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CICERO IN PALIMPSEST.

Facsimie of Illuminated Manuscripis.

these examples of rare manuseripts, all are supposed to-ante-

date the tenth century. The fragment of papyrus, numbered II,

is’ attributed to the third century, and the i!lumination.numb‘efgd
111 to the seventh. In the¢ palimpsest, numbered I, thé parchment was:
originally a manuscript of Cicero’s Republic, the letters ‘of which now ap-
pear faintly below the later text. When parchments became starce, ‘the.
scribes pf the monasteries scraped down old manuscripts with pumice stone
and used the parchment for writing their setrhons and for copying. religious
books. Fragments from valuable works of Cicero’s age are sometimes re-
covered by reviving the older writing below- the surface of the “palimpsest”
manuscript. ' :
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HORACE BUSHNELL ’
(1802-1876)

RACE BUSHNLLL illustrates a style of eloquence less suited

than that of Henry Ward Beecher to subjects involving the

emotions, but for many purposes equally effective. His
«Discourse on the Dignity of Human Nature Shown from Its Ruins”
is governed by the same idea which inspired Taine in his remarkable
analysis of Shakespeare’s purposes and methods. Whether or not
the world is a ®hospital for the sick of soul and mind,” as Bushnell
thought and as Taine concludes that Shakespeare believed, there can
be no question of the great power and extraordinary beauty of Bush-
nell’'s argument. It is perhaps his best example of sustained thought
and eloquent expression, but his discourses abound in beauty and are
generally characterized by power. When he surpasses himself, as he
often does, he is equalled only by a very few among the most fa-
mous orators of the world.

He was born at Litchfield, Connecticut, April 14th, 1802. His pas-
torate at Hartford, which began in 1833, brought him continually
increasing reputation. At a time when most pulpit reputations were
made by sermons on politics, he devoted his mind to the elucidation
of permanent truths, and, however far short of his best he may seem
to fall at times, not a few of his characteristic passages are likely
to live as long as the language, He died February 17th, 1876,

THE DIGNITY OF HUMAN NATURE

(From the ®Discourse on the Dignity of Human Nature Shown from
Its Ruins?®)

HE great characters of the world furnish striking proof of the
T transcendent quality of human nature, by the dignity they
are able to connect even with their littleness and mean.
ness. On a small island of the southern Atlantic, is shut up a
remarkable prisoner, wearing himself out there in a feeble mix-
ture of peevishness and jealousy, solaced by no great thoughts
and no heroic spirit; a kind of dotard before his time, killing
and consuming himself by the intense littleness into which he
has shrunk. And this is the great conqueror of the modern
11



12 HORACE BUSHNELL

world, the man whose name is the greatest of modern names,
or, some will say, of all the names the human world has pro-
nounced; a man, nevertheless, who carried his greatest victories
and told his meanest lies in close proximity, a character as des-
titute of private magnanimity, as he was remarkable for the stu-
pendous powers of his understanding and the more stupendous
and imperial leadership of his will. How great a being must it
be, that makes a point of so great dignity before the world, de-
spite of so much that is really little and contemptible.

But he is not alone. The immortal Kepler, piloting science
into the skies, and comprehending the vastness of heaven, for
the first time, in the fixed embrace of definite thought, only
proves the magnificence of man as a ruin, when you discover the
strange ferment of irritability and ®superstition wild,” in which
his great thoughts are brewed and his mighty life dissolved.

So, also, Bacon proves the amazing wealth and grandeur of
the human soul only the more sublimely that, living in an ele-
ment of cunning, servility, ingratitude, and dying under the
shame of a convict, he is yet able to dignify disgrace by the
stupendous majesty of his genius, and commands the, reverence
even of the world, as to one of its sublimest benefactors. And
the poet's stinging line —

«The wisest, brightest, meanest of mankind,?

pictures, only with a small excess of satire, the magnificence of
ruin comprehended in the man.

Probably no one of mankind has raised himself to a higher
pitch of renown by the superlative attributes of genius displayed
in his writings, than the great English dramatist; flowering out,
nevertheless, into such eminence of glory, on a compost of fus-
tian, buffoonery, and other vile stuff, which he so magnificently
covers with splendor and irradiates with beauty, that disgust itself
is lo:: in the vehemence of praise. And so we shall find, almost
universally, that the greatness of the world’s great men is proved
by the inborn qualities that tower above the ruins of weakness
and shame, in which they appear, and out of which, as solitary
pillars and dismantled temples they rise.

But we must look more directly into the contents of human
nature, and the internal ruin by which they are displayed. And
here you may notice, first of all, the sublime vehemence of the
passions. What a creature must that be, who, out of mere hatred,
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or revenge, will deliberately take the life of a fellow man, and
then dispatch his own to avoid the ignominy of a public execu-
tion. Suppose there might be found some tiger that, for the
mere bitterness of his grudge against some other whelp of his
mother, springs upon him in his sleep and rends him in pieces,
and then deliberately tears open his own throat to escape the
vengeance of the family. No tiger of the desert is ever insti-
gated by any so intense and terrible passion, that, for the sweet-
ness of revenge, it is willing afterward to rush on death itself.
This kind of frenzy plainly belongs to none but a creature im-
mortal, an archangel ruined, in whose breast a fire of hell may
burn high enough and deep enough to scorch down even reason
and the innate love of life. Or take the passion of covetousness,
generally regarded as one essentially mean and degraded. After
all, how great a creature must that be who is goaded by a zeal
of acquisition so restless, so self-sacrificing, so insatiable. The
poor, gaunt miser, starving for want, that he may keep the count
of his gold —whom do we more naturally pity and despise. And
yet he were even the greatest of heroes, if he could deny him-
self with so great patience, in a good and holy cause. How
grand a gift that immortality, how deep those gulfs of want in
the soul, that instigate a madness so desolating to character, a
self-immolation so relentless, a niggard suffering so sublime. The
same is even true of the licentious and gluttonous lusts and their
loathsome results. No race of animals can show the parallel of
such vices; because they are none of them instigated by a nature
so insatiable, so essentially great in the magnificence of wants
that find no good to satisfy their cravings. The ruin we say is
beastly, but the beasts are clear of the comparison; it requires a
mold vaster than theirs to burst the limits of nature in excesses
so disgusting.

Consider again the wild mixtures of thought, displayed both in
the waking life and the dreams of mankind. How grand! how
mean! how sudden the leap from one to the other! how inscrut-
able the succession! how defiant of orderly control! It is as if
the soul were a thinking ruin; which it verily is. The angel
and the demon life appear to be contending in it. The imagi-
hation revels in beauty exceeding all the beauty of things, wails
in images dire and monstrous, wallows in murderous and base
suggestions that shame our inward dignity; so that a great part
of the study and a principal art of life, is to keep our decency,
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by a wise selection from what we think and a careful suppres.
sion of the remainder. A diseased and crazy mixture, such as
represents a ruin, is the form of our inward experience. And
yet, a ruin how magnificent, one which a buried Nineveh, or a
desolated Thebes can parallel only in the faintest degree; com-
prehending all that is purest, brightest, most divine, even that
which is above the firmament itself; all that is worst, most sor-
did, meanest, most deformed.

Notice, also, the significance of remorse. How great a creat-
ure must that be that, looking down upon itself from some high
summit in itself, some throne of truth and judgment which no
devastation of order can reach, withers in relentless condemna-
tion of itself, gnaws and chastises itself in the sense'of what it
is! Call it a ruin, as it plainly is, there rises out of the deso-
lated wreck of its former splendor, that which indicates and
measures the sublimity of the original temple. The conscience
stands erect, resisting all the ravages of violence and decay, and
by this, we distinguish the temple of God that was; a soul di-
vinely gifted, made to be the abode of his spirit, the vehicle of
his power, the mirror of his glory. A creature of remorse is a
divine creature of necessity, only it is the wreck of a divinity
that was,

So again you may conceive the greatness of man by the ruin
he makes, if you advert to the dissonance and obstinacy of his
evil will. It is dissonant as being out of harmony with God
and the world, and all beside in the soul itself; viz., the reason,
the conscience, the wants, the hopes, and even the remembrances
of the soul. How great a creature is it that, knowing God, can
set itself off from God and resist him, can make itself a unit,
separate from all beings beside, and maintain a persistent rebel-
lion even against its own convictions, fears, and aspirations. Like
a Pharaoh, it sits on its Egyptian throne, quailing in darkness,
under the successive fears and judgments of life, relenting for
the moment, then gathering itself up again to reassert the ob-
stinacy of its pride, and die, it may be, in its evil. What a power
is this, capable of a dominion how sublime, a work and sphere
how transcendent! If sin is weak, if it is mean, little, selfish,
and deformed, and we are ready to set humanity down as a low
and paltry thing of nothing worth, how terrible and tragic in its
evil grandeur does it appear, when we turn to look upon its defi-
ance of God and the desperate obstinacy of its warfare. Who,
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knowing the judgment of God, that they which commit such
things are worthy of death, not only do the same, but have
pleasure in them that do them. Or, as we have it in the text—
There is no fear of God before their eyes. In one view there is
fear enough, the soul is all its life long haunted by this fear, but
there is a desperation of will that tramples fear and makes it as
though it were not.

Consider once more the religious aspirations and capacities of
religious attraction that are garnmered up and still live in the
ruins of humanity. How plain it is, in all the most forward
demonstrations of the race, that man is a creature for religion;
a creature secretly allied to God himself, as the needle is to the
pole, attracted toward God, aspiring consciously, or unconsciously,
to the friendship and love of God. Neither is it true that, in his
fallen state, he has no capacity left of religious affection, or at-
traction, till it is first newly created in him. All his capacities of
love and truth are in him still, only buried and stifled by the
smoldering ruin in which he lies. There is a capacity in him
still to be moved and drawn, to be charmed and melted by the
divine love and beauty. The old affinity lives though smothered
in selfishness and lust, and even proves itself in sorrowful evi-
dence, when he bows himself down to a reptile or an idol. He
will do his most expensive works for religion. There is a deep
panting still in his bosom, however suppressed, that cries inaudi-
bly and sobs with secret longing after God. Hence the sublime
unhappiness of the race. There is a vast, immortal want stirring
on the world and forbidding it to rest. In the cursing and bit-
terness, in the deceit of tongues, in the poison of asps, in the
swiftness of blood, in all the destruction and misery of the
world’s ruin, there is yet a vast insatiate hunger for the good,
the true, the divine, and a great part of the misery of the ruin
is that it is so great a ruin; a desolation of that which cannot
utterly perish, and still lives, asserting its defrauded rights and
reclaiming its lost glories. And, therefore, it is that life becomes
an experience to the race so tragic in its character, so dark and
wild, so bitter, so incapable of peace. The way of peace we can-
not know, till we find our peace, where our immortal aspirations
place it, in the fullness and the friendly eternity of God



BENJAMIN F. BUTLER
(1818-1893)

ENJAMIN F. BUTLER, one of the most picturesque characters in
ﬂ the history of New England, was, during the course of his
long and intensely active life, “the best hated man in the

United States”—and it is entirely characteristic of him that he enjoyed
it. Involved in the bitterest civil struggle since the wars of the Stuarts,
he probably came nearer living outside of it, if not above it, than any
other man of his day. His extraordinary knowledge of human weak-
ness, his remarkable ability to excite a white heat of anger in others
without becoming angry himself, mark him as a man who belongs to a
class of his own. Whether he is exciting the people of New Orleans
to the deepest indignation by his acts as a military commander, or
whether, as Governor of Massachusetts, he amuses himself by outrag-
ing the feelings of dignity and propriety which make the Massachu-
setts clergy one of the most respectable clerical bodies in the world, he
seems to have derived the keenest enjoyment from every phase of his
kaleidoscopic life. Perhaps rhetoric offers no finer example of appar-
ent earnestness than the sentences in which he expressed the hope that
the Massachusetts clergy, who, temporarily at least, were almost unan-
imous in considering him “a child of hell,” might find forgiveness from
heaven for their rash and uncharitable judgment. He seems to have
looked on dignity as “the starch of a shroud,” and to have been always
ready to sacrifice it in exercising his wonderful talents for inciting
others to put on public record the qualities which excited his dislike or
his derision. Below his great talents as a lawyer, his skill as a poli-
tician, his methods as a soldier, was a subtle sense of the humorous
and the ridiculous, which was liable to govern him even at what his
biographers must consider the most inopportune times. There is more
than a suspicion of it even in the celebrated document in which he first
called slaves “contraband of war,” for he knew as a lawyer that the
acceptance of that definition of their status must involve their con-
tinued recognition as property by those who were most anxious to
repudiate that legal theory. He was by turns a Democrat, a Radical
Republican, a Liberal Republican, a Democrat again, and finally a
Butler Third Party man. “They have called me everything else,” he
said, “but no one ever called me a fool.” His friends and his ene-
mies alike accepted that epigramm;tic sentence as the best possible

L {



BENJAMIN F. BUTLER 17

verdict on his career and his character. He can be called everything
and evidence of some kind can be adduced on every point—amount-
ing nowhere to absolute proof except as it completely bars any one
who can recognize almost unparalleled intellectual activity and sub-
tlety from calling him a fool.

He was born in Deerfield, New Hampshire, November sth, 1818,
His father was a captain of dragoons who served under General
Jackson at New Orleans. His mother, left a widow without adequate
resources, supported herself for a time by keeping a boarding house
in Lowell. Benjamin, however, was sent to Waterville College where
he graduated in 1838, going very soon thereafter for a post-graduate
course on his uncle’s fishing schooner to the banks of Labrador. He
was admitted to the bar in 1840, and, after ten years at Lowell, went
to Boston. He served in the Massachusetts legislature as a Demo-
crat and in 1860 was a delegate to the National conventions at
Charleston and Baltimore. His enemies delighted to republish over
and over, with all possible variations, the story of his championship
of Jefferson Davis as a presidential candidate at Charleston. After
the close of the war he was elected to Congress by the Massachu-
setts Republicans. Entering the House of Representatives in 1867, he
left it in 1879 and in 1880 supported the Democratic party in the
Hancock campaign. After several unsuccessful canvasses for gov-
ernor he was elected by the Democrats in 1882 and during his term,
especially in his management of the Tewkesbury Almshouse investi-
gation, he seems to have enjoyed himself even more fully than he
did while in military charge of New Orleans. That his great abili-
ties in some other directions had been exercised at the expense of
his judgment, especially as it involved ability to forecast results in
politics, he showed in his candidacy for the Presidency, the result of
which, however, seemed to occasion him neither humiliation, disap-
pointment, nor regret. Perhaps history ought to disapprove him
most in his radical fault of readiness to see the grotesque side of the
desperate earnestness of others, but it is doubtful if any one who
studies him impartially will ever be able to resist wholly the temp-
tation to sympathize with him in his tendency to inward laughter at
the suggestion of the absurd latent under the tragic.

He was chosen to open the case against Andrew Johnson at the
impeachment trial and he did so with great ability, both as a lawyer
and as an orator. Article Ten of the bill of impeachment dealt with
what was known at the time as the “Swing Around the Circle® dur-
ing which, in a series of public speeches, President Johnson arraigned
Congress in very much the same style of free and unstudied invec-
tive he and ®Parson® Brownlow had once employed in arraigning
other Tennesseeans for attempting to take the State out of the
Union. W. V.B.

3—2



18 BENJAMIN P. BUTLER

«ARTICLE TEN?»
(Argument Impeaching Andrew Johnson, March soth, 1868)

RTICLE TEN alleges that, intending to set aside the rightful

A authority and powers of Congress, and to bring into dis-

grace and contempt the Congress of the United States, and

to destroy confidence in and to excite odium against Congress

and its laws, he, Andrew Johnson, President of the United States,

made divers speeches set out therein, whereby he brought the
office of President into contempt, ridicule, and disgrace.

To sustain these charges, there will be put in evidence the
shorthand notes of reporters in each instance, who took these
speeches, or examined the sworn copies thereof, and one instance
where the speech was examined and corrected by the private
secretary of the President himself.

To the charges of this article the respondent answers that a
convention of delegates, of whom composed he does not say, sat
in Philadelphia for certain political purposes mentioned, and ap-
pointed a committee to wait upon the respondent as President of
the United States; that they were received, and by their chair-
man, the Hon. Reverdy Johnson, then and now a Senator of the
United States, addressed the respondent in a speech, a copy of
which the respondent believes from a substantially correct report
is made part of the answer; that the respondent made a reply to
the address of the committee. While, however, he gives us in
his answer a copy of the speech made to him by Mr. Reverdy
Johnson, taken from a newspaper, he wholly omits to give us an
authorized version of his own speech, about which he may be
supposed to know quite as much, and thus saved us some testi-
mony. He does not admit that the extracts from his speech in
the article are correct, nor does he deny that they are so.

In regard to the speech at Cleveland, he, again, does not ad-
mit that the extracts correctly or justly present his speech; but,
again, he does not deny that they do so far as the same is set
out.

As to the speech at St. Louis, he does not deny that he made
it—says only that he does not admit it, and requires, in each
case, that the whole speech shall be proved. In that, I beg leave
to assure him and the Senate, his wishes shall be gratified to
their fullest fruition. The Senate shall see the performance, so
far as in our power to photograph the scene bv evidence, on
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each of these occasions, and shall hear every material word that
he said. His defense, however, to the Article is that “he felt
himself in duty bound to express opinions of and concerning the
public character, conduct, views, purposes, motives, and tendencies
of all men engaged in the public service, as well in Congress as
otherwise,” “and that for anything he may have said on either
of these occasions he is justified under the constitutional right of
freedom of opinion and freedom of speech, and is not subject to
question, inquisition, impeachment, or inculpation in any manner
or form whatsoever;” he denies, however, that, by reason of any
matter in said Article or its specifications alleged, he has said or
done anything indecent or unbecoming in the Chief Magistrate
of the United States, or tending to bring his high office into
contempt, ridicule, or disgrace.

The issue, then, finally, is this: that those utterances of his,
in the manner and form in which they are alleged to have been
made, and under the circumstances and at the time they were
made, are decent and becoming the President of the United
States, and do not tend to bring the office into ridicule and dis
grace.

We accept the issues. They are two:—

First. That he has the right to say what he did of Congress
in the exercise of freedom of speech; and, second, That what he
did say in those speeches was a highly gentlemanlike and proper
performance in a citizen, and still more becoming in a President
of the United States.

Let us first consider the graver matter of the assertion of the
right to cast contumely upon Congress; to denounce it as a “body
hanging on the verge of the government;” “pretending to be a
Congress when in fact it was not a Congress;” “a Congress pre-
tending to be for the Union when its every step and act tended
to perpetuate disunion,® “and make a disruption of the States
inevitable;®» ®a Congress in a minority assuming to exercise
power which, if allowed to be consummated, would result in des-
potism and monarchy itself;® “a Congress which had done every-
thing to prevent the union of the States;”» “a Congress factious
and domineering;® “a radical Congress, which gave origin to
another rebellion;® “a Congress upon whose skirts was every
drop of blood that was shed in the New Orleans riots.”

You will find these denunciations had a deeper meaning than
mere expressions of opinion. It may be taken as an axiom in
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the affairs of nations that no usurper has ever seized upon the
legislature of his country until he has familiarized the people
with the possibility of so doing by vituperating and decrying it.
Denunciatory attacks upon the legislature have always preceded,
slanderous abuse of the individuals composing it have always ac-
companied, a seizure by a despot of the legislative power of a
country.

Two memorable examples in modern history will spring to the
recollection of every man. Before Cromwell drove out by the
bayonet the Parliament of England, he and his partisans had de-
nounced it, derided it, decried it, and defamed it, and thus
brought it into ridicule and contempt. He vilified it with the
same name which it is a significant fact the partisans of Johnson,
by a concerted cry, applied to the Congress of the United States
when he commenced his memorable pilgrimage and crusade
against it. It is a still more significant fact that the justification
made by Cromwell and by Johnson for setting aside the author-
ity of Parliament and Congress respectively was precisely the
same, to wit: That they were elected by part of the people only.
When Cromwell, by his soldiers, finally entered the hall of Par-
liament to disperse its members, he attempted to cover the enor-
mity of his usurpation by denouncing this man personally as a
libertine, that as a drunkard, another as the betrayer of the
liberties of the people. Johnson started out on precisely the
same course, but, forgetting the parallel, too early he proclaims
this patriot an assassin, that statesman a traitor; threatens to
hang that man whom the people delight to honor, and breathes
out “threatenings and slaughter” against this man whose serv-
ices in the cause of human freedom has made his name a
household word wherever the language is spoken. There is, how-
ever, an appreciable difference between Cromwell and Johnson,
and there is a like difference in the results accomplished by each.

When Bonaparte extinguished the legislature of France, he
waited until, through his press and his partisans, and by his own
denunciations, he brought its authority into disgrace and con-
tempt; and when, finally, he drove the council of the nation
from their chamber, like Cromwell, he justified himself by per-
sonal abuse of the individuals themselves as they passed by him.

That the attempt of Andrew Johnson to overthrow Congress
has failed, is because of the want of ability and power, not of
malignity and will.
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JOSEPH BUTLER
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JJosEPH BUTLER stands for a style of oratory which will always
have the strongest attraction to minds addicted to direct-
ness of thought. In his sermons on “Human Nature,” and
still more in that on “The Government of the Tongue,” he uses
plain English as it never can be used except by one whom candor of
thought has made its master. Those who hold that the use of lan-
guage is to conceal thought rather than to express it, would be em-
barrassed if compelled to use either the language or the syntax of
Butler's denunciation of lying, tattling, and slandering.

He was born in 1692 at Wantage in Berkshire, England, the
- youngest of the eight children of a linen-draper. His father was a
Presbyterian who indulged him in his wish to enter the Church of
England. Educated at Oxford, Butler, after entering the Church, be-
came rector of Stanhope, where he published his celebrated work,
“The Analogy of Religion, Natural and Revealed, to the Constitu-
tion and Course of Nature.” The talent shown in this work recom-
mended him to Queen Caroline, and after her death, in 1737, in
fulfillment of her strongly expressed wish, he was made Bishop, first
of Bristol, and afterwards of Durham. He died in 1752.

THE GOVERNMENT OF THE TONGUE

HE occasions of silence are obvious, and, one would think,
T should be easily distinguished by everybody: namely, when
a man has nothing to say; or nothing but what is better
unsaid: better, either in regard to the particular persons he is
present with; or from its being an interruption to conversation
itself; or to conversation of a more agreeable kind; or better,
lastly, with regard to himself. I will end this particular with
two reflections of the Wise Man; one of which, in the strongest
manner, exposes the ridiculous part of this licentiousness of the
tongue; and the other, the great danger and viciousness of it,
When he that is a fool walketh by the wayside, his wisdom
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faileth him, and he saith to every one that he is a fool. The
other is, in the muiltitude of words there wanteth not sin.

As to the government of the tongue in respect to talking
upon indifferent subjects: after what has been said concerning
the due government of it in respect to the occasions and times
for silence, there is little more necessary than only to caution
men to be fully satisfied that the subjects are indeed of an in-
different nature; and not to spend too much time in conversation
of this kind. But persons must be sure to take heed that the
subject of their discourse be at least of an indifferent nature;
that it be no way offensive to virtue, religion, or good manners:
that it be not of a licentious, dissolute sort, this leaving always
ill impressions upon the mind; that it be no way injurious or
vexatious to others; and that too much time be not spent this
way, to the neglect of those duties and offices of life which be-
long to their station and condition in the world. However,
though there is not any necessity that men should aim at being
important and weighty in every sentence they speak: yet since
useful subjects, at least of some kinds, are as entertaining as
others, a wise man, even when he desires to unbend his mind
from business, would choose that the conversation might turn
upon somewhat instructive.

The last thing is, the government of the tongue as relating
to discourse of the affairs of others, and giving of characters.
These are in a manner the same; and one can scarce call it an
indifferent subject, because discourse upon it almost perpetually
runs into somewhat criminal,

And, first of all, it were very much to be wished that this
did not take up so great a part of conversation; because it is in-
deed a subject of a dangerous nature. Let any one consider the
various interests, competitions, and little misunderstandings which
arise amongst men; and he will soon see that he is not unprej-
udiced and impartial; that he is not, as I may speak, neutral
enough to trust himself with talking of the character and con-
cerns of his neighbor, in a free, careless, and unreserved manner.
There is perpetually, and often it is not attended to, a rivalship
amongst people of one kind or another in respect to wit, beauty,
learning, fortune, and that one thing will insensibly influence
them to speak to the disadvantage of others, even where there
is no formed malice or ill-design. Since, therefore, it is so hard
to enter into this subject without offending. the first thing to be
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observed is that people should learn to decline it; to get over
that strong inclination most have to be talking of the concerns
and behavior of their neighbor.

But since it is impossible that this subject should be wholly
excluded conversation; and since it is necessary that the charac-
ters of men should be known: the next thing is that it is a
matter of importance what is said; and, therefore, that we should
be religiously scrupulous and exact to say nothing, either good or
bad, but what is true. I put it thus, because it is in reality of
as great imporance to the good of society, that the characters
of bad men should be known, as that the characters of good
men should. People who are given to scandal and detraction
may indeed make an ill-use of this observation; but truths, which
are of service towards regulating our conduct, are not to be dis-
owned, or even concealed, because a bad use may be made of
them. This, however, would be effectually prevented if these
two things were attended to. First, That, though it is equally of
bad consequence to society that men should have either good or
ill characters which they do not deserve; yet, when you say
somewhat good of a man which he does not deserve, there is no
wrong done him in particular; whereas, when you say evil of a
man which he does not deserve, here is a direct formal injury,
a real piece of injustice done him. This, therefore, makes a wide
difference; and gives us, in point of virtue, much greater latitude
in speaking well than ill of others. Secondly, A good man is
friendly to his fellow-creatures, and a lover of mankind; and so
will, upon every occasion, and often without any, say all the
good he can of everybody; but, so far as he is a good man, will
never be disposed to speak evil of any, unless there be some
other reason for it, besides, barely that it is true, If he be
charged with having given an ill character, he will scarce think
it a sufficient justification of himself to say it was a true one,
unless he can also give some further account how he came to do
so: a just indignation against particular instances of villainy,
where they are great and scandalous; or to prevent an innocent
_man from being deceived and betrayed, when he has great trust
and confidence in one who does not deserve it. Justice must be
done to every part of a subject when we are considering it. If
there be a man who bears a fair character in the world, whom
yet we know to be without faith or honesty, to be really an ill
man; it must be allowed in general that we shall do a piece of
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service to society by letting such a one’s true character be
known. This is no more than what we have an instance of in
our Savior himself; though he was mild and gentle beyond ex-
ample. However, no words can express too strongly the caution
which should be used in such a case as this.

Upon the whole matter: If people would observe the obvious
occasions of silence, if they would subdue the inclination to tale-
bearing, and that eager desire to engage attention, which is an
original disease in some minds, they would be in little danger of
offending with their tongue; and would, in a moral and religious
sense, have due government over it.

I will conclude with some precepts and reflections of the Son
of Sirach upon this subject. Be swift to hear; and, if thou hast
understanding, answer thy neighbor; if not, lay thy hand upoa
thy mouth. Honor and shame is in talk.



CAIUS JULIUS CASAR

(100-44 B.C.)
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AS0CTOR WILLIAM ROSE, the translator of Sallust, says that the
‘. speeches in the Senate, reported by Sallust as delivered by
Ceesar and Cato during the conspiracy of Catiline ®have
been ranked as masterpieces of ancient composition and must not be
considered as merely the production of the historian.® He adds that
both speeches were ®addressed to the Senate in nearly such terms
as those reported by Sallust.” Doctor Rose believes that this is
generally admitted, and it is easily credible at any rate.

. Ceesar sympathized with Catiline and he was strongly suspected
of complicity in the conspiracy. His enormous debts, his luxurious
life, his great ambition and his recollections of the times of Marius,
inclined him to look with favor on the overthrow of the Senatorial
oligarchy which dominated Rome. He showed afterwards that in
opposing the Senatorial order, he aimed at a dictatorship, supported
by the masses of Rome and by the army, but at the time of the con-
spiracy of Catiline, his purposes, if already formulated, were not yet
understood. When it was proposed to punish the associates of Cati-
line, Ceesar was placed in a position of great difficulty. He met it
with characteristic promptness by protesting against extraordinary
severity as unlawful. Silanus having voted for capital punishment,
Ceesar, when called on to declare himself, delivered the celebrated
oration preserved by Sallust.

ON THE CONSPIRACY OF CATILINE
(Delivered in the Roman Senate, 64 B. C.)

T 18 the duty of all men, Conscript Fathers, in their delibera-
tions on subjects of difficult determination, to divest them-
selves of hatred and affection, of revenge and pity. The

mind when clouded with such passions cannot easily discern the
truth, nor has any man ever gratified his own headstrong incli-
nation and at the same time answered any worthy purpose.
When we exercise our judgment only, it has sufficient force, but
when passion possesses us, it bears sovereign sway and reason is
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of no avail. 1 could produce a great many instances of Kings
and States pursuing wrong measures when influenced by resent-
ment or compassion. But I had rather set before you the exam-
ple of our forefathers, and show how they acted in opposition to
the impulses of passion, but agreeably to wisdom and sound pol-
icy. In the war which we carried on with Perses, King of Mace-
donia, Rhodes, a mighty and flourishing city, which owed all its
grandeur, too, to the Roman aid, proved faithless, and became
our enemy: but when the war was ended, and the conduct of the
Rhodians came to be taken into consideration, our.ancestors par-
doned them, that none might say the war had been undertaken
more on account of their riches than of injuries. In all the
Punic wars, too, though the Carthaginians, both in time of peace
and even during a truce, had often insulted us in the most out-
rageous manner, yet our ancestors never improved any oppor-
tunity of retaliating; considering more what was worthy of
themselves than what might in justice be done against them.

In like manner, Conscript Fathers, ought you to take care
that the wickedness of Lentulus and the rest of the conspirators
weigh not more with you than a regard to your own honor; and
that, while you gratify your resentment, you do not forfeit your
reputation. If a punishment, indeed, can be invented adequate
to their crimes, I approve -the extraordinary proposal made; but
if the enormity of their guilt is such that human invention can-
not find out a chastisement proportioned to it, my opinion is,
that we ought to be contented with such as the law has pro-
vided.

Most of those who have spoken before me have in a pomp-
ous and affecting manner lamented the situation of the State;
they have enumerated all the calamities of war, and the many
distresses of the conquered; virgins and youths violated; children
torn from the embraces of their parents; matrons forced to bear
the brutal insults of victorious soldiers; temples and private
houses plundered; all places filled with flames and slaughter;
finally, nothing but arms, carcasses, blood, and lamentations to be
seen.

But, for the sake of the immortal gods, to what purpose
were such affecting strains? Was it to raise in your minds an
abhorrence of the conspiracy, as if he whom so daring and
threatening a danger cannot move, could be inflamed by the
breath of eloquence? No; this is not the way: nor do injuries
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appear light to any one that suffers them; many stretch them be-
yond their due size. But, Conscript Fathers, different allowances
are made to different persons: when such as live in obscurity
are transported by passion to the commission of any offenses,
there are few who know it, their reputation and fortune being
on a level: but those who are invested with great power are
placed on an eminerce, and their actions viewed by all; and thus
the least allowance is made to the highest dignity. There must
be no partiality, no hatred, far less any resentment or animosity,
in such a station. What goes by the name of passion only in
others, when seen in men of power, is called pride and cruelty.

As for me, Conscript Fathers, I look on all tortures as far
short of what these criminals deserve. But most men remember
best what happened last; and, forgetting the guilt of wicked
men, talk only of their punishment, if more severe than ordi-
nary. I am convinced that what Decius Silanus, brave and
worthy man, said, was from his zeal to the State, and that he
was neither biased by partiality nor enmity; such is his integrity
and moderation, as I well know. But his proposal appears to me
not, indeed, cruel, (for against such men what can be cruel?) but
contrary to the genius of our government. Surely, Silanus, you
were urged by fear, or the enormity of the treason, to propose a
punishment quite new. How groundless such fear is it is need-
less to show; especially when, by the diligence of so able a con-
sul, such powerful forces are provided for our security; and, as
to the punishment, we may say, what indeed is the truth, that, to
those who live in sorrow and misery, death is but a release from
trouble; that it is death which puts an end to all the calamities
of men, beyond which there is no room for care and joy. But
why, in the name of the gods, did not you add to your proposal
that they should be punished with stripes? Was it because the
Porcian law forbids it? But there are other laws, too, which
forbid the putting to death a condemned Roman, and allow him
the privilege of banishment. Or was it because whipping is a
more severe punishment than death? Can anything be reckoned
too cruel or severe against men convicted of such treason? But
if stripes are a lighter punishment, how is it consistent to ob-
serve the law in a matter of small concern, and disregard it in
one that is of greater?

But you will say, * Who wiil find fault with any punishment
decreed against traitors to the State?® I answer, time may, so
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may sudden conjectures; and fortune, too, that governs the world
at pleasure. Whatever punishment is inflicted on these parri-
cides will be justly inflicted. But take care, Conscript Fathers,
how your present decrees may affect posterity. All bad prece-
dents spring from good beginnings, but when the administration
is in the hands of wicked or ignorant men, these precedents, at
first just, are transferred from proper and deserving objects to
such as are not so.

The Lacedemonians, when they had conquered the Athe-
nians, placed thirty governors over them; who began their power
by putting to death, without any trial, such as were remarkably
wicked and universally hated. The people were highly pleased at
this, and applauded the justice of such executions. But when
they had by degrees established their lawless authority, they
wantonly butchered both good and bad without distinction; and
thus kept the State in awe. Such was the severe punishment
which the people, oppressed with slavery, suffered for their foolish
joy.

In our own times, when Sylla, after his success, ordered
Damasippus, and others of the like character, who raised them-
selves on the misfortunes of the State, to be put to death, who
did not commend him for it? All agreed that such wicked and
factious instruments, who were constantly embroiling the com-
monwealth, were justly put to death. Yet this was an introduc-
tion to a bloody massacre: for whoever coveted his fellow-citizen’s
house, either in town or country, nay, even any curious vase or
fine raiment, took care to have the possessor of it put on the list
of the proscribed.

Thus they who had rejoiced at the punishment of Damasip-
pus were soon after dragged to death themselves; nor was an
end put to this butchery till Sylla had glutted all his followers
with riches. I do not, indeed, apprehend any such proceedings
from M. Cicero, nor from these times. But in so great a city as
ours there are various characters and dispositions. At another
time, and under another consul, who may have an army too at
his command, any falsehood may pass for fact; and when, on this
precedent, the consul shall, by a decree of the Senate, draw the
sword, who is to set bounds to it? who to moderate its fury?

Our ancestors, Conscript Fathers, never wanted conduct nor
courage; nor did they think it unworthy of them to imitate the
customs of other nations, if they were useful and praiseworthy.
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From the Samnites they learned the exercise of arms, and bor-
rowed from them their weapons of war; and most of their en-
signs of magistracy from the Tuscans; in a word, they were very
careful to practice whatever appeared useful to them, whether
among their allies or their enemies; choosing rather to imitate
than envy what was excellent.

Now, in those days, in imitation of the custom of Greece,
they inflicted stripes on guilty citizens, and capital punishment
on such as were condemned: but when the commonwealth be-
came great and powerful, and the vast number of citizens gave
rise to factions; when the innocent began to be circumvented,
and other such inconveniences to take place; then the Porcian
and other laws were made, which provided no higher punishment
than banishment for the greatest crimes. These considerations,
Conscript Fathers, appear to me of the greatest weight against
our pursuing any new resolution on this occasion: for surely
their share of virtue and wisdom, who from so small beginnings
raised so mighty an empire, far exceeds ours, who are scarce
able to preserve what they acquired so gloriously.— ® What! shall
we discharge the conspirators,” you will say, “to reinforce Cati-
line’s army?” By no means: but my opinion is this; that their
estates should be confiscated; their persons closely confined in the
most powerful cities of Italy; and that no one move the Senate
or the people for any favor towards them. under the penalty of
being declared by the Senate an enemy to the State and the wel-
fare of its members.
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OANIEL W, CaHiLL, D.D., celebrated as an American pulpit ora-
BRCAL tor and lecturer on social, religious, and scientific subjects,
DHRE 1ad a remarkable command of fervid and picturesque elo-
quence. Born in Queens County, Ireland, in 1802, he studied at Car-
low College and at Maynooth, where he was ordained a priest. He
was for a time Professor of Natural History at Carlow College, and
at another time editor of the Dublin Telegraph. He became a
learned chemist and astronomer also, and, after living from 1851 to
1855 in England, came as a priest to America, where his labors
gained for him a distinction that led to the publication of a large
volume of his sermons and lectures after his death. He died in Bos-
ton October 24th, 1864.

THE LAST JUDGMENT

(From a Sermon Delivered by Very Rev. D. W. Cahill, D. D., in St. Peter'’s
Church, Barclay Street, New York, on Sunday Evening, November 29th,
1863)

HERE was a time when there was no earth, no sun, no moon,
no stars; when all the eye now beholds had no existence;
when there was nothing,—all darkness, chaos,— when the

Divinity reigned alone; when no created voice was heard through
God’s territories to break the silence of illimitable space. Six
thousand years only have elapsed since he built the present
world and peopled the skies with the myriad spheres that hang
in the arched roof above us. The mere shell, the mere frame-
work of this world may, perhaps, be somewhat older, but we
know when Adam was created with the certainty of a parish
register. It may be about six thousand years ago: and since
that period the history of man is one unbroken page of wicked-
ness and infidelity. Heaven once, in anger, nearly extirpated
our race; and once, in mercy, forgave us. Yet, since, the earth
is stained with guilt red as scarlet; and the patience of a Ged—
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patience infinite—can alone bear it. Who can tell the amount
of the crime of even one city for one day? But who can con-
ceive the infinite guilt of all peoples, of all nations, and all ages,
ascending and accumulating before God’s throne since the begin-
ning? God is great in power, great in goodness, great in mercy,
great in wisdom; but he is more than great in patience, to bear
the congregated offenses of countless millions, daily, hourly, pro-
voking his anger and opposing his will.

But, as the hour of man’s creation and man’s redemption was
arranged by God, and in due time occurred, so the moment for
man’s total extinction on earth is approaching, and when the
time written in the records of heaven shall have arrived, that
unerring decree will be executed. By one word he made this
world; by one word he can destroy it. By one stroke of his
omnipotent pencil he drew the present picture of creation; by
one dash of the same brush he can blot it out again and ex-
punge all the work of the skies. Who can limit his power?
In one second he can reduce all things to their original chaos,
and live again as he did before creation began. He can, when
he pleases, destroy all things—the soul excepted. The soul he
cannot annihilate. He made the world himself —of course, he
can himself destroy it. But Christ is the redeemer of the soul,
and, therefore, its immortal existence is as indestructible as the
eternity of God. Redemption is a contract between the Father
and thé Son. That contract cannot be broken without ignoring
the Cross. Hence, while God is at liberty to blot out his own
creation, he cannot annihilate the work purchased with the blood
of Christ. Hence, in the coming wreck, the soul cannot be de-
stroyed. And this is the idea that renders that awful hour a
source of joy unlimited to the blessed, and of terrors unspeak-
able to the wicked. Yet although no one can tell when this
fatal day will arrive, still it may be fairly presumed to be at
hand, when Christ’s passion will be disregarded on earth; when
vice will so predominate over virtue that the worship of God
may be said to cease; when the destruction of the earth will be
a mercy, a duty of justice which God owes to his own character
and to the eternal laws of his kingdom, When this time shall
have arrived, we may fairly expect the day of the general judg-
ment. . . .

Who can paint Omnipotent power pulling down firmaments,
and suns, wnd stars, and moons: his will reversing his former
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creation; the earth trembling in desolation? How minutely
graphic is Christ in this terrible description; and have you no-
ticed his last words, where he says: * Have I not foretold all to
you?® This single phrase is worth the entire history; since it
stamps the terrors of this day with the certitude of any other
truth of faith, any other fact of the Gospel.

St. Mark continues to detail the order of this terrible hour.
Terror will follow on terror; curse upon curse, *till men will fall
away with fear.® The sun being not quite extinguished, fatal
gloom will be spread over all things like a veil over the face of
the dead: terrific signs are seen in the heavens, and all things
announce that time is at an end. St. John says, that before God
pronounces the final word there is silence in heaven; and voices
are heard in the air, on the water, and on the earth. At length
the skies open and he pours out the first vial of his anger. And
the end is come. God speaks the command; and all nature
trembles as if in agony. The seas swell, and boil, and rise, and
lash the skies. The mountains nod and sink, and the poles col-
lapse. The lightnings flash, and the moaning tempests sweep
over the furious deep, piling up ocean upon ocean on the trem-
bling globe. The earth reels in convulsion, and the whole frame
of creation struggles.

A mighty conflagration bursts from the melting earth, rages
like a hurricane roundabout, devouring all things in its storm
and flood of fire, consuming the crumbling wreck of the con-
demned world. The heavens become terrible, as the kindling
earth and seas show their overwhelming flashes on the crimson
skies. The sun muffled, the moon black, the stars fallen, floating
masses like clouds of blood sweep the skies in circling fury. The
Omnipotence which, in the beginning of time, formed all crea-
tion, is now concentrated in a point; and, as it were, intensifies
the infinity of his wrath, till his anger can swell no higher; and
his voice is heard like thunder in the distance. With what elo-
quent terror does the Savior paint this scene in his own words:
“Men fainting away with fear, running in wild distraction, call-
ing on the ground to open and swallow them, and the rocks to
fall on them and hide them from the face of the Lord.” The
earth on fire: the skies faded: the sun and the stars darkened or
extinguished: mankind burning, dying: the angry voice of God
coming to judge the world: and Jesus Christ describing the
scene,—are realities which the history of God has never seen



DANIEL W. CAHILL 33

before; and which never again will be repeated during the end-
less round of eternity.

Reason asks: Oh, who is God? and what is nature? and
whence is man? and where is heaven? and why is hell? and
what is our destiny? Was the world made in pleasure, moved
for a moment in trial and suffering, and then blotted out in
anger? In one revolution of the earth on fire it is a blank, Like
a burning ship at sea, sinking to the bottom on fire, the earth
vanishes into nonexistence under the blue vault, where it once
careered in its brilliant circle. Not a vestige remains of its om-
nipotent path. Its wide territory is a tenantless, dark waste—
the myriad lamps of the skies extinguished: all former existences
crumbled: silent forever: all chaos: things are as if they had
never been: the history of Earth and Time a mere record of the
forgotten past: a mere hollow vault in the infinitude of space.
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JOHN CAIRD
(1820-1898)

of one of the strongest and clearest minds of the nineteenth

~ century. In lucidity and directness and often in beauty of
diction, they are models of their class. Though probably carefully pre-
pared before their delivery, they often show the freedom and force of
the extemporaneous speech. The address on the ‘Art of Public Speak-
ing’ has compressed into it more thought than often goes to make an
entire volume, and it has many periods of striking eloquence,

Caird was born at Greenock, Scotland, in 1820. Educated for the
pulpit, he became Professor of Divinity at Glasgow University in 1862,
and it was there that he delivered the addresses by which he is likely to
be longest remembered. He is celebrated as the author of numerous
works on philosophy, metaphysics, and theology. He became Principal
of the University in 1873, and is generally spoken of as Principal Caird.
For some years before his death, July 3oth, 1898, he was one of Her
Majesty’s chaplains for Scotland.

THE ART OF ELOQUENCE

(From the Address on the ‘Art of Public Speaking.’ Delivered at the Uni-
versity of Glasgow, November gth, 1889)

OF ALL intellectual agencies, the faculty of public speaking is
that which, in proportion to its practical influence and im-
portance, has received the least attention in our educational
system. Of course, seeing that the first condition of good speak-
ing is that the speaker should have something to say, indirectly
all education is an education of the orator. External gifts of
voice and manner, apart from more solid acquirements, may de-
ceive and dazzle the unwary and make a slender stock of ideas
go a long way with an uneducated or half-educated auditory.
But such superficial qualities in the long run lose their effect,
even on uncritical ears, and to the better instructed may even
become offensive as a kind of tacit insult to their judgment.
Knowledge and a disciplined intelligence therefore constitute the
34
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first condition of effective speaking. But if it be true, as we
must all admit, that the possession of knowledge does not imply
the power of imparting it, that profound thinkers and ripe
scholars may be poor and ineffective speakers; if experience
proves that men who are strong in the study may be weak on
the platform or in the pulpit, and that even men whose books
evince a masterly grasp of their subject may be distanced as
teachers or preachers or public speakers by persons of greatly in-
ferior gifts and attainments—then it is obvious that something
more than the possession of ideas goes to the making of the
orator, and that that system of education is incomplete which
confines itself to the acquirement of knowledge and neglects the
art of oral expression.

Every one knows of the immense pains that were bestowed
on the cultivation of this art in ancient times. “Ancient ora-
tory,” writes Professor Jebb, “is a fine art, an art regarded by
its cultivators as analogous to sculpture, to poetry, to music.?
Already before the art of rhetoric had become an elaborate sys-
tem, the orators were accustomed to prepare themselves for their
task, first in composition, then in delivery. “Great is the labor
of oratory,” says Cicero, “as is its field, its dignity, its reward.”
And though it may be true that in this as in other arts, nature
and original aptitude count for much, and the highest eminence is
attainable by few, yet moderate success is not beyond the reach
of average ability industriously and carefully cultivated. How
then shall we explain the comparative neglect into which, in our
modern educational system, this art has fallen; how shall we
account for the fact that whilst every other art has its principles
and methods, its long and laborious discipline, its assiduous
study of the best models, the acquisition of this art is for the
most part left to chance or to such proficiency as can be gained
in course of time and at the expense of long-suffering audiences?
How is it that in our schools and colleges everything is done for
the attainment of knowledge, and nothing at all for the capacity
of communicating it?

At first sight we might suppose that this neglect is to be as-
cribed to the diffusion of literature and the growing influence of
the press. Oral teaching, we might naturally suppose, would
count for more in times when there was almost no other access
to the popular mind, and, with the spread of education and the
multiplication: of books, would gradually be superseded by instruc-
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tion conveyed in a literary form. That the gift of eloquence
should be rated high, and should be sedulously cultivated in an
age before books existed in printed form, or when books were
few and costly and readers a very limited class, and when for
the great mass of men the preacher or public speaker was in
himself all that books, newspapers, magazines, pamphlets, popular
manuals, organs of political parties and religious sects, the vast
and varied mass of publications that are constantly pouring forth
from the press, are for us in the present day—that at such a
period the faculty of oral address should be supremely important
is only what we might expect. But as education advances, and
ideas in the more exact and permanent form of printed matter,
suited to every variety of taste and intelligence, become almost
universally accessible, we might also expect that the speaker’s
function, if it did not become extinct, would fall into the back-
ground; and also that, in so far that it survived, the improved
taste of society would tend at once to diminish the quantity and
to raise the quality of public speaking.

How groundless such expectations would prove you need not
be told. The vocation of the speaker has not only lost nothing,
but has enormously gained in public consequence with the grad-
ual diffusion of knowledge in printed form. There never was a
time, in modern history at least, when it constituted so potent a
factor in the national life as in our own day. There never was
a time when the gift of oratory or the talent for debate brought
so much influence, social, political, ecclesiastical, or when he who
was endowed with it found the power of ready utterance so much
in demand. In this country, at least, the man who can speak is
under a perpetual pressure to exercise his gift. Lecture plat-
forms, public meetings, associations for all sorts of objects; fes-
tivals, banquets, ceremonials, conferences, anniversaries, meetings
to offer testimonials to retiring, or to organize memorials to de-
parted, officials and celebrities, great and small — public occasions
of all sorts, in short, create a perpetual call on his power of ut.
terance. Nor is the demand confined to public occasions. The
rage for oratory pursues him in his hours of relaxation and into
the retreats of social and private life. In the pauses of a railway
journey admiring auditors insist on a modicum of their favorite
stimulant. At a private dinner or a garden party, the reporter,
note-book in hand, is either openly or furtively introduced; and,
sometimes, it must be confessed, not without his own connivance,
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opportunity is afforded to the oratorical celebrity to give the
world another taste of his quality.

Moreover, it is to be observed that, contrary to the natural
anticipation I have just suggested, the public taste for public
qualification does not become more fastidious with the progress
of education. Public speaking, with rare exceptions, does not in
our day improve in quality. The palmy days of oratory, when it
was regarded as an art on a level with painting, and sculpture,
and poetry, when the severest canons of criticism were applied to
it, when the great speaker cultivated his gift by laborious and
varied discipline, speaking seldom, and only on occasions worthy
of his powers, and grudging no pains to meet the claims of an
exacting but appreciative audience —these days are long passed
away. How could it be otherwise? An epicure could not expect
a chef in the culinary art to send up, day after day, at a mo-
ment's notice, a perpetual series of recherche viands; and from
even men of the highest abilities it would be too much to ask
for the production of off-hand, extempore, oratorical feasts. Hence
we need not wonder if, when we examine the speeches of even
the most renowned purveyors of modern oratory, political and
other, we should find that, in the best qualities of eloquence, in
clearness of thought, precision of aim, consecution of argument,
force, aptitude, and elegance of expression, they fall miserably
short of the best types of ancient oratory; and that loose, slip-
shod, and ambiguous phraseology, involved and interminable
sentences, sounding but empty declamation, perplexed and incon-
clusive argument, and the cheap impressiveness of appeals to
vulgar prejudice and passion, should be their too common char-
acteristics.

There are, however, some considerations which may serve to
abate the severity of the censure we pass on these and other de-
fects of modern oratory. Much, of course, depends on our canons
of criticism. We must consider how far the blemishes on which
we animadvert arise, not from the incapacity or carelessness of
the artist, but from the necessary limits and conditions of his art.
It is obvious, for one thing, that we cannot apply the same
standard, either as to matter or form, to written or spoken prose
composition. It is even possible that the speaker who should aim
at literary excellence would be going on a false quest, and that
the qualities which made his work good as literature would mar
or vitiate it as oratory. A reported speech, indeed, becomes
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literature, but it is not to be judged of as such, but as a compo-
sition primarily addressed to the ear, and producing its effect,
whether instruction or persuasion, whether intelligent conviction
or emotion and action, under the condition of being rapidly
spoken and rapidly apprehended. And this condition obviously
implies that many qualities which are meritorious in a book or
treatise — profundity or subtlety of thought, closeness and conse-
cution of argument, elaborate refinement and beauty of style,
expression nicely adapted to the most delicate shades of thought
—would not only involve a waste of labor in a spoken address,
but might mar or frustrate its effectiveness. A realistic painter
who bestows infinite pains in copying the form and color of
every pebble on the bank of brook or stream, and every reticula-
tion of each leaf on the spray that overhangs it, not only squan.
ders effort in achieving microscopic accuracy, but distracts by
irrelevant detail the eye of the observer, and destroys the gen-
eral idea or impression of the landscape. And a like result may
attend elaboration of thought and fastidious nicety of form in
a spoken composition. Such minute finish is either lost or un-
appreciated by the auditor, or, while he pauses to admire it, his
attention is diverted, and he loses the thread of the discourse or
argument.

Moreover, in studying a written composition, a reader has no
right to complain of compression or conciseness, or, on the other
hand, of the space occupied in the development of the thought.
If the sense be not immediately obvious, or if he fails to catch
it on a first reading, he can pause on a phrase or sentence; he
can go back on a paragraph; if the matter sets his own mind
aworking in a different track, he can suspend his reading to
follow out the suggested train of thought, and then come back
to take up the interrupted sequence of the author’s argument; or
again, if the strain on his attention or intelligence becomes too
great, he can stop and resume his reading at will.

But an oral address admits of no such delays and interrup-
tions. The meaning must be understood at a first hearing or
not at all, the discourse must be so framed that the mind of the
hearer can move on at least as fast as that of the speaker; and see-
ing you cannot, on many occasions at any rate, shut up a speaker
as you can a book, there are limits of length to which every
public address must conform. Obviously, therefore, oral compo-
sition not only admits, but requires, certain characteristics which
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would not be only illegitimate, but positive blemishes in matter
intended to be read. Hearers, of course, vary in quickness of
apprehension, and no speaker is bound to be plain to auditors
whose intelligence must be supplemented by a surgical operation.
But though it is true that greater condensation is possible in
addressing a select audience, an average audience cannot be fed
with intellectual pemmican. To present the same thought in
varied language or in diversified aspects, to make use of pictorial
forms and abundant and familiar illustrations; to go at a slow
pace in argument; to avoid rapid transitions and elliptical
reasoning; to arrest wavering attention at the cost even of irrele-
vancy and digression; to be not over-scrupulous as to grammat-
ical and dialectic proprieties or a telling roughness that jars on
a fastidious ear; to make sure not merely that the ideas are
there, but that they are so presented as to interest, strike, sustain
the attention, and tell on the heart and soul of the hearers—
these and such as these must be aims present to the mind of
the public speaker and controlling the form and substance of his
talk. But all this implies that a certain latitude must be con-
ceded to oral, which is denied to written composition, and that
the very effectiveness and success of a speech may be due to its
offenses against the strict canons of literary criticism. '

It is on this principle that we explain the fact that good
speakers are often bad writers, good writers bad speakers, and
that the instances are rare in which men attain to great and
equal excellence as authors and as orators.

Following out a little further this comparison of speaking and
writing, or of oral and written and prose composition, there is
another characteristic by reason of which, at first sight at least,
we must ascribe an inferior value to the former; vis., its evanes-
cence. Written or printed matter has the advantage not only of
greater precision but of greater permanence. A great book is a
treasure for all time. The thinker passes away, but the thoughts
that are enshrined in the literature of the past live on for the
instruction and delight of succeeding generations. It is of the
very essence of oratory, on the other hand, to be ephemeral. Its
most brilliant effects, like the finest aspects of nature, vanish in
the very moment of observation. They can no more be arrested
than the light of morning on the mountain summit, or the flash-
ing radiance on the river's rippling waves, *a moment here, then
gone forever.® The words that touch us by their pathos, or
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rouse us by their lofty eloquence, pass away like the successive
notes of a song in the very act of falling on the enraptured
ear.

It may even be said that the best and noblest effects of ora-
tory are more evanescent than those of music. The song may
be sung, the great composer’s work that delights us at a first
hearing may be repeated with equal or higher artistic skill. But
often the power of spoken words depends on a combination of
circumstances that can never be reproduced. The speech of a
great statesman in debate — say on some critical emergency when
the vote is about to be taken that is to decide the fate of a
ministry, or the passing of a measure of reform or of domestic
or foreign policy on which the interests of millions are staked;
or again, the speech spoken by an illustrious pleader in a great
State trial, and before an audience composed of all the elements,
social and intellectual, that stimulate to their very highest an
orator’s powers; or, to name no other instance, the words in
which no one knows how to sympathize with and touch the
hidden springs of human emotion, give expression to the sorrow
of a community for departed greatness, or the proud reaction
with which it rises to face some national calamity or peril—in
these and in many similar instances the conditions of a great
speech, and therefore the speech itself, can never recur. A song
may be sung again by the same or other voice, but the speech
can never be respoken even by the voice that uttered it; and
that not merely because, under the inspiration of a great occa-
sion, it may have reached the climax of its powers, but because
the moving panorama of history never repeats itself, never re-
vives again the circumstances that gave it its power to affect us.
And when the eloquent voice has itself been silenced, unlike the
song, no other voice can reproduce its music. On the lips of
Aschines it may seem still instinct with power, but all his art
cannot make us feel as we should have done, had we heard
Demosthenes.

But if we reflect for a moment on this distinction between
oral and written composition, may not the very fact of the evan-
escence of the former suggest to us that there is in good oratory
an element of power which written or printed matter does not
and cannot possess? Society will never, by reason of advancing
culture and the diffusion of literature, outgrow the relish and
demand for good speaking, for this, if for no other reason, that,
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besides outward circumstances and accessories, there is something
in what we call eloquent speech which by no effort or artifice
can be produced in literary form. . . . There is a universal
language which, long ere we have mastered the meaning of ar-
ticulate words, carries with it for each and all of us its own
interpretation, and with the potent aid of which the most con-
summate linguist car never dispense. Betwixt parent and child
in all lands and climes, the light in the eye, the smile on the
cheek, the tones of the voice, the thousand movements, touches,
caresses of the enfolding arms, constitute a medium of communi-
cation intuitively understood, which not art but nature has taught.
And this, too, is a language which we never outgrow, and which,
in the hands of one who knows how to use it, reinforces and in
some measure transcends the capacities of oral address. The
artifices of the printer, the notation of the musician, can no doubt
do much to reduce this language of nature to formal expression.
But even musical notation, though much more complete than any
that could be adapted to speaking, leaves—as any one knows
who has ever listened to a great artist and compared his singing
or playing with that of an inferior and common-place performer
—an almost boundless latitude of expression to individual taste
and feeling.

And even more remarkable is this untaught and unteachable
power in the case of the speaker. What ingenuity could invent
a written or printed notation that would represent the infinite,
nicely-discriminated, subtle shades of tone and accent which a
great speaker instinctively employs, and which the ear and soul
of a sympathetic auditory instinctively interprets. Even in de-
liberate speech, in exposition, narrative, calm and unimpassioned
argument, there are innumerable subtle changes by which corre-
sponding variations of thought are indicated. And when he rises
to the region of emotion, has not nature wedded its own sym-
bols to the whole gamut of feeling,— entreaty, passion, pathos,
tenderness, grief subdued or unrepressed, remonstrance, anger,
scorn, sarcasm, reverence, awe, aspiration, homage, the agony of
the penitent, the hope and trust of the believer, the mystical
rapture of the saint,—has not each of these and a thousand
other varieties of feeling its own appropriate form of expression.
so that, through the whole continuity of speech or sermon, a
speaker can suffuse articulate language with this deeper, subtler,
underlying and all-potent language of nature? Lacking this
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organ of spiritual power a discourse may have every intellectual
excellence, but it will fall short of the highest effect. For often

®Words are weak and far to seek
When wanted fifty-fold,

And so if silence do not speak,

And trembling lip and tearful cheek,
There's nothing told.”

In one word, the ultimate reason for the greater effectiveness
of spoken than of written matter is simply this, that the latter is
dead and silent, the former quick with the glow and vitality of
intelligence and emotion. In certain scientific observations you
must eliminate what is called the personal equation; but in good
speaking, the personality of the speaker, instead of needing to be
discounted, is that which lends its special value to the result.
What reaches the auditor is not thought frozen into abstract
form, but thought welling warm and fluent from a living source.
In reading a book or report the whole burden of the process is
thrown upon the reader. In listening to a spoken address more
than half of the burden is borne by the speaker; or rather,
activity and receptivity become almost indistinguishable. Charged
alike with the electric force of sympathy, the minds of speaker
and hearer meet and mingle in a common medium of intelli-
gence and emotion.



JOHN C. CALHOUN
(1782-1850)

NALHOUN is one of the very few modern orators who actually
represent the Attic school of the time of Demosthenes as
closely as a majority of educated public speakers, consciously
or unconsciously, represent that of Rome in the time of Cicero.
Cicero's mind, like that of Burke, was at all times exuberant and the
primary object of his art was to give it the freest and fullest possi-
ble expression. The primary object of Attic art, as it is illustrated
not only in oratory, but in poetry, architecture, and sculpture, is chas-
tity,— the rejection of everything but the fitting. In its logical ex-
treme, this idea which created Greek civilization, gave the Spartans
their biting wit and contempt for long speeches. Its loss, under
the Persian influences which substituted Oriental moral and artistic
standards for those of Greece, led to the complete corruption of later
Greek poetry and brought about conditions under which Athens,
though overflowing with wrangling and declamatory sophists, had not
for generations a single orator of the first rank.

Imitating Demosthenes seemingly with the greatest pains and hav-
ing the ability to appreciate his peculiar excellencies, Calhoun is,
nevertheless, by the necessity of the case, an English orator—not a
Grecian. The English language is by its genius as severe as the
artistic intellect of Attica was in its processes, while on the other
hand the Greek intellect expressed itself in a language of unequalled
music. Exuberance of idea in a language so surpassing in its
melody, would have been an intolerable excess, while, in a language
so severe as English, the Attic severity of thought may often force
its conscious imitator beyond the line of mere chastity into poverty
of expression. It is on this side that Calhoun errs when he errs at all.

His tendency to excessive severity of expression is fully illus-
trated in his celebrated speech of February 1s5th and 16th, 1833,
against the Force Bill. It is without rhetorical ornament and almost
without metaphor. In it the attempt is made to supplant the graces
of rhetoric with the impulses of force. It has at times a directness
and intensity which are hardly compatible with any other style, and
if there are many now who will hold with Thomas H. Benton that,
considered as a whole, it is one of those characteristic productions of
Calhoun’s intellect which make almost intolerably hard reading, few
will deny that it is necessary to read it in order to know American
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history, and to understand the logical method of a mind which, as
much as any other intellect of that generation in Europe or America,
worked to influence, if not to control, the course of events.

Nothing but the speech itself will show adequately what Calhoun
stands for in American history, but at the close of the second day’s
speech, he came as near to a summary of his idea as it was possible
to make. His argument there was that the States, in order to pre-
vent the Constitution from becoming a dead letter, must exercise the
functions of the Roman tribunes in “interposing their veto not only
against the passage of laws but against their execution.” As this
theory was practically abandoned at Appomattox, it appeals for con-
sideration now chiefly because of its influence on the history of the

t.

Ims(?alhoun was born in the Abbeville district of South Carolina,
March 18th, 1782. His father, Patrick Calhoun, a member of the South
Carolina provincial legislature during the Revolution, held, as he told
his son, that “the government is best which allows the largest
amount of individual liberty compatible with good order and tran-
quillity,” and that ®improvement in political science will be found to
consist in throwing off many of the restraints imposed by law and
once deemed necessary to an organized society.” Educated at Yale
College and at the Litchfield (Conn.) Law School, John C. Calhoun
was an intense student, with a power of concentration which is only
attained as a habit by a small minority even of those who attempt to
use their intellects habitually. It was a power which would have
made him a leader in any epoch, but as he lived at a time when the
reverence of the American people for great intellectual powers was
almost idolatrous, it gave him influence over those who sympathized
with him, so unbounded that he steadily forced out of leadership at
the South the * Jacksonian Democrats” of the school represented in
the Senate by his unyielding opponent, Benton.

After service in the South Carolina legislature, Calhoun entered
Congress in 1811 and at once created a deep impression by his power
as an orator. His strong support of the War party gave him the stand-
ing which made him Vice-President (from 1825 to 1832). When he
resigned the Vice-Presidency in 1832 and entered the United States
Benate, it was to take the place of Hayne who had shown himself an
unequal match for Webster in the great debate precipitated by Cal-
houn’s “Exposition of State Rights® published by the South Carolina
legislature in 1829 as a preliminary definition of the same theory
which he elaborated in his speech against the Force Bill. Under
that bill, introduced by Mr. Wilkins, of Pennsylvania, it was proposed
to give President Jackson power to coerce South Carolina or any
other State resisting the collection of tariff duties or other Federal
imposts. After the crisis was averted by Henry Clay’s Compromise
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Act, Calhoun's influence was greatly enhanced. He served as Secre-
tary of State under Tyler and was afterwards re-elected to the
Senate where he remained until his death March 31st, 1850, In sum-
ming up his character Webster said of him:—

«Sir, the eloquence of Mr. Calhoun, or the manner of his exhibition of his
sentiments in public bodies, was part of his intellectual character. It grew
out of the qualities of his mind. It was plain, strong, terse, condensed, con-
cise; sometimes impassioned —still always severe. Rejecting ornament, not
often seeking far for illustration, his power consisted in the plainness of his
propositions, in the closeness of his logic, and in the earnestness and energy
of his manner. These are the qualities, as I think, which have enabled him
through such a long course of years to speak often, and yet always command
attention. His demeanor as a Senator is known to us all—is appreciated,
venerated by us all. No man was more respectful to others; no man carried
himself with greater decorum, no man with superior dignity. . . . Mr.
President, he had the basis, the indispensable basis, of all high character;
and that was unspotted integrity —unimpeached honor and character. If he
had aspirations, they were high, and honorable, and noble. There was noth-
ing groveling, or low, or meanly selfish, that came near the head or the heart
of Mr. Calhoun. Firm in his purpose, perfectly patriotic and honest, as I am
sure he was, in the principles that he espoused, and in the measures that he
defended, aside from that large regard for that species of distinction that con-
ducted him to eminent stations for the benefit of the Republic, I do not
believe he had a selfish motive, or selfish feeling.”

Calhoun had been an active supporter of the annexation of Texas,
and in 1850, the year in which he died, the questions presented by
his speech on the Force Bill came to direct issue on the admission
of California, the first State organized from the territory acquired as
a result of the conquest of Mexico. This agitation provoked the
spirit which resulted in William H. Seward’s “Irrepressible Conflict®
speech at Rochester in 1858 —a speech in which, rather than in the
always considerate eloquence of Webster, Calhoun’s argument against
the Force Bill was answered for the first time. W. V. B.

AGAINST THE FORCE BILL

(Delivered in the Senate of the United States, on the Fifteenth and
Sixteenth Days of February, 1833)
Mr. President : —

KNow not which is most objectionable, the provisions of the
bill, or the temper in which its adoption has been urged. If
the extraordinary powers with which the bill proposes to

clothe the Executive, to the utter prostration of the Constitution
and the rights of the States, be calculated to impress our minds



46 JOHN C. CALHOUN

with alarm at the rapid progress of despotism in our country,
the zeal with which every circumstance calculated to misrepresent
or exaggerate the conduct of Carolina in the controversy is seized
on with a view to excite hostility against her, but too plainly
indicates the deep decay of that brotherly feeling which once ex-
isted between these States, and to which we are indebted for our
beautiful federal system, and by the continuance of which alone
it can be preserved. It is not my intention to advert to all these
misrepresentations; but there are some so well calculated to mis-
lead the mind as to the real character of the controversy, and to
hold up the State in a light so odious, that I do not feel myself
justified in permitting them to pass unnoticed.

Among them one of the most prominent is the false state-
ment that the object of South Carolina is to exempt herself from
her share of the public burdens, while she participates in the ad-
vantages of the Government. If the charge were true—if the
State were capable of being actuated by such low and unworthy
motives, mother as I consider her, I would not stand up on this
floor to vindicate her conduct. Among her faults,—and faults I
will not deny she has,—mno one has ever yet charged her with
that low and most sordid of vices,—avarice. Her conduct on all
occasions has been marked with the very opposite quality. From
the commencement of the Revolution—irom its first breaking
out at Boston till this hour, no State has been more profuse of
its blood in the cause of the country; nor has any contributed so
largely to the common treasury in proportion to wealth and pop-
ulation. She has, in that proportion, contributed more to the ex-
ports of the Union—on the exchange of which with the rest of
the world the greater portion of the public burden has been
levied —than any other State. No: the controversy is not such
as has been stated; the State does not seek to participate in the
advantages of the Government without contributing her full share
to the public treasury. Her object is far different. A deep con-
stitutional question lies at the bottom of the controversy. The
real question at issue is: Has this Government a right to impose
burdens on the capital and industry of one portion of the coun-
try, not with a view to revenue, but to benefit another? And I
must be permitted to say that, after the long and deep agitation
of this controversy, it is with surprise that I perceive so strong a
disposition to misrepresent its real character. To correct the im-
pression which those misrepresentations are calculated to make, I
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will dwell on the point under consideration for a few moments
longer.

The Federal Government has, by an express provision of the
Constitution, the right to lay on imposts. The State has never
denied or resisted this right, nor even thought of so doing. The
Government has, however, not been contented with exercising
this power as she had a right to do, but has gone a step beyond
it, by laying imposts, not for revenue, but protection. This the
State considers as an unconstitutional exercise of power —highly
injurious and oppressive to her and the other staple States, and
has, accordingly, met it with the most determined resistance. I
do not intend to enter, at this time, into the argument as to the
unconstitutionality of the protective system. It is not necessary.
It is sufficient that the power is nowhere granted; and that, from
the journals of the convention which formed the Constitution, it
would seem that it was refused. In support of the journals, I
might cite the statement of Luther Martin, which has already
been referred to, to show that the convention, so far from con-
ferring the power on the Federal Government, left to the State
the right to impose duties on imports, with the express view of
enabling the several States to protect their own manufactures.
Notwithstanding this, Congress has assumed, without any warrant
from the Constitution, the right of exercising this most important
power, and has so exercised it as to impose a ruinous burden on
the labor and capital of the State, by which her resources are
exhausted, the enjoyments of her citizens curtailed, the means
of education contracted, and all her interests essentially and in-
juriously affected. We have been sneeringly told that she is a
small State; that her population does not much exceed half a
million of souls, and that more than one-half are not of the
European race. The facts are so. I know she never can be a
great State, and that the only distinction to which she can aspire
must be based on the moral and intellectual acquirements of her
sons. To the development of these much of her attention has
been directed; but this restrictive system which has so unjustly
exacted the proceeds of her labor, to be bestowed on other sec-
tions, has so impaired her resources that, if not speedily arrested,
it will dry up the means of education, and with it deprive her
of the only source through which she can aspire to distinction.

There is another misstatement as to the nature of the contro-
versy, so frequently made in debate, and so well calculated to
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mislead, that I feel bound to notice it. It has been said that
South Carolina claims the right to annul the Constitution and
laws of the United States; and to rebut this supposed claim the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Rives] has gravely quoted the Con-
stitution, to prove that the Constitution, and the laws made in
pursuance thereof, are the supreme laws of the land —as if the
State claimed the right to act contrary to this provision of the
Constitution. Nothing can be more erroneous: her object is not
to resist laws made in pursuance of the Constitution, but those
made without its authority, and which encroached on her re-
served powers. She claims not even the right of judging of the
delegated powers, but of those that are reserved, and to resist
the former when they encroach upon the latter. I will pause to
illustrate this important point.

All must admit that there are delegated and reserved powers,
and that the powers reserved are reserved to the States respect-
ively. The powers, then, of the system are divided between the
General and the State governments; and the point immediately
under consideration is, whether a State has any right to judge as
to the extent of its reserved powers, and to defend them against
the encroachments of the General Government. Without going
deeply into this point at this stage of the argument, or looking
into the nature and origin- of the Government, there is a simple
view of the subject which I consider as conclusive. The very
idea of a divided power implies the right on the part of the State
for which I contend. The expression is metaphorical when ap-
plied to power. Every one readily understands that the division
of matter consists in the separation of the parts. But in this
sense it is not applicable to power. What, then, is meant by a
division of power? I cannot conceive of a division, without giv-
ing an equal right to each to judge of the extent of the power
allotted to each. Such right I hold to be essential to the exist-
ence of a division; and that to give to either party the conclus-
ive right of judging, not only of the share allotted to it, but of
that allotted to the other, is to annul the division and to confer
the whole power on the party vested with such right.

But it is contended that the Constitution has conferred on the
Supreme Court the right of judging between the States and the
General Government. Those who make this objection overlook, 1
conceive, an important provision of the Constitution. By turning
to the tenth amended article, it will be seen that the reservation
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of power to the States is not only against the powers delegated
to Congress, but against the United States themselves, and ex-
tends, of course, as well to the judiciary as to the other depart-
ments of the government. The article provides that all powers
not delegated to the United States, or prohibited by it to the
States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people.
This presents the inquiry: What powers are delegated to the
United States? They 1ay be classed under four divisions: First,
those that are delegated by the States to each other, by virtue of
which the Constitution may be altered or amended by three-
fourths of the States, when, without which, it would have required
the unanimous vote of all; next, the powers conferred on Con-
gress; then, those on the President; and, finally, those on the ju-
dicial department—all of which are particularly enumerated in
the parts of the Constitution which organize the respective de-
partments. The reservation of powers to the States is, as I have
said, against the whole, and is as full against the judicial as it is
against the executive and legislative departments of the govern-
ment. It cannot be claimed for the one without claiming it for
the whole, and without, in fact, annulling this important provision
of the Constitution. .

Against this, as it appears to me, conclusive view of the sub.
ject, it has been urged that this power is expressly conferred on
the Supreme Court by that portion of the Constitution which pro-
vides that the judicial power shall extend to all cases in law and
equity arising under the Constitution, the laws of the United
States, and treaties made under their authority. I believe the
assertion to be utterly destitute of any foundation. It obviously
is the intention of the Constitution simply to make the judicial
power commensurate with the law-making and treaty-making
powers; and to vest it with the right of applying the Constitu-
tion, the laws, and the treaties, to the cases which might arise .
under them, and not to make it the judge of the Constitution,
the laws, and the treaties themselves. In fact, the power of ap-
plying the laws to the facts of the case, and deciding upon such
application, constitutes, in truth, the judicial power. The distinc-
tion between such power and that of judging of the laws will be
perfectly apparent when we advert to what is the acknowledged
power of the court in reference to treaties or compacts between
sovereigns. It is perfectly established that the courts have no
right to judge of the violation of treaties; and that in reference

3~a
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to them their power is limited to the right of judging simply of
the violation of rights under them; and that the right of judging
of infractions belongs exclusively to the parties themselves, and
not to the courts: of which we have an example in the French
treaty, which was declared by Congress null and void, in conse-
quence of its violation by the government of France, Without
such declaration, had a French citizen sued a citizen of this
country under the treaty the court could have taken no cogni-
zance of its infraction; nor, after such a declaration, would it have
heard any argument or proof going to show that the treaty had
not been violated.

The declaration, of itself, is conclusive on the court. But it
will be asked how the court obtained the power to pronounce a
law or treaty unconstitutional, when it comes in conflict with that
instrument. I do not deny that it possesses the right; but I can
by no means concede that it was derived from the Constitution.
It had its origin in the necessity of the case. Where there are
two or more rules established, one from a higher, the other from
a lower authority, which may come into conflict in applying
them to a particular case, the judge cannot avoid pronouncing in
favor of the superior against the inferior. It is from this neces-
sity, and this alone, that the power which is now set up to over-
rule the rights of the States against an express provision of the
Constitution was derived. It had no other origin. That I have
traced it to its true source will be manifest from the fact that it
is a power which, so far from being conferred exclusively on the
Supreme Court, as is insisted, belongs to every court— inferior
and superior— State And general—and even to foreign courts,

But the Senator from Delaware [Mr. Clayton] relies on the
journals of the convention to prove that it was the intention of
that body to confer on the Supreme Court the right of deciding,
in the last resort between a State and the General Government.
I will not follow him through the journals, as I do not deem
that to be necessary to refute his argument. It is sufficient for
this purpose to state that Mr. Rutledge reported a resolution
providing expressly that the United States and the States might
be parties before the Supreme Court. If this proposition had
been adopted, I would ask the Senator whether this very contro-
versy between the United States and South Carolina might not
have been brought before the court? I would also ask him
whether it can be brought before the court as the Constitution
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now stands? If he answer the former in the affirmative, and
the latter in the negative, as he must, then it is clear, his elabo-
rate argument to the contrary notwithstanding, that the report
of Mr. Rutledge was not, in substance, adopted as he contended,
and that the journals, so far from supporting, are in direct oppo-
sition to the position which he attempts to maintain. I might
push the argument much further against the power of the court,
but I do not deem it necessary, at least in this stage of the dis-
cussion. If the views which have already been presented be
correct, and I do not see how they can be resisted, the conclusion
is inevitable, that the reserved powers were reserved equally
against every department of the Government, and as strongly
against the judicial as against the other departments, and, of
course, were left under the exclusive will of the States.

There still remains another misrepresentation of the conduct
of the State, which has been made with the view of exciting
odium. I allude to the charge that South Carolina supported
the tariff of 1816, and is, therefore, responsible for the protective
system. To determine the truth of this charge, it becomes neces-
sary to ascertain the real character of that law — whether it was
a tariff for revenue or for protection—and, as involved in this,
to inquire, What was the condition of the country at the period?
The late war with Great Britain had just terminated, which, with
the restrictive system that preceded it, had diverted a large
amount of capital and industry from commerce to manufactures,
particularly to the cotton and woolen branches. There was 3
debt at the same time of one hundred and thirty millions of
dollars hanging over the country, and the heavy war duties were
still in existence. Under these circumstances, the question was
presented, as to what point the duties ought to be reduced.
This question involved another-—at what time the debt ought to
be paid? which was a question of policy, involving in its consid-
eration all the circumstances connected with the then condition
of the country. Among the most prominent arguments in favor
of an early discharge of the debt was, that the high duties which
it would require to effect it would have, at the same time, the
effect of sustaining the infant manufactures, which had been
forced up under the circumstances to which I have adverted.
This view of the subject had a decided influence in determining
in favor of an early payment of the debt. The sinking fund
was, accordingly, raised from seven to ten millions of dollars,
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with the provision to apply the surplus which might remain in
the treasury as a contingent appropriation to that fund; and the
duties were graduated to meet this increased expenditure. It
was thus that the policy and justice of protecting the large
amount of capital and industry which had been diverted by the
measures of the Government into new channels, as I have stated,
were combined with the fiscal action of the Government, and
which, while it secured a prompt payment of the debt, prevented
the immense losses to the manufacturers which would have fol-
Jowed a sudden and great reduction. Still, revenue was the
main object, and protection but the incidental. The bill to re-
duce the duties was reported by the Committee of Ways and
Means, and not of Manufactures, and it proposed a heavy reduc-
tion on the then existing rate of duties. But what of itself,
without other evidence, is decisive as to the character of the bill
is the fact that it fixed a much higher rate of duties on the un-
protected than on the protected articles. I will enumerate a few
leading articles only. Woolen and cotton above the value of
twenty-five cents on the square yard, though they were the lead-
ing objects of protection, were subject to a permanent duty of
only twenty per cent. Iron, another leading article among the
protected, had a protection of not more than nine per cent. as
fixed by the act, and of but fifteen as reported in the bill. Thcse
rates were all below the average duties as fixed in the act, in-
cluding the protected, the unprotected, and even the free articles.
I have entered into some calculation, in order to ascertain the
average rate of duties under the act. There is some uncertainty
in the data, but I feel assured that it is not less than thirty per
cent. ad valorem: showing an excess of the average duties above
that imposed on the protected articles enumerated of more than
ten per cent., and thus clearly establishing the character of the
measure —that it was for revenue and not protection.

Looking back, even at this distant period, with all our experi-
ence, I perceive but two errors in the act: the one in reference
to iron, and the other the minimum duty on coarse cottons. As
to the former, I conceive that the bill, as reported, proposed a
duty relatively too low, which was still further reduced in its
passage through Congress. The duty, at first, was fixed at
seventy-five cents the hundredweight; but, in the last stage of
its passage, it was reduced, by a sort of caprice, occasioned by
an unfortunate motion, to forty-five cents. This injustice was



JOHN C. CALHOUN 53

severely felt in Pennsylvania, the State, above all others, most
productive of iron, and was the principal cause of that great re-
action which has since thrown her so decidedly on the side of
the protective policy. The other error was that as to coarse cot-
tons, on which the duty was as much too high as that on iron
was too low. It introduced, besides, the obnoxious minimum
principle, which has since been so mischievously extended; and
to that extent, I am constrained in candor to acknowledge, as 1
wish to disguise nothing, the protective principle was recognized
by the Act of 1816, How this was overlooked at the time, it is
not in my power to say. It escaped my observation, which I
can account for only on the ground that the principle was then
new, and that my attention was engaged by another important
subject —the question of the currency, then so urgent, and with
which, as chairman of the committee, I was particularly charged.
With these exceptions, I again repeat, I see nothing in the bill
to condemn; yet it is on the ground that the Members from the
State voted for the bill, that the attempt is now made to hold up
Carolina as responsible for the whole system of protection which
has since followed, though she has resisted its progress in every
stage, Was there ever greater injustice? And how is it to be
accounted for, but as forming a part of that systematic misrepre-
sentation and calumny which has been directed for so many
years, without interruption, against that gallant and generous
State? And why has she thus been assailed? Merely because
she abstained from taking any part in the presidential canvass—
believing that it had degenerated into a mere system of imposi-
tion on the people—controlled, almost exclusively, by those
whose object it is to obtain the patronage of the government,
and that without regard to principle or policy. Standing apart
from what she considered a contest in which the public had no
interest, she has been assailed by both parties with a fury alto-
gether unparalleled; but which, pursuing the course which she
believed liberty and duty required, she has met with a firmness
equal to the fierceness of the assault. In the midst of this at-
tack, I have not escaped. With a view of inflicting a wound on
the State through me, I have been held up as the author of the
protective system, and one of its most strenuous advocates. It 1s
with pain that T allude to myself on so deep and grave a subject
as that now under discussion, and which, I sincerely believe, in-
volves the liberty of the country. I now regret that, under the
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sense of injustice which the remarks of a Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Wilkins] excited for the moment, I hastily gave my
pledge to defend myself against the charge which has been mada2
in reference to my course in 1816: not that there will be any
difficulty in repelling the charge, but because I feel a deep re-
luctance in turning the discussion, in any degree, from a subject
of so much magnitude to one of so little importance as the con-
sistency or inconsistency of myself, or any other individual, par-
ticularly in connection with an event so long since passed. But
for this hasty pledge, I would have remained silent as to my
own course on this occasion, and would have borne with patience
and calmness this, with the many other misrepresentations with
which I have been so incessantly assailed for so many years.
The charge that I was the author of the protective system,
has no other foundation but that I, in common with the almost
entire South, gave my support to the tariff of 1816, It is true
that I advocated that measure, for which I may rest my defense,
without taking any other, on the ground that it was a tariff for
revenue, and not for protection, which I have established beyond
the power of controversy, But my speech on the occasion, has
been brought in judgment against me by the Senator from Penn-
sylvania. I have since cast my eyes over the speech; and I will
surprise, I have no doubt, the Senator, by telling him that, with
the exception of some hasty and unguarded expressions, I retract
nothing 1 uttered on that occasion. I only ask that I may be
judged, in reference to it, in that spirit of fairness and justice
which is due to the occasion; taking into consideration the cir.
cumstances under which it was delivered, and bearing in mind
that the subject was a tariff for revenue, and not for protection;
for reducing, and not raising the duties. But, before I explain
the then condition of the country, from which my main argu-
ments in favor of the measure were drawn, it is nothing but an
act of justice to myself that I should state a fact in connection
with my speech, that is necessary to explain what I have called
hasty and unguarded expressions. My speech was an impromptu,;
and, as such, I apologized to the House, as appears from the
speech as printed, for offering my sentiments on the question
without having duly reflected on the subject. It was delivered
at the request of a friend, when 1 had not previously the least
intention of addressing the House. 1 allude to Samuel D. Ing-
ham, then and now, as I am proud to say, a personal and political
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friend —a man of talents and integrity — with a clear head,
and firm and patriotic heart; then among the leading Members
of the House; in the palmy state of his political glory, though
now for a moment depressed;— depressed, did I say? no! it is
his State which is depressed — Pennsylvania, and not Samuel D.
Ingham! Pennsylvania, which has deserted him under circum-
stances which, instead of depressing, ought to have elevated him
in her estimation. He came to me, when sitting at my desk
writing, and said that the House was falling into some confusion,
accompanying it with a remark, that I knew how difficult it was
to rally so large a body when once broken on a tax bill, as had
been experienced during the late war. Having a higher opinion
of my influence than it deserved, he requested me to say some-
thing to prevent the confusion. I replied that I was at a loss
what to say; that I had been busily engaged on the currency,
which was then in great confusion, and which, as I have stated,
had been placed particularly under my charge, as the chairman
of the committee on that subject. He repeated his request, and
the speech which the Senator from Pennsylvania has compli-
mented so highly, was the result.

I will ask whether the facts stated ought not, in justice, to be
borne in mind by those who would hold me accountable, not
only for the general scope of the speech, but for every word and
sentence which it contains? But, in asking this question, it is
not my intention to repudiate the speech. All I ask is, that I
may be judged by the rules which, in justice, belong to the case.
Let it be recollected that the bill was a revenue bill, and, of
course, that it was constitutional. I need not remind the Senate
that, when the measure is constitutional, all arguments calculated
to show its beneficial operation may be legitimately pressed into
service, without taking into consideration whether the subject to
which the arguments refer be within the sphere of the Constitu-
tion or not. If, for instance, a question were before this body to
lay a duty on Bibles, and a motion were made to reduce the
duty, or admit Bibles duty free, who could doubt that the argu-
ment in favor of the motion —that the increased circulation of
the Bible would be in favor of the morality and religion of the
country, would be strictly proper? But who would suppose that
he who adduced it had committed himself on the constitutionality
of taking the religion or morals of the country under the charge
of the Federal Government? Again: suppose the question to be,

.
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to raise the duty on silk, or any other article of luxury; and
that it should be supported on the ground that it was an article
mainly consumed by the rich and extravagant—could it be
fairly inferred that in the opinion of the speaker, Congress had a
right to pass sumptuary laws? I only ask that these plain rules
may be applied to my argument on the tariff of 1816. They
turn almost entirely on the benefits which manufactures con-
ferred on the country in time of war, and which no one could
doubt. The country had recently passed through such a state.
The world was at that time deeply agitated by the effects of the
great conflict which had so long raged in Europe, and which no
one could tell how soon again might return. Bonaparte had but
recently been overthrown; the whole southern part of this conti-
nent was in a state of revolution, and threatened with the in-
terference of the Holy Alliance, which, had it occurred, must
almost necessarily have involved this country in a most danger-
ous conflict. It was under these circumstances that I delivered
the speech, in which I urged the House that, in the adjustment
of the tariff, reference ought to be had to a state of war as well
as peace, and that its provisions ought to be fixed on the com-
pound views cf tte two periods—making some sacrifice in peace,
in order that less might be made in war. Was this principle
false? and, in urging it, did I commit myself to that system of
oppression since grcwn up, and which has for its object the en-
riching of one portion of the country at the expense of the other?

The plain rule in il such cases is, that when a measure is
proposed, the first thing is to ascertain its constitutionality; and,
that being ascertained, the next is its expediency; which last
opens the whole field of argument for and against. Every topic
may be urged calculated to prove it wise or unwise: so in a bill
to raise imposts. It must first be ascertained that the bill is
based on the principles of revenue, and that the money raised is
necessary for the wants of the country. These being ascertained,
every argument, direct and indirect, may be fairly offered, which
may go to show that, under all the circumstances, the provisions of
the bill are proper or improper. Had this plain and simple rule
been adhered to, we should never have heard of the complaint of
Carolina. Her objection is not against the improper modification
of a bill acknowledged to be for revenue, but that, under the name
of imposts, a power essentially different from the taxing power
is exercised — partaking much more of the character of a penalty
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than a tax. Nothing is more common than that things closely
resembling in appearance should widely and essentially differ in
their character. Arsenic, for instance, resembles flour, yet one is a
deadly poison, and the other that which constitutes the staff of
life. So duties imposed, whether for revenue or protection, may
be called imposts; though nominally and apparently the same,
yet they differ essentially in their real character.

I shall now return to my speech on the tariff of 1816. To
determine what my opinions really were on the subject of protec-
tion at that time, it will be proper to advert to my sentiments
before and after that period. My sentiments preceding 1816, on
this subject, are a matter of record. I came into Congress in
1812, a devoted friend and supporter of the then administration;
yet one of my first efforts was to brave the administration, by
opposing its favorite measure, the restrictive system—embargo,
nonintercourse, and all—and that upon the principle of free
trade. The system remained in fashion for a time; but, after the
overthrow of Bonaparte, I reported a bill from the Committee on
Foreign Relations, to repeal the whole system of restrictive
measures, While the bill was under consideration, a worthy man,
then a Member of the House [Mr. McKim, of Baltimore], moved
to except the nonimportation act, which he supported on the
ground of encouragement to manufactures. I resisted the motion
on the very grounds on which Mr. McKim supported it. I main-
tained that the manufacturers were then receiving too much
protection, and warned its friends that the withdrawal of the pro-
tection which the war and the high duties then afforded, would
cause great embarrassment; and that the true policy, in the
meantime, was to admit foreign goods as freely as possible, in
order to diminish the anticipated embarrassment on the return of
peace; intimating, at the same time, my desire to see the tariff
revised, with a view of affording a moderate and permanent pro-
tection.

Such was my conduct before 1816. Shortly after that period
I left Congress, and had no opportunity of making known my
sentiments in reference to the protective system, which shortly
after began to be agitated. But I have the most conclusive evi-
dence that I considered the arrangement of the revenue, in 1816,
as growing out of the necessity of the case, and due to the con-
sideration of justice. But, even at that early period, I was not
without my fears that even that arrangement would lead to abuse
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and future difficulties. I regret that I have been compelled to
dwell so long on myself; but trust that, whatever censure may
be incurred, will not be directed against me, but against those
who have drawn my conduct into the controversy; and who may
hope, by assailing my motives, to wound the cause with which I
am proud to be identified.

I may add, that all the Southern States voted with South
Carolina in support of the bill: not that they had any interest in
manufactures, but on the ground that they had supported the
war, and, of course, felt a corresponding obligation to sustain
those establishments which had grown up under the encourage-
ment it had incidentally afforded; whilst most of the New Eng-
land Members were opposed to the measure, principally, as I
believe, on opposite principles.

I have now, I trust, satisfactorily repelled the charge against
the State, and myself personally, in reference to the tariff of
1816. Whatever support the State has given the bill, originated
in the most disinterested motives. There was not within the
limits of the State, so far as my memory serves me, a single
cotton or woolen establishment. Her whole dependence was on
agriculture, and the cultivation of two great staples, rice and cot-
ton. Her obvious policy was to keep open the market of the
world, unchecked and unrestricted;—to buy cheap and to sell
high: but from a feeling of kindness, combined with a sense of
justice, she added her support to the bill. We had been told by
the agents of the manufacturers that the protection which the
measure afforded would be sufficient; to which we the more
readily conceded, as it was considered a final adjustment of the
question.

Let us now turn our eyes forward, and see what has been the
conduct of the parties to this arrangement. Have Carolina and
the South disturbed this adjustment? Noj; they have never raised
their voice in a single instance against it, even though this
measure, moderate, comparatively, as it is, was felt with no incon-
siderable pressure on their interests. Was this example imitated
on the opposite side? Far otherwise. Scarcely had the Presi-
dent signed his name, before application was made for an in.
crease of duties, which was repeated, with demands continually
growing, till the passage of the Act of 1828, What course now,
I would ask, did it become Carolina to pursue in reference to
these demands? Instead of acquiescing in them, because she had
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acted generously in adjusting the tariff of 1816, she saw, in her
generosity on that occasion, additional motives for that firm and
decided resistance which she has since made against the system
of protection. She accordingly commenced a systematic opposi-
tion to all further encroachments, which continued from 1818 till
1828; by discussions and by resolutions, by remonstrances and by
protests through her legislature. These all proved insufficient
to stem the current of encroachment: but, notwithstanding the
heavy pressure on her industry, she never despaired of relief till
the passage of the Act of 1828—that bill of abominations —en-
gendered by avarice and political intrigue. Its adoption opened
the eyes of the State, and gave a new character to the contro-
versy. Till then, the question had been, whether the protective
system was constitutional and expedient; but, after that, she no
longer considered the question whether the right of regulating
the industry of the States was a reserved or delegated power,
but what right a State possesses to defend her reserved powers
against the encroachments of the Federal Government: a ques-
tion on the decision of which the value of all the reserved powers
depends. The passage of the Act of 1828, with all its objection-
able features, and under the circumstances connected with it,
almost, if not entirely, closed the door of hope through the Gen-
eral Government. It afforded conclusive evidence that no reason-
able prospect of relief from Congress could be entertained; yet,
the near approach of the period of the payment of the public
debt, and the elevation of General Jackson to the presidency,
still afforded a ray of hope—not so strong, however, as to pre-
vent the State from turning her eyes for final relief to her re-
served powers.

Under these circumstances commenced that inquiry into the
nature and extent of the reserved powers of a State, and the
means which they afford of resistance against the encroachments
of the General Government, which has been pursued with so
much zeal and energy, and, I may add, intelligence. Never was
there a political discussion carried on with greater activity, and
which appealed more directly to the intelligence of a community.
Throughout the whole, no address has been made to the low and
vulgar passions; but, on the contrary, the discussion has turned
upon the higher principles of political economy, connected with
the operations of the tariff system, calculated to show its real
bearing on the interests of the State, and on the structure of
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our political system; and to show the true character of the rela-
tions between the State and the General Government, and the
means which the States possess of defending those powers which
they reserved in forming the Federal Government.

In this great canvass, men of the most commanding talents
and acquirements have engaged with the greatest ardor; and the
people have been addressed through every channel —by essays in
the public press, and by speeches in their public assemblies—
until they have become thoroughly instructed on the nature of
the oppression, and on the rights which they possess, under the
Constitution, to throw it off.

If gentlemen suppose that the stand taken by the people of
Carolina rests on passion and delusion, they are wholly mistaken,
The case is far otherwise. No community, from the legislator to
the plowman, were ever better instructed in their rights; and the
resistance on which the State has resolved, is the result of mature
reflection, accompanied with a deep conviction that their rights
have been violated, and that the means of redress which they
have adopted are conmsistent with the principles of the Consti-
tution.

But while this active canvass was carried on, which looked to
the reserved powers as the final means of redress if all others
failed, the State at the same time cherished a hope, as I have
already stated, that the election of General Jackson to the presi-
dency would prevent the necessity of a resort to extremities.
He was identified with the interests of the staple States; and,
having the same interest, it was believed that his great popu-
larity—a popularity of the strongest character, as it rested on
military services— would enable him, as they hoped, gradually to
bring down the system of protection, without shock or injury to
any interest. Under these views, the canvass in favor of General
Jackson’s election to the presidency was carried on with great
zeal, in conjunction with that active inquiry into the reserved
powers of the States on which final reliance was placed. But
little did the people of Carolina dream that the man whom they
were thus striving to elevate to the highest seat of power would
prove so utterly false to all their hopes. Man is, indeed, igno-
rant of the future; nor was there ever a stronger illustration of
the observation than is afforded by the result of that election!
The very event on which they had built their hopes has been
turned against them; and the very individual to whom they
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looked as a deliverer, and whom, under that impression, they
strove for so many years to elevate to power, is now the most
powerful instrument in the hands of his and their bitterest oppo-
nents to put down them and their cause!

Scarcely had he been elected, when it became apparent, from
the organization of his cabinet and other indications, that all
their hopes of relief through him were blasted. The admission
of a single individual into the cabinet, under the circumstances
which accompanied that admission, threw all into confusion. The
mischievous influence over the President, through which this
individual was admitted into the cabinet, soon became apparent.
Instead of turning his eyes forward to the period of the pay-
ment of the public debt, which was then near at hand, and to
the present dangerous political crisis, which was inevitable unless
averted by a timely and wise system of measures, the attention
of the President was absorbed by mere party arrangements, and
circumstances too disreputable to be mentioned here, except by
the most distant allusion.

Here I must pause for a moment to repel a charge which
has been so often made, and which even the President has reit-
erated in his proclamation —the charge that I have been actu-
ated, in the part which I have taken, by feelings of disappointed
ambition. I again repeat that I deeply regret the necessity of
noticing myself in so important a discussion; and that nothing
can induce me to advert to my own course but the conviction
that it is due to the cause, at which a blow is aimed through
me. It is only in this view that I notice it.

It illy became the Chief Magistrate to make this charge. The
course which the State took, and which led to the present con-
troversy between her and the General Government, was taken as
far back as 1828 —in the very midst of that severe canvass which
placed him in power—and in that very canvass Carolina openly
avowed and zealously maintained those very principles which he,
the Chief Magistrate, now officially pronounces to be treason and
rebellion. That was the period at which he ought to have
spoken. Having remained silent then, and having, under his ap-
proval, implied by that silence, received the support and the vote
of the State, I, if a sense of decorum did not prevent it, might
recriminate with the double charge of deception and ingratitude,
My object, however, is not to assail the President, but to defend
myself against a most unfounded charge. The time alone when
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that course was taken, on which this charge of disappointed am-
bition is founded, will of itself repel it, in the eye of every un-
prejudiced and honest man. The doctrine which I now sustain,
under the present difficulties, I openly avowed and maintained
immediately after the Act of 1828, that “bill of abominations,” as
it has been so often and properly termed. Was I, at that period,
disappointed in any views of ambition which I might be sup-
posed to entertain? I was Vice-President of the United States,
elected by an overwhelming majority. I was a candidate fot
re-election on the ticket with General Jackson himself, with a
certain prospect of the triumphant success of that ticket, and
with a fair prospect of the highest office to which an American
citizen can aspire. What was my course under these prospects?
Did I look to my own advancement, or to an honest and faithful
discharge of my duty? Let facts speak for themselves. When
the bill to which I have referred came from the other House to
the Senate, the almost universal impression was, that its fatc
would depend upon my casting vote. It was known that, as the
bill then stood, the Senate was nearly equally divided; and as it
was a combined measure, originating with the politicians and
manufacturers, and intended as much to bear upon the presiden-
tial election as to protect manufactures, it was believed that, as
a stroke of political policy, its fate would be made to depend on
my vote, in order to defeat General Jackson’s election, as well
as my own. The friends of General Jackson were alarmed, and
I was. earnestly entreated to leave the chair in order to avoid
the responsibility, under the plausible argument that, if the Sen-
ate should be equally divided, the bill would be lost without the
aid of my casting vote. The reply to this entreaty was, that no
consideration personal to myself could induce me to take such a
course; that I considered the measure as of the most dangerous
character, and calculated to produce the most fearful crisis; that
the payment of the public debt was just at hand; and that the
great increase of revenue which it would pour into the treasury
would accelerate the approach of that period, and that the coun-
try would be placed in the most trying of situations—with an
immense revenue without the means of absorption upon any
legitimate or constitutional object of appropriation, and com-
pelled to submit to all the corrupting consequences of a large
surplus, or to make a sudden reduction of the rates of duties,
which would prove ruinous to the very interests which were then
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forcing the passage of the bill. Under these views I determined
to remain in the chair, and if the bill came to me, to give my
casting vote against it, and in doing so, to give my reasons at
large; but at the same time I informed my friends that I would
retire from the ticket, so that the election of General Jackson
might not be embarrassed by any act of mine. Sir, I was amazed
at the folly and infatuation of that period. So completely ab-
sorbed was Congress in the game of ambition and avarice —from
the double impulse of the manufacturers and politicians—that
none but a few appeared to anticipate the present crisis, at which
all are now alarmed, but which is the inevitable result of what
was then done. As to myself, I clearly foresaw what has since
followed. The road of ambition lay open before me—1I had but
to follow the corrupt tendency of the times—but I chose to
tread the rugged path of duty.

It was thus that the rcasonable hope of relief through the
election of General Jackson was blasted; but still onec other hope
remained: that the final discharge of the public debt-—an event
near at hand —would remove our burden. That event would
leave in the treasury a large surplus: a surplus that could not be
expended under the most cxtravagant schemes of appropriation,
having the lcast color of dccency or constitutionality. That event
at last arrived. At the last session of Congress, it was avowed
on all sides that the public debt, as to all practical purposes, was
in fact paid, the small surplus remaining being ncarly covered by
the money in the treasury and the bonds for duties which had
already accrued; but with the arrival of this event our last hope
was doomed to be disappointed. After a long session of many
months and the most carnest effort on the part of South Caro-
lina and the other Southern States to obtain relief, all that could
be effected was a small reduction in the amount of the duties;
but a reduction of such a character, that, while it diminished the
amount of burden, distributed that burden more unequally than
even the obnoxious Act of 1828: reversing the principle adopted
by the bill of 1816, of laying higher duties on the unprotected
than the protected articles, by repealing almost entirely the
duties laid upon the former, and imposing the burden almost
entirely on the latter. It was thus that instead of relief —instead
of an equal distribution of the burdens and benefits of the Gov-
ernment, on the payment of the debt, as had been fondly antici-
pated —the duties were so arranged as to be, in fact, bounties
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on one side and taxation on the other; thus placing the two
great sections of the country in direct conflict in reference to its
fiscal action, and thereby letting in that flood of political corrup-
tion which threatens to sweep away our Constitution and our
liberty.

This unequal and unjust arrangement was pronounced, both
by the administration, through its proper organ, the Secretary of
the Treasury, and by the opposition, to be a permanent adjust-
ment; and it was thus that all hope of relief through the action
of the General Government terminated; and the crisis so long
apprehended at length arrived, at which the State was com-
pelled to choose between absolute acquiescence in a ruinous sys-
tem of oppression, or a resort to her reserved powers— powers
of which she alone was the rightful judge, and which only, in
this momentous juncture, could save her. She determined on the
latter.

The consent of two-thirds of her legislature was necessary for
the call of a convention, which was considered the only legiti-
mate organ through which the people, in their sovereignty, could
speak. After an arduous struggle the State Rights party suc-
ceeded; more than two-thirds of both branches of the legislature
favorable to a convention were elected; a convention was called
—the ordinance adopted. The. convention was succeeded by a
meeting of the legislature, when the laws to carry the ordinance
into execution were enacted: all of which have been communi-
cated by the President, have been referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary, and this bill is the result of their labor.

Having now corrected some of the prominent misrepresenta-
tions as to the nature of this controversy, and given a rapid
sketch of the movement of the State in reference to it, I will
next proceed to notice some objections connected with the ordi-
nance and the proceedings under it.

The first and most prominent of these is directed against
what is called the test oath, which an effort has been made to
render odious. So far from deserving the denunciation which
has been levelled against it, I view this provision of the ordi-
nance as but the natural result of the doctrines entertained by
the State, and the position which she occupies. The people of
Carolina believe that the Union is a union of States, and not of
individuals; that it was formed by the States, and that the citi-
zens of the several States were bound to it through the acts of
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their several States; that each State ratified the Constitution for
itself, and that it was only by such ratification of a State that
any obligation was imposed upon its citizens. Thus believing, it
is the opinion of the people of Carolina that it belongs to the
State which has imposed the obligation to declare, in the last
resort, the extent of this obligation, as far as her citizens are
concerned; and this upon the plain principles which exist in all
analogous cases of compact bgtween sovereign bodies. On this
principle the people of the State, acting in their sovereign capac-
ity in convention, precisely as they did in the adoption of their
own and the Federal Constitution, have declared, by the ordinance,
that the acts of Congress which imposed duties under the au-
thority to lay imposts, are acts, not for revenue, as intended by
the Constitution, but for protection, and therefore null and void.
The ordinance thus enacted by the people of the State them-
selves, acting as a sovereign community, is as obligatory on the
citizens of the State as any portion of the Constitution. In pre-
scribing, then, the oath to obey the ordinance, no more was done
than to prescribe an oath to obey the Constitution. It is, in fact,
but a particular oath of allegiance, and in every respect similar
to that which is prescribed, under the Constitution of the United
States, to be administered to all the officers of the State and
Federal Governments; and is no more deserving the harsh and
bitter epithets which have been heaped upon it, than that, or any
similar oath. It ought to be borne in mind that according to
the opinion which prevails in Carolina, the right of resistance to
the unconstitutional acts of Congress belongs to the State, and
not to her individual citizens; and that, though the latter may,
in a mere question of meum and ftuum, resist, through the
courts, an unconstitutional encroachment upon their rights, yet
the final stand against usurpation rests not with them, but with
the State of which they are members; and such act of resistance
by a State binds the conscience and allegiance of the citizen.
But there appears to be a general misapprehension as to the
extent to which the State has acted under this part of the ordi-
nance. Instead of sweeping every officer by a general proscrip-
tion of the minority, as has been represented in debate, as far
as my knowledge extends, not a single individual has been re-
moved. The State has, in fact, acted with the greatest tender-
ness, all circumstances considered, towards citizens who differed
from the majority; and in that spirit has directed the oath to be
3—3
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administered only in case of some official act directed to be per-
formed, in which obedience to the ordinance is involved.

It has been further objected that the State has acted precipi-
tately. What! precipitately! after making a strenuous resistance
for twelve years — by discussion here and in the other House of
Congress — by essays in all forms—by resolutions, remonstrances,
and protests on the part of her legislature —and, finally, by at-
tempting an appeal to the judicial power of the United States?
I say attempting, for they have been prevented from bringing the
question fairly before the court, and that by an act of that very
majority in Congress who now upbraid them for not making that
appeal; of that majority whe on a motion of one of the Members
in the other House from South Carolina, refused to give to the
Act of 1828 its true title—that it was a protective, and not a
revenue Act. The State has never, it is true, relied upon that
tribunal, the Supreme Court, to vindicate its reserved rights; yet
they have always considered it as an auxiliary means of defense,
of which they would gladly have availed themselves to test the
constitutionality of protection, had they not been deprived of the
means of doing so by the act of the majority.

Notwithstanding this long delay of more than ten years, under
this continued encroachment of the Government, we now hear it
on all sides, by friends and foes, gravely pronounced that the
State has acted precipitately —that her conduct has been rash!
That such should be the language of an interested majority, who,
by means of this unconstitutional and oppressive system, are
annually extorting millions from the South, to be bestowed upon
other sections, is not at all surprising. Whatever impedes the
course of avarice and ambition will ever be denounced as rash
and precipitate; and had South Carolina delayed her resistance
fifty instead of twelve years, she would have heard from the
same quarter the same language; but it is really surprising that
those who are suffering in common with herself, and who have
complained equally loud of their grievances; who have pro-
nounced the very acts which she has asserted within her limits
to be oppressive, unconstitutional, and ruinous, after so long a
struggle—a struggle longer than that which preceded the sepa-
ration of these States from the mother-country —longer than the
period of the Trojan war— should now complain of precipitancy!
No, it is not Carolina which has acted precipitately; but her
sister States, who have suffered in common with her, have acted



JOHN C. CALHOUN &

tardily. Had they acted as she has done; had they performed
their duty with equal energy and promptness, our situation this
day would be very different from what we now find it. Delays
are said to be dangerous; and never was the maxim more true
than in the present case, a case of monopoly. It is the very
nature of monopolies to grow If we take from one side a large
portion of the proceeds of its labor and give it to the other, the
side from which we take must constantly decay, and that to
which we give must prosper and increase. Such is the action of
the protective system. It exacts from the South a large portion
of the proceeds of its industry, which it bestows upon the other
sections in the shape of bounties to manufactures, and appro-
priations in a thousand forms; pensions, improvement of rivers
and harbors, roads and canals, and in every shape that wit or
ingenuity can devise. Can we, then, be surprised that the prin-
ciple of monopoly grows, when it is so amply remunerated at
the expense of those who support it? And this is the real
reason of the fact which we witness, that all acts for protection
pass with small minorities, but soon come to be sustained by
great and overwhelming majorities. Those who seek the monop-
oly endeavor to obtain it in the most exclusive shape; and they
take care, accordingly, to associate only a sufficient number of
interests barely to pass it through the two Houses of Congress,
on the plain principle that the greater the number from whom
the monopoly takes, and the fewer on whom it bestows, the
greater is the advantage to the monopolists. Acting in this
spirit, we have often seen with what exact precision they count:
adding wool to woolens, associating lead and iron, feeling their
way, until a bare majority is obtained, when the bill passes, con-
necting just as many interests as are sufficient to ensure its
success, and no more. In a short time, however, we have in-
variably found that this /ean becomes a decided majority, under
the certain operation which compels individuals to desert the
pursuits which the monopoly has rendered unprofitable, that they
may participate in those which it has rendered profitable. It is
against this dangerous and growing disease that South Carolina
has acted —a disease, whose cancerous action would soon have
spread to every part of the system, if not arrested.

There is another powerful reason why the action of the State
could not have been safely delayed. The public debt, as I have
already stated, for all practical purposes, has already been paid;
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and, under the existing duties, a large annual surplus of many
millions must come into the treasury. It is impossible to look
at this state of things without seeing the most mischievous con-
sequences; and, among others, if not speedily corrected, it would
interpose powerful and almost insuperable obstacles to throwing
off the burden under which the South has been so long laboring.
The disposition of the surplus would become a subject of violent
and corrupt struggle, and could not fail to rear up new and
powerful interests in support of the existing system, not only in
those sections which have been heretofore benefitted by it, but
even in the South itself. I cannot but trace to the anticipation
of this state of the treasury the sudden and extraordinary move-
ments which took place at the last session in the Virginia leg-
islature, in which the whole South is vitally interested. It is
impossible for any rational man to believe that that State could
seriously have thought of effecting the scheme to which I allude
by her own resources, without powerful aid from the General
Government.

It is next objected that the enforcing acts have legislated the
United States out of South Carolina, I have already replied to
this objection on another occasion, and I will now but repeat
what I then said: that they have been legislated out only to the
extent that they had no right to enter. The Constitution has ad-
mitted the jurisdiction of the United States within the limits of
the several States only so far as the delegated powers authorize;
beyond that they are intruders and may rightfully be expelled;
and that they have been efficiently expelled by the legislation of
the State through her civil process, as has been acknowledged on
all sides in the debate, is only a confirmation of the truth of the
doctrine for which the majority in Carolina have contended.

The very point at issue between the two parties there, is,
whether nullification is a peaceable and an efficient remedy
against an unconstitutional act of the General Government, and
may be asserted as such through the State tribunals., Both
parties agree that the acts against which it is directed are un-
constitutional and oppressive. The controversy is only as to the
means by which our citizens may be protected against the ac-
knowledged encroachments on their rights. This being the point
at issue between the parties, and the very object of the majority
being an efficient protection of the citizens through the State
tribunals, the measures adopted to enforce the ordinance, of
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course, received the most decisive character. We were not child-
ren, to act by halves. Yet for acting thus efficiently the State
is denounced, and this bill reported, to overrule, by military force,
the civil tribunals and civil process of the State! Sir, I consider
this bill, and the arguments which have been urged on this floor
in its support, as the most triumphant acknowledgment that nulli-
fication is peaceful and efficient, and so deeply intrenched in the
principles of our system, that it cannot be assailed but by pros-
trating the Constitution, and substituting the supremacy of mili-
tary force in lieu of the supremacy of the laws. In fact, the
advocates of this bill refute their own argument. They tell us
that the ordinance is unconstitutional; that it infracts the consti-
tution of South Carolina, although to me, the objection appears
absurd, as it was adopted by the very authority which adopted
the constitution itself. They also tell us that the Supreme Court
is the appointed arbiter of all controversies between a State and
the General Government. Why, then, do they not leave this con-
troversy to that tribunal? Why do they not confide to them the
abrogation of the ordinance, and the laws made in pursuance of
it, and the assertion of that supremacy which they claim for the
laws of Congress? The State stands pledged to resist no process
of the court. Why, then, confer on the President the extensive
and unlimited powers provided in this bill? Why authorize him
to use military force to arrest the civil process of the State? Bat
one answer can be given: That, in a contest between the State
and the General Government, if the resistance be limited on both
sides to the civil process, the State, by its inherent sovereignty,
standing upon its reserved powers, will prove too powerful in
such a controversy, and maust triumph over the Federal Govern-
ment, sustained by its delegated and unlimited authority; and in
this answer we have an acknowledgment of the truth of those
great principles for which the State has so firmly and nobly con-
tended.

Having made these remarks, the great question is now pre.
sented, Has Congress the right to pass this bill? which I will
next proceed to consider. The decision of this question involves
an inquiry into the provisions of the bill. What are they? It
puts at the disposal of the President the army and navy, and the
entire militia of the country; it enables him, at his pleasure, to
subject every man in the United States, not exempt from militia
duty, to martial law; to call him from his ordinary occupation to
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the field, and under the penalty of fine and imprisonment, in.
flicted by a court-martial, to imbrue his hand in his brother’s
blood. There is no limitation on the power of the sword;—and
that over the purse is equally without restraint; for among the
extraordinary features of the bill, it contains no appropriation,
which, under existing circumstances, is tantamount to an un-
limited appropriation. The President may, under its authority,
incur any expenditure, and pledge the national faith to meet it.
He may create a new national debt, at the very moment of the
termination of the former—a debt of millions, to be paid out of
the proceeds of the labor of that section of the country whose
dearest constitutional rights this bill prostrates! Thus exhibiting
the extraordinary spectacle, that the very section of the country
which is urging this measure, and carrying the sword of devas-
tation against us, is, at the same time, incurring a new debt, to
be paid by those whose rights are violated; while those who vio-
late them are to receive the benefits in the shape of bounties
and expenditures.

And for what purpose is the unlimited control of the purse
and of the sword thus placed at the disposition of the Executive?
To make war against one of the free and sovereign members of
this confederation, which the bill proposes to deal with, not as a
State, but as a collection of banditti or outlaws. Thus exhibiting
the impious spectacle of this Government, the creature of the
States, making war against the power to which it owes its ex-
istence.

The bill violates the Constitution, plainly and palpably, in
many of its provisions, by authorizing the President, at his pleas-
ure, to place the different ports of this Union on an unequal
footing, contrary to that provision of the Constitution which de-
clares that no preference shall be given to one port over another.
It also violates the Constitution by authorizing him, at his dis-
cretion, to impose cash duties in one port, while credit is allowed
in others; by enabling the President to regulate commerce, a
power vested in Congress alone; and by drawing within the jur.
isdiction of the United States courts, powers never intended to
be conferred on them. As great as these objections are, they
become insignificant in the provisions of a bill which, by a single
blow—by treating the States as a mere lawless mass of individ-
uals — prostrates all the barriers of the Constitution. I will pass
over the minor considerations, and proceed directly to the great
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point. This bill proceeds on the ground that the entire sover.
eignty of this country belongs to the American people, as form-
ing one great community, and regards the States as mere fractions
or counties, and not as integral parts of the Union; having no
more right to resist the encroachments of the Government than
a county has to resist the authority of a State; and treating such
resistance as the lawless acts of so many individuals, without
possessing sovereignty or political rights. It has been said that
the bill declares war against South Carolina. No. It decrees a
massacre of her citizens! War has something ennobling about it,
and, with all its horrors, brings into action the highest qualities,
intellectual and moral. It was, perhaps, in the order of Provi-
dence that it should be permitted for that very purpose. But
this bill declares no war, except, indeed, it be that which savages
wage-—a war, not against the community, but the citizens of
whom that community is composed. But I regard it as worse
than savage warfare—as an attempt to take away life under the
color of law, without the trial by jury, or any other safeguard
which the Constitution has thrown around the life of the citizen.
It authorizes the President, or even his deputies, when they may
suppose the law to be violated, without the intervention of a
court or jury, to kill without mercy or discrimination!

It has been said by the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Grundy]
to be a measure of peace! Yes, such peace as the wolf gives to
the lamb—the kite to the dove! Such peace as Russia gives to
Poland, or death to its victim! A peace, by extinguishing the
political existence of the State, by awing her into an abandon-
ment of the exercise of every power which constitutes her a
sovereign community. It is to South Carolina a question of self-
preservation; and I proclaim it, that, should this bill pass, and an
attempt be made to enforce it, it will be resisted, at every
hazard —even that of death itself. Death is not the greatest
calamity: there are others still more terrible to the free and
brave, and among them may be placed the loss of liberty and
honor. There are thousands of her brave sons, who, if need be,
are prepared cheerfully to lay down their lives in defense of the
State, and the great principles of constitutional liberty for which
she is contending. God forbid that this should become necessary!
It never can be, unless this Government is resolved to bring the
question to extremity, when her gallant sons will stand prepared
to perform the last duty—to die nobly.
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DENOUNCING ANDREW JACKSON

(Delivered in the United States Senate During the Debate on the Expunging
Resolution, January, 1837)

HE gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Rives] says that the argu-
ment in favor of this expunging resolution has not been
answered. Sir, there are some questions so plain that they

cannot be argued. Nothing can make them more plain; and this
is one. No one, not blinded by party zeal, can possibly be in-
sensible that the measure proposed is a violation of the Consti-
tution. The Constitution requires the Senate to keep a journal;
this resolution goes to expunge the journal. If you may ex-
punge a part, you may expunge the whole; and if it is expunged,
how is it kept? The Constitution says the journal shall be kept;
this resolution says it shall be destroyed. It does the very thing
which the Constitution declares shall not be done. That is the
argument, the whole argument. There is none other. Talk of
precedents ? and precedents drawn from a foreign country ? They
don't apply. No, sir. This is to be done, not in consequence of
argument, but in spite of argument. I understand the case. I
know perfectly well the gentlemen have no liberty to vote other-
wise. They are coerced by an exterior power. They try, indeed,
to comfort their conscience by saying that it is the will of the
people, and the voice of the people. It is no such thing. We all
know how these legislative returns have been obtained. It is by
dictation from the White House, The President himself, with
that vast mass of patronage which he wields, and the thousand
expectations he is able to hold up, has obtained these votes
of the State legislatures; and this, forsooth, is said to be the
voice of the people. The voice of the people! Sir, can we for-
get the scene whith was exhibited in this Chamber when that
expunging resolution was first introduced here? Have we forgot-
ten the universal giving way of conscience, so that the Senator
from Missouri was left alone? I see before me Senators who
could not swallow that resolution; and has its nature changed
since then? Is it any more constitutional now than it was then?
Not at all. But executive power has interposed. Talk to me of
the voice of the people! No, sir. It is the combination of pat-
‘'ronage and power to coerce this body into a gross and palpable
violation of the Constitution. Some individuals, I perceive, think
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to escape through the particular form in which this act is to be
perpetrated. They tell us that the resolution on your records is
not to be expunged, but is only to be endorsed *Expunged.”
Really, sir, I do not know how to argue against such contempti-
ble sophistry. The occasion is too solemn for an argument of
this sort. You are going to violate the Constitution, and you get
rid of the infamy by a falsechood. You yourselves say that the
resolution is expunged by your order. Yet you say it is not ex-
punged. You put your act in express words. You record it,
and then turn round and deny it.

But what is the motive? What is the pretext for this enor-
mity ? Why, gentlemen tell us the Senate has two distinct con-
sciences —a legislative conscience, and a judicial conscience. As
a legislative body we have decided that the President has violated
the Constitution. But gentlemen tell us that this is an impeach-
able offense; and, as we may be called to try it in our judicial
capacity, we have no right to express the opinion. I need not
show how inconsistent such a position is with the eternal, impre-
scriptible right of freedom of speech, and how utterly inconsist-
ent it is with precedents drawn from the history of our British
ancestors, where the same liberty of speech has for centuries
bcen enjoyed. There is a shorter and more direct argument in
reply. Gentlemen who take that position cannot, according to
their own showing, vote for this resolution; for if it is unconsti-
tutional for us to record a resolution of condemnation, because
we may afterwards be called to try the case in a judicial capac-
ity, then it is equally unconstitutional for us to record a resolu-
tion of acquittal. If it is unconstitutional for the Senate to
declare before a trial that the President has violated the Consti-
tution, it is equally unconstitutional to declare before a trial that
he has not violated the Constitution. The same principle is
involved in both. Yet, in the very face of this principle, gentle-
men are here going to condemn their own act.

But why do I waste my breath? I know it is all utterly
vain. The day is gone; night approaches, and night is suitable
to the dark deed we meditate. There is a sort of destiny in this
thing. The act must be performed; and it is an act which will
tell on the political history of this country forever. Other pre-
ceding violations of the Constitution (and they have been many
and great) filled my bosom with indignation, but this fills it only
with grief. Others were done in the heat oi partisanship. Power
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was, as it were, compelled to support itself by seizing upon new
instruments of influence and patronage; and there were ambitious
and able men to direct the process. Such was the removal of
the deposits, which the President seized upon by a new and
unprecedented act of arbitrary power; an act which gave him
ample means of rewarding friends and punishing enemies. Some-
thing may, perhaps, be pardoned to him in this matter, on the
old apology of tyrants—the plea of necessity. But here there
can be no such apology. Here no necessity can so much as be
pretended. This act originates in pure, unmixed, personal idola-
try. It is the melancholy evidence of a broken spirit, ready to
bow at the feet of power. The former act was such a one as
might have been perpetrated in the days of Pompey or Ceesar;
but an act like this could never have been consummated by a
Roman senate until the times of Caligula and Nero.

REPLYING TO HENRY CLAY

(From the “Independent Treasury? Debate in the United States Senate,
March, 1838)

wro have changed no opinion, abandoned no principle, de-

serted no party; I, who have stood still and maintained my

ground against every difficulty, to be told that it is left to
time to disclose my motive! The imputation sinks to the earth
with the groundless charge on which it rests. I stamp it with
scorn in the dust. I pick up the dart, which fell harmless at my
feet. I hurl it back. What the Senator charges on me, un-
justly, he has actually done. He went over on a memorable
occasion, and did not leave it to time to disclose his motive,

The Senator next tells us that I bore a character for stern
fidelity, which he accompanied with remarks implying that I had
forfeited it by my course on the present occasion. If he means
by stern fidelity a devoted attachment to duty and principle,
which nothing can overcome, the character is, indeed, a high one,
and, I trust, not entirely unmerited. I have, at least, the au-
thority of the Senator himself for saying that it belonged to me
before the present occasion, and it is, of course, incumbent on
him to show that I have since forfeited it. He will find the task
a Herculean one. It would be by far more easy to show the op-
posite; that, instead of forfeiting, I have strengthened my title to
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the character; instead of abandoning any principles, I have firmly
adhered to them, and that, too, under the most appalling difficul-
ties. If I were to select an instance in the whole course of my
life on which, above all others, to rest my claim to the character
which the Senator attributed to me, it would be this very one
which he has selected to prove that I have forfeited it. I acted
with the full knowledge of the difficulties I had to encounter and
the responsibility I had to incur.. I saw a great and powerful
party, probably the most powerful in the country, eagerly seizing
on the catastrophe which had befallen the currency and the con-
sequent embarrassments that followed, to displace those ‘in power
against whom they had been long contending. I saw that to
stand between them and their object I must necessarily incur
their deep and lasting displeasure. I also saw that to maintain
the administration in the position they had taken, to separate the
Government from the banks, I would draw down on me, with the
exception of some of the Southern banks, the whole weight of
that extensive, concentrated, and powerful interest—the most
powerful by far of any in the whole community; and thus I
would unite against me a combination of political and moneyed
influence almost irresistible. . . .

But the Senator did not confine his attacks to my conduct
and motives in reference to the present question. In his eager.
ness to weaken the cause I support, by destroying confidence in
me, he made an indiscriminate attack on my intellectual faculties,
which he characterized as metaphysical, eccentric, too much of
genius, and too little common sense, and of course wanting a
sound and practical judgment.

Mr. President, according to my opinion, there is nothing of
which those who are endowed with superior mental faculties
ought to be more cautious, than to reproach those with their de-
ficiency to whom Providence has been less liberal. The faculties
of our mind are the immediate gift of our Creator, for which we
are no farther responsible than for their proper cultivation, ac-
cording to our opportunities, and their proper application to con-
trol and regulate our actions. Thus thinking, I trust I shall be
the last to assume superiority on my part, or reproach any one
with inferiority on his; but those who do not regard the rule,
when applied to others, cannot expect it to be observed when
applied to themselves. The critic must expect to be criticized,
and he who points out the faults of others, to have his own
pointed out.



76 JOHN C. CALHOUN

I cannot retort on the Senator the charge of being metaphys.
ical. I cannot accuse him of possessing the powers of analysis
and generalization, those higher faculties of the mind (called
metaphysical by those who do not possess them), which decom-
pose and resolve into their elements the complex masses of ideas
that exist in the world of mind, as chemistry does the bodies
that surround us in the material world; and without which those
deep and hidden causes which are in constant action, and produc-
ing such mighty changes in the condition of society, would
operate unseen and undetected. The absence of these higher
qualities of the mind is conspicuous throughout the whole course
of the Senator’s public life. To this it may be traced that he
prefers the specious to the solid, and the plausible to the true.
To the same cause, combined with an ardent temperament, it is
owing that we ever find him mounted on some popular and
favorite measure which he whips along, cheered by the shouts of
the multitude, and never dismounts till he has ridden it down.
Thus, at one time, we find him mounted on the protective sys-
tem, which he rode down; at another, on internal improvement;
and now he is mounted on a bank, which will surely share the
same fate, unless those who are immediately interested shall stop
him in his headlong career. It is the fault of his mind to seize
on a few prominent and striking advantages, and to pursue them
eagerly without looking to consequences. Thus, in the case of
the protective system, he was struck with the advantages of
manufactures; and, believing that high duties was the proper
mode of protecting them, he pushed forward the system without
seeing that he was enriching one portion of the country at the
expense of the other; corrupting the one and alienating the
other; and, finally, dividing the community into two great hostile
interests, which terminated in the overthrow of the system itself.
So, now, he looks only to a uniform currency, and a bank as the
means of securing it, without once reflecting how far the banking
system has progressed, and the difficulties that impede its further
progress; that banking and politics are running together to their
mutual destruction; and that the only possible mode of saving
his favorite system is to separate it from the Government.

To the defects of understanding, which the Senator attributes
to me, I make no reply. It is for others, and not me, to deter-
mine the portion of understanding which it has pleased the
Author of my being to bestow on me. It is, however, fortunate
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for me, that the standard by which I shall be judged is not the
false, prejudiced, and, as I have shown, unfounded opinion which
the Senator has expressed, but my acts. They furnish materials,
neither few nor scant, to form a just estimate of my mental
faculties. I have now been more than twenty-six years continu-
ously in the service of this Government, in various stations, and
have taken part in almost all the great questions which have
agitated this country during this long and important period.
Throughout the whole I have never followed events, but have
taken my stand in advance, openly and freely avowing my opin-
ions on all questions, and leaving it to time and experience to
condemn or approve my course.

SELF-GOVERNMENT AND CIVILIZATION

E MAKE a great mistake in supposing all people capable of
W self-government.  Acting under that impression, many
are anxious to force free governments on all the people
of this continent, and over the world, if they had the power. It
has been lately urged, in a very respectable quarter, that it is the
mission of this country to spread civil and religious liberty over
all the globe, and especially over this continent, even by force, if
necessary. It is a sad delusion. None but a people advanced to
a high state of moral and intellectual excellence are capable,in a
civilized condition, of forming and maintaining free governments;
and, among those who are so far advanced, very few, indeed,
have had the good fortune to form constitutions capable of en-
durance. It is a remarkable fact in the political history of man,
that there is scarcely an instance of a free constitutional govern-
ment which has been the work exclusively of foresight and wis-
dom. They have all been the result of a fortunate combination
of circumstances., It is a very difficult task to make a constitu-
tion worthy of being called so. This admirable Federal Consti-
tution of ours is the result of such a combination. It is superior
to the wisdom of any or of all the men by whose agency it was
made. The force of circumstances, and not foresight or wisdom,
induced them to adopt many of its wisest provisions.
But of the few nations who have been so fortunate as to
adopt a wise constitution, still fewer have had the wisdom long
to preserve one. It is harder to preserve than to obtain liberty
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After years of prosperity, the tenure by which it is held is but
too often forgotten; and I fear, Senators, that such is the case
with us. There is no solicitude now for liberty. Who talks of
liberty when any great question comes up? Here is a question
of the first magnitude as to the conduct of this war; do you hear
anybody talk about its effects upon our liberties and our free in-
stitutions? No, sir. That was not the case formerly. In the
early stages of our Government, the great anxiety was, how to
preserve liberty. The great anxiety now is for the attainment
of mere military glory, In the one we are forgetting the other.
The maxim of former times was, that power is always stealing
from ‘the many to give to the few; the price of liberty was per-
petual vigilance. They were constantly looking out and watching
for danger. Not so now. Is it because there has been any decay
of liberty among. the people? Not at all. I believe the love of
liberty was never more ardent; but they have forgotten the ten-
ure of liberty, by which alone it is preserved.

We think we may now indulge in everything with impunity,
as if we held our charter by “right divine >—from heaven itself.
Under these impressions we plunge into war, we contract heavy
debts, we increase the patronage of the Executive, and we talk
of a crusade to force our institutions of liberty upon all people.
There is no species of extravagance which our people imagine
will endanger their liberty in any degree. Sir, the hour is ap-
proaching, the day of retribution will come. It will come as‘cer-
tainly as I am now addressing the Senate; and, when it does
come, awful will be the reckoning, heavy the responsibility some-
where.

INDIVIDUAL LIBERTY
(From a Speech Delivered in 1848)

OCIETY can no more exist without government, in one form or
another, than man without society. It is the political, then,
which includes the social, that is his natural state. It is the

one for which his Creator formed him, into which he is impelled
irresistibly, and in which only his race can exist, and all his fac-
ulties be fully developed. Such being the case, it follows that'
any, the worst form of government is better than anarchy, and
that individual liberty or freedom must be subordinate to what.
ever power may be necessary to protect society against anarchy
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within or destruction from without; for the safety and well being
of society are as paramount to individual liberty as the safety
and well being of the race are to that of individuals; and, in the
same proportion, the power necessary for the safety of society is
paramount to individual liberty. On the contrary, government
has no right to control individual liberty beyond what is neces-
sary to the safety and well being of society. Such is the bound-
ary which separates the power of government and the liberty of
the citizen or subject in the political state, which, as I have
shown, is the natural state of man, the only one in which his
race can exist, and the one in which he is born, lives, and dies.

It follows from all this that the quantum of power on the
part of the government, and of liberty on that of individuals,
instead of being equal in all cases, must necessarily be very un-
equal among different people, according to their different condi-
tions. For just in proportion as a people are ignorant, stupid,
debased, corrupt, exposed to violence within and danger without,
the power necessary for government to possess, in order to pre-
serve society against anarchy and destruction, becomes greater
and greater, and individual liberty less and less, until the lowest
condition is reached, when absolute and despotic power becomes
necessary on the part of the government, and individual liberty
extinct. So, on the contrary, just as a people rise in the scale of
intelligence, virtue, and patriotism, and the more perfectly they
become acquainted with the nature of government, the ends for
which it was ordered, and how it ought to be administered, and
the less the tendency to violence and disorder within and danger
from abroad, the power necessary for government becomes less
and less, and individual liberty greater and greater. Instead,
then, of all men having the same right to liberty and equality,
as is claimed by those who hold that they are all born free and
equal, liberty is the noblest and highest reward bestowed on
mental and moral development, combined with favorable circum-
stances. Instead, then, of liberty and equality being born with
man,—instead of all men, and all classes and descriptions, being
equally entitled to them,—they are high prizes to be won; and
are, in their most perfect state, not only the highest reward that
can be bestowed on our race, but the most difficult to be won,
and, when won, the most difficult to be preserved.



JOHN CALVIN
(1509-1564)

'_{“_}‘/_. EZA writes that Calvin “taught the truth not with affected
o f.“; eloquence but with such solid gravity of style, that there
eOX was not a man who could hear him without being ravished
with admiration.® One of his modern admirers says that he
« preached ex fempore and that his style is like his character—plain,
unartificial, transparent, and practical, verifying the remark of his
biographer that the greatest genius is always the most simple.”

He was born at Noyon in Picardy, July 1oth, 1509, from a family
whose real name was *Cauvin,” which, after the fashion of his time,
he Latinized into ®Calvinus.® He was educated at the College de la
Marché at Paris and at the College Montaign, showing an extraor-
dinary capacity for knowledge of all kinds with a special bent
towards metaphysics, or, as it was then called, *philosophy.” He
studied law as well as theology, but his sympathy for the move-
ment inaugurated by Luther determined his choice and the law lost
a student whose eminently severe thinking and habits of persistence
might have made him one of the most profound lawyers who ever
lived. He settled in Geneva in 1536, engaging thereafter in one
great controversy after another during the remainder of his life.
The greatest of these was with Servetus, against whom, on his trial
for heresy at Geneva in 1553, he appeared as accuser. Coleridge
says, however, that the death of Servetus at the stake ®was not Cal-
vin's guilt especially, but the common opprobrium of all European
Christendom” at a time when burning at the stike was a matter of
course in the regulation of opinion.

Calvin’s discourse *On the Necessity of Enduring Persecution®
was delivered extemporaneously but was published by him at Geneva,
and the argument here given from it on *“The Necessity for Cour-
age® may be accepted as representing him as nearly as the dif-
ference between English and the French in which it was delivered
will allow. Beza, in whose arms he died May 27th, 1564, summed
up his character in the words: “I have been a witness of him for
sixteen years and I think I am fully entitled to say that in this
man there was exhibited to all an example of the life and death
of the Christian such as it will not be easy to depreciate, such as
1t will be difficult to emulate.”

8
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THE NECESSITY FOR COURAGE

(From a Discourse on Enduring Persecution, Geneva, 1552)

HAT shall be done in order to inspire our breasts with true
W courage? We have, in the first place, to consider how
precious the confession of our faith is in the sight of
God. We little know how much God prizes it, if our life, which
is nothing, is valued by us more highly. When it is so, we mani-
fest a marvelous degree of stupidity. We cannot save our life
at the expense of our confession, without acknowledging that we
hold it in higher estimation than the honor of God and the sal-
vation of our souls.

A heathen could say that “It was a miserable thing to save
life by giving up the only things which made life desirable!”
And yet he and others like him never knew for what end men
are placed in the world, and why they live in it. It is true they
knew enough to say that men ought to follow virtue, to conduct
themselves honestly and without reproach; but all their virtues
were mere paint and smoke. We know far better what the chief
aim of life should be; namely, to glorify God, in order that le
may be our glory. When this is not done, woe to us! And we
cannot continue to live for a single moment upon the earth with-
out heaping additional curses on our heads. Still we are not
ashamed to purchase some few days to languish here below, re-
nouncing the eternal kingdom by separating ourselves from him
by whose energy we are sustained in life.

Were we to ask the most ignorant, not to say the most brutish
persons in the world, Why they live ? they would not venture to
answer simply, that it is to eat, and drink, and sleep; for all
know that they have been created for a higher and holier end.
And what end can we find if it be not to honor God, and allow
ourselves to be governed by him, like children by a good parent;
so that after we have finished the journey of this corruptible life,
we may be received into his eternal inheritance? Such is the
principal, indeed the sole end. When we do not take it into ac-
count, and are intent on a brutish life, which is worse than a
thousand deaths, what can we allege for our excuse? To live
and not know why, is unnatural. To reject the causes for which
we live, under the influence of a foolish longing for a respite of
some few days, during which we are to live in the world, while
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separated from God —I know not how to name such infatuation
and madness!

It were easy, indeed, for God to crown us at once without re-
quiring us to sustain any combats; but as it is his pleasure that
until the end of the world Christ shall reign in the midst of his
enemies, so it is also his pleasure that we, being placed in the
midst of them, shall suffer their oppression and violence till he
deliver us. I know, indeed, that the flesh kicks when it is to be
brought to this point, but still the will of God must have the
mastery. If we feel some repugnance in ourselves, it need not
surprise us; for it is only too natural for us to shun the cross.
Still let us not fail to surmount it, knowing that God accepts our
obedience, provided we bring all our feelings and wishes into
captivity, and make them subject to him.

When the Prophets and Apostles went to death, it was not
without feeling within some inclination to recoil. “They will lead
thee whither thou wouldst not,”® said our Lord Jesus Christ to
Peter. When such fears of death arise within us, let us gain the
mastery over them, or rather let God gain it; and meanwhile, let
us feel assured that we offer him a pleasing sacrifice when we
resist and do violence to our inclinations for the purpose of
placing ourselves entirely under his command- This is the prin-
cipal war in which God would have his people to be engaged.
He would have them strive to suppress every rebellious thought
and feeling which would turn them aside from the path to which
he points. And the consolations are so ample, that it may well
be said, we are more than cowards if we give way!

In ancient times vast numbers of people, to obtain a simple
crown of leaves, refused no toil, no pain, no trouble; nay, it even
cost them nothing to die, and yet every one of them fought for
a peradventure, not knowing whether he was to gain or lose the
prize. God holds forth to us the immortal crown by which we
may become partakers of his glory: he does not mean us to
fight at haphazard, but all of us have a promise of the prize for
which we strive. Have we any cause then to decline the strug.
gle? Do we think it has been said in vain, *If we die with
Jesus Christ we shall also live with him?® Our triumph is pre-
pared, and yet we do all we can to shun the combat.



PIERRE JOSEPH CAMBON
(1754-1820)

R AMBON has been called the greatest financier of the French
¥ Revolutionary period. Although he was practically respon-
sible for the receipts and expenditures of the Republic
during its stormiest times, the confidence of the Legislative Assem-
bly, and of the Convention afterwards, in his honesty, was never
shaken, not even during the Reign of Terror. From the first he
was the ruling spirit and mouthpiece of the Financial Committee
of both bodies. His expositions of the public situation to both are
models of luminous and exhaustive statement.

Born into a wealthy bourgeois family in Montpellier, he was en-
gaged in the grocery business in his native city when the begin-
ning of the Revolution sent him to represent the #ers efat in the
States General at Versailles in 1789. In 1791, after being elected
first deputy for the department of Herault in the Legislative Assem-
bly, he was placed at the head of its financial committee, where he
soon became such an authority on financial matters that he was made
the last President of the Assembly, elected first deputy for Herault
to the Convention in 1792, and placed at the head of its financial
committee also. He was made a member of the first Committee of
Public Safety in 1793, but was left out of the second on account
of his moderation. Although he co-operated in the overthrow of
Robespierre, he was made one of the victims of the feeling against
the first committee to suchb an extent that he was forced to return,
a poorer man, to his business in Montpellier.

Here he was permitted to remain unmolested until the Bourbons,
in 1815, included him with other alleged “regicides® in a decree of
banishment. He died in exile at Brussels in 1820,
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THE CRISIS OF 1793

(From an Address in Convention July rith, 1793, Reporting on the Condition
of the Republic)

HE Committee of Public Safety having charged me to apprise
you of the actual condition of the Republic, and of the
operations it has conducted, I shall try to acquit myself

of the duty.

You will recollect that, at the period of the establishment of
the committee, the Republic was betrayed; Dumouriez had disor-
ganized the armies of the North and the Ardennes, and there
remained but about two thousand five hundred men in the garri-
sons of that whole frontier. The strongholds lacked provisions
and munitions to sustain a siege, and this general, after having
delivered to the Austrians the stores and arms for a considerable
sum, would also have delivered up the fortifications without de-
fense. You know that this general abandoned at Liege ten
thousand guns and twenty-five thousand uniforms, which he
placed in store for the benefit of our enemies, while the soldiers
of the Republic were in need, and to deceive them as to his
bent, he made this hall echo with his hypocritical plaints of the
nakedness of the army, to the end to throw the blame upon this
convention. The armies of the Rhine and the Moselle have
been obliged to retreat and to abandon the environs of Mayence.
They have sought frontier points and find themselves in a con-
dition of disorganization which is the inevitable result of a forced
retreat. The armies of the Alps and of Italy are tranquil since
the snow in the mountains has separated them from the enemy.
The Spaniards have attacked us in the direction of Bayonne and
Perpignan. The armies of the Eastern and Western Pyrenees, of
which we have heard much spoken, which were, it was frequently
said, always on the point of organizing, are totally destitute.
They need general officers, they have no cannon to take the field,
hardly any ordnance for their siege guns, but little food stores,
and few soldiers. The commissioners, Isnard, Aubry, and Des.
pinassy, whom you sent to Perpignan, made you a reassuring
report on the condition of that frontier; nevertheless the repre-
sentatives of the people, who were there at the first invasion of
the Spaniards, write you that it was totally abandoned; that the
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forts were nearly all dismantled; that most of the cannon found
in the works lacked cartridges; that there were few if any stores,
and that they were without food. As to our situation in the in-
terior, fanatics having raised armies in La Vendee and adjoining
departments, several strong cities came under the power of the
rebels. It is hoped, however, that the courage of the Republi-
cans will stifle this rehellion in its birth; and since it is impos-
sible to send disciplined troops there, the object may be attained
by the levies made by requisition on the spot and some small
bodies of veteran troops. Unfortunately, as you know, intrigues
have weakened the public spirit in part of the departments; the
citizens fail to show the energy necessary to combat the fanatics,
who have their own form of energy; the bravery of the soldiers
was not seconded or else was paralyzed by the perfidy of their
chiefs; we lost arms, cannon, and stores, which were used against
us. Orders were then given to bring up battalions of the army;
. they were halted in their march; the committee ordered arms
and supplies; the administration checked these in their passage;
thenceforward there seemed to be no union in any operations; it
might even be said that each administrator seemed occupied only
in the defense of his own position; formed his own little army,
and named his general, so that it was impossible that any com-
prehensive system of defense could be followed. At the same
time we had to defend the ports of Brest and Cherbourg. There
were but a few scattered troops in these garrisons. On the
coasts of Brittany, where a revolt had broken out, there were
hardly five thousand troops, a number not sufficient even to
equip the ships of the line.

The coasts and seaports of the Republic did not present con-
ditions reassuring those who hoped for their defense: everywhere
cannon were being asked for, and calls were made for ammuni-
tion and men to man the redoubts. But little activity was dis-
played in fitting out the fleets of the Republic. The ports of
Brest, Rochefort, and Lorient had but six vessels of the line fit
to put to sea, and the Mediterranean fleet was being repaired at
Toulon.

You had one hundred and seventy representatives of the peo-
ple in the departments to excite the patriotism of the citizens for
the enlistment of three hundred thousand men, or on diverse
missions of recruiting; but one of the subterfuges of the enemy
was to calumniate and discredit them. To check the success of
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their operations, nothing was left undone to decry them, to as-
perse their authority, and to create enemies for them. Every-
where a word was hurled at them which has since become the
title of a party, they were called “ Maratists® —a name invented
by our enemies to decry the most energetic of our patriots. It
was said that ®Maratists® were assassins, the partisans of the
Agrarian laws and of royalty for the Duke of Orleans. Very
soon a portion of this assembly bore the same reproach. In spite
of all these obstacles, the recruiting of three hundred thousand
men was a success, but your commissioners had to have recourse
to a few revolutionary acts necessitated by the resistance made by
the aristocrats and moderates, in the endeavor to paralyze their
efforts. Nevertheless I can say to France, without the mission of
these commissioners, in place of the three hundred thousand men
needed to defend France, you would hardly have had twenty
thousand. Such was the condition of the Republic when the
Committee of Public Safety was organized.

What has your committee done? It commenced by having
from the Executive Council a full statement of the means they
had adopted to save the public. But the Executive Council
itself was paralyzed. The Minister of War had just been ar-
rested, there was no force in the government, several of the
ministers lacked the confidence of the public. The administra-
tions were nullities, inapt and careless; everywhere were wanting
men, arms, clothing, munitions of war, and food. At last de-
mands came from all sections. Our political relations abroad
felt the torpor into which our government had fallen.

Your committee felt they must take decided measures. They
recognized that at such a critical moment, where all could not be
foreseen or united at the centre, the power should be dissemi-
nated; that commissioners were needed to save the Republic,
excite the zeal of the citizens, improvise armies, survey their
equipment, and prevent treason.

They found that the one hundred and seventy commissioners
sent into the departments depleted the convention too much.
They proposed to you the recall of those whose missions were
fulfilled, or whose duties were not essentially important.

The powers of your commissioners were unlimited, and fre-
quently their purposes and operations crossed each other. The
committee thought well to organize a surveillance; they proposed
instructions which would definitely determine the power of the
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representatives of the people. Here the malevolence which pur-
sued all your decrees again sought to check the work of your
new commissioners. Everywhere they were held up as disorgan-
izers, “ Maratists,® “proconsuls,” “dictators.” Nevertheless, this
surveillance, which you created by the law of the thirtieth of
April last, has saved the Republic; it has provisioned the army
and the forts; it has given activity even to the generals. Over
three thousand deliberations have been held by these commis-
sioners—mnot to commit arbitrary acts, but to organize, arm and
equip the armies, which, without their aid, would still be in the
most extreme disorder. Since this organization, complaints and
demands for food, clothing, and forage have diminished; for the
representatives of the people on the spot have neglected nothing
to  supply really pressing demands. Our enemies have felt this
power, and, not wishing us to succeed in our defense, have, with
the word “Marat,” sought to stifle the energy of the patriots.
Your committee thought also to excite the zeal of the adminis-
trators to co-operate for the common defense. When arms were
wanting efforts were made, by letter and instruction, to create or
perfect establishments for the manufacture of new and the repair
of old guns; to equip fowling pieces with bayonets, and to use
superfluous bells for the casting of field pieces. They superin-
tended the manufacture of gunpowder and the casting of bullets,
and urged on all to second in every way the representatives of
the people in clothing and equipping the armies, in surveying the
defenses of the seaports, forts, and coasts, and to prepare, as far
as possible, for the formation of corps of cavalry, by the employ-
ment of the horses used in carriages and for pleasure.



ALEXANDER CAMPBELL
(1788-1866)

MRS rEXANDER CAMPBELL was born in the County of Antrim, Ire-

MRS land, September 12th, 1788. His ancestry was Scottish and
he inherited from it the tradition which made him one of the
most influential religious teachers of the United States in the first half of
the nineteenth century. After removing to the United States in 1809, he
devoted himself to the study of religion. He died at Bethany, West
Virginia, March 4th, 1866, after his influence had shown itself in the
organization of a new Protestant denomination, now widely represented
in the United States. Its purpose is to model its doctrine and practice
on those of primitive Christianity. From 1825 until the end of his ac-
tive life, Mr. Campbell was celebrated as an orator, educator and re-
ligious teacher. HHe helped to reorganize the State Government of Vir-
ginia on lines more popular than those of the Colonial period. Crowded
audiences attended wherever he spoke. Besides being the organizer of
“The Disciples of Christ,” he was the founder and head of Bethany
College, West Virginia. He was a man of great intellectual force and
a most impressive speaker.

MIND THE MASTER FORCE
(From an Address Delivered at Miami University in 1844)

S THERE is not one lawless atom in the material universe, so

there is not one irresponsible agent in the social system.

The order of material nature is, indeed, the outward sym-

bol of the order of spiritual nature, and that is the order of

obedient dependence. We shall, then, enter the holy place of

moral obligation by passing leisurely through the outer court of
physical obligation.

In the material universe all the inferior masses are under law
to the superior. One of the sublime designs of the Creator is
that all the central masses of the universe shall not only be the
largest masses in their respective systems, but also radiating
centers to their systems. Thus he has constituted the great
masses perennial fountains of beneficence to all the subordinate
masses that move round them. Our own bright orb, representa-
tive of all the suns of creation, is an unwasting fountain of life
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to its own glorious system. No sooner does he show his radiant
face than floods of life teem from his bosom upon some thiity
attendant planets, which, in sublime majesty and in expressive
silence, ceaseless move around him. Light, heat, life, and joy
emanate from him. These are the sensible demonstrations of his
bounty to his waiting retinue of worlds. What other emanations
of goodness he vouchsafes to those who obey him are yet un-
known, and perhaps unknowable to us while confined to this our
native planet. In the purer and more elevated regions of ether
he may perhaps generate and mature the ultimate and more rec-
ondite elements of the vital principle, which, combining with
our atmosphere, quicken it with all the rudimental principles of
animal existence.

In the realms of matter, so far as fact, observation, and anal-
ogy authenticate any conclusion, the law is universal; vzz., that
the minors must be subject to the majors; that the inferior masses
shall depend on the superior for all that gives them life and
comfort. But that the satellites of all systems and of all ranks
requite their suns in some way by receiving from them their
beneficence, and thereby maintaining, through their respective
gravities, their central positions and perpetual quiescence, while
they all move forward in one grand concert around the throne of
he Eternal, in awful grandeur musing his praise, is not to be
questioned or doubted by any one conversant with God’s grand
system of designs. On these sublime though simple principles
are suspended the order, beauty, and felicity of the universe.
Destroy this, and a scene of disorder, confusion, and destruction
would instantly ensue, that would not leave an atom of the uni-
verse unscathed.

Such is also the order of the intellectual system. One great
mind, nature's spiritual and eternal sun, constitutes the mighty
centre around which, in their respective orbits, all pure minds,
primary or secondary —angelic or human—revolve. In this sys-
tem the great minds as certainly govern the inferior as in mate-
rial nature the large masses govern the less. Now, as the power
of mind consists of intelligence, educated mind must as certainly
govern uneducated mind, and the more vigorous and talented the
less favored, as the great material masses govern the inferior.

. . . . . . .

The beauty as well as the happiness of the universe requires
inequality. Equal lines, smooth surfaces, and eternal plains have
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no beauty. We must have hill and dale, mountain and valley,
sea and land, suns of all magnitudes, worlds of all sizes, minds of
all dimensions, and persons and faces of divers casts and colors,
to constitute a beautiful and happy world. We must have sexes,
conditions, and circumstances-—empires, nations, and families—
diversities in person, mind, manners, in order to the communica-
tion and reception of happiness. Hence, our numerous and vari.
ous wants are not only incentives to action, but sources of
pleasure, both simple and complex— physical, intellectual, and
moral.

Hence the foundation and the philosophy of unequal minds—
unequal in power, in capacity, and in taste —unequal in intelli-
gence, activity, and energy. The inequalities of mind are numer-
ous and various as the inequalities of matter. One mind sports
with worlds— another with atoms. One man perches himself on
Mount Chimborazo and communes with the stars; another delves
into the earth in search of hidden treasures, and buries himself
in mines and minerals, One man moves along with the tardi-
ness of the ox in the drudgery of life; another ascends in a
balloon and soars above the clouds. Here we find a Newton
measuring the comet’s path, a Franklin stealing fire from heaven,
a Columbus in search of a new world; and there a sportsman
with his hounds in quest of a fox. One delights in his revelling
and song, in riotous living and the giddy dance; another, in
locking up his golden pelf in an iron chest. Talk we, then, of
minds equally endowed by nature or improved by art! No such
minds ever composed any community. Varieties, all manner of
varieties, are essential to society., The world needs the rich
and the poor, the young and the aged, the learned and the un-
learned, the healthy and the infirm, the cheerful and the mel-
ancholic. These call forth all our energies, open channels for all
the social virtues, lay the basis of our various responsibilities, and
constitute much of the happiness of this life. They furnish
opportunities for communicating and receiving benefits, .

To serve a society faithfully, whether as a scavenger of Rome
or as a king of the French, is an honor to any man. But to
serve society in any capacity promotive of its moral advancement
is the highest style and dignity of man. True, indeed, that in
the great category of moral improvement there are numerous
departments, and consequently many offices. There are authors,
teachers of all schools. ministers of all grades, missionaries of all
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mercies, ambassadors of all ranks, employed as conservators, re-
deemers, and benefactors of men. These, in the tendencies and
bearings of their respective functions, sweep the largest circles
in human affairs. They extend not only to the individual first
benefited, not only to those temporarily benefited by him, in a
long series of generations, but breaking through the confines of
time and space, those benefits reach into eternity and spread
themselves over fields of blessings, waving with eternal harvests
ot felicity to multitudes of participants which the arithmetic of
time wholly fails to compute, either in number or in magnitude.
The whole vista of time is but the shaft of a grand telescope
through which to see, at the proper angle, the teeming harvests
of eternal blessedness flowing into the bosoms of the great moral
benefactors of human kind. To choose a calling of this sort is
superlatively incumbent on men of genius. As Wesley said of
good music, so say we of good talents. The devil, said the re-
former, shall not have all the good tunes; and we add, nor the
law, nor politics, nor the stage, all the good talents.

If men are held responsible, not only for all the evil they
have done, but also for all the good they might have done —as
undoubtedly they will be; and if they are to be rewarded, not
for having genius and talent, but for having used them in accord-
ance with the Divine will and the dictates of conscience, then
what immense and overwhelming interests are merged in the
question, To what calling should men of great parts and of good
education devote themselves? Taste, inclination, and talent are
altogether, and always, to be ‘taken into account in a matter of
such thrilling interest. But we are speaking of men of genius
in general, and not of a particular class. The historic painter
may, like our great West, give us Bible characters and Bible
scenes. We may as well have the patriarchal scenes, tabernacle
and temple scenes, official personages and festivals upon the walls
of our rooms and museums, as'the island of Calypso, or the
ruins of the Capitol, or the Pantheon, or the panorama of
Mexico, Paris, or Waterloo. The poet may sing of Zion, and
Siloam, of Jerusalem and its King, as well as of the wrath of
Achilles, the siege of Troy, or the adventures of AEneas. An or-
ator may as well plead for God as for man, for eternity as for
time, for heaven as for earth; he may as well plead for man’s
salvation as for his political rights and immunities; and the same
learning and eloquence that gain for a client a good inheritance
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or a fair reputation might also have gained for him an unfad
ing crown and an enduring inheritance. It depends upon the
taste of the man of genius of any peculiar kind to what cause
he may supremely devote it. It is his duty, however, to bring it
to the best market and to consecrate it to the noblest and most
exalted good.

But, finally, it is not only incumbent on men of genius that
they cultivate their talents to the greatest perfection, and that
they select the noblest and most useful calling, but that they also
prosecute them with the greatest vigor, and devote themselves
to them with the most persevering assiduity. It is not he that
enters upon any career, or starts in any race, but he that runs
well, and perseveringly, that gains the plaudits of others, or the
approval of his own conscience.

Life is a great struggle. It is one splendid campaign, a race,
a contest for interests, honors, and pleasures of the highest char-
acter and of the most enduring importance. Happy the man of
genius who cultivates all his powers with a reference thereunto,
who chooses the most noble calling, and who prosecutes it with
all his might. Such a one, ultimately, secures to himself the ad-
miration of all the great, the wise, the good. Such a one will
always enjoy the approbation of his own judgment and con-
science, and, better still, the approbation of his God and Re-
deemer. How pleasing to him who has run the glorious race, to
survey from the lofty summit of his eternal fame the cumulative
results of an active life, developed in the light of eternity! How
transporting to contemplate the proximate and the remote, the
direct and the indirect beatific fruits of his labors reflected from
the bright countenances of enraptured myriads, beaming with
grateful emotion to him as the honored instrument of having in-
ducted them into those paths of righteousness which led them
into the fruition of riches, honors, and pleasures boundless as the
universe and enduring as the ages of eternity!



HENRY CAMPBELL-BANNERMAN
(1836-1908)

S 11E political philusophy of John Locke grew out of the minds
SR and habits of the English people. It had developed slowly
into the “constitution” of the people, as an organic whole,
increasing in unity and force from the Saxon times of Alfred. Then,
it was equally clear to Saxon freeman and Saxon serf that every out-
sider who attempted to control them was a foreign foe, to be resisted
to the last extreme, even, it is said by some British historians, to the
extreme of removing the “hide” of the invading heathen entirely, that
it might be attached as a warning against sacrilege to the door of one
of the church buildings which, during the period of their heathenism,
the expansive “Vikings” were undiscriminating enough to plunder
(i. e., in Twentieth Century English, to “loot”) as they did all other
buildings. With all agreed on this point, whether they were free men or
thralls, there had also developed in the Saxon times of Alfred the idea
that in the regulation of domestic affairs, as among free-born English-
men, no penalty of the law was to be “taken out of the hide” of a free-
born man, to satisfy any claim of justice, except when all other means
of satisfying justice failed.

As this English definition of the rights of person, belonging to birth
in freedom, developed from the Saxon times, through the Norman,
before it had embodied itself in the Constitution of England as it be-
longed to the mind of Locke, it had extended into the intellectual con-
stitution of the whole body of the English people. It clarified the idea
of the sanctity of the human person until the distinction disappeared
which seemed to make it necessary that the thrall, having no property
from which to pay the penalties of his transgressions, was destined by
divine as well as human law to “pay with his hide,” in what seemed
manifest agreement with the condition in life to which he had been
called by failure at birth to enter the estate of a free man. In the
philosophy of Locke, the constitution of the world began in the abo-
lition of thralldom at birth itself. This to him was the constitution of
civilization for humanity. While it is of course impossible for any
primitive mind to define the idea that outside and “outlandish” foreign-
ers in.a condition of accidental or habitual weakness have rights anyone
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is bound to respect, the British Constitution as it developed into the
philosophy of Locke, raised the human mind to the height of civilization
from which, for the first time, the world-wide view of its meaning be-
came possible. For the first time a political constitution, shaping itself
out of the mind of a great people into that of one of their greatest men,
actually “counted nothing human foreign.” Fromthe time of Alfred the
Great, the idea that “all just government depends on the consent of the
governed” worked its way through the mind of England until its pass-
age through Locke’s mind made its definition possible,

This high view of right, justice and civilization as it belongs to the
unity of the world, ends, as it begins, in respect for the sanctity of the
“birthright of freedom” for the “natives” in every country. From
Wales, in the Seventeenth Century, one of the close family connec-
tions of George Washington’s immediate ancestors went to America
with the idea that “every land is a brave man’s country.” This was
the Latin motto of a British coat of arms. The British idea, as it de-
velops out of the definitions of Locke into higher civilization for the
world, is that every land is a just man’s country, as he enters it with the
same respect for the rights, the liberties, of the weakest in it, he has for
those of the strongest in his own. As this idea worked into and out
of the lives of the men who represented it as best they could in its
sequences and consequences, from Wilberforce, Howar¢ and Brougham
to Gladstone, it forced the abolition of chattel slavery in the Nineteenth
Century It forced it in America as truly as in all “British posses-
sions.”

1f it is still too high for sustained realization in the life of any people
in the “Old World” or the New ; if, as it seemed to some, the Twentieth
Century opened with a threat of reaction from it extending to the
United States, throughout the English-speaking world and into the
minds of “sullen, stubborn peoples, half devil and half child;” if for a
time, to the timid, civilization seemed to be forced back of Locke to the
idea of

ll

the good old rule, the simple plan,
That he can take who has the power and he can keep who can,”’—

this idea “recrudescing” from below the surface of the world’s past into
the action of dominating and conquering men as brave and determined
as the world has ever produced, met with resistance from modern En-
glishmen, impelled to meet it by the British Constitution, as the idea
of self-government had been defined out of the mind of the people by
Locke. At the first crisis of the T'wentieth Century, resistance to re-
action armed for action with all the power of the idea of freedom in
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the final judgment which tests character by the rule that “he is a slave
who dares not be in the right with two or three.”

It is not given to any race, to any people, to any party or to any
man wholly to be right in any age. Still, a great people returns in-
evitably to its ideals at last. Whether it develops in the “cook’s son,”
or the “son of a hundred earls,” the mind which belongs to the liber-
ties of England belongs at last to the liberties of the world.

Nothing less than this can be written out of English history in all
its centuries, to answer the demands of justice to the history being
made in the world at the opening of the Twentieth Century, as this
belongs to the life-work of Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman, his asso-
ciates and his opponents. The rest may be left for decision by the
more nearly impartial judgments of those in all countries whose minds
have not been affected by the heat of struggle to validate for others
what it is given to each one to see as the right.

What can be realized most easily now is the transcendent greatness
of the age into which Henry Campbell-Bannerman was born. His
name is one of the most important in times in which his responsibilities
of office in Great Britain, made him one of the great factors in the
civilization of the world in a new century, when all its greatest forces
of mind from the past are focusing through science and defined thought
into action.

By birth and education he was fitted for his part in life. The
youngest son of Sir James Campbell, of Stracathro, Forfarshire, he
was born, September 7th, 1836, into a generation which inherited from
its immediate predecessors a political tradition which it extended in
results reaching fully to the close of the Nineteenth Century. Can-
ning, Peel and Mackintosh had already shaped in British life the issues
for his political education in his own generation, after his birth as a
member of the ancient “Clan Campbell.” Mackintosh had begun to
define Home Rule for the ‘“colonial possessions” in 1828, and with
O’Connell in the House of Commons in 1836, the first ideas the young
Scotchman could have absorbed in childhood from the atmosphere of
British politics, belonged to the issues of “Home Rule,” of Chartism
and the rise of Cobden and Bright. His scholastic education at Glas-
gow University and at Cambridge belonged to a period in the educa-
tion of the world when Mazzini and Kossuth had been followed out-
side of England by Lincoln, and in which both Gladstone and Bis-
marck had appeared, equipped as antagonists in the world-struggle
which began in a new era of armament, following the Crimean war
and the continental period of revolution which had preceded it. When
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Campbell—Bannerman entered Parliament as a representative of the
Stirling district in 1898, Castelar was attempting the liberation of
Spain ; Louis Napoleon was preparmg for his own downfall by attempt-
ing to suppress free speech in France; Bismarck had begun massing
the forces of Prussia for his policies of “blood and iron,” and in the
United States, out of the ruin of the Civil war, came a renewed and em-
phatic definition of the idea which in the time of Canning and Monroe,
had set the “ne plus wltra” for the reactionary forces of the “Holy
Alliance.”

Becoming Henry “Campbell-Bannerman” in compliance with the
testamentary wishes of his uncle (Henry Bannerman, of Hunton
Court, Kent), Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman’s official life during its
last three decades included service as Financial Secretary to the War
Office (1871-74 and 1880-82), as Secretary to the Admiralty (1882-
84), as Chief Secretary for Ireland (1884-85), and as Secretary of
State for War (1886, 1892-95). While, during this period, Gladstone
had led the forces of English Liberalism in advance after every suc-
cessive defeat, Africa had been opened up by the exploration of Stanley
and his successors; Japan had developed as a power in Asia; Russia
had been moved by the ideas of Locke as far as they could penctrate
into the mind of Tolstoi; Hugo had done his work in France against
“the infinitely little” as he found it in the imperialism of “Napoleon
the Little;” and the German Empire had been refounded with Bis-
marck’s idea in control. To “redress the balance” for the world, the
Republic of France had come into stable existence, the United States
had regained self-possession, Canada and Australia had grown from
mere provinces and possessions into great countries. In the middle of
the last decade of the Nineteenth Century it seemed that the world
might be led at once forward by great liberating ideas, best expressed
in English speech, into the full enjoyment of the right to exercise its
highest powers, as the birthright of every country. Then questions
of controlling the supply of the precious metals and of diamonds; of
sugar, tobacco and hemp, supervened in England and America.

When Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman became Prime Minister and
First Lord of the Treasury in 1905 as the successor of Gladstone in
leadership, with power extending far beyond that of office, it was to
begin a new struggle which for him ended only with his death, April
22d, 1908.

A representative leader in a great age, he left his successors the
legacy of his mind’s greatest forces in such “last words” as the speech
on “The Supremacy of the People.” W. V. B.



HENRY CAMPBELL-BANNERMAN ’ 97

THE SUPREMACY OF THE PEOPLE

(From Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman’s Speech as Prime Minister, June
24th, 1907, in the House of Commons, Supporting His Motion to
Limit the Power of the House of Lords in Rejecting Bills)

HE supremacy of the people in legislation implies, in this coun-
try at any rate, the authority of the Commons. The party
for which I speak has never swerved from that position, and

unless you are going to fall back upon some foreign method, such
as the referendum, or the mandate, or the plebiscite, or some other
way of getting behind the backs of the elected to the electors them-
selves, such as was advised by both the first and third Napoleon—
unless that is the example you are going to follow, then there is no
course open but to recognize ungrudgingly the authority which
resides in this House, and to accept the views of the nation’as rep-
resented in its great interests within these walls. The Resolution
embodies, therefore, a principle the logic of which at any rate is ac-
cepted by both parties and both Houses—the principle of the pre-
dominance of the House of Commons.

But let us be quite clear as to what we mean by predominance,
and especially what we mean by the ultimate prevalence of the
House of Commons. We do not on this side of the House mean
an abstract, a deferred, supremacy ; that is not what we mean by the
supremacy of the House of Commons. We do not mean a su-
premacy that comes into play after one or two or more appeals to
the country, before which a determined resistance of the other
House will give way. That is not what we mean by the supremacy
of the House of Commons. That arrangement does not in the
least fulfill the requirements of the Constitution. Where we differ,
therefore, is as to the point at which the authority of this House
becomes effective. But, at any rate, let us be quite clear about this,
that the House of Commons is acknowledged on all hands, with cer-
tain reservations in the House of Lords, but without reservation at
all, so far as I am aware, in the writings of any high constitutional
authority, as the final court in which the will of the nation is de-
clared. I do not base my argument upon the admissions or state-

3—7
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ments of those writers to whom I have referred, or on any authori-
ties whatsoever. We do not require to do so. The principle which
forms the core of our Resolution is implied and expressed in the
very existence of this House of Commons. It works in every fiber
of our political being, and if the authority to speak for the nation
is not to reside within these walls, if that authority is to be usurped
by the non-elective House, it follows that our representative insti-
tutions must take a secondary place, and we shall have to abate our
claim to be the foremost among free and representative com-
munities.

Now, I have to ask the House to consider how this great prin-
ciple is applied in practice. What meaning does the supremacy of
the House of Commons convey to the minds of the House of
Lords? In the first place, it is matter of common knowledge that its
working varies according to circumstances. When their own
party are in power—that is, the party to which the vast majority
of the members of the House of Lords belong—they recognize
without reservation, they even make what I would almost call in-
decent haste, to recognize this supremacy. There is never a sug-
gestion that the checks and balances of the Constitution are to be
brought into play; there is never a hint that this House is anything
but a clear and faithful mirror of the settled opinions and desires
of the country, or that the arm of the executive falls short of being
the instrument of the national will. No, sir; the other House, in
these circumstances, may be said to adopt and act upon the view of
the inherent authority of this House, which was expressed by Ed-
mund Burke in these words—

““The virtue, spirit and essence of the House of Commons consists in
its being the express image of the nation.”

I know of no instance under a congenial regime, that is to say,
not in recent times, when the House of Lords seriously challenged
the decisions of this House, except—it is rather comical—in the
solitary case of the Deceased Wife’s Sister Bill. On two separate
occasions this House has passed this Bill when the Conservatives
were in power—a private Bill it was—and on both occasions the
other House rejected it. It is almost refreshing to come upon this
marked action in the revising House. But certainly the supposed
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characteristic of a single-chamber system of government which
prevails in Unionist times has never been broken by any hint or
suggestion that the Government and the House of Commons should
go to the country and ascertain what the people were thinking.
That is a novel innovation. I will deal with that. It now seems
to be in everybody’s mouth. If we look upon this controversy as a
warfare, I should say that this is the last ditch, in which the final
struggle is expected to take place. . . .

If they ever did bring themselves to conceive of this House as
representing the opinions of the people, they belied it by the qualifi-
cation that such opinions are not settled opinions. It comes to this
—that no Liberal Government ever could represent the settled
opinions of the electors, because, apparently, if their minds were not
unsettled, they would never dream of sending a Liberal Govern-
ment to power. Therefore it comes to this—that a non-elective
House is called into action, and a barrier is set up across our path,
and this theoretical predominance of the House of Commons be-
comes the practical predominance of the House of Lords. The
Leader of the Opposition very clearly expressed in a few words not
very long ago his view of the change which supervened with a
change of administration, and I will quote his words in order that
he may have them before his mind. Speaking at the beginning of
November of last year, he said that the House of Lords was re-
garded by every man of sober thought, irrespective of party, as the
one barrier that exists between the folly of our present governors
and the great interests which in an unhappy moment have been en-
trusted to their charge. That is the transformation which the doc-
trine of the ultimate supremacy of this House undergoes when in
an “unhappy moment”—what is that?—a general election which
sent him and his supporters flying—that is the transformation
which the doctrine undergoes. It becomes the doctrine of the for-
tunate barrier. Nothing about supremacy. It is a barrier. We
may be very foolish persons, as he says, but we have not yet got
to such a depth of folly as to adopt his theory of the relations be-
tween the two houses. .

The Constitution knows nothing of this doctrine of the special
mandate, nothing whatever. It is an invention apparently of the
Lords, designed to afford them some kind of shelter behind which
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they may get rid of the Bills they dislike. Now, I am anxious to
make this matter clear, because it is important to my proposition—
namely, that the relations of the Houses call for definition; and if
the action of the House of Lords is based on assumptions which are
fatal to a true representative system, then the question of how far
they are entitled to push such action surely requires serious con-
sideration. If this House was elected on a mandate for this, or a
mandate for that, or a mandate for the other, I could understand,
even if I did not approve of, the process of sifting and trying our
decisions in order to see whether they corresponded with what
passed at the elections. In its absence such a claim becomes gro-
tesque. Yet how seriously is it urged. We are invited to go to
the country ad hoc to test whether the other House or this House is
right whenever we come to a deadlock. We have not been elected
on any such system as that. We were elected to carry out certain
broad principles, and yet, forsooth, we are to go back, and be re-
elected on Bills and on sections of Bills and subsections of Bills if
we are to convince the other House. . . .

The next question I have to ask is, by what title does the other
House claim to refer the House of Commons to the country?
Perhaps the right honorable gentleman will tell us that. I have
never myself seen any explanation, or understood how a doctrine
so fantastic could gain even a momentary currency. The Liberal
Party has never for a moment accepted the view that the non-
elected, unchanged, indissolvable, irresponsible House is entitled
to suspend a threat of dissolution over our heads; nor have they re-
garded the pretension so advanced as affording any sort of ground
for the action taken under cover of it. Let the House consider
what weight can attach to a theory which has never been put into
operation, which has never been recognized by oneparty in the State,
and which has never been held over the heads of the other party
in the State. And then I must say that this assumption of the right
to force a dissolution is a usurpation of the royal prerogative. It
is a device for turning the House of Commons into a subordinate
House, because the Lords are well aware that, in declining to
accept their bidding, we have no remedy against any changes,
delays or rejections that they may inflict upon our measures. Well,
holding us in this vise, and taunting us with the cry: “You have
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the country; why do you not go to it?” they have a free hand as
against this House. Well, what is the use of our going to the
country? If the Lords will not believe the elections of 1906, neither
will they be persuaded though the wishes of the people are ex-
pressed in ten elections in a year. . . . At present we are face to
face, as I have shown, with the ultimate supremacy of the House of
Lords. I see that this is the theory almost nakedly put forward by
some of those gentlemen in the press who are good enough to tell
us what we ought to think and what we ought to do. They evi-
dently have in their minds as a model some of the Continental
States whose system is essentially and fundamentally autocratic,
but in which the autocracy ornaments and supplements itself with
a representative body, useful for occupying public attention and for
hammering out the details of legislation, but bearing much the
relation that the kitchenmaid does to the cook. The House of
Lords, according to this theory, is to be the cook. Sir, the House
of Commons is spoken of by these instructors of the public in lan-
guage of formal, guarded, traditional respect, but is treated as
a wayward, impulsive body allowed to do useful work and on
occasion to have its fling, but to be pulled up by the House of Lords
as soon as it ventures inroads upon the pet prejudices and interests
of that which used to be the ruling class in this kingdom. Sir, we
have not so learned our existing Constitution. We have perfect
confidence in the good feeling, the good sense, the wisdom, the
righteousness and the patriotism of our country. We need no
shelter against them; we have no fears of them; and, therefore, we
would invert the réles thus assigned to the two Houses. Let the
country have the fullest use in all matters of the experience, wisdom
and patriotic industry of the House of Lords in revising and
amending and securing full consideration for legislative measures;
but (and these words sum up our whole policy) the Commons shall
prevail!



GEORGE CANNING
(1770-1827)

BB ANNING followed Pitt in protesting against the radical ideas of
g ,,( Revolutionary France, but he made a deliberate and often
successful attempt to check himself and those he could in-
ﬂuence in the tendency to go to the other extreme. He intended
that his policies should represent the progress which at any given
time is practicable, in spite of difficulties created by idealists, who
insist on too much, and reactionists, who strive to take away what
has already been gained. Outside of England he is apt to be re-
membered most gratefully for what he did to force the recognition
and the independence of the Spanish-American republics, though in
England itself he is chiefly regarded for his work in checking Napo-
leon. He was born in London, April 11th, 1770. After leaving the
University, he entered public life under the patronage of Pitt.
Elected to Parliament in 1794, he made the great reputation as an
orator which still survives him, and is justified by many of his
speeches even now, when the events which inspired them are no
longer of living interest. He ‘was Secretary for Foreign Affairs from
1807 to 1809; President of the Board of Control from 1816 to 1820;
again Secretary for Foreign Affairs from 1822 to 1827, and Premier in
1827. He died in August 1827, not long after taking his place at the
head of the cabinet.

The most admired of his orations —that delivered at Plymouth in
1823—owes its reputation and its vitality to the single passage in
which England in repose is compared to the fleet'of men-of-war lying
off Plymouth, seemingly inert, but representing at that time the great-
est condensation of merely physical force in the politics of the world.
Another celebrated speech on the affairs of Portugal is now obsolete.
Canning believed that parliamentary eloquence ought to represent the
conversational rather than the oratorical style, and where he seems
to act consciously on his theory his speeches are often so matter of
fact that their interest is merely historical. Often, however, he is
moved by a strong idea to a forgetfulness of theory, and he then
illustrates the strength of his intellect and the power of the genuine
orator. He is often witty, and there are times when he comes dan-
gerously near displaying the fatal gift of humor. It has been said of
him, indeed, that he was capable of editing a comic paper or of di-
recting the destinies of the greatest empire of the world. He could
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P2 ANNING died in the “Tapestry Room™ at Chiswick House. So did
f Fox. The beautiful seat of the Duke of Devonshire in Middle-

R sex was famous 25 the resort of the great Whigs of the period
when English Whig eloquence reached i1ts highest Hogarth is buried in
the churchyard of the ancient church of Chiswick parish.
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GEORGE CANNING lbs

write verse with facility, but it is doubtful if he ever seriously at-
tempted to achieve genuine poetry under metrical forms. His most
poetical passages are to be found in his orations rather than in his
verse.

ENGLAND IN REPOSE

(A Speech Delivered at Plymouth, in 1823, on Being Presented with the
Frcedom of the Town)

Mr. Mayor and Gentlemen: —

ACCEPT with thankfulness, and with greater satisfaction than I
l can express, this flattering testimony of your good opinion

and good-will. I must add, that the value of the gift itself
has been greatly cnhanced by the manner in which your worthy
and honorable Recorder has developed the motives which sug-
gested it, and the scntiments which it is intended to convey.

Gentlemen, your Recorder has said very truly, that whoever,
in this free and cnlightened State, aims at political eminence, and
discharges political duties, must expect to have his conduct scru-
tinized, and every action of his public life sifted with no ordinary
jealousy, and with no sparing criticism; and such may have been
my lot as much as that of other public men. But, gentlemen,
unmerited obloquy scldom fails of an adequate, though perhaps
tardy, compensation. I must think mysclf, as my honorable
friend has said, eminently fortunate, if such compensation as he
describes has fallen to me at an earlicr period than to many
others; if I darc flatter myseclf (as his partiality has flattered
me) that the scntiments that you are kind enough to entertain
for me are in unison with those of the country; if, in addition
to the justice done me by my friends, I may, as he has assured
me, rely upon a candid construction, even from political oppo-
nents.

But, gentlemen, the secret of such a result does not lie deep.
It consists only in an honest and undeviating pursuit of what
one conscientiously belicves to be one's public duty—a pursuit
which, steadily continued, will, however detached and separate
parts of a man’s conduct may be viewed under the influence of
partialities or prejudices, obtain for it, when considered as a
whole, the approbation of all honest and honorable minds. Any
man may occasionally be mistaken as to the means most condu-
cive to the end which he has in view; but if the end be just
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and praiseworthy, it is by that he will be ultimately judged,
either by his contemporaries or by posterity.

Gentlemen, the end which I confess I have always had in
view, and which appears to me the legitimate object of pursuit
to a British statesman, I can describe in one word. The lan-
guage of modern philosophy is wisely and diffusely benevolent;
it professes the perfection of our species, and the amelioration of
the lot of all mankind. Gentlemen, I hope that my heart beats
as high for the general interest of humanity—I hope that I
have as friendly a disposition towards other nations of the earth
as any one who vaunts his philanthropy most highly; but I am
contented to confess that in the conduct of political affairs the
grand object of my contemplation is the interest of England.

Not, gentlemen, that the interest of England is an interest
which stands isolated and alone. The situation which she holds
forbids an exclusive selfishness; her prosperity must contribute to
the prosperity of other nations, and her stability to the safety of
the world. But, intimately connected as we are with the system
of Europe, it does not follow that we are therefore called upon
to mix ourselves on every occasion with a restless and meddling
activity, in the concerns of the nations which surround us. It is
upon a just balance of conflicting duties, and of rival, but some-
times incompatible advantages, that a government must judge
when to put forth its strength, and when to husband it for occa-
sions yet to come.

Our ultimate object must be the peace of the world. That
object may sometimes be best attained by prompt exertions—
sometimes by abstinence from interposition in contests which we
cannot prevent. It is upon these principles that, as has been
most truly observed by my worthy friend, it did not appear to
the government of this country to be necessary that Great
Britain should mingle in the recent contest between France and
Spain.

Your worthy Recorder has accurately classed the persons who
would have driven us into that contest. There were undoubtedly
among them those who desired to plunge this country into the
difficulties of war, partly from the hope that those difficulties
would overwhelm the administration; but it would be most un-
just not to admit that there were others who were actuated by
nobler principles and more generous feelings, who would have
rushed forward at once from the sense of indignation at aggres.
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sion, and who deemed that no act of injustice could be perpe-
trated from one end of the universe to the other, but that the
sword of Great Britain should leap from its scabbard to avenge
it. But as it is the province of la