart clubs in Piccadilly.

One of the clubs was the Guard Club. Well, the ordinary army man is not much in politics, but he very often,
because of his aristocratic and social connections, has considerable influence if he would use it. One woman broke
the windows of the Guard Club, and when she broke those windows she stood there quietly until the Guard hali
porter came out and seized her and held her until the policemen came to take her to prison. A number of the
guards came out to see the kind of woman it was who had broken their windows, and they saw there a quiet little
woman. She happened to be an actress, a woman who had come into our militant movement because she knew
of the difficulties and dangers and temptations of the actress's life, of how badly paid she is, what her private
sorrows are and her difficulties, and so she had come into the militant movement to get votes for actresses as
quickly as possible, so that through the vote they could secure better conditions. Some of the guards - I think
men who had never known what it was to earn a living, who knew nothing of the difficulties of a man's life, let
alone the difficulties of a woman's life - came out, and they said: "Why did you break our windows? We have
done nothing." She said: "It is because you have done nothing I have broken your windows." And perhaps out of
that woman's breaking of windows has come this new movement of men of my country, where we find
distinguished men who fought through the Boer war are drilling now like Sir Edward Carson in Belfast, drilling
men in order to form a bodyguard to protect the militant women. Probably that broken window of the Guard Club
did a good deal to rouse men to the defense of women and to the injustice of their situation.

well, then the shopkeepers who could not understand why we should break the shopkeepers’ windows. Why
should we alienate the sympathy of the shopkeepers? Well, there is the other side of the question, gentiemen -
why should the shopkeepers alienate the sympathy of their customers by refusing to help them to get political
power, some power to make the condition of the woman who helps to earn the shopkeepers money by serving
in his shop, easier than it is at the present time? Those women broke shopkeepers' windows, and what was the
situation? Just at the beginning of the winter season when all the new winter hats and coats were being shown,
the shopkeepers had to barricade all their windows with wood and nobody could see the new winter fashions.
Well, there again is an impossible situation. The shopkeeper cannot afford to quarrel with his customers, and we
have today far more practical sympathy amongst the shopkeepers of London than we ever had when we were
quiet, gentle, ladylike suffragists asking nicely for a vote.

Well then, there were the men of pleasure, or the businessmen who were so busy earning money during the
week that all they could think of when the week came to an end was recreation, and the great recreation in
England today is playing golf. Everywhere on Saturday you see men streaming away into the country for the
weekend to play golf. They so monopalize the golf links that they have made a rule that although the ladies may
play golf all the week, the golf links are entirely reserved for men on Saturday and Sunday: and you have this
spectacle of the exodus of men from London into the country to fill up the week-end with playing golf. They are
not, ladies, putting their heads together thinking how best they can govern the country for you, what good laws
they can make for you and for the world: they are there, all of them, getting their health, and I do not blame
them for it, at the week-end. Well, we attacked the golf links; we wanted to make them think, and if you had
been in London and taken a Sunday paper you would have read, especially if you played golf, with consternation,
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that all the beautiful greens that had taken years to make, had been cut up or destroyed with an acid or made
almost impossible to play upon on the Friday night, and in many cases there were going to be important matches
on the Saturday afternoon and Sunday.

Just to give you an illustration of the effectiveness of these methods in waking the Britisher up, in conveying to
him that women want the vote and are going to get it even if we do not adopt quite the men's methods in order
to do so. I was staying at a little house in the country on a golf links, @ house that had been loaned to me to use
whenever I could get away from my work, and several times in the course of that Sunday morning I got telephone
calls from gentlemen who were prominent members of golf clubs in that vicinity. It so happened that the golf
links where I was spending the weekend, had not been touched. Those links had been respected because some
of the prominent women suffragettes happened to be members of the club, and those women who destroyed the
greens - I don't know who they were, but it was no doubt done by women - spared the links where these women,
whom they admired and respected, played. Well, then that morning I was rung up over and over again by excited
gentlemen who begged that those golf links should be spared, saying: "I don't know whether your followers know
that we are all suffragists, on our committee, we are entirely in favor of woman suffrage." And I said: "Well, don't
you think you had better tell Mr. Asquith so, because if you are suffragists and do nothing, naturally you will only
add to the indignation of the women. If you really want your golf links spared you had better intimate to Mr.
Asquith that you think it is high time he put his principles into practice and gave the women the vote." There was
another gentleman who rang up and said: "The members of our committee, who are all suffragists, are seriously
considering turning all the women members out of the club if this sort of thing goes on.” "Well," I said, "don't
you think your greater safety is to keep the women in the club as a sort of insurance policy against anything
happening to your links?"

But this experience will show you that if you really want to get anything done, it is not so much a matter of
whether you alienate sympathy; sympathy is a very unsatisfactory thing if it is not practical sympathy. It does
not matter to the practical suffragist whether she alienates sympathy that was never of any use to her. What she
wants is to get something practical done, and whether it is done out of sympathy or whether it is done out of
fear, or whether it is done because you want to be comfortable again and not be worried in this way, doesn't
particularly matter so long as you get it. We had enough of sympathy for fifty years; it never brought us anything,
and we would rather have an angry man going to the government and saying, my business is interfered with and
I won't submit to its being interfered with any longer because you won't give women the vote, than to have a
gentleman come onto our platforms year in and year out and talk about his ardent sympathy with woman suffrage.
Now then, let me come to the more serious matters and to some of the more recent happenings. You know when
you have war, many things happen that all of us deplore. We fought a great war not very long ago, in South
Africa. Women were expected to face with equanimity the loss of those dearest to them in warfare; they were
expected to submit to being impoverished; they were expected to pay the war tax exactly like the men for a war
about which the women were never consulted at all. When you think of the object of that war it really makes
some of us feel very indignant at the hypocrisy of some of our critics. That war was fought ostensibly to get equal
rights for all whites in South Africa. The whole country went wild. We had a disease which was called Mafeka,
because when the victory of Mafeking was declared everybody in the country, except a few people who tried to
keep their heads steady, went absolutely mad with gratification at the sacrifice of thousands of human beings in
the carrying on of that war. That war was fought to get votes for white men in South Africa, a few years sooner
than they would have had them under existing conditions, and it was justified on those grounds, to get a voice
in the government of South Africa for men who would have had that voice in five or six years if they had waited.
That was considered ample justification for one of the most costly and bloody wars of modern times.

Very well, then when you have warfare things happen; people suffer; the noncombatants suffer as well as the
combatants. And so it happens in civil war. When your forefathers threw the tea into Boston harbor, a good many
women had to go without their tea. It has always seemed to me an extraordinary thing that you did not follow it
up by throwing the whiskey overboard; you sacrificed the women; and there is a good deal of warfare for which
men take a great deal of glorification which has involved more practical sacrifice on women than it has on any
man. It always has been so. The grievances of those who have got power, the influence of those who have got
power commands a great deal of attention; but the wrongs and the grievances of those people who have no
power at all are apt to be absolutely ignored. That is the history of humanity right from the beginning.

Well, in our civil war people have suffered, but you cannot make omelets without breaking eggs; you cannot have
civil war without damage to something. The great thing is to see that no more damage is done than is absolutely
necessary, that you do just as much as will arouse enough feeling to bring about peace, to bring about an
honorable peace for the combatants, and that is what we have been doing. Within the last few days you have
read - I don't know how accurate the news cables are to America. I always take them with a grain of salt - but
you have read within the last few days that some more empty houses have been burned, that a cactus house has
been destroyed and some valuable plants have suffered in that house, that some pavilion at a pleasure ground
has also been burned. Well, it is quite possible that it has happened.

I knew before I came here that for one whole day telegraphic and telephonic communication between Glasgow
and London was entirely suspended. We do more in England in our civil war without the sacrifice of a single life
than they did in the war of the Balkan States when they had the siege of Adrianople, because during the whole
of that siege, in the course of which thousands of people were killed and houses were shelled and destroyed,
telegraphic communication was continuous the whole time. If there had been a stock broker in Adrianople who
wanted to communicate with a customer in London, he could have done it; there might have been a little delay,
but he was able to do it, but we, without the loss of a single life in our war, in this effort to rouse business men
to compel the government to give us the vote, because they are the people who can do it in the last resort, we
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entirely prevented stock brokers in London from telegraphing to stock brokers in Glasgow and vice versa: for one
whole day telegraphic and telephonic communication was entirely stopped. I am not going to tell you how it was
done. I am not going to tell you how the women got to the mains and cut the wires; but it was done. It was done,
and it was proved to the authorities that weak women, suffrage women, as we are supposed to be, had enough
ingenuity to create a situation of that kind. Now, I ask you, if women can do that, is there any limit to what we
can do except the limit we put upon ourselves?

If you are dealing with an industrial revolution, if you get the men and women of one class to rising up against
the men and women of another class, you can locate the difficulty; if there is a great industrial strike, you know
exactly where the violence is, and every man knows exactly how the warfare is going to be waged; but in our
war against the government you can't locate it. You can take Mrs. Hepburn and myself on this platform, and now,
without being told, how could you tell that Mrs. Hepburn is a non-militant and that I am a militant? Absolutely
impossible. If any gentleman who is the father of daughters in this meeting went into his home and looked around
at his wife and daughters, if he lived in England and was an Englishman, he couldn't tell whether some of his
daughters were militants or non-militants. When his daughters went out to post a letter, he couldn't tell if they
went harmlessly out to make a tennis engagement at that pillar-box by posting a letter, or whether they went to
put some corrosive matter in that would burn all the letters up inside of that box. We wear no mark; we belong
to every class; we permeate every class of the community from the highest to the lowest; and so you see in the
woman's civil war the dear men of my country are discovering it is absolutely impossible to deal with it: you
cannot locate it, and you cannot stop it.

"Put them in prison," they said, "that will stop it." But it didn't stop it. They put women in prison for long terms
of imprisonment, for making a nuisance of themselves - that was the expression when they took petitions in their
hands to the door of the House of Commons; and they thought that by sending them to prison, giving them a
day's imprisonment, would cause them to all settle down again and there would be no further trouble. But it
didn't happen so at all: instead of the women giving it up, more women did it, and more and more and more
women did it until there were three hundred women at a time, who had not broken a single law, only "made a
nuisance of themselves" as the politicians say. Well then they thought they must go a little farther, and so then
they began imposing punishments of a very serious kind. The judge who sentenced me last May to three years
penal servitude for certain speeches in which I had accepted responsibility for acts of violence done by other
women, said that if I could say I was sorry, if I could promise not to do it again, that he would revise the sentence
and shorten it, because he admitted that it was a very heavy sentence, especially as the jury recommended me
to mercy because of the purity of my motives; and he said he was giving me a determinate sentence, a sentence
that would convince me that I would give up my "evil ways" and would also deter other women from imitating
me. But it hadn't that effect at all. So far from it having that effect more and more women have been doing these
things and I had incited them to do, and were more determined in doing them: so that the long determinate
sentence had no effect in crushing the agitation.

Well then they felt they must do something else, and they began to legislate. I want to tell men in this meeting
that the British government, which is not remarkable for having very mild laws to administer, has passed more
stringent laws to deal with this agitation than it ever found it necessary during all the history of political agitation
in my country. They were able to deal with the revolutionaries of the Chartists' time; they were able to deal with
the trades union agitation; they were able to deal with the revolutionaries later on when the Reform Acts of 1867
and 1884 were passed: but the ordinary law has not sufficed to curb insurgent women. They have had to pass
special legislation, and now they are on the point of admitting that that special legislation has absolutely failed.
They had to dip back into the middle ages to find a means of repressing the women in revolt, and the whole
history shows how futile it is for men who have been considered able statesmen to deal with dissatisfied women
who are determined to win their citizenship and who will not submit to government until their consent is obtained.
That is the whole point of our agitation. The whole argument with the anti-suffragists, or even the critical suffragist
man, is this: that you can govern human beings without their consent.

They have said to us government rests upon force, the women haven't force so they must submit. Well, we are
showing them that government does not rest upon force at all: it rests upon consent. As long as women consent
to be unjustly governed, they can be, but directly women say: "We withhold our consent, we will not be governed
any longer so long as that government is unjust.” Not by the forces of civil war can you govern the very weakest
woman. You can kill that woman, but she escapes you then; you cannot govern her. And that is, I think, @ most
valuable demonstration we have been making to the world. We have been proving in our own person that
government does not rest upon force; it rests upon consent; as long as people consent to government, it is
perfectly easy to govern, but directly they refuse then no power on earth can govern a human being, however
feeble, who withholds his or her consent: and all of the strange happenings that you have read about over here,
have been manifestations of a refusal to consent on the part of the women.

When they put us in prison at first, simply for taking petitions, we submitted; we allowed them to dress us in
prison clothes; we allowed them to put us in solitary confinement; we allowed them to treat us as ordinary
criminals, and put us amongst the most degraded of those criminals: and we were very glad of the experience,
because out of that experience we learned of the need for prison reform; we learned of the fearful mistakes that
men of all nations have made when it is a question of dealing with human beings; we learned of some of the
appalling evils of our so-called civilization that we could not have learned in any other way except by going
through the police courts of our country, in the prison vans that take you up to prison and right through that
prison experience. It was valuable experience, and we were glad to get it. But there came a time when we said:
"It is unjust to send political agitators to prison in this way for merely asking for justice, and we will not submit
any longer."
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And I am always glad to remind American audiences that two of the first women that came to the conclusion that
they would not submit to unjust imprisonment any longer were two American girls who are doing some of the
most splendid suffrage work in America today up in Washington. I think they are making things extremely lively
for the politicians up there, and I don't know whether every American woman knows what those two women,
warking in conjunction with others, are doing for the enfranchisement of American women at this moment. I am
always proud to think that Miss Lucy Burns and Miss Alice Paul served their suffrage apprenticeship in the militant
ranks in England, and they were not slow about it either because one of them came, 1 believe it was, from
Heidelberg, travelling all night, to take part in one of those little processions to Parliament with a petition. She
was arrested and thrown into prison with about twenty others, and that group of twenty women were the first
women who decided they would not submit themselves to the degradation of wearing prison clothes; and they
refused, and they were almost the first to adopt the "hunger strike" as a protest against the criminal treatment.
They forced their way out of prison. Well, then it was that women began to withhold their consent.

I have been in audiences where I have seen men smile when they heard the words "hunger strike", and yet I
think there are very few men today who would be prepared to adopt a "hunger strike" for any cause. It is only
people who feel an intolerable sense of oppression who would adopt a means of that kind. I know of no people
who did it before us except revolutionaries in Russia - who adopted the hunger strike against intolerable prison
conditions. Well, our women decided to terminate those unjust sentences at the earliest possible moment by the
terrible means of the hunger strike. It means, you refuse food until you are at death's door, and then the
authorities have to choose between letting you die, and letting you go; and then they let the women go.

Now, that went on so long that the government felt they had lost their power, and that they were unable to cope
with the situation. Then it was that, to the shame of the British government, they set the example to authorities
all over the world of feeding sane, resisting human beings by force. There may be doctors in this meeting: if so,
they know it is one thing to treat an insane person, to feed by force an insane person, or a patient who has some
form of illness which makes it necessary; but it is quite another thing to feed a sane, resisting human being who
resists with every nerve and with every fiber of her body the indignity and the outrage of forcible feeding. Now,
that was done in England, and the government thought they had crushed us. But they found that it did not quell
the agitation, that more and more women came in and even passed that terrible ordeal, and that they were not
able with all their forcible feeding to make women serve out their unjust sentences. They were obliged to let them

go.

Then came the legistation to which I have referred, the legislation which is known in England as the "Cat and
Mouse Act". It got through the British House of Commons because the home secretary assured the House of
Commons that he wanted the bill passed in the interests of humanity. He said he was a humane man and he did
not like having to resort to forcible feeding; he wanted the House of Commons to give him some way of disposing
of them, and this was his way: he said, "Give me the power to let these women go when they are at death's door,
and leave them at liberty under license until they have recovered their health again and then bring them back;
leave it to me to fix the time of their licenses: leave it in my hands altogether to deal with this intolerable situation,
because the laws must be obeyed and people who are sentenced for breaking the law must he compelled to serve
their sentences.” Well, the House of Commons passed the law. They said: "As soon as the women get a taste of
this they will give it up.” In fact, it was passed to repress the agitation, to make the women yield - because that
is what it has really come to, ladies and gentlemen. It has come to a battle between the women and the
government as to who shall yield first, whether they will yield and give us the vote, or whether we will give up
our agitation.

Well, they little know what women are. Women are very slow to rouse, but once they are aroused, once they are
determined, nothing on earth and nothing in heaven will make women give way; it is impossible. And so this "Cat
and Mouse Act" which is being used against women today has failed: and the home secretary has taken advantage
of the fact that parliament is not sitting, to revive and use alongside of it the forcible feeding. At the present time
there are women lying at death's door, recovering enough strength to undergo operations, who have had both
systems applied to them, and have not given in and won't give in, and who will be prepared, as soon as they get
up from their sick beds, to go on as before. There are women who are being carried from their sick beds on
stretchers into meetings. They are too weak to speak, but they go amongst their fellow workers just to show that
their spirits are unquenched, and that their spirit is alive, and they mean to go on as long as life lasts.

Now, I want to say to you who think women cannot succeed, we have brought the government of England to this
position, that it has to face this alternative: either women are to be killed or women are to have the vote. 1 ask
American men in this meeting, what would you say if in your state you were faced with that alternative, that you
must either kill them or give them their citizenship - women, many of whom you respect, women whom you know
have lived useful lives, women whom you know, even If you do not know them personally, are animated with the
highest motives, women who are in pursuit of liberty and the power to do useful public service? Well, there is
only one answer to that alternative; there is only one way out of it, unless you are prepared to put back civilization
two or three generations: you must give those women the vote. Now that is the outcome of our civil war.

You won your freedom in America when you had the revolution, by bloodshed, by sacrificing human life. You won
the civil war by the sacrifice of human life when you decided to emancipate the negro. You have left it to women
in your land, the men of all civilized countries have left it to women, to work out their own salvation. That is the
way in which we women of England are doing. Human life for us is sacred, but we say if any life is to be sacrificed
it shall be ours; we won't do it ourselves, but we will put the enemy in the position where they will have to choose
between giving us freedom or giving us death.
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Now whether you approve of us or whether you do not, you must see that we have brought the question of
women's suffrage into a position where it is of first rate importance, where it can be ignored no longer. Even the
most hardened politician will hesitate to take upon himself directly the responsibility of sacrificing the lives of
women of undoubted honor, of undoubted earnestness of purpose. That is the political situation as I lay it before
you today.

Now then, let me say something about what has brought it about because you must realize that only the very
strongest of motives would lead women to do what we have done. Life is sweet to all of us. Every human being
loves life and loves to enjoy the good things and the happiness that life gives: and yet we have a state of things
in England that has made not two or three women but thousands of women quite prepared to face these terrible
situations that I have been trying without any kind of passion or exaggeration to lay before you.

Well, I might spend two or three nights dealing with the industrial situation as it affects women, with the legal
position of women, with the social position of women. I want very briefly to say a few words about all. First of all
there is the condition of the working woman. One of the things which gives strength to our agitation is that the
women who are taking an active part in it are not the poorest women, are not the overworked women; they are
the women who are held to be fortunate, the women who have no special personal grievance of their own. Those
women have taken up this fight for their own sake, it is true, because they wish to be free, but chiefly for the
sake of the women less fortunate than themselves. The industrial workers of Great Britain have an average wage,
mind you, not a minimum wage, an average wage, of less than two dollars a week. Think what would happen in
any country if the men in industry of that country had to subsist on a wage like that. Thousands upon thousands
of these women - because there are over five million wage earners in my country - thousands of these women
have dependents; they are women with children dependent upon them, deserted wives with children dependent
on them, or wives with sick husbands; they are unmarried mothers, or they are unmarried women who have old
parents or younger brothers and sisters, or sick relatives dependent upon them. Their average income, taking
the highly skilled woman teacher and averaging her wage with the unskilled home worker, the average income
is less than two dollars a week. There you have in itself an explanation of an uprising of a very determined kind
to secure better conditions; and when you know that the government is the largest employer of all the employers
and sets a horribly bad example to the private employer in the wages that it pays to women, there you have
another explanation. Constant economies are being affected in government departments by the substitution of
women's labor for men's, and there is always a reduction in wages whenever women are employed. That is the
industrial situation. To speak of the sweated home-worker would take too long, but there are women, women
even with dependents, only able to earn three or four shillings a week, thousands of them, and having to pay
with the increased cost of living, exorbitant rents in our great cities for single rooms, so that you get several
families in one room: they cannot afford even to have a room for themselves. So much for the industrial situation.
Then there is the legal situation. The marriage laws of our country are bringing hundreds and hundreds of women
into the militant ranks because we cannot get reform, the kind of reform that women want, of our marriage laws.
First of all, a girl is held marriageable by English law, at the age of twelve years. When I was on trial they produced
a little girl as a witness, a little girl who had found something in the neighborhood of the house of the chancelior
of the exchequer, which was destroyed by some women, and this little girl was produced as a witness. It was
said that it was a terrible thing to bring a little girl of twelve years of age and put her in the witness box in a court
of law. I agreed, but I pointed out to the judge and the jury that one of the reasons why women were in revolt
was because that little girl, whose head just appeared over the top of the witness box, was considered old enough
by the laws of her country to take upon herself the terrible responsibilities of wifehood and motherhood, and
women could not get it altered, no politicians would listen to us, when we asked to have the marriage law altered
in that particular.

Then, the position of the wife. It is very frequently said that every woman who wants a vote, wants a vote because
she has been disappointed, because she has not been chosen to be a wife. Well, I can assure you that if most
women made a study of the laws before they decided to get married, a great many women would seriously
consider whether it was worthwhile, whether the price was not too heavy, because, according to English law, a
woman may toil all her life for her husband and her family, she may work in her husband's business, she may
help him to build up the family income, and if he chooses at the end of a long life to take every penny of the
money that woman has helped to earn away from her and her children, he can do it, and she has no redress. She
may at the end of a long, hard life find herself and her children absolutely penniless because her husband has
chosen to will the money away from her. So that you see when you look at it from the legal point of view, it is
not such a very, very great gain to become a wife in my country. There are a great many risks that go along with
it.

Then take her as a mother. If the child of two parents has any property inherited from relatives, and that child
dies before it is of age to make a will, or without making a will, the only person who inherits the property of that
child is the child's father; the mother does not exist as her child's heir at all; and during the father's lifetime she
not only cannot inherit from her child but she has no voice whatever in deciding the life of her child. Her husband
can give the child away to be educated somewhere else or he can bring whomever he pleases into the house to
educate the child. He decides absolutely the conditions in which that child is to live; he decides how it is to be
educated; he can even decide what religion it is to profess, and the mother's consent is not obtained to any of
these decisions. Women are trying to alter it, have tried for generations, but they cannot because the legislatures
have no time to listen to the opinions and the desires of people who have no votes.

well then, when it comes to the question of how people are to get out of marriage, if they are unhappy, under
the laws of divorce, the English law of divorce is the most scandalous divorce law in the civilized world. There
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may be a few states in America, and I believe in Canada, where the same law obtains, but the English divorce
law is in itself such a stigma upon women, such a degradation to women, such an invitation to immorality on the
part of the married man, that I think that divorce law in itself would justify a rebellion on the part of the women.
You get registered in law unequal standards of morals in marriage, and a married man is encouraged by law to
think that he can make as many lapses as he thinks fit in marital fidelity; whereas, if one act of infidelity is proved
against her the husband can get rid of her by divorce, can take her children away from her and make her an
outcast. Women who have been clamoring for an equal divorce law for generations cannot get any attention. Well
now, we have had a royal commission on divorce and we have had a report, but there is no security for women
that they are to have justice under a new law so long as men are chosen by men to legislate and those men are
likely to register the moral opinions of men, not the moral opinions of women, in legislation.

We have to look facts in the face. Part of the militant movement for woman suffrage has had that effect, that
women have learned to look facts in the face; they have got rid of sentimentalities; they are looking at actual
facts: and when anti-suffragists talk about chivalry, and when they talk about putting women on pedestals and
guarding them from all the difficulties and dangers of life, we look to the facts in life as we see them and we say:
"Women have every reason to distrust that kind of thing, every reason to be dissatisfied; we want to know the
truth however bad it is, and we face that truth because it is only through knowing the truth that you ever will get
to anything better." We are determined to have these things faced and cleared up, and it is absolutely ridiculous
to say to women that they can safely trust their interests in the hands of men who have already registered in the
legislation of their country a standard of morals so unequal for both sexes as we find on the statute books of
England today.

When the divorce commission sat, evidence was given by all kinds of people, and women had the experience of
reading in the newspapers the evidence of the man who had been chosen by other men to preside over the
divorce court, the judge whose duty it was to decide what was legal cruelty and decide whether women were to
continue to be bound to their husbands or not. What did he say? I am glad to think that he is not in a position to
give effect to his ideas any more; he now adorns the House of Lords: but he was still judge of the divorce court
when he said, that in his opinion the wise wife was the woman who closed her eyes to the mora! failings of her
husband: and that was the man, women in this meeting, who had for years decided what was legal cruelty and
what women were to endure or what they were not to endure in that relationship of husband and wife.

Well, can you wonder that all these things make us more militant? It seems to me that once you look at things
from the woman's point of view, once you cease to listen to politicians, once you cease to allow yourself to look
at the facts of life through men's spectacles but look at them through your own, every day that passes you are
having fresh illustrations of the need there is for women to refuse to wait any longer for their enfranchisement.
Then, the latest manifestation, the latest cause of militancy has been the breaking of the great conspiracy of
silence with regard to moral questions and the question of social disease that we have had during the last few
years. I want to offer my testimony of gratitude to women like the lady who presides over us today and to the
many of the medical men of the United States in making a lead in that direction. Before some of the suffragists
had the courage even to study the question, these people spoke out; the medical profession in America has led
the way, and through Dr Prince Morrow, and other men whose names we honor, we are at last beginning to know
the real facts of the situation. We know this, that whatever women's wishes might be, it is their duty for the sake
of the race, itself, to save the race, to insist upon having this question of the moral health of the nation approached
from the women's point of view and settled by women in cooperation with men. It is our business to show the
close relationship there is between the appalling state of social health and the political degradation of women.
The two things go hand in hand. I have been reading a great many articles by very profound thinkers lately, and
I see that somehow or other when you get men writing about them, even the best of men, they do evade the
real issue, and that is, the status of women.

We women see so clearly the fact that the only way to deal with this thing is to raise the status of women; first
the political status, then the industrial and the social status of women. You must make women count as much as
men: you must have an equal standard of morals; and the only way to enforce that is through giving women
political power so that you can get that equal moral standard registered in the laws of the country. It is the only
way. I don't know whether men sufficiently realize it, but we women do realize it: we more and more realize it,
and so women have nerved themselves to speak out on this question. First of all, we feel that what is most
important is that women should know it. Ten years ago it would have been impossible for any woman or any man
to speak openly upon that question on any platform, because women had been taught that they must keep their
eyes closed to all these things; women had been taught that they must ignore the fact even that a large section
of their sex were living lives of degradation and outlawry. If they knew of it at all, they were told in vague terms
that it was in order to make the lives of the rest of the women safe; they were told it was a necessary evil; they
were told it was something that the good woman does not understand and must not know anything about. All
that is now at an end. Women are refusing, men in this meeting, even if that were true, to have their lives made
safe at the expense of their sisters. The women are determined. A good deal of the opposition to woman suffrage
is coming from the very worst element in the population, who realize that once you get woman suffrage, a great
many places that are tolerated today will have to disappear. It is perhaps a hard saying for many men that there
will have to be self-control and an equal standard of morals, but the best men now, the scientists of every country,

are supporting the woman's point of view.

It was thirty years ago in England that a splendid woman named Josephine Butler fought to establish an equal
moral code for both sexes. She fought all her life; she was stoned; she was hooted; her meetings were brokgn
up; her life was made absolutely dangerous; and yet that woman persisted and she secured the repeal of certain
laws relating to prostitution which disgraced the statute books of our country. In those days the doctors were
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against her; practically everybody was against her. Men were told that it was necessary for their health that we
should have an unequal moral code. Now that is all done away with and the foremost medical men and the
foremost scientists are agreeing with the women; they are agreeing with the women that it is quite possible, and
it is necessary for the sake of the race itself, that this equal moral code shall be established. Well, it is probably
difficult; it is perhaps going to be difficult for generations; but it is to come, and it is out of the woman's movement
that it is coming, because women today who have had the benefits of education, who have had the benefit of
medical training and who have had the benefit of legal training, are informing their sex upon this question, and
there is a good deal of opposition coming to it from strange directions; even people who have self-appointed
themselves as the custodians of public morals are opposing the facts being told.

One of the strangest things that I have experienced for years is the fact that in New York, quite recently, copies
of our paper, The Suffragette, in which were articles written by my daughter, quoting the opinions of medical
men all over the world on this question, and relying on those quotations as a statement of fact, were offered for
sale, and an attempt, a successful attempt temporarily, was made to prevent that paper being sold because it
contained these articles telling the truth: and a book containing the articles in collected form prefaced with an
article telling why this book was written, has also had an attack made upon it by that self-constituted guardian
of public morals, Mr. Comstock, supported by certain sections of the American press. Well, that book is here
tonight: that book is here on sale. That book was written, not for people of my age, not for people who if there
are dangers to be faced have either escaped or suffered from them: that book was written for young people. That
book was written so that women should know. What is the use of locking the stable after the horse is stolen?
Prevention is better than cure. This book was written to convince everybody of the danger, to point out the plain
facts of the situation, and to convince thoughtful people that only through the emancipation of women, only
through the uplifting of women, can you ever effectively deal with the situation. We have tried, we women, for
generations to undo some of this evil; we have had our rescue societies; we have made all kinds of efforts; we
have taken the poor unfortunate children who have been the outcome of this unequal code of morals between
men and women, and what has happened? Matters have become sadly worse; we have scratched on the surface
instead of cutting out the root of the evil. All that is changed. Today women are working in my country, are
sacrificing and suffering to win the political enfranchisement of their sex, so that we may get better laws and
better administration of the laws.

I could go on tonight pointing out to you how in my country small crimes against property, small thefts, small
injuries to property are punished more severely than are any crimes committed against the physical and the
moral integrity of members of my sex. I think I have said enough at least to make you understand that this
uprising on the part of the British women has as much justification and as much provocation as any uprising on
the part of men in their desire for political liberty in the past. We are not working to get the vote. We are not
going to prison to get the vote, merely to say we have the vote. We are going through all this to get the vote so
that by means of the vote we can bring about better conditions not only for ourselves but for the community as
a whole.

Men have done splendid things in this world; they have made great achievements in engineering; they have done
splendid organization work; but they have failed, they have miserably failed, when it has come to dealing with
the lives of human beings. They stand self-confessed failures, because the problems that perplex civilization are
absolutely appalling today. Well, that is the function of women in life: it is our business to care for human beings,
and we are determined that we must come without delay to the saving of the race. The race must be saved, and
it can only be saved through the emancipation of women.

Well, ladies and gentlemen, I want to say that I am very thankful to you for listening to me here tonight; I am
glad if I have been able even to a small extent to explain to you something of the English situation. I want to say
that I am not here to apologize. I do not care very much even whether you really understand, because when you
are in a fighting movement, a movement which every fiber of your being has forced you to enter, it is not the
approval of other human beings that you want; you are so concentrated on your object that you mean to achieve
that object even if the whole world was up in arms against you. So I am not here tonight to apologize or to win
very much your approbation. People have said: "Why does Mrs. Pankhurst come to America? Has she come to
America to rouse American women to be militant?” No, I have not come to America to arouse American women
to be militant. I believe that American women, as their earnestness increases, as they realize the need for the
enfranchisement of their sex, will find out for themselves the best way to secure that object. Each nation must
work out its own salvation, and so the American women will find their own way and use their own methods

capably.

Other people have said: "What right has Mrs, Pankhurst to come to America and ask for American dollars?” Well,
I think I have the right that all oppressed people have to ask for practical sympathy of others freer than
themselves. Your right to send to France and ask for help was never questioned. You did it, and you got that
help. Men of all nationalities have come to America, and they have not gone away empty-handed, because
American sympathy has been extended to struggling peoples all over the world.

In England, if you could understand it, there is the most pathetic and the most courageous fight going on, because
you find the people whom you have been accustomed to Jook upon as weak and reliant, the people you have
always thought leaned upon other people for protection, have stood up and are fighting for themselves. Women
have found a new kind of self-respect, a new kind of energy, a new kind of strength: and I think that of all
oppressed peoples who might claim your sympathy and support, women who are fighting this fight unknown in
the history of humanity before, fighting this fight in the twentieth century for greater powers of self-development,
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self-expression and self-government, might very well attract the sympathy and the practical help of American
people.

There hasn't been a victory the women of America have won that we have not rejoiced in. I think as we have
read month by month of the new States that have been added to the list of fully enfranchised states, perhaps we
who know how hard the fight is, have rejoiced even more than American women themselves.

I have heard cheers ring out in a meeting in London when the news of some new state being added to the list
was given, cheers louder and more enthusiastic than I have ever heard for any victory in an American meeting.
It is very true that those who are fighting a hard battle, those who are sacrificing greatly in order to win a victory,
appreciate victories and are more enthusiastic when victories are won. We have rejoiced wholeheartedly in your
victories. We feel that those victories have been easier perhaps because of the hard times that we were having,
because out of our militant mavement in the storm centre of the suffrage movement have gone waves that have
helped to rouse women all over the world. You could only explain the strange phenomena in that way. Ten years
ago there was hardly any woman suffrage movement at all. Now even in China and Japan, in India, in Turkey,
everywhere women are rising up and asking for these larger opportunities, which modern conditions demand that
women should have: and we women think that we have helped. Well, if we have helped at all, if, as has been
said from the chair tonight, we have even helped to rouse suffrage enthusiasm in Connecticut, can you blame me
very much if I come and tell you of the desperate struggle we are having, of how the government is trying to
break us down in every possible way, even by involving us in lawsuits, and trying to frighten our subscribers by
threatening to prosecute even people who help us by subscribing money? Can you wonder I come over to
America? Have you read about American dollars that have been given the Irish law-breakers?

So here am 1. I come in the intervals of prison appearance: I come after having been four times imprisoned under
the "Cat and Mouse Act", probably going back to be rearrested as soon as I set my foot on British soil. I come to
ask you to help to win this fight. If we win it, this hardest of all fights, then, to be sure, in the future it is going
to be made easier for women all over the world to win their fight when their time comes. So I make no apologies
for coming, and I make no apologies, Mrs. Hepburn, for asking this audience if any of them feel inclined to help
me to take back some money from America and put it with the money that I know our women are raising by
desperate personal sacrifice at home, so that when we begin our next year's campaign, facing a general election,
as probably we shall face next year, our anxieties on the money side will not be so heavy as they would have
been if I had not found strength and health enough to come and carry out this somewhat arduous tour in the
United States of America.
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